
Attachment 22

Draft EIS Comment Responses



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

 
 

Page 1 

Attachment 22 

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Responses to comments provided in this attachment address environmental issues raised during the 

public comment period for the Draft EIS. Responses are provided for each comment in the following 

sections. They are intended to provide clarification and refinement of information presented in the 

Draft EIS and, in some cases, to correct or update information in the EIS. The text of the EIS has been 

revised as appropriate in response to comments and to reflect new or updated information, and the 

revised text has been incorporated into the Final EIS, supporting Chapters 1.0 through 9.0. 

Responses to comments in Attachment 22 are organized and presented in two main sections: (1) Global 

Responses to Comments (see below) and (2) Responses to Specific Comments (starting on page 65 of 

this attachment). 

GLOBAL RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

Numerous comments on the Draft EIS raised common concerns or questions that are most 

appropriately answered or clarified in one comprehensive, or “global,” response. Enterprise Services 

has provided Global Responses to address these common concerns. Responses to comments received 

on the Draft EIS related to these topics refer to the pertinent Global Response. The Global Responses 

are as follows, presented in the following pages of this attachment. 

 Alternatives 

 Cost Estimates and Shared Funding 

 Land Management 

 Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport 

 Navigation 

 Water Quality 

 Aquatic Invasive Species 

 Fish and Wildlife 

 

 Air Quality and Odor 

 Land use, Shorelines, and Recreation 

 Cultural Resources 

 Visual Resources 

 Sediment Quality 

 Transportation 

 Economics 
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Alternatives/Alternatives Design/Preferred Alternative 

Dredged Sediment Disposal 

Several comments requested that additional information regarding in-water versus upland disposal of 

maintenance dredge sediment be provided. The Draft EIS and Final EIS indicate that both in-water and 

upland disposal of sediment dredged during maintenance dredging are feasible options for the Estuary 

and Hybrid Alternatives, and that only upland disposal is likely to be feasible for the Managed Lake 

Alternative. 

For the Managed Lake Alternative, the chemical quality of sediment that would be removed during 

future maintenance dredging is expected to be suitable for in-water disposal; however, existing 

environmental regulations do not allow in-water disposal of dredged material that contains the invasive 

New Zealand mudsnail, which is expected to persist. In response to comments received on the Draft EIS 

and acknowledging that environmental regulations could change in the future when maintenance 

dredging would occur under the Managed Lake Alternative, the Final EIS includes estimated costs for 

in-water disposal of dredged sediment resulting from the Managed Lake Alternative. Importantly, 

there is no current indication that in-water disposal of sediment dredged under the Managed Lake 

Alternative would be suitable for in-water disposal. 

For the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, maintenance dredging would occur in impacted areas of West 

Bay only, not within the Capitol Lake Basin. The New Zealand mudsnail is not expected to be within the 

sediment that would be dredged under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives because of the salinity levels 

within West Bay and because maintenance dredging would occur in deeper water used for navigation 

(see the Global Response for Aquatic Invasive Species). Surveys conducted for the Final EIS found no 

evidence of New Zealand mudsnail presence in Budd Inlet. Additionally, the sediment that would be 

dredged during these maintenance dredging events would be freshly deposited and is expected to have 

chemical quality suitable for in-water disposal based on sampling conducted for this EIS. 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS acknowledge that disposal of maintenance dredge material would occur 

many years into the future and that there is uncertainty as to disposal requirements. Therefore, the 

analysis includes in-water and upland disposal for all action alternatives. As described in the Draft EIS 

and Final EIS, the disposal location for maintenance dredge sediment would be informed by sampling 

for chemical quality and aquatic invasive species prior to the dredge event, during permitting, and in 

coordination with the Dredged Materials Management Program (DMMP). The DMMP is an interagency 

program that oversees the disposal and beneficial use of sediments dredged from the waters of 

Washington State and consists of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Seattle District), U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (Region 10), the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), 

and the Washington State Department of Natural Resources. 
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Dredged Sediment Management 

Several comments requested additional information regarding how sediment would be managed to avoid 

significant impacts from sediment accumulation in Budd Inlet following dam removal for the Estuary and 

Hybrid Alternatives. As described in Section 3.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, a state-of-the-art and 

process-based three-dimensional computer model, Delft3D, was used to predict the movement of water 

and sediment in the study area under different project alternatives. Section 4.1.8 of EIS Supporting 

Chapter 4.0 describes where and how much sediment would accumulate in Budd Inlet following dam 

removal, with the majority of sediment accumulation occurring along the eastern shoreline of West Bay. 

To avoid significant impacts from sediment accumulation, the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives include 

maintenance dredging and an annual sediment monitoring program to ensure that dredging is responsive 

to actual environmental conditions. Maintenance dredging in West Bay is estimated to occur 

approximately every 6 years (see Section 4.2.5.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0). To increase certainty 

for maintenance dredging in West Bay, Enterprise Services negotiated a shared funding and 

governance agreement with a range of project stakeholders, as described in further detail in the Final 

EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0. As described in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, private marinas would retain 

responsibility for funding associated with dredging consistent with the No Action Alternative. 

Requests to incorporate Dual Estuary Lake Idea (DELI) concept proposed by stakeholders 

during scoping. 

Several comments requested that the EIS incorporate all or some elements of the Dual Estuary Lake 

Idea (DELI) concept proposed by stakeholders during scoping. In response to comments received on the 

Draft EIS, the Hybrid Alternative has been updated to include a freshwater reflecting pool, which was 

an important component of the DELI concept. 

EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 (Section 2.1) describes how other proposed concepts, including those 

proposed by DELI, were evaluated and screened through the Measurable Evaluation Process. 

Attachment 19 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS (Concepts Screened through the Measurable Evaluation 

Process) provides a summary of the results from the Measurable Evaluation Process, including the 

concepts that were eliminated from further review and those that became part of the action alternatives. 

Requests to describe alternatives in greater detail. 

Several commenters requested additional detail with regard to specific design elements and features of 

the alternatives. Consistent with WAC 197-11-055(1), the process required under the State 

Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is being conducted during the planning process to ensure that agency 

decisions reflect environmental values. After this analysis, the project will move into the design and 

permitting phase, where concept-level designs that have informed the environmental review would be 

advanced. This approach allows findings from the SEPA process to inform later design efforts and to 

reduce environmental impacts of the project. 
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SEPA requires that sufficient information be provided in the EIS to allow for a comparison between 

alternatives. The alternatives, as presented in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, were developed to a 

conceptual level of design that allowed the Draft EIS and Final EIS to identify and disclose the potential 

impacts and benefits for each alternative and is sufficient for a comparison between alternatives. 

Specific design details, parameters, and specifications would be determined during the future design 

and permitting phase, as described in EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0. 

Requests for modifications to the conceptual designs of the alternatives, including additional 

features and amenities. 

Numerous commenters provided suggestions for modifications and/or amenities that could potentially 

be incorporated into project designs. The process to develop the alternatives, which is described in 

Section 2.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, optimized the alternatives to best achieve project goals, 

technical and regulatory feasibility, and environmental and economic sustainability. The alternatives 

presented in the Final EIS have been refined based on comments on the Draft EIS where the suggested 

change would better meet project goals or avoid significant impacts of the alternatives. Some 

comments requested design details that are not available until the design and permitting phase of a 

project, or proposed concepts that did not support project goals or were outside the scope of the EIS 

analysis. These concepts have not been incorporated into the conceptual design of the alternatives. 

Following issuance of the Final EIS and contingent on funding availability, Enterprise Services will begin 

the design and permitting phase of the project, during which time the design of the selected alternative 

will be advanced from a conceptual level to the level needed for construction as described in EIS 

Supporting Chapter 7.0. Through that public process, Enterprise Services may consider and incorporate 

design modifications and/or features to better meet project goals. 

Hybrid Alternative – Reflecting Pool 

Several comments requested that the Hybrid Alternative include a freshwater reflecting pool. The 

Hybrid Alternative includes a 45-acre reflecting pool adjacent to Heritage Park. The Draft EIS analyzed 

both saltwater and freshwater reflecting pools as potential options. Based on comments provided on 

the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services has revised the Hybrid Alternative to include a freshwater reflecting 

pool. This update was made throughout the Final EIS. 

Related to these comments, were comments requesting clarifications regarding water rights for a 

groundwater-fed freshwater reflecting pool. Water rights and related permitting were considered as 

part of Concepts Screened through the Measurable Evaluation Process (Attachment 19, page 14). 

Based on consultation with Ecology in early 2020, use of groundwater for the reflecting pool would be 

considered a consumptive but beneficial use. In that consultation, Ecology confirmed that a permit 

would be required for this use and that approval of any water right cannot be guaranteed. Ecology 

noted that the public interest test for approving a water right requires extensive consideration of how 
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the proposed project would benefit the public, and whether there would be meaningful adverse 

impacts. If the Hybrid Alternative is selected for long-term management, the design and permitting 

process would include additional studies to confirm feasibility of this groundwater use and to complete 

the public interest test in order to obtain required permits for the consumptive use. 

Hybrid Alternative – Barrier Wall 

Several comments requested the EIS Project Team evaluate a rock barrier wall instead of sheetpiles for 

the Hybrid Alternative. Design options considered for the Hybrid Alternative barrier wall as part of 

Concepts Screened through the Measurable Evaluation Process (Attachment 19) included rock and 

sheetpile. That process determined that a sheetpile wall would best meet project goals because it could 

best support a multi-modal path on top of the wall. A rock containment wall would have a larger 

footprint and would result in more fill within waters of the U.S., compared to other options, such as 

sheetpile. A rock containment wall would therefore present significant regulatory challenges. 

Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives – 5th Avenue Bridge Closure 

Several comments requested that the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives avoid or minimize long-term 

closure of the 5th Avenue Bridge during construction. In the Draft EIS, the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives construction concepts included a 4- to 5-year closure of the 5th Avenue Bridge, which was 

needed to demolish the existing 5th Avenue Bridge and Dam and construct a replacement bridge in the 

same alignment. Multiple comments requested that Enterprise Services consider modifications to the 

design and construction approach to avoid or mitigate this long-term closure because a long-term 

closure would result in significant impacts on transportation and public services in the Project Area. As a 

result of these comments, Enterprise Services coordinated with the City of Olympia to refine the 

replacement 5th Avenue Bridge design and construction approach, as described in Section 2.2 of Final 

EIS Supporting Chapter 2.o and summarized below. 

The design and construction approach for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives has been revised as follows. 

Prior to removing the existing 5th Avenue Dam and Bridge, a new 5th Avenue Bridge would be constructed 

to the south of the existing structure and would connect from Deschutes Parkway SW to 5th Avenue west 

of Simmons Street. After the new 5th Avenue Bridge has been connected to the transportation system, 

traffic would be switched to it, and the existing 5th Avenue Bridge and Dam would be demolished. 

The concept for this new bridge includes the following features: 

 Two vehicular lanes (one in each direction) 

 A bike lane in each direction separated from the vehicular lanes 

 A sidewalk on the north side of the bridge 

 A wider sidewalk/path on the south side of the bridge providing a dedicated recreational trail 

connection 
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The project would also construct a new Olympic Way connection between Deschutes Parkway and the 

existing roundabout at 4th Avenue. A new roundabout would control the intersection of 5th 

Avenue/Deschutes Parkway/Olympic Way on the west side of the estuary. Figure 2.4.4 from EIS 

Supporting Chapter 2.0 (included below) shows the concept plan for the 5th Avenue Bridge, which 

would be further refined during design and permitting of the project and in coordination with the City 

of Olympia. 

These changes would avoid long-term closure of 5th Avenue during construction and reduce resulting 

transportation impacts as described in Section 4.12 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. Construction-

related closures are assumed to be less than 1 month. 

Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives – Expedited Estuary Restoration 

Several comments requested the 5th Avenue Dam and Bridge be removed earlier than described to 

expedite estuary restoration. Commenters requested that dam removal that is part of the Estuary and 

Hybrid Alternatives occur at the earliest possible time to expedite the return to estuarine conditions. 

Construction activities that must occur before the basin could be returned to tidal conditions include 

dredging to address existing sediment accumulation, habitat construction with the dredged material, 

slope stabilization along Deschutes Parkway, utilities upgrades to avoid impacts from saltwater, and 

construction of the new 5th Avenue Bridge. In coordination with project stakeholders, remediation to 

address known sediment contamination in West Bay is also expected to be completed before removal 

of the 5th Avenue Dam. Sediment remediation in West Bay would not occur until late 2020s and would 

be led by the Port of Olympia. 

Enterprise Services would explore all opportunities to expedite the construction schedule during the 

future design and permitting phase of the project. 

Preferred Alternative Identification Process - General 

Numerous commenters stated a preference for one or more alternatives. Enterprise Services 

acknowledges there are a wide range of public preferences about the project alternatives. The EIS 

process, as defined by SEPA, does not have a voting component, and public comments are not used to 

assess public support or opposition of the project or alternatives, although all comments are closely 

reviewed to inform the EIS analysis, which supports decision-making. 

As described in Section 1.12 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0 and the Preferred Alternative 

Identification Process (Attachment 21), the process used to identify and confirm the Preferred 

Alternative considered information available in the EIS, comments on the Draft EIS, and input from 

engaged stakeholders on which alternative(s) could achieve long-term stakeholder support (Decision 

Durability). 
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Enterprise Services solicited input on Decision Durability from the Executive Work Group (EWG) and 

Community Sounding Board (CSB). The EWG consists of representatives from the City of Olympia, City 

of Tumwater, LOTT Clean Water Alliance, Port of Olympia, Thurston County, and the Squaxin Island 

Tribe. The CSB consists of local stakeholders representing a broad range of interests (see EIS 

Supporting Chapter 8.0). The EWG and CSB have been meaningfully engaged in the EIS process over 

several years. Each of the members provided a numerical score for the alternatives to suggest the level 

of long-term support they forecast for the alternative. This numerical score was supplemented with a 

narrative response that described the factors that increased or decreased their support. This process is 

described in detail in the Attachment 21. 

Preferred Alternative Identification Process – Consideration of Tribal Values and Resources 

Several comments requested that the process to identify the Preferred Alternative incorporate and 

prioritize tribal values and resources. Tribal values and resources were incorporated into the process to 

select a Preferred Alternative as described in Section 1.12 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0 and the 

Preferred Alternative Identification (Attachment 21): 

 Each alternative was evaluated relative to tribal resources, which considered the abundance of 

species protected by tribal treaties, access to usual and accustomed fishing areas, and access to 

areas of cultural and spiritual significance. 

 Each alternative was also evaluated relative to cultural resources, which considered whether 

precontact landscapes would or would not be restored or preserved. 

 The Squaxin Island Tribe was asked to provide numeric and narrative feedback on their support 

of each of the alternatives. 

Project Time Horizon 

Several comments requested more detail regarding why a 30-year time horizon was selected for the 

project. The 30-year time horizon was identified to provide a consistent evaluation period for all 

alternatives. This horizon allows enough time for each of the potential alternatives to be constructed, 

established, and have a period of long-term management that can be evaluated. This project time 

horizon does not forecast too far into the future, to avoid speculation. 
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Cost Estimates and Shared Funding 

Comments suggested the EIS should evaluate the cost of disposing of sediment from the 

Managed Lake Alternative at an in-water disposal site, similar to the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives. 

Under all project alternatives, maintenance dredging would be required in the future to manage 

sediment that would accumulate after project construction. Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, 

data from sediment sampling and shoreline surveys suggest that the sediment dredged during those 

events would be suitable for placement at an in-water disposal site (i.e., sediment has chemical quality 

that is suitable for in-water disposal, and that New Zealand mudsnail and purple loosestrife seed have 

not been found in the saline environment of Budd Inlet despite their transport over the 5th Avenue Dam 

in high flow events, under existing conditions). 

Under the Managed Lake Alternative, the New Zealand mudsnail (and purple loosestrife seed) would 

persist in the freshwater waterbody to be dredged, and their presence would require that dredged 

sediment be taken to an upland disposal site. Existing policy established by the Dredged Material 

Management Program (DMMP), which oversees dredged material in Washington State, prohibits 

disposal of sediment that is known to be contaminated with New Zealand mudsnails at in-water 

disposal sites to prevent potential spread to nearby freshwater systems. For this reason, the Draft EIS 

included only a cost estimate for upland disposal of the dredged sediment from maintenance dredging 

of the Managed Lake Alternative. 

The Draft EIS included cost estimates for in-water disposal of the dredged sediment from maintenance 

dredging for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, but also included cost estimates for upland disposal 

because of the inherent uncertainty associated with dredging and sediment quality. 

In response to comments received on the Draft EIS, cost estimates have been updated in the Final EIS 

to include estimates for in-water disposal of dredged sediment for the Managed Lake Alternative, in 

addition to the assumed upland disposal. Although existing environmental regulations do not allow for 

in-water disposal of sediment from Capitol Lake (or other areas with known New Zealand mudsnails), 

commenters have suggested that environmental regulations could change before the first maintenance 

dredging event under the Managed Lake Alternative, which would occur no sooner than 2050. By that 

time, treatments may be available to eradicate the New Zealand mudsnail, although no such 

treatments are known or available at this time. Although SEPA analysis should not speculate about 

regulatory or environmental changes that cannot reasonably be forecasted, cost estimates for upland 

disposal under the Managed Lake Alternative were developed for the Final EIS to account for the 

inherent uncertainty related to dredging, the length of time between now and the future maintenance 

dredging, and to provide similar information for all project alternatives. The cost estimate for in-water 

disposal of sediment under the Managed Lake Alternative assumes that sediment would be dewatered 
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on or near Capitol Lake, loaded onto trucks, unloaded at a transload location at the Port of Olympia, 

and transferred to a barge for transport to the Anderson/Ketron in-water disposal site. 

Refer to Supporting Chapter 7.0 of the Final EIS for the planning-level cost estimates and additional 

information regarding maintenance dredging funding. 

Commenters asked for more detail about the approach to shared funding and governance for 

maintenance dredging, which applies specifically to the Estuary Alternative. 

The Estuary Alternative, which Enterprise Services has identified as the Preferred Alternative for long-

term management, includes recurring maintenance dredging in West Bay after project construction. 

Maintenance dredging would be needed in West Bay to avoid impacts to navigation, and to maintain a 

working waterfront and recreational boating. Maintenance dredging would be focused in the deeper 

areas of West Bay along the eastern shoreline that are used for navigation. The shallow intertidal bench 

on the western shore of West Bay and the former Capitol Lake Basin would not be dredged because 

estuarine habitat would be restored and preserved in these areas. 

In 2022, the Funding and Governance Work Group (FGWG), which is comprised of the Cities of Olympia 

and Tumwater, Thurston County, Port of Olympia, LOTT Clean Water Alliance, the Squaxin Island 

Tribe, and the Washington State Departments of Enterprise Services and Natural Resources, agreed to 

provide shared funding for maintenance dredging of the increased sediment that would deposit along 

the eastern shoreline of West Bay under the Estuary Alternative. The preliminary, conceptual 

agreement for this shared funding is outlined in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), provided as 

Attachment 23 of the Final EIS. The FGWG members expect to transform the conceptual MOU into a 

formal Interlocal Agreement (ILA). The initial term of the ILA is expected to be through 2050, which 

aligns with the latest current lease agreements between the marinas in West Bay and the Department 

of Natural Resources, where dredging would be needed, in part. There is opportunity for extension of 

the ILA beyond 2050. 

In coordination with the marinas and the Port of Olympia through the EIS process, Enterprise Services 

identified triggers for maintenance dredging after construction. Maintenance dredging would be 

needed to avoid significant impacts to the marinas and the Port of Olympia before either of two 

conditions occurs: 

 More than 10% of vessels at any single marina are unable to access leased moorage due to 

shallow water depth caused by sediment deposition. 

 A wait time of more than 4 hours on more than one consecutive occasion for large vessels 

accessing the Federal Navigation Channel and Port of Olympia due to water depth and low tide 

conditions caused by sediment deposition. 
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Based on hydrodynamic and sediment transport numerical modeling conducted for the project, and 

these defined triggers to avoid significant impacts, it is anticipated that maintenance dredging would 

be needed on an average frequency of approximately 6 years. The actual rate of sediment 

accumulation will be highly dependent on river flow conditions, and dredging frequency may be 

increased or decreased relative to the average estimate. To ensure that maintenance dredging is 

responsive to actual environmental conditions, the MOU envisions that bathymetric surveys would be 

conducted in West Bay to monitor sediment deposition, at least annually. 

Similar to the maintenance dredging that is proposed after project construction, maintenance dredging 

was needed historically to maintain navigation in West Bay. Before the 5th Avenue Dam was 

constructed in 1951, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) dredged the Budd Inlet Federal 

Navigation Channel frequently between 1893 and 1948. That maintenance dredging was conducted to 

support commercial uses within the historic Deschutes Estuary, including the Olympia Yacht Club 

(established in its existing location in 1906) and the Port of Olympia (established in its existing location 

in 1922). 

After 1951, maintenance dredging continued to occur in West Bay to remove accumulated sediment 

and maintain navigation, at less frequent intervals. The USACE has led dredging efforts in the Federal 

Navigation Channel, the Port of Olympia dredges its vessel berths, and the marinas in West Bay have 

each dredged within their footprints. 

The MOU for maintenance dredging in the future envisions that USACE, the Port of Olympia, and the 

marinas would provide funding equivalent to costs associated with maintenance dredging under the No 

Action Alternative (i.e., the 5th Avenue Dam remains in place, but maintenance dredging occurs as part 

of a formal dredging program according to the above-described triggers). While maintenance dredging 

under the No Action Alternative would increase relative to the frequency of maintenance dredging that 

has occurred since 1951, it would not require the marinas to cover any costs related to the additional 

sediment management requirements (beyond the amount required under the No Action Alternative) 

under the Estuary Alternative. Based on leases the marinas have renewed with the Department of 

Natural Resources in 2019, 2020, and 2021 (independent of this project), however, an increase in 

maintenance dredging relative to historic conditions is anticipated under the No Action Alternative 

because of new lease conditions that require marinas to maintain a minimum water depth and the 

implementation of a formal, coordinated dredging program. 

The Funding and Governance Work Group would provide funding to dredge increased sediment 

deposition under the Estuary Alternative. The State of Washington would oversee design and 

permitting for maintenance dredging that would occur at the marinas. This should result in a minor 

benefit to the marinas: it would alleviate the marinas from the costs and complex regulatory process 

that precedes maintenance dredging; it should avoid chronic shallowing that has occurred throughout 

West Bay in recent years; and it does not require the marinas to participate in funding for increased 
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sediment management under the Estuary Alternative, despite their historic existence in the Deschutes 

Estuary. 

The MOU includes a range of conditions intended to increase certainty that funding for increased 

maintenance dredging is available through 2050. In the event that funding lapses and/or maintenance 

dredging is delayed, sediment accumulation would eventually impede navigation in West Bay, resulting 

in significant impacts as defined by the thresholds listed above. Please refer to the updated analysis in 

the Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.2 and the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6) 

for more detail. 
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Land Management 

Comments Related to Camping and Overnight Parking 

Several comments raised concerns about unauthorized camping and overnight parking around the lake 

as well as nearby homeless encampments that are on private property, including issues related to trash, 

pollution, and public safety/law enforcement. The issues raised are outside the scope of an EIS, which is 

to evaluate potential environmental impacts (and benefits) of the project alternatives and to inform 

decision-makers and the public of reasonable alternatives, including mitigation measures that would 

avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance environmental quality. Enterprise Services actively 

manages the Capitol Campus as well as Deschutes Parkway, where camping and overnight parking are 

not allowed on state-owned land. Enterprise Services works with Washington State Patrol to enforce 

applicable laws and rules, including the area around the lake. Enterprise Services also coordinates with 

the Cities of Olympia and Tumwater, but does not have authority over issues within other jurisdictions. 

Enterprise Services is not able to act as a direct service provider, alter operations to add new services 

not authorized by statute, or to divert agency resources. Enterprise Services does actively manage 

trash in and around the lake. Active management of these issues will continue into the future under any 

management option. Public safety and funding for future operations will be considered during design 

and permitting of the selected alternative. 

Comments Related to Future Management 

EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 describes recommendations for funding construction and long-term 

management. The Funding and Governance Work Group, made up of state, local, and tribal 

government stakeholders, has pledged support for long-term management of the Project Area, 

including dredging in Budd Inlet under the Estuary Alternative. Specifics of future management and 

operations will be considered further during design and permitting of the selected alternative. 
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Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport 

Requests to better characterize overtopping of the 5th Avenue Dam during a king tide event, 

and how dam control could be affected by sea level rise under the No Action and Managed 

Lake Alternatives. 

To address this comment, additional language to characterize the possible overtopping of 5th Avenue 

Dam under extreme tides with relative sea level rise (RSLR) has been added to Sections 4.1.2.1 and 

4.1.4.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. In addition, a new graphic showing the cross-sectional view 

of the 5th Avenue Dam as well as tides and water levels on the upstream and downstream sides of the 

dam has been added to Section 3.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0). This graphic is the same as a 

revised version of Figure 2-28 in the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report 

(Attachment 5). 

As described in the Final EIS, the top of the east and west radial gates when fully closed is at elevation 

(EL)+0.5 foot, City of Olympia Datum. The extreme (100-year return period) water level downstream of 

the 5th Avenue Dam is approximately at EL 0.0 foot, City of Olympia Datum (or +18.0 feet Mean Lower 

Low Water [MLLW]) and therefore is lower than the top of the radial gates when fully closed with 0.5 

foot between the waterline and top of the gate. It was confirmed through observations by Enterprise 

Services’ dam operations personnel that even during extreme high tide events, water does not 

currently overtop the radial gates. 

The east and west radial gates prevent saltwater from traveling upstream during extreme (100-year 

return period) water levels and with sea level rise values up to 0.5 foot. If an extreme (100-year return 

period) water level occurs in the future when sea level has risen more than 0.5 foot and less than 2 

feet1, saltwater would travel upstream into the North Basin for up to 3 hours during peak tides, before 

water begins to recede during that tidal cycle. This flow would be driven by a small hydraulic gradient 

(i.e., slope of water surface) and as a result at a slow velocity. 

The fish ladder has an adjustable weir at the upstream end that can be raised/lowered. The top 

elevation of the fish ladder at the upstream end (North Basin) can be adjusted from EL -5.0 feet to +0.0 

foot, City of Olympia Datum. Therefore, the weir can be raised to prevent the flow of saltwater into the 

basin during a 100-year return period water level event. Similar to the radial gates, it is possible that 

extreme water levels could overtop the top of the fish ladder and travel into the North Basin for periods 

of time. However, given the small width of the fish ladder (9.5 feet) relative to the width of the North 

Basin (~2,660 feet) and small hydraulic gradient, the volume of water traveling upstream during the 

 
1 A maximum sea level rise of 2 feet was considered for the EIS analysis since sea level rise values beyond 2 feet would 
trigger changes in infrastructure, according to the Olympia Sea Level Rise Response Plan. 
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period of time that the downstream water level is higher than the top of the fish ladder would not affect 

water levels in the North Basin. 

Requests to better characterize how the 5th Avenue Dam controls high flows in the Deschutes 

River during storm conditions (by lowering the lake prior to the storm and using its storage 

capacity). 

When designed, the primary function of the 5th Avenue Dam was to provide a reflecting pool for the 

Capitol Building, and available historical documentation suggests that the dam/Capitol Lake Basin was 

not designed to be part of a flood management system. However, Enterprise Services does now use the 

storage capacity of Capitol Lake Basin as a means to manage (avoid and minimize) upland flooding in 

areas adjacent to Capitol Lake by the early release of lake water through the 5th Avenue Dam prior to 

extreme river flow events. It should be noted that the early release of water through the 5th Avenue 

Dam is constrained by the timing of low tides (Capitol Lake water can only be released if the lake water 

level is higher than the tide level in Budd Inlet). 

To understand dam operations in general and during storm events in particular, the EIS Project Team 

met with Enterprise Services’ dam operations personnel. Additionally, dam operations personnel 

provided more than 3 years of dam opening/closure records to the EIS Project Team. 

Based on conversations with dam operations personnel, despite opening/closing the dam as a method 

of flood management, upland flooding could still happen during back-to-back rain events when the 

early release of water between the two events is not possible due to the timing of low tides (enough 

water cannot be released in advance of the second rain/river flow event due to the tidal cycle). Dam 

operations staff cited one such event (back-to-back rain/river flow event) that occurred in the winter of 

2016–2017 and resulted in flooding at Heritage Park and the Arc of Statehood. 

Dam opening/closure is not fully automated and relies on an operator, which means that this flood 

management approach requires training and institutional knowledge of and familiarity with the system 

and operating procedures. It also means that flood management is partially reliant on and at risk of 

failure due to human error. In addition, this operation (similar to any other mechanical operation) is 

subject to mechanical failure. It is correct to assume that under the Managed Lake Alternative, the dam 

retrofit would be designed to minimize the risk of a mechanical failure/human error as much as 

possible. However, the constraints associated with the early release of basin water during a back-to-

back rain event will remain and be amplified due to future sea level rise. If the Managed Lake 

Alternative is selected for long-term management, additional studies could be completed to identify 

improvements and engineering solutions to facilitate the release of floodwater. 

Section 4.3.3 of the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report describes operation and 

flood management of the 5th Avenue Dam, which includes lowering the lake level and utilizing its 

storage capacity in anticipation of high river flows. According to the dam operations personnel, the 
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greatest risk of flooding upstream of the 5th Avenue Dam would be due to back-to-back flood events 

when draining the North Basin between flood events is not possible during high tides. 

Other related comments expressed concern that flood elevations described in the Draft EIS did not take 

into account dam operations under the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives. The EIS Project 

Team did take into account dam operations, using simulated dam operation and developed model 

calibration/validation based on actual records (measurements) of dam opening/closure provided by 

dam operations personnel during an actual storm. Section 4.1.2.1 of the discipline report describes the 

5th Avenue Dam operations during storm events. 

Requests for information on operational improvements that would be made to the dam under 

the Managed Lake Alternative to make it more reliable and resilient to climate change and 

the effects of sea level rise. 

The dam itself is not directly affected by sea level rise in the context of its originally intended function, 

which is to hold a pool for reflecting the Capitol Building. Although not designed to manage water 

levels, specific improvements to enhance its function in storm events (e.g., raising the elevation of the 

electric motors to reduce the potential for inundation) could be completed and would reduce the risk of 

mechanical failure and potentially for human error. The improvements planned as part of the dam 

overhaul for the Managed Lake Alternative would not minimize the risk associated with back-to-back 

flood events, but could be further evaluated if the Managed Lake Alternative is selected for long-term 

management. 

Concern that the surface velocity of water through the opening (Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives) is not well explained, and may point to a discrepancy between the CLAMP study 

and the EIS. 

Regarding surface velocity, the depth-averaged velocity to surface velocity ratio α is approximately 0.8 

on average (Hauet et al. 2018). In response to these comments, a discrepancy among velocities listed in 

Tables 4-22, 4-23, and 4-26 has been identified and corrected in the Hydrodynamics and Sediment 

Transport Discipline Report (Attachment 5). 

Regarding the mismatch between the Draft EIS and the 2006 CLAMP (i.e., Capitol Lake Adaptive 

Management Plan Steering Committee) study, the reason for the discrepancy was that the observation 

point used in the EIS study at the entrance was not representative of the highest velocity; see Figure 4-

46 of the discipline report for the locations of observation points. To capture the maximum velocity, 

observation Point NB06 was moved slightly in the southeast direction, and the maximum velocity was 

extracted for this modified location. The extracted maximum velocity is 4.9 m/s (Estuary Alternative) 

and 5.0 m/s (Hybrid Alternative). These values are consistent with the CLAMP study. 
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Concern that the sea level rise scenarios used in modeling rely on projections used in the 

Olympia Sea Level Rise Response Plan, and that these projections do not include current 

science on sea level rise and thus underestimate the degree to which tidal flooding will 

increase over time. 

As described in Section 3.1.7 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, the hydrodynamic and sediment numerical 

modeling completed for this EIS used projections consistent with those in the 2019 Olympia Sea Level 

Rise Response Plan developed by the City of Olympia, Port of Olympia, and LOTT Clean Water Alliance. 

The Sea Level Rise Response Plan outlines how downtown Olympia can adapt to rising seas, using 

projections based on data from the Washington Coastal Resilience Project (Miller et al. 2018), which 

represents the best-available science when the EIS study was initiated. The Response Plan 

acknowledges that sea level rise projections range greater than 2 feet, and that adaptation measures 

will not stop at 2 feet of rise. The Response Plan assumes that by the time 2 feet of rise is realized, 

significant structural and organizational changes will have occurred within the city and the region, 

making future vulnerability beyond 2 feet of sea level rise difficult to assess. 

Rates of sea level rise are not constant throughout the world. There is substantial variation in predicted 

sea level rise locally and regionally. Scientists frequently update these projections of future global, 

regional, and local sea level rise as climate science continues to advance. At the initiation of the Draft 

EIS study, the best available science for sea level rise included localized projections (Miller et al. 2018), 

regional and national projections (e.g., NRC 2012), and global projections (e.g., IPCC 2014). Since the 

release of the Draft EIS, updated national projections were released by the National Oceanic 

Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) in February 2022 (Sweet et al. 2022). This updated NOAA report 

uses the latest science on polar ice cap melt, regional sea level rise response, and other ocean-climate 

interactions. The 2022 report only provides regional projections for U.S. shorelines; Budd Inlet falls 

within the projections for the “Northwest Contiguous United States.” The scenarios utilized in the 2022 

report (i.e., low, intermediate-low, intermediate, intermediate-high, high) are defined differently than 

in the Miller et al. (2018) document, which formed the basis for the Olympia sea level rise projections 

used in the Draft EIS. The 2022 report projects higher regional sea level rise in the Pacific Northwest when 

compared to the 2018 report by a few tenths of a foot higher by 2050 to up to 4 feet higher by 2100. 

Scenarios modeled for the hydrodynamic assessment completed for the EIS include 2 feet (0.61 meter) 

of relative sea level rise, which is projected to occur in Olympia between 2050 and 2080, according to 

the Olympia Sea Level Rise Response Plan, which represents the best locally available science at the 

time the EIS study was initiated. There is an inherent uncertainty associated with any prediction of sea 

level rise within a certain time frame. Two feet of sea level rise is anticipated to occur in Olympia by 

2050 using the high range of sea level rise scenarios, or by 2080 using the most-likely range projections. 

Under the 2022 report projections, 2 feet of sea level rise would likely occur on the earlier end of this 

time frame, although locally specific estimates are not yet available. It is recognized that the best 

available science will continue to be updated, and there could be greater levels and frequency of high 
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tide flooding than modeled for the EIS, but these scenarios would occur several decades out, and 

primarily after 2050, which is beyond the planning horizon for this project. 

Requests for more clarity around flooding potential under the alternatives. 

As described in Sections 4.1 and 4.8 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and in the Hydrodynamics and 

Sediment Transport Discipline Report (Attachment 5), all alternatives will experience periodic flooding 

during extreme river flows and extreme high tides. Maximum overland flooding under the No Action 

and Managed Lake Alternatives is driven by extreme river flooding, and maximum overland flooding 

under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives is driven by extreme tide conditions (with sea level rise). 

Importantly, many of the areas that are susceptible to flooding adjacent to the basin are the same areas 

of Olympia that will experience flooding regardless of the alternative implemented for this project. 

These areas include portions of downtown Olympia and Heritage Park east of the 5th Avenue Dam that 

are flooded from Budd Inlet. The flooding extents are described in Section 4.1 of EIS Supporting 

Chapter 4.0, and maps of the maximum water levels for all alternatives are shown in Figures 4.1.1 and 

4.1.2 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS. Additional information is included in the Hydrodynamics and 

Sediment Transport Discipline Report (Attachment 5). 

As described in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, under the No Action Alternative, extreme river flooding will 

extend across parts of Heritage Park, the Interpretive Center, Deschutes Parkway, Marathon Park, 

Tumwater Historical Park, and downtown Olympia. High tides will be prevented from entering the 

Capitol Lake Basin by the 5th Avenue Dam under most conditions. However, with more than 0.5 foot of 

sea level rise, saltwater would travel upstream into the Capitol Lake Basin during an extreme (100-year) 

tidal event. The most severe flooding conditions would occur when an extreme tidal event and extreme 

river flow event occur simultaneously. Under current conditions, portions of Tumwater Park, Heritage 

Park, and parts of the downtown area already experience flooding, particularly when high river flows 

coincide with high tide events. 

Under the Managed Lake Alternative, extreme river flooding will cause similar depths and spatial 

extents of flooding as the No Action Alternative. 

Under the Estuary Alternative, water levels within the Capitol Lake Basin would no longer be controlled 

by the 5th Avenue Dam and would rise and fall with the tides. As a result, maximum water levels in most 

of the Capitol Lake Basin would occur during extreme tide conditions rather than river flood events. 

Maximum water levels for the Estuary Alternative (during extreme tide conditions and sea level rise) 

would be ≤1 foot (≤0.3 meter) lower than those of the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives 

(during extreme river flooding). The spatial extent of areas flooded in the North Basin would be 

approximately the same as the areas flooded in the North Basin under the No Action Alternative or the 

Managed Lake Alternative during extreme river flooding. However, the depth of flooding within these 

North Basin areas (including Heritage Park and downtown Olympia) would be reduced. Furthermore, 

under an extreme flood for the Estuary Alternative, the depth and spatial extent of inundation 
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predicted in the upper portions of the Deschutes Estuary, including at the Interpretive Center and 

Tumwater Historical Park, would be less than under an extreme flood event for the No Action 

Alternative or the Managed Lake Alternative. 

Under the Hybrid Alternative, extreme tidal flooding would cause similar depths and spatial extents of 

flooding as the Estuary Alternative. Under an extreme river flood, the Hybrid Alternative’s barrier wall 

would reduce the depth and extent of flooding in areas of Heritage Park and along Powerhouse Road 

SW when compared to the Estuary Alternative. 

Requests to include additional analysis of sea level rise and flooding vulnerability that 

addresses shoreline stability concerns and infrastructure protections for structures at risk. 

It is acknowledged that secondary impacts such as periodic flooding of low-lying infrastructure and 

shoreline erosion risk will continue under any of the alternatives, including the No Action Alternative. 

The Managed Lake, Estuary, and Hybrid Alternatives all include design elements that are intended to 

minimize shoreline instability and infrastructure impacts. These elements are described in the EIS 

Supporting Chapter 2.0. 

The methodology used to identify shoreline stability and low-lying infrastructure impacts for the EIS 

was based on low-level resolution analysis of potential impacts. Although this represents a high degree 

of simplification, it is consistent with the overall resolution of analysis required for a SEPA EIS. In 

response to these comments, Chapter 2.0 has been modified to explain that additional investigations of 

shoreline stability and flooding vulnerability, including geotechnical studies, would occur during the 

design phase for the selected alternative. As part of this, environmental forces (i.e., exposure to tidal 

currents, river velocities, wave action, etc.) would be assessed in detail for the selected alternative. If 

further study indicates that these forces would change relative to existing conditions, then additional 

shoreline stability measures would be included as part of the design to mitigate such risks. At that time, 

additional protection and upgrade work needed to protect infrastructure would be identified, and any 

necessary design adjustments to the selected alternative would be implemented. 

As described in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives would 

continue to experience flooding and shoreline stability concerns, similar to existing conditions. The 

Managed Lake Alternative would include shoreline stabilization and concrete reinforcement work at 

the 5th Avenue Dam, which would alleviate some stability concerns relative to the No Action 

Alternative. The Managed Lake Alternative would also include floodplain and riparian plantings to help 

stabilize the lake banks. 

The Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would allow tidal exchange to occur in the basin, which would 

result in daily wetting and drying of shoreline slopes. The Deschutes Parkway embankment was 

identified as an area that already has slope stability concerns, which could be exacerbated by wetting-

drying cycles and tidal currents. To mitigate this concern, the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives include 
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slope stabilization along the Deschutes Parkway. A geotechnical design of the Deschutes Parkway 

stabilization would be conducted in later design phases. 

As described in Sections 4.13.5 and 4.13.6 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, low-lying utilities susceptible 

to corrosion would either be replaced or monitored and replaced if corrosion develops. These sections 

have been clarified in the Final EIS to acknowledge that removal of the 5th Avenue Dam would also 

involve relocation of vulnerable pressurized utilities from the dam embankment. Moving these utilities 

underground would reduce the existing risk to these aboveground utilities and would mitigate potential 

corrosion concerns. The newly constructed 5th Avenue Bridge would be designed with scour protection 

measures adequate to protect the new bridge from tidal flows, including changes in tidal flows from sea 

level rise. The Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives also include additional mitigation measures such as 

stormwater outfall replacement and epoxy coating of shoreline infrastructure. Under the Hybrid 

Alternative, the Arc of Statehood would be protected from salinity and scour by the newly constructed 

reflecting pool wall. 

As sea levels rise and riverine flood frequency increases, flooding in low-lying areas will become 

increasingly more common across all alternatives. As described in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, the City 

of Olympia plans to implement stormwater improvements and other flood mitigation efforts that will 

alleviate the risk to low-lying infrastructure from flooding from Budd Inlet and Capitol Lake. 
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Navigation 

Comments stated that the EIS Project Team should consult with the Port of Olympia and the 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regarding potential impacts on navigation. 

The EIS Project Team consulted with the Port of Olympia (Port), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

(USACE), and other Budd Inlet stakeholders including private marinas, throughout the EIS process. 

Both the Port and USACE (as an ad-hoc member) participated in the project’s Technical Working 

Group, which met nine times between EIS scoping in mid-2018 and release of the Draft EIS in mid-2021. 

In these meetings, the EIS Project Team described methodologies to be used to assess potential project 

impacts, including potential impacts on navigation in West Bay or recreational uses (like boating) in the 

Project Area. Years prior to the EIS, the Port was involved with the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management 

Plan (CLAMP), which also evaluated alternatives that included removal of the 5th Avenue Dam. 

Outside of the Technical Work Group meetings, Enterprise Services met with the Port and USACE to 

discuss potential impacts from sediment accumulation. The Port and USACE provided the EIS Project 

Team with data used to complete the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report 

(Attachment 5) and the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6). These data included general 

navigation conditions, vessel use, water depth, baseline sediment accumulation, and past maintenance 

dredging records to support review of potential impacts on navigation. Information on the types of 

vessels, incidents of vessel grounding, operations, navigational constraints, sediment deposition, and 

long-term plans for accommodating different types of vessels was also obtained from the Port, USACE, 

and Budd Inlet marinas. In this coordination, the Port described that cargo vessels have to lighten their 

loads when calling at the Port due to existing sediment accumulation in the federal navigation channel 

(FNC) and turning basin. Given shallowed depths within the FNC and turning basin, these cargo vessels 

also typically sail on a rising high tide. 

Outreach with the Port and the USACE has continued throughout the EIS process. In early 2022, the EIS 

Project Team met with the Port and USACE to further discuss the Draft EIS findings, and the proposed 

approach and timing of sediment management that would occur in West Bay as part of the project. 

During these meetings, the USACE confirmed that its responsibility is to conduct maintenance 

dredging to maintain navigational depths in the FNC. The EIS Project Team provided dredge records 

and imagery that showed that the FNC was historically dredged by USACE, for many decades before 

construction of the 5th Avenue Dam. That dredging supported the Port of Olympia and other 

commercial navigation within the historic Deschutes Estuary. Maintenance dredging is proposed under 

the Estuary Alternative, similar to the historic need and to similarly support ongoing navigational use of 

West Bay. 

Coordination with the USACE and Port will continue after the EIS process is completed. The 

forthcoming Port-led dredging in West Bay to address accumulated and contaminated sediments 

should be well coordinated with the timing and approach for implementation of this project. The 
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USACE will also be heavily involved in future regulatory approvals required to construct this project; as 

described in EIS Supporting Chapter 8.0, a USACE permit and other authorizations will be required prior 

to project construction. 

Comments asked why the EIS makes an assumption that maintenance dredging would occur in 

West Bay in the next 10 years prior to project implementation. 

The EIS assumes that dredging would occur within West Bay in the next 10 years, prior to removal of 

the 5th Avenue Dam. There are a number of reasons that this assumption was made. 

 Outreach with the Port, USACE, and existing West Bay marinas was used to evaluate existing 

maintenance dredging frequencies and known plans for future maintenance dredging by these 

different entities. 

 The Port has noted that present-day cargo vessels are known to lighten their loads and sail on a 

rising tide when calling at the Port, due to existing sediment accumulation in the FNC and 

turning basin. This impacts operations at the Port. 

 Much of the accumulated sediments that are impacting Port operations are contaminated. 

They must be removed (remediated) to restore the health of the marine environment and 

ensure the health of consumers of fish and shellfish. 

 The Port has taken action recently in support of future dredging within the USACE FNC and 

turning basin in addition to their own berths, to address sediment accumulation and 

contamination. 

 Requirements of the Washington State Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) lease to the 

private marinas include a minimum water depth below marina facilities. 

 The USACE’s mission, based on the federal navigational servitude doctrine, is to maintain 

navigation, which is currently impeded by sedimentation in the FNC and turning basin. 

Completing the needed dredging in West Bay before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam by Enterprise 

Services is important for the following reasons: 

1. It focuses Port dredging on existing accumulated/contaminated sediment and avoids the need 

to remove additional sediment that will be deposited after the Estuary Alternative is 

constructed. 

a. This reduces the amount of contaminated sediment that must be removed by the Port. 

b. This reduces the amount of material that must be disposed upland, and accordingly 

reduces costs and environmental impact of the Port-led dredging in West Bay. 
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2. Following completion of the needed dredging in West Bay and removal of the 5th Avenue Dam, 

the maintenance dredging that would be conducted as a component of the Estuary Alternative 

would focus on removal of newly deposited sediment. 

a. Newly deposited sediment is expected to be chemically and biologically suitable for in-

water disposal. 

b. Dredging sediment suitable for in-water disposal is easier to permit and more certain to be 

completed. 

3. It increases the likelihood of federal funding for future maintenance dredging in the FNC within 

West Bay. 

a. The USACE is regulatorily precluded from dredging in Model Toxics Control Act-designated 

areas but can provide funding for dredging if the dredged material is suitable for open 

water disposal. 

In response to comments on the Draft EIS, additional detail has been included in the Navigation 

Discipline Report to describe potential impacts if the assumed dredging does not occur in West Bay in 

the next 10 years. The EIS does recognize that there is uncertainty in the timing to complete these large 

dredge events and that these activities may occur later than anticipated. 
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Water Quality 

Comments stated that the EIS should have relied more heavily upon the findings from the 2015 

Ecology Water Quality Improvement Report. 

The EIS included data and findings from the Washington State Department of Ecology’s (Ecology’s) 

2015 Water Quality Improvement Report as well as information from other sources such as other 

Ecology reports, water quality data and reports from Thurston County, and the water quality data 

collected by the EIS Project Team in 2019 and 2021. The purpose of the EIS analysis is to provide an 

independent analysis that includes the appropriate level of information for decision-makers to evaluate 

the project alternatives, including their potential significant impacts, feasible mitigation measures to 

reduce impacts, and their ability to meet project goals. As noted in WAC 197-11-440 (6)(b)(i), 

information in an EIS should be presented in “a non-technical manner that is easily understandable to 

laypersons whenever possible…only significant impacts must be discussed…” To accomplish this, the 

EIS focused on key water quality parameters/issues within the Project Area. This included those water 

quality parameters and their related water quality standards that were highlighted by Ecology in their 

Water Quality Improvement Report. This also included biological endpoints (algae, aquatic plants, and 

salmon habitat [using dissolved oxygen as a surrogate measure of habitat availability since oxygen is so 

important to aquatic life]) to describe the range of potential impacts. The EIS analysis addressed 

potential impacts to the Capitol Lake Basin and Budd Inlet, while Ecology’s work primarily focused on 

impacts to Budd Inlet. Lastly, the EIS incorporates recent data not available to Ecology in 2015, in order 

to reflect the most recent water quality conditions. 

Enterprise Services has determined that the methodology used is consistent with SEPA requirements 

and is appropriate to make a reasoned decision among the EIS alternatives. Enterprise Services 

acknowledges that consultants relying solely on models that predict attainment of specific water 

quality standards may have differing opinions, but by incorporating additional studies and focusing on 

key issues, the EIS makes reasonable conclusions that outline the trade-offs and impacts among the 

alternatives. 

Comments requested that the EIS include an analysis of the ability of the alternatives to meet 

water quality standards and TMDL allocations. 

Regulatory compliance for the alternatives, relative to water quality, is determined by Ecology given 

the agency’s responsibility to implement portions of the Clean Water Act. In response to comments 

received on the Draft EIS, the water quality analysis has been expanded to include summary statements 

regarding potential regulatory compliance for the alternatives, based on Ecology’s interpretation of 

their model findings. This includes supplemental information regarding potential compliance with both 

numeric and narrative dissolved oxygen water quality standards. These updates better align the Final 

EIS with Ecology’s determination of regulatory compliance based on the 2015 Water Quality 
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Improvement Report. These additions have been included in Section 4.3 of Final EIS Supporting 

Chapter 4.0 and in Section 5 of the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7). 

Draft Budd Inlet Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) allocations prepared by Ecology since release of 

the Draft EIS describe that the Managed Lake Alternative “may not deplete dissolved oxygen levels in 

Budd Inlet at any time or location beyond the impact of the natural estuary condition.” Ecology has also 

stated that the determination of the amount of dissolved oxygen depletion under the Managed Lake 

Alternative would need to be made using a mechanistic model using the same assumptions as the 

TMDL, unless another approach is approved through administrative order. This key determination by 

Ecology has also been included as part of the regulatory compliance discussion in Section 4.3.4.3 of 

Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. 

Comments stated that the Draft EIS over-emphasized the importance of dissolved oxygen and 

total organic carbon, and did not accurately incorporate Ecology’s model findings related to 

total organic carbon and its impacts on dissolved oxygen in Budd Inlet. 

The EIS evaluation’s emphasis on dissolved oxygen and total organic carbon is consistent with the 

emphasis that is placed on these parameters in Ecology’s 2015 Water Quality Improvement report, and 

key water quality concerns in the Project Area. As Ecology described in their summary of the modeling 

results, total organic carbon generated by Capitol Lake is predicted to result in an increased oxygen 

demand (as biological oxygen demand [BOD]) in Budd Inlet and was identified by Ecology as a primary 

cause of the continued decrease in dissolved oxygen in late summer and late fall. While Capitol Lake is 

not the only source of BOD to Budd Inlet, Ecology’s model indicates that the 5th Avenue Dam has the 

single largest impact on dissolved oxygen in Budd Inlet. 

The data Ecology used to develop the model are from 1997 to 2004. To support the EIS analysis, 

additional, more current data were collected in 2019 and 2021. The EIS compares the historic and 

recent field data with model predictions (evaluation of model predictions against field data is a 

commonly accepted practice). The evaluation indicated that there was uncertainty in the model 

predictions and that the model predictions could be overstating the impact of Capitol Lake on dissolved 

oxygen depletion in Budd Inlet. To acknowledge this uncertainty, the potential impact of dissolved 

oxygen improvement to Budd Inlet was conservatively described in the Draft EIS as one-half of the 

modeled benefit. In response to comments on the Draft EIS, the Final EIS has been revised to describe 

this as a range of no discernable difference to the full improvement. This revision acknowledges the full 

range of uncertainty. 

An overriding concern, mentioned by all technical and third-party reviewers, was the overall paucity of 

data on total organic carbon. Data available for Ecology’s modeling included 2 years, 1997 and 2004, 

while available data for the Draft EIS included 1 additional year (2019). Two to three years of 

summertime monthly data spread over a 20-year period do not comprise a comprehensive reflection of 

interannual variability. In addition, one of those years represents an anomaly in total organic carbon 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

 
 

Page 26 

concentrations due to herbicide treatments. The lack of field data for this key predictive parameter 

contributed to the level of uncertainty attributed to model predictions in the Draft EIS. Additional total 

organic carbon data were collected in 2021 and are included in the Final EIS. While the 2021 data 

support the findings of the EIS, they do not resolve the overall issue of the lack in total organic carbon 

data, and uncertainty remains. 

Comments stated that using data only from 2004 to 2014 to evaluate water quality trends is 

an inaccurate representation and is biased by values from 2004. The trend analysis should 

have been based on pollutant loads rather than concentrations to account for changes in flow 

and its impacts on pollutant loads. 

After additional review of the data, the trend analysis in the Final Water Quality Discipline Report and 

Final EIS has been revised to eliminate 2004 and include only the most recent 10 years of data; 2005 to 

2014. During this time period, the data continue to indicate that there are statistically significant 

improving trends in phosphorus, transparency (as Secchi disc depth), and pH. Chlorophyll also exhibited 

a positive trend but fell short of being statistically significant. The most recent 10 years of data 

represent the period when aquatic plant management activities had been discontinued. The trends that 

were observed may be a function of the lake evolving from an algae-dominated system to an aquatic 

plant-dominated system or a co-dominated system when lake management activities stopped. This 

time period also represents the period after the brewery closed and stopped discharging, when the City 

of Olympia initiated an illicit discharge detection elimination program in the basin, and when the 

Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan was adopted. Regardless of the possible cause(s) for changes 

in lake condition, the data indicate that trends in multiple parameters all support a conclusion that lake 

productivity has been decreasing and, therefore, water quality has been improving over the time 

period. More recent data from 2019 and 2021 confirm these improved water quality conditions. These 

trends are not apparent if older data are included in the analysis; again, possibly due to a change in lake 

management activities. Trend analysis results from the long-term dataset have been added to the 

Water Quality Discipline Report for perspective, but the interpretation of improving recent trends has 

been retained. 

In response to the comment that pollutant loads should have been used in the trend analysis rather 

than pollutant concentrations, pollutant concentrations were used to be consistent with Ecology’s use 

of water quality concentrations in determining consistency with water quality standards, the use of 

concentrations in Ecology’s model predictions, and the use of concentration data by Ecology to 

evaluate water quality trends in the Deschutes River. Further, because pollutant load calculations are 

driven by the flow component of the equation used to calculate loads, they can mask water quality 

trends. However, the Water Quality Discipline Report has been modified to include a pollutant load 

comparison for total organic carbon and total nitrogen, including for the late summer period, which 

Ecology has identified as the critical period for lake influence. 
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Comments stated that water quality in Capitol Lake is a reflection of inputs from the Deschutes 

River Basin and that actions should be taken within and throughout the Deschutes River to 

improve water quality in Capitol Lake. 

As described in the Draft EIS, regulatory actions taken by Ecology and others through implementation 

of the Deschutes TMDL and other efforts are expected to improve water quality in the Deschutes River 

over the long term, which should result in improvements to water quality in the Project Area. 

However, the EIS evaluates direct or indirect water quality impacts associated only with 

implementation of the project alternatives. Those impacts will only occur within the Capitol Lake Basin 

and Lower Budd Inlet, and will have no influence on conditions upstream of Tumwater Falls. Because 

project implementation will not impact the area upstream of Tumwater Falls, the EIS does not include a 

discussion of potential changes in water quality upstream as a result of actions by others. 

Comments stated that there are multiple methods of controlling algae including chemicals and 

aerators, which should be considered before spending millions of dollars on dam removal. 

Section 4.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 acknowledges the range of management methods available 

for the control of both aquatic plants and algae, including chemical and physical techniques. Evaluating 

which of these methods would be most effective under a Managed Lake Alternative would require 

development of an adaptive lake management plan. If the Managed Lake Alternative is selected for 

long-term management, Enterprise Services would evaluate and select the control options that would 

best suit the lake and best achieve lake management goals and regulatory requirements. 

Importantly, according to Ecology’s model interpretation, it is the aquatic plants and related release of 

total organic carbon that are of concern to late summer Budd Inlet oxygen concentrations; therefore, 

controlling algae through chemicals or through use of aerators would not allay that concern. If 

implemented, a lake management plan would need to focus on opportunities to reduce the extent of 

total organic carbon release into Budd Inlet from all sources. Based on Ecology’s existing TMDL allocation 

for the lake, and their requirement to use a mechanistic model with the same assumptions as used in 

the TMDL to predict potential improvements due to lake management activities, it would be very 

difficult to maintain any lake under any management scenario and achieve compliance with the TMDL. 

Comments stated that the study area for the water quality analysis needs to be defined, and 

should include East Bay. 

The study area for the water quality analysis includes Capitol Lake and its major inflow sources of the 

Deschutes River and Percival Creek, as well as West Bay and East Bay of Budd Inlet, as defined in 

Section 3.1 of the Water Quality Discipline Report and Section 1.4 of EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0. These 

areas are included because they would be impacted (beneficially or adversely) by the project 

alternatives. Upstream areas in the Deschutes River and Percival Creek are not part of the study area 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

 
 

Page 28 

because these areas would not be impacted by implementation of the project alternatives. Exhibit 3.4 

of the Final EIS and Figures 1.1 and 3.1 of the Water Quality Discipline Report have been revised to show 

the full study area for the water quality analysis, including East Bay. 

Comments stated that a comparison of Capitol Lake to other lakes in Thurston County does not 

adequately reflect differences in depth, hydrology, and other important influences that affect 

water quality in lakes, and provides an overly simplified and irrelevant comparison. 

The EIS provides a comparative evaluation of the project alternatives in a context that is meaningful 

and understandable to both decision-makers and the public. A practical mechanism for bringing this 

context to the public is to provide perspective by comparison to other similar waterbody types. The EIS 

provides a comparison of Capitol Lake to other area lakes, just as it provides a comparison of Budd Inlet 

to other area inlets. The EIS also provides a comparison of Capitol Lake to the Deschutes River. It is one 

of the complexities of the existing condition that Capitol Lake has many lake-like attributes and those 

attributes (e.g., increased productivity) are the cause of concern, but it has been defined as a river 

based on flow dynamics. Regardless of regulatory definitions, Capitol Lake is viewed as a lake by local 

residents, and the EIS includes multiple alternatives that would retain the system in a “lake-like” 

condition, further supporting the relevance of comparing it to other lakes the public may be familiar 

with. 

Section 4.4 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 notes that calculated detention times in Capitol Lake range 

from 0.6 to 7.9 days, and that this is well below the mean detention time of greater than 15 days that is 

used by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to designate a lake. The EIS acknowledges that 

Capitol Lake is dissimilar to other area lakes because it is so strongly influenced by inflow from the river; 

by providing the comparison to other lakes, this point is emphasized. The EIS states “differences [from 

other lakes in the region] are likely due to the atypical hydrodynamics of Capitol Lake: the large inflow 

from the river and low residence time.” 

Capitol Lake water quality is described as good, yet there are water quality standard 

exceedances and visible algae and aquatic plants. 

When the lake is described as having “good” water quality in the EIS, it is referring specifically to the 

two parameters most important to cold water fish habitat (dissolved oxygen and temperature) and to 

those parameters that impact public health (bacteria and toxic algae blooms). The EIS does 

acknowledge there are exceedances of water quality standards for dissolved oxygen and temperature 

(as well as other parameters), but in relation to what is typical for a eutrophic lake, those exceedances 

are relatively minor. Typically, eutrophic lakes have long periods of very low dissolved oxygen 

concentrations coupled with much higher temperatures than Capitol Lake, and in recent years many 

local eutrophic lakes have experienced toxic algae blooms, while Capitol Lake has not. Further, the 

algae population in the lake is dominated by diatoms as compared to the more nuisance green and 

blue-green algae that dominate other eutrophic lakes. 
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As stated in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, the lake does support a dense community of aquatic plants. In 

this regard, it is similar to other eutrophic lakes in the region. While the plant biomass (per acre) is 

similar to other lakes, the plants are more visible in late summer when the river flow is low. This may 

add to the perception of particularly bad plant conditions. 
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Aquatic Invasive Species 

Comments were received asking for further clarification about whether New Zealand 

mudsnails would survive under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, and whether they would 

become established in Budd Inlet. 

Capitol Lake is currently separated from Budd Inlet by the 5th Avenue Dam. However, there is 

documented movement of debris through the dam during high flow events, which provides an 

opportunity for New Zealand mudsnails to spread into Budd Inlet. In a letter submitted by the 

Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) on the Draft EIS, WDFW agreed that the 5th 

Avenue Dam does not function as a barrier preventing the spread of New Zealand mudsnails into Budd 

Inlet, and that the removal of the dam is not expected to create additional colonization opportunities 

beyond what currently exists. 

In response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS and to support analysis in the Final EIS, a study 

was commissioned to investigate whether New Zealand mudsnails are currently present in Budd Inlet 

(Johannes 2022). The study occurred in April 2022 and investigated 21 sites, 16 of which were 

previously surveyed in 2011 and including several sites adjacent to various freshwater inputs. Marine 

fauna were present at most collection sites in Budd Inlet, indicating that conditions would allow for 

colonization if New Zealand mudsnails were tolerant to salinities. No New Zealand mudsnails were 

found during this survey, and the study concluded that year-round salinity levels are likely too high 

anywhere in Budd Inlet for New Zealand mudsnails to survive. 

There are limited data, Best Available Science studies, or literature regarding New Zealand mudsnail 

salinity tolerance; however, available studies indicate that New Zealand mudsnail may be tolerant of 

salinities above 30 parts per thousand (ppt; or practical salinity unit). Although the salinity within Budd 

Inlet (between 23 and 28 ppt) is within the tolerance range for New Zealand mudsnails, the recent 

survey conducted by Johannes in 2022 found no New Zealand mudsnails in Budd Inlet. And, as 

indicated above, given movement of debris through the 5th Avenue Dam under existing conditions, 

New Zealand mudsnails would have colonized in Budd Inlet since their introduction into Capitol Lake 

more than 10 years ago, if conditions were generally suitable. 

New Zealand mudsnail salinity tolerance is dependent on temperature and the rate of acclimatization 

to the higher salinity (LeClair and Cheng 2011). A study of New Zealand mudsnails in the Columbia 

River estuary found that mudsnails from brackish environments are more tolerant of acute salinity 

stress with LC50 values (lethal concentration causing 50% mortality) averaging 38 ppt salinity versus 

only 22 ppt salinity for mudsnails from a freshwater source (Devils Lake; Hoy et al. 2012). The results of 

the study of salt-tolerant New Zealand mudsnails in the Columbia River estuary also found that, 

although the species was surviving, they were not thriving in a way that would significantly impact 

native populations. The lack of New Zealand mudsnails observed in Budd Inlet is likely indicative of 
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their salt tolerance and the LC50 value of 22 ppt salinity for New Zealand mudsnails from a freshwater 

source like Capitol Lake. 

Additional salinity data and New Zealand mudsnail distribution within Budd Inlet have been added to 

Sections 4.2.1.1 under subsections describing Distribution and Abundance Within the Study Area and 

Management Approaches, and in Sections 5.3.2, 5.5.2.2, and 5.6.2 of the Aquatic Invasive Species 

Discipline Report (Attachment 8). 

Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, New Zealand mudsnails may continue to persist in areas of 

freshwater input, including the Deschutes River, Percival Creek, and stormwater outfalls. Those 

mudsnails would continue to be washed into Budd Inlet during storm events, but likely at much lower 

rates due to the smaller numbers in the smaller freshwater area. It is possible that New Zealand 

mudsnails would spread to nearby freshwater streams that also drain to Budd Inlet, and these streams 

could become a source in the future. The apparent lack of colonization by New Zealand mudsnails in 

Budd Inlet over the past 14 years from the large population in Capitol Lake suggests that they would 

not colonize Budd Inlet from smaller populations in the freshwaters draining to the lake basin under the 

Estuary or Hybrid Alternative. They are also not expected to thrive in the brackish environment if they 

are able to colonize Budd Inlet. 

The WDFW letter submitted on the Draft EIS stated that the freshwater reflecting pool under the 

Hybrid Alternative would likely harbor mudsnails and provide possible recolonization opportunities. 

However, the potential eradication of New Zealand mudsnails is more likely in the freshwater pool than 

in the estuarine portion of the Hybrid Alternative because the small inflow rates and volume of the pool 

increase the feasibility of providing an extended contact time for effective treatment of the population, 

which is not possible in the mouth of the Deschutes River. 

Given the existing presence and distribution of New Zealand mudsnail, control measures are suggested 

for all alternatives to reduce their density and numbers prior to any actions within Capitol Lake. 

Although it is unlikely that control measures can eradicate the New Zealand mudsnail completely since 

New Zealand mudsnails can repopulate from a single living organism, control measures would 

significantly reduce the population size and potential spread. 

Comments were received suggesting various management approaches to reduce or control 

the New Zealand mudsnail population. 

Management approaches for controlling New Zealand mudsnail populations are described in 

Section 4.2.1.1 of the Aquatic Invasive Species Discipline Report (Attachment 8) under Management 

Approaches. Mitigation measures described in Section 5.7 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0 include 

the Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan to be prepared for the selected alternative to monitor 

New Zealand mudsnail abundance over time, identify which chemical treatments can be used, 

experiment with different chemical and non-chemical techniques to select the optimum treatment 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

 
 

Page 32 

methodology, specify best management practices for avoiding or minimizing the export of New 

Zealand mudsnails, evaluate how best to operate and monitor effectiveness of attended or unattended 

decontamination stations, and design and install educational signs to inform the public of the New 

Zealand mudsnail threat and requirements to prevent their spread. The range of potential 

management approaches will be evaluated further during development of the Aquatic Invasive Species 

Management Plan. 

A large range of potential measures and approaches could effectively control the number and spread of 

New Zealand mudsnails. The approaches discussed in the Aquatic Invasive Species Discipline Report 

include meeting the “clean, drain, and dry” requirements under RCW 77.135.110 to be developed in 

consultation with WDFW’s Aquatic Invasive Species Unit and established in the Aquatic Invasive 

Species Management Plan. The following text has been added to Section 5.7.1.3 of the Aquatic Invasive 

Species Discipline Report to supplement those mitigation measures described for operation of all build 

alternatives. 

Boat and foot access would be restricted to reduce the potential spread of New Zealand mudsnails 

from the Project Area for all action alternatives. Non-motorized boat access would be restricted to 

permanent attended or unattended decontamination stations located in Marathon Park, Tumwater 

Historical Park, and the Interpretive Center for all action alternatives, and possibly in West Bay Park 

under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. All recreational boats leaving the stations would be 

decontaminated to prevent the spread of aquatic invasive species from the area, but would not be 

required to obtain an Aquatic Species Permit. Boat and equipment decontamination would be 

performed by a trained inspector at an attended decontamination station or would be performed by 

the user at an unattended decontamination station. Operations of attended or unattended 

decontamination stations will be determined for the Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan based 

on the observed New Zealand mudsnail population and risk for off-site transport. Recreational boats 

would be inspected and decontaminated prior to launching at the decontamination station to prevent 

introductions of aquatic invasive species from other waters in accordance with the Aquatic Invasive 

Species Management Plan. 

Although launching motorized boats into the former lake basin would be prohibited, motorboat access to 

marine waters within the former lake basin would not be prevented for the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives. However, there is a low risk for marine motorboats entering the former lake basin because 

of the low trestle design of the proposed 5th Avenue Bridge. Also, these motorboats are unlikely to 

contact shoreline areas of freshwater input where New Zealand mudsnail may be present because of 

shallow depths at the nearshore inputs. Education signs would be installed at strategic locations to inform 

recreationalists of the New Zealand mudsnail and requirements for preventing their spread. 

Recreationalists would be required to decontaminate their boots at decontamination stations in areas of 

shoreline access. 
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A similar approach has been implemented in Whatcom County, where boats and equipment are 

inspected at four checkpoints before entering Lake Whatcom and Lake Samish to ensure they are 

clean, drained, and dry and are not transporting aquatic invasive species (Lake Whatcom Management 

Program 2022). Boats are decontaminated at a checkpoint if they are deemed to be an aquatic invasive 

species threat, which was performed on fewer than 10% of the inspected boats. The main aquatic 

invasive species of interest in Whatcom County lakes are the zebra mussel (Dreissena polymorpha) and 

quagga mussel (D. bugensis), but the program also includes the New Zealand mudsnail, Asian clams, 

Eurasian watermilfoil, and other invasive plants. Monitoring by WDFW has shown that this program has 

been effective in preventing the introduction of zebra or quagga mussels to Whatcom County as no 

species have been found in the lakes since the program began 10 years ago. To date, the program has 

conducted almost 100,000 inspections and has intercepted 29 boats transporting or suspected of 

transporting zebra or quagga mussels, 1,366 boats transporting vegetation, and another 3,579 boats 

that were either wet or found to be transporting standing water. In 2018, the program detected New 

Zealand mudsnails in Lake Padden and has since detected them in nearby streams. No mudsnails have 

been detected in Lake Whatcom, Lake Samish, or at any of the four checkpoints. Non-motorized 

watercraft usage hit record highs during the pandemic in 2020 and 2021, and similar management 

approaches have been effective in preventing the spread of aquatic invasive species.  
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Fish and Wildlife 

Requests to clarify salmon use in the study area, specifically: (1) native coho runs in Percival 

Creek, and (2) origins of salmon in West Bay. 

Data are limited on the current abundance of coho salmon in Percival Creek. Although few actual data 

exist, anecdotal information, such as the presence of a fly fishery in the historic Deschutes River estuary 

(prior to dam installation), indicates that native coho salmon utilized Percival Creek for spawning and 

rearing. However, various stocks of coho salmon have been planted in Percival Creek since 1953 (Hayes 

et al. 2008) and there are few data on the current stock origin and status of the species in Percival 

Creek. In response to comments, some additional information on abundance and distribution has been 

added to Section 3.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and Section 4.1 of the Fish and Wildlife 

Discipline Report (Attachment 9). 

To the question of the origins of salmon in West Bay, information indicates that juvenile salmon have 

been detected in the South Sound, including within Budd Inlet, that originate from hatcheries as far 

north in Puget Sound as the Wallace River, a tributary to the Skykomish River. This is consistent with 

studies that have shown that both hatchery and wild origin juvenile Chinook salmon frequently migrate 

for long distances from their natal estuaries to non-natal estuaries. For example, studies in the 

Nisqually River estuary (the closest adjacent estuary to the east of Capitol Lake) showed that juvenile 

hatchery Chinook originating from other watersheds that were captured in the estuary during August 

and September accounted for 90% of all Chinook captured. These fish originated from nine Puget Sound 

rivers and 14 hatcheries, located as far away as 130 km from the Nisqually River. In response to 

comments, additional text on estuary function, including the use of estuaries by non-natal juvenile 

salmonids, has been added to Section 3.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, and Sections 4.1.3.3 and 

5.5.1.2 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report (Attachment 9). 

Requests by the Capitol Lake Improvement Protection Association (CLIPA) to review studies 

and reports attached to, and/or referenced in their comment letters and to reconsider the 

assessment of impacts and benefits to salmon based on these studies. 

CLIPA provided several comments related to the evaluation of impacts and benefits to salmon, 

summarized as follows: 

 Juvenile salmon reared in a freshwater environment such as Capitol Lake perform as well as 

those reared in an estuarine environment. CLIPA also suggests that growth of Chinook salmon 

in Capitol Lake is more rapid than growth rates observed in estuaries. 

 The Draft EIS relies too much on theoretical rather than actual study findings; specifically, the 

Draft EIS confidently states that there would be substantial benefits for Chinook salmon 

without any substantiation. 
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 The Draft EIS places too much emphasis on the steep salinity gradient within Capitol Lake. The 

comments suggest that if the dam were removed, salmon will experience essentially the same 

salinity gradient at the base of Tumwater Falls. Also, since there is some overtopping of the 

dam during high tides, portions of the North Basin are already saline. 

 The risk of predation on juvenile salmonids could increase if the dam were removed due to 

multiple compression points that would occur in the basin (the railroad trestle and I-5 bridge), 

an increase from the predation that occurs at the 5th Avenue Dam fish ladder. 

The EIS Project Team has performed a detailed review of the studies cited in the comments to 

determine the applicability of these studies to the above-listed specific questions and comments. The 

primary literature cited in the comments include Engstrom-Heg (1955) and Koehler et al. (2006), as well 

as several other studies referenced in these papers and directly quoted in the comments. These studies, 

and other relevant literature that may be directly applied to the analyses of alternatives, have been 

summarized in an annotated bibliography of relevant literature on salmonids (see Fish and Wildlife 

Discipline Report). The bibliography includes studies pertaining to habitat, growth, and predation. The 

EIS Project Team also met with fisheries staff from WDFW during development of the bibliography and 

Final EIS to discuss relevant studies and the associated findings. 

Several of the comments stated that the 2006 study by Koehler et al., which used bioenergetics 

modeling to estimate the naturally produced juvenile Chinook salmon in Lake Washington, showed 

that juvenile Chinook salmon had high consumption rates and were generally feeding close to their 

maximum ration. Based on estimated lineal growth rates of wild juvenile Chinook salmon, the study 

found that growth in these lake-reared Chinook salmon appeared to be similar to that observed in 

Chinook salmon in estuarine and nearshore marine habitats in Puget Sound. However, extrapolating 

this study to Capitol Lake is complicated by the substantial differences in Lake Washington and Capitol 

Lake. These include physical, chemical, and biological conditions, with major differences in lake sizes, 

depths, configuration, volumes, trophic status, fish and invertebrate diversity and abundance, as well as 

the specific Chinook salmon stocks that utilize each lake. When considering these differences in the two 

waterbodies, it is not appropriate to assume that growth rates of Chinook salmon, either hatchery or 

wild fish, would be identical in Capitol Lake. Fisheries experts from WDFW agreed that drawing a 

comparison between the two systems is inappropriate. For example, Duffy (2003) suggests that spatial 

and temporal differences in environmental conditions and the forage base may significantly influence 

the potential for growth and survival of juvenile salmon entering different areas of Puget Sound, and 

demonstrated that growth rates in estuaries and nearshore marine habitats of Puget Sound were more 

variable, but at times exceeded the growth rates in Lake Washington. Healy (1982) found that growth 

rates in the Nanaimo River estuary exceeded the growth rates in Lake Washington. 

Quotes included in several CLIPA-submitted comments on Chinook salmon studies focused on the 

rarity of a lake residence life history strategy and lake rearing for ocean-type Chinook salmon, in 

regards to a lake-fed river in Alaska (Burger et al. 1985). While the EIS Project Team recognizes the 
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rarity of the system described by Burger et al. (1985), that study focuses on run-timing, adult migration, 

and spawning in a lake-fed river system and does not discuss rearing or juvenile use of lakes. Capitol 

Lake is a man-made terminal lake in the Deschutes River system that is geomorphologically and 

ecologically different (reversed) from the lake-fed Kenai River. 

A report by Engstrom-Heg (1955) was cited in some CLIPA-submitted comments as the primary basis 

for claims that Chinook salmon grow rapidly in Capitol Lake; however, this paper only considered data 

collected from a single year (1955) of hatchery Chinook salmon releases into the lake and did not assess 

the growth of hatchery releases into the estuary prior to dam installation, for comparison. In addition, 

the Chinook growth rates in Capitol Lake were not compared against a reference estuary, but rather 

they were compared to hatchery fish, whose growth is dependent on the composition, volume, and 

timing of fish feed application, as well as the water quality in the hatchery rearing ponds. Furthermore, 

this study was conducted 70 years ago, just a few years after establishment of the 5th Avenue Dam. 

Since that time, there have been substantial changes to the physical, biological, and chemical 

conditions and processes in the lake that affect the quantity and quality of aquatic habitat as well as 

changes in the presence and abundance of lake flora and fauna. No changes in the EIS to the 

characterization of juvenile Chinook use of the lake (under either the No Action or Managed Lake 

Alternative) or an estuary (under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives) were identified as being 

warranted based on review of the literature. 

The EIS Project Team also revisited the literature to ascertain if the Draft EIS overstated the benefits 

that could accrue to Chinook salmon under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, as asserted in some of 

the comments. The EIS Project Team found that a wide body of literature confirms the key role that 

estuaries in the Pacific Northwest play in supporting the growth and survival of juvenile salmonids, 

including Chinook salmon, as described in the Draft EIS. Estuaries provide habitat conditions that 

support juvenile salmon in their physiological transitions (smolting), provide refuge from predators, and 

provide elevated prey resources relative to freshwater and marine systems (Simenstad et al. 1982; 

Thorpe 1994; Magnusson and Hilborn 2003; Price and Schreck 2003; Campbell et al. 2017; Sharpe et al. 

2019; Chalifour et al. 2020). The conclusions of these studies are generally supported by the collection 

of empirical data. No changes to the characterization of benefits under the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives in the EIS are warranted based on review of the literature. 

Similarly, some comments asserted that the EIS analysis placed too much emphasis on the abrupt 

salinity gradient that occurs under existing conditions, which would continue under the Managed Lake 

Alternative but be altered to a more natural gradient in the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. In addition, 

the comments suggested that if the dam were removed, salmon would experience essentially the same 

salinity gradient at the base of Tumwater Falls as they do under existing conditions at the dam outlet. It 

is acknowledged that with the current system, there is backflow of saltwater through the fish ladder at 

the 5th Avenue Dam once the tide reaches 15 feet, which creates brackish conditions in a portion of the 

North Basin at times. However, with dam removal under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, modeling 
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shows that the estuary would be well mixed, with salinity ranging from 26 to 28 ppt [in West Bay] and 

22 to 26 ppt in the North Basin, while salinity is partially mixed with a larger range from 14 to 22 ppt in 

the Middle Basin and 0 to 14 ppt in the South Basin, providing a gradual salinity transition over the 

entire basin length (approximately 1.5 miles). This salinity gradient (under the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives) is not comparable to conditions with the 5th Avenue Dam in place. Under current 

conditions with the dam, juvenile salmon abruptly enter saltwater in West Bay (approximately 26–28 

ppt) from freshwater or slightly brackish conditions in the North Basin versus the gradual salinity 

gradient over 1.5 miles through all three basins, as described above. Even at high tide and low river 

flows, fish coming from upstream would only have an initial transition from 0 ppt to 14 ppt, versus an 

increase of from near 0 ppt to near 30 ppt for fish exiting Capitol Lake through the existing dam. The 

primary benefit to juvenile salmon is the natural range of salinities that will occur over time, which in 

turn will allow the fish to gradually adapt their osmoregulatory systems to saltwater conditions. It has 

been clearly shown that a natural salinity regime is physiologically favorable and one of the key benefits 

that estuaries provide to juvenile salmon (Simenstad et al. 1982; Groot and Margolis 1991; Thorpe 1994; 

Price and Schreck 2003; Chalifour et al. 2020). 

In addition to providing habitat for outmigrating fish from in-basin, estuaries support non-natal 

Chinook salmon juveniles, both hatchery and wild origin fish (Beamer et al. 2013). As described above, 

studies in the Nisqually River estuary showed that juvenile hatchery Chinook originating from other 

watersheds that were captured in the estuary in August and September accounted for 90% of all 

Chinook captured. These fish originated from nine Puget Sound rivers and 14 hatcheries, located as far 

away as 130 km from the Nisqually River. In addition, juvenile salmon originating from hatcheries as far 

north in Puget Sound as the Wallace River, a tributary to the Skykomish River, have been detected in 

the South Sound, including within Budd Inlet (S. Steltzner, personal communication). The abundance of 

juvenile fish from other basins that would utilize Capitol Lake under the Estuary Alternative is unknown 

(and is likely significantly less than in the Nisqually River estuary, based on the relative sizes of the 

systems); nonetheless, some number of both hatchery and wild non-natal juvenile Chinook salmon 

would utilize the estuary habitats for feeding, growth, and avoidance of predators. 

Additional literature on potential difference in predation rates on juvenile Chinook in lacustrine systems 

versus estuarine systems was also considered in the bibliography. Review of this literature indicates that 

estuarine systems likely provide conditions that result in reduced rates of predation (see response below). 

The literature described above is addressed in more detail in the annotated bibliography (see the Fish 

and Wildlife Discipline Report). During the meeting with fisheries staff at WDFW on these topics, 

WDFW concurred with the summarized analysis of these studies, and agreed with the overall findings in 

the Draft EIS relative to salmon and other anadromous fish species. In response to these comments, 

additional text on estuary function and use by juvenile salmonids has been added to Section 3.5 of Final 

EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and Sections 4.1.3.3 and 5.5.1.2 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report 

(Attachment 9). 
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Requests to clarify migration conditions, the existing predation choke points, and how these 

choke points would change under the alternatives. 

Several comments suggested that predation on juvenile Chinook salmon would increase under the 

Estuary Alternative, asserting that increased predation by marine predators on juvenile Chinook would 

occur at four “marine predator-friendly compression points.” While the EIS Project Team recognizes 

the importance of predation as a factor that directly affects juvenile fish escapement, along with habitat 

conditions, water quality, salinity, and other elements, the existing scientific literature suggests that 

predation on juvenile salmonids, including Chinook salmon, in an estuarine environment would likely 

decrease, as compared to the existing conditions of a freshwater man-made lake. 

In response to this comment, additional information on existing predatory fish in Capitol Lake has been 

added to Section 3.5.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0. Under existing conditions, and as discussed 

in Section 3.5.1 and in the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report (Attachment 9), populations of several 

predatory fish species utilize the lake. These include non-native smallmouth and largemouth bass, 

which are generalist predators, as well as sculpin species and cutthroat trout, all of which prey on 

juvenile salmonid outmigrants. In addition, WDFW (Freeman, pers. comm.) indicates that although the 

population size is currently unknown, some number of northern pikeminnow have also become 

established in the lake. Pikeminnow are voracious predators on juvenile salmon, particularly Chinook 

and coho salmon, in both riverine and lacustrine environments. Several of these species, including bass 

and pikeminnow, have been shown to utilize overwater structures (e.g., docks, piers, and bridges) that 

provide ideal shade and overhead cover for ambush predators. Both the existing railroad trestle and I-5 

Bridge crossings over Capitol Lake provide such habitat for freshwater predators in Capitol Lake. 

Transition of a freshwater lake to estuarine habitat under the Estuary Alternative would result in a 

substantial decrease in the populations of freshwater predators on Chinook salmon, with the 

distribution of these species severely limited by the presence of saltwater or brackish water. Although 

some marine predation on salmonids could occur near these structures, as well as near the mouth of 

Percival Creek, these would be native marine fish species, and the levels of predation would likely be 

substantially less than under existing conditions. 

Several comments asserted that the 1955 fisheries study in Capitol Lake (Engstrom-Heg 1955) showed 

that predation of juvenile Chinook salmon in the freshwater lake is rare to negligible. However, this 

study was conducted 70 years ago, just a few years after establishment of the 5th Avenue Dam. Since 

that time, there have been substantial changes to the physical, biological, and chemical conditions and 

processes in the lake that affect the quantity and quality of aquatic habitat, as well as changes in the 

presence and abundance of lake flora and fauna, including an increase in predators such as bass and 

pikeminnow. 

Scientific literature on juvenile salmonids and estuaries, both in general and in Puget Sound specifically, 

indicates that estuarine habitat serves to decrease predation risk to small and young fishes by providing 

refuge to juvenile fish from turbid waters and nearshore habitat complexity (Simenstad et al. 1982; St. 
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John et al. 1992; Gregory 1994; Gregory and Levings 1998; Bottom et al. 2005; Heck et al. 2000; Alofs 

and Polivka 2004). 

As no predation studies have been conducted in Capitol Lake since 1955, the current levels of predation 

on hatchery Chinook juveniles in Capitol Lake are unknown; however, under existing conditions, a 

major “marine water compression point” exists at the outlet of the 5th Avenue Dam, where anadromous 

fish must enter and exit the lake through a small fish ladder, thus exposing such fish to predation from 

marine mammal, avian, and piscivorous fish predators that congregate at the existing bottleneck 

created at the dam outlet. This constriction, currently the largest true “bottleneck” in the system, 

would be removed under the Estuary Alternative and allow outmigrating fish, including juvenile 

salmonids, to exit Capitol Lake through an outlet measuring up to 500-feet-wide (at high tide) versus an 

outlet measuring only 9.5-feet-wide under existing conditions. Levels of existing predation from marine 

and avian species should decrease substantially with the removal of the chokepoint. 

The other “compression points” noted in the comment are the existing Railroad Bridge spanning 

approximately 210 feet over the North Basin, and the I-5 crossing spanning approximately 200 feet over 

the South Basin. While these structures represent the narrow points in the basin, and have bridge 

piers/piling bents in-water, which may represent better habitat for freshwater predators on salmonids 

(e.g., bass and northern pikeminnow), these crossings are existing structures that have substantial open 

water segments between bents. Expected predation on salmonids at these locations would likely 

decrease with the transition to estuarine conditions due to the reduction in freshwater predators that 

utilize in-water structures for foraging. Although there may be some predation by marine (mammals or 

fish) or brackish water species at these locations, the overall level of predation would likely decrease in 

the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives as the remaining “compression points” in the system are 

substantially wider and have much more of an open-water component compared to existing conditions 

where a single, narrow “compression point” exists at the interface of fresh water and salt water. 

The EIS Project Team prepared an annotated bibliography of relevant literature on salmonids, including 

habitat, growth, and predation, that would apply to Capitol Lake (see the Fish and Wildlife Discipline 

Report). Enterprise Services then met with WDFW fisheries staff to discuss the bibliography and the 

associated findings. On the topic of predation on juvenile salmon under existing conditions and a 

comparison of the potential effects on predation under the Estuary and Managed Lake Alternatives, 

WDFW indicated that the literature presented in the bibliography supports the analysis presented in 

the EIS that there would be a decreased predation risk to juvenile salmonids under the Estuary 

Alternative, as compared to both existing conditions and the Managed Lake Alternative. WDFW also 

agreed that it was not appropriate to assume the findings of Engstrom-Heg (1955) are applicable to 

subsequent and current conditions and that the vast majority of the scientific literature indicates that 

estuarine habitat provides conditions that juvenile salmon, including Chinook, utilize to avoid 

predation. In response to these comments, additional text on estuary function, including the reduction 
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of predation risks on juvenile salmonids, has been added to Section 4.5 of Final EIS Supporting 

Chapter and Section 5.5.1.2 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report. 

Concerns that freshwater mussels were not addressed in the Draft EIS. 

Several comments expressed concern that the Draft EIS did not address potential impacts on 

freshwater mussels. Some of the comments provided anecdotal information regarding freshwater 

mussel presence in Capitol Lake. In response to these comments, information on freshwater mussels 

and documented presence in Capitol Lake, and potential impacts, has been added to Sections 3.5 and 

4.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0. 

Historic data on freshwater mussel species distribution and population status is generally lacking. One 

of the major challenges with understanding freshwater mussels is the overlap of characteristics that 

prevent the mussels from reliably being identified in the field. As scientific techniques advance, 

especially in genetics, mussels can more reliably be identified to species. Researchers are also 

reclassifying species, as the original observations in the 1800s based on taxonomy were not always 

correct. 

As described in Section 3.5 (and in more detail in the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report), the western 

freshwater mussel fauna from the Pacific region, which includes drainages flowing into the Pacific 

Ocean, Arctic Ocean, and the endorheic Great Basin, is composed of three genera (Anodonta, Gonidea, 

and Margaritifera). 

A. oregonensis/A. kennerlyi are historically found in the Puget Sound region and commonly found in 

these drainages today. A. oregonensis have been observed in Capitol Lake (Pacific Northwest Native 

Freshwater Mussel Workgroup 2008 Meeting). 

A. nuttalliana/A. californiensis are not likely to be present in Capitol Lake and found almost exclusively 

on the Columbia River Basin. G. angulata was historically more prevalent in Eastern Washington and 

found from the Columbia River (Kittitas County); Toppenish Creek (Yakima County); Yakima River 

(Benton County); the Snake River (Columbia County); Chehalis River (Grays Harbor, Lewis counties); 

Skookumchuck River (Lewis County); Spokane River (Lincoln County); the Columbia, Okanagan, 

Similkameen, Spokane and Little Spokane rivers, Osoyoos Lake, Palmer and Hangman creeks, and 

Spokane Falls (Okanagan County); and Colville River (Stevens County) (WDFW 2022). 

M. falcata have been extirpated from much of the mainstem Columbia and Snake rivers; substantial 

declines, die-offs, or lack of recent reproduction have also been reported from the SanPoil River (Ferry 

County), Kettle River (Stevens County), the Little Spokane River (Spokane County), Snohomish River, 

Muck Creek (Pierce County), Bear Creek (King County), and Nason Creek (Chelan County) (WDFW 

2022). In addition, this species inhabits cold creeks and rivers with clear, cold water and sea-run salmon 

or native trout including waterways above 5,000 feet in elevation, which is not present in Capitol Lake. 
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As described in Section 4.5, A. oregonensis found in Capitol Lake may be impacted by the creation of a 

tidal estuary if the areas they occupy in the lake increase in salinity. Freshwater travel in adult mussels is 

limited, and they are often negatively impacted in stream and reservoirs subject to significant changes 

in surface elevation. While some A. oregonensis may survive or repopulate in portions of the South 

Basin where salinity would be low, impacts on A. oregonensis would occur. However, the Estuary and 

Hybrid Alternatives would not put the overall population at risk since this species is not at risk in 

Washington State, is not a state or federally-listed threatened or endangered species, and is considered 

“Least Concern” on the International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) Red List. 

Requests to clarify the importance of Capitol Lake to bats, the likely impacts of the 

alternatives, and potential mitigation. 

Several comments received on the Draft EIS requested clarification on potential impacts on local bat 

populations. While some comments suggested that bats could forage in the restored estuarine 

environment, or shift to other nearby lakes, other comments stated that the Draft EIS did not fully 

characterize the importance of Capitol Lake to local populations, including the Woodard Bay trestle 

colony. This colony is located out of the Project Area in Henderson Inlet, and has been described as the 

largest known maternity colony in Western Washington. Some of the comments assert that the loss of 

the constructed freshwater lake habitat would cause substantial negative impacts on the Woodard Bay 

trestle colony. The Draft EIS did, in fact, conclude that the loss of the constructed freshwater lake 

would result in a significant impact on the regional bat population, and specifically on the Woodard Bay 

trestle bat colony, mainly from the reduction of foraging sites. This conclusion, however, was based on 

a limited body of information sources. 

Given the listed body of information sources used to support the Draft EIS findings, and in response to 

comments received on the Draft EIS, the EIS Project Team performed a detailed review of studies and 

other relevant literature that may be directly applied to the analysis of alternatives, and summarized 

these studies in an annotated bibliography of relevant literature on bats (see Fish and Wildlife Discipline 

Report). The EIS Project Team also facilitated discussions with a panel of WDFW biologists, and a local 

bat expert, during development of the bibliography for the Final EIS. 

The purpose of the panel discussions was to review the comments received on the Draft EIS regarding 

bats, and identify additional data and/or information required to fully support the impact analysis in the 

Final EIS. Data and/or information was considered and included if it was from a scientific, citable source 

(i.e., peer-reviewed journal, white paper, technical study, etc.) and/or was conducted in a repeatable, 

scientific manner. Included were resources that summarized scientific studies and were themselves 

citable. These resources focused either on the bats and associated habitats in and around Capitol Lake, 

or on aspects of bat biology and ecology applicable to the species and system that are present but were 

from other regions. They specifically provided additional information on bat foraging and prey base, 

habitat associations and preference, and population response to enhancement projects. Collectively, 
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the information gathered provided additional background and context to support the Final EIS, but also 

verified data gaps in our understanding of the bats in the area surrounding Capitol Lake. 

Bat populations in the Northwest have been only cursorily studied, leaving numerous gaps in the 

knowledge about their biology and ecology. Although the level of use of Capitol Lake by the bats 

roosting at the Woodard Bay trestle is largely unknown (see Section 3.5 of Final EIS Supporting 

Chapter 3.0), the lake provides foraging and/or drinking habitat for reproductive Yuma myotis and little 

brown bat. It is assumed that other bat species also use the lake for drinking and/or foraging, but the 

literature suggests that none of these species would use the lake exclusively, but instead, they would 

utilize a diversity of habitats in the region, including estuarine inlets, riparian corridors, forested 

habitat, and parkland. None of the species that utilize the lake are state- or federally protected 

threatened or endangered species, although a “Biodiversity Area and Corridor,” as identified by the 

state Priority Habitats and Species (PHS) program, has been mapped at Capitol Lake for bats. 

Additional information is included in Sections 3.5, 4.5, and 5.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0, 4.0, 

and 5.0 (see also the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report) to reflect the additional information identified 

and considered. 

To compensate for the data gaps, conservative assumptions that were used during the development of 

the Draft EIS to reach conclusions on potential impacts were reaffirmed for the Final EIS. As a result, 

the Final EIS concludes that the loss of Capitol Lake would potentially result in a significant impact on 

the regional bat population, and specifically on the Woodard Bay trestle colony, mainly from the 

potential reduction of foraging sites. It is acknowledged in the Final EIS that this conclusion is based on 

a limited body of information that does not support a full analysis. 

Although conversion of Capitol Lake from a constructed, freshwater/open water system to an estuarine 

system would reduce freshwater foraging and drinking habitat, mitigation opportunities have been 

considered and proposed. The optimal mitigation strategy for this impact would be to replace the lost 

freshwater, open water habitat at roughly the same scale. Because of existing constraints in the region, 

it was determined that it is not practicable to construct freshwater habitat within the area of use of 

Woodard Bay trestle colony (estimated to be a 12-mile radius from the trestle). In the absence of 

feasible mitigation to offset the impact, the population could be studied and project effects 

documented as discussed with the WDFW panel of biologists. Additional mitigation opportunities that 

are feasible have been put forth in the Final EIS, although they would not directly mitigate for loss of 

freshwater habitat. These mitigation opportunities are based on the best available science, and will be 

tailored to support local bat populations by providing and/or protecting roosting habitat, foraging 

habitat, and/or prey base (see Section 4.5.8 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0).  
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Air Quality and Odor 

Some commenters expressed concern about odors resulting from low tides under the Estuary 

and Hybrid Alternatives. 

Commenters expressed concern about the potential for increased odors in the Project Area under the 

Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives due to restored tidal conditions. Potential odor impacts from the 

Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives are discussed in Sections 4.7.5.1 and 4.7.6.1 of EIS Supporting 

Chapter 4.0, which found that impacts would be less than significant in consideration of: (1) the variable 

tides and tidal range of Puget Sound; (2) the low intensity of odors expected to be produced by the 

estuary, similar to estuaries elsewhere within Puget Sound; and (3) the naturally occurring character of 

the odor produced by estuaries. Therefore, no mitigation is needed or proposed. 

The EIS recognizes that odor emissions from estuaries are not constant, and that natural phenomena 

can occur that result in elevated hydrogen sulfide (H2S) generation at times. These estuary odors would 

be similar to odors currently experienced in downtown Olympia and along the Port of Olympia 

peninsula from tideflats within Budd Inlet. Additionally, updates in Sections 4.7.5.1 and 4.7.6.1 

recognize that other odors associated with the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives may also arise following 

construction. Odors following removal of the 5th Avenue Dam would be a function of the decomposition 

of vegetation from the freshwater basin upon exposure to the tidal cycle and salinity. Odors may also 

be experienced in the future, much like they can be today, from extreme heat events in the Puget 

Sound region. These odors would be attributable to shellfish and seaweed being exposed to the open 

air during low tide periods. Such odors are generally a function of polysulfide compounds and are not 

driven by H2S. Emissions of these odor compounds are not expected to be routine, and similar odors 

would be produced from nearby tideflats in Budd Inlet. 

The EIS also recognizes that tolerances for estuary odors in downtown Olympia or in nearby residential 

areas may be less than that of the nearby estuaries’ communities, and that for some portion of the 

population, any increase in estuary odors would be objectionable. 

Related comments asked about stories of objectionable odors that emanated from the estuary prior to 

the 5th Avenue Dam construction. As discussed in Section 4.7.5.1, historical and anecdotal evidence of 

pre-dam odors (prior to 1951) is not reliable because they cannot be attributed to specific odor sources 

given the changes to discharges into the waterbody since that time. There have been many changes in 

sewage management, industrial activities and related discharges, and other unknown contributors in 

the Project Area since that time. 
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Draft EIS comments included requests for further clarification of the carbon sequestration 

potential of the alternatives. 

As described in Section 3.7.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, methane emissions are produced in all 

marsh systems where anaerobic conditions allow microbes to decompose organic matter. It is 

recognized that the net effect of marsh systems on greenhouse gases (GHGs) can vary widely from a 

net negative to a net positive, depending on the salinity and biomass of the system. However, studies 

have shown that freshwater systems produce more methane than brackish systems, and saline wetland 

systems produce negligible amounts of methane. As described in the Text Box in Section 4.7.5 of EIS 

Supporting Chapter 4.0, the increased salinities under the Estuary Alternative suggest that less 

methane would be released compared to the No Action or Managed Lake Alternative. 

A related comment requested clarification of the carbon sequestration potential under the Estuary and 

Hybrid Alternatives given that most of the area would convert to tideflats and not vegetated marsh. It is 

true that unvegetated tideflats do not actively sequester carbon as much as vegetated marsh. However, 

tideflats are likely to maintain the pool of carbon, and tideflats release less methane compared to the 

permanently submerged bottom sediments in a freshwater system. Also, note that 85 and 82 acres of 

vegetated marsh would be constructed as part of the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, respectively, 

which would sequester more soil carbon through the biomass in the soil than would be expected in 

open water habitats under the Managed Lake and No Action Alternatives. This has been clarified in 

Section 3.7.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0. 

The carbon sequestration potential was not quantified for this EIS. Numerical quantification of carbon 

sequestration rates involves detailed estimates of projected salinities, vegetation communities, primary 

productivity sedimentation rates, sediment chemistry, and climatic conditions. The acquisition and 

development of this information is beyond the scope of this EIS. Instead, expected trends in carbon 

sequestration are described in the EIS at a high-level for each alternative to illustrate comparative 

differences. 

Draft EIS comments included requests to clarify consistency of the alternatives with the 

Thurston Climate Mitigation Plan. 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS describe the GHG emissions from construction and operation of the action 

alternatives within the context of the regional goals for GHG emissions described in the 2020 Thurston 

Climate Mitigation Plan. However, no assertion was made as to the consistency of the alternatives 

relative to the mitigation plan due to the mixed picture of the alternatives. For example, the Managed 

Lake Alternative would have the least amount of GHG emissions related to equipment use from 

construction, but is expected to have the highest operational emissions related to dredged material 

disposal. The Managed Lake Alternative would also have more methane releases and less ability to 

sequester carbon. The Estuary Alternative, in contrast, would have more GHG emissions related to 

equipment use from construction, but would have lower operational emissions related to dredged 
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material disposal, less methane released, and more ability to sequester carbon. Sections 4.7.5 and 4.7.6 

of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 have been revised to clarify that the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives include one of the strategies (carbon sequestration) included in the Thurston Climate 

Mitigation Plan. 

Importantly, the relative GHG equipment emissions depend on the type of dredged material disposal 

method (upland or in-water) that would occur for long-term management of the alternatives. Upland 

disposal requires trucking of the dredged sediment to a landfill approximately 250 miles from the 

Project Area, whereas much more sediment can fit on a barge and be taken to an in-water disposal site 

if the material is suitable. Upland disposal is assumed to be the only feasible disposal option for the 

Managed Lake Alternative, whereas in-water disposal is assumed feasible for the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives. These assumptions are reflected in the calculations of operational emissions.  



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

 
 

Page 46 

Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation 

Requests to clarify if project alternatives support the City of Olympia Shoreline Master 

Program. 

The City of Olympia in their comments submitted on the Draft EIS stated that the City does not view all 

project alternatives as supporting the City of Olympia Shoreline Master Program. In response to these 

comments, revisions were made to Section 4.8.3.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 to clarify that 

not all action alternatives would directly support the City of Olympia’s SMP restoration priorities for the 

Budd Inlet estuary, and in Section 4.8.5.3 to acknowledge that the Estuary Alternative would 

accomplish Olympia SMP restoration priorities for the Budd Inlet estuary. No clarifications were needed 

in Section 4.8.4.3 (Managed Lake) as it already acknowledged that the Managed Lake Alternative does 

not directly support the City’s restoration priorities for the Budd Inlet Estuary. 

Requests to better describe differences in opportunities for water-based recreation 

opportunities amongst the alternatives. 

As noted in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, all action alternatives would improve opportunities for 

recreational boating, but the opportunities differ. These distinctions in the recreational benefits were 

not listed in detail in the Draft EIS. The following discussion distinguishes the benefits among the action 

alternatives. 

The Managed Lake Alternative would restore nonmotorized boating, which could include sailing and 

sailing lessons – this was explicitly mentioned in some comments. Boating could occur regardless of the 

tide cycle because the 5th Avenue Dam would remain under this alternative. The same would be true of 

the Hybrid Alternative, but the impounded area would be much smaller. 

Under the Estuary Alternative, boating would also be restored but the extent of boating would be 

subject to tide cycles. Section 5.5.2.2 of the Discipline Report and Section 4.8.5.2 of Final EIS 

Supporting Chapter 4.0 have been revised to acknowledge that the longest period of daylight hours 

with low tide is during the summer, which would restrict boat use during certain summer daytime 

hours. Nonmotorized boating could occur in the North Basin at higher tides, with adequate water 

depth. Boating would be restricted to the main channel at low tides, where depths would be greater; 

however, the current would be a factor that could preclude some vessels or inexperienced 

recreationalists. 

Boating in Budd Inlet, including sailing lessons, would not be adversely affected by any of the 

alternatives because the project would not change inundation of that area. 

Tidal currents are a common consideration for boaters in Puget Sound. The Estuary Alternative would 

restore boating access to areas with increased tidal currents. 
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As described in Section 2.4.7 of EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, the boat launch at Marathon Park is 

conceptually designed to extend approximately 100 feet from the existing shoreline. This would 

improve access at all tidal cycles. The design of this boat launch would be refined during the future 

design and permitting phase of the project. 

Requests to better describe differences in how the project alternatives would support/not 

support future recreational opportunities (e.g., swimming). 

As noted in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, all action alternatives would improve water quality and address 

invasive species in the Project Area. These efforts would improve conditions for swimming. However, 

because formal swimming facilities are not part of any action alternative, the EIS does not speculate on 

the ability of the action alternatives to support swimming. Operating formal swimming facilities is not 

within the scope of services or agency mission of Enterprise Services. If an entity were to pursue 

swimming in the future, the opportunities would differ among the action alternatives. The Managed 

Lake and Hybrid Alternatives could support freshwater swimming, if water quality criteria are achieved. 

Under the Estuary Alternative and within a portion of the Hybrid Alternative, swimming could 

potentially be supported, and would occur in a saltwater environment. Swimming would not be well 

supported at low tides, and tidal currents would be a potential hazard for swimmers. 

Requests to provide linkages, or an integrated plan of shoreline access, in consideration of 

existing and planned regional trails and City of Tumwater trails. 

Figure 3.8.4 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS shows existing trails in the Project Area, including the 

constructed portions of the regional trail system. The project would not affect or preclude any planned 

regional trail, including the regional trails planned along the Deschutes River, Percival Canyon, and 

West Bay. Providing additional trail connections is beyond the scope of this project given the project 

goals established by Enterprise Services and project stakeholders. The design and permitting phase will 

include a public process and coordination with local park agencies to ensure compatibility with future 

park and trail plans. 
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Cultural Resources 

Draft EIS comments included requests for a more balanced description of historic built 

environment and precontact and Indigenous use context and history. 

The Draft EIS contains substantial information on historic built environmental resources and 

comparatively less information on precontact and Indigenous use context and history. As 

acknowledged in the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13), this was due to the large 

volume of available information on historic built environment development context and history of the 

Capitol Lake area, and in response to scoping comments that requested that the EIS provide a thorough 

understanding of potential impacts on the historic built environment. Given that this was an area of 

repeated concern as expressed in many of the comment letters, the Final EIS includes the following 

changes: 

 Additional information has been included in Sections 3.9 and 4.9 of the Final EIS supporting 

chapters, and in the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13) to describe the 

precontact-era and Indigenous use context in the study area. 

 Some of the information on the historic built environment presented in Sections 3.9, 4.9, and 

5.9 of the Final EIS supporting chapters, and in the Cultural Resources Discipline Report 

(Attachment 13) has been removed or summarized, directly in response to comments to 

present a more balanced level of information between historic built environment and cultural 

elements. 

 The analysis and presentation of impacts under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives in 

Sections 3.9, 4.9, and 5.9 of the Final EIS supporting chapters have been updated relative to the 

State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Department of Archeology and Historic 

Preservation (DAHP) Determination of Eligibility, which has further reduced the volume of 

information on historic built environment resources. 

As described in Section 2.1 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report, archaeological resources are 

commonly classified by whether they date to the period before contact between Native American and 

European American people (“precontact era”) or after contact (“historic era”). In the State of 

Washington, 1790 AD is often used as the dividing line between the precontact era and historic era. 

Draft EIS comments included requests to include identification of Traditional Cultural 

Properties, Cultural Landscape, and/or Archaeological District. 

Several comments requested that the Project Area be considered as a Traditional Cultural Property, 

Cultural Landscape, or an Archaeological District due to the complex precontact and historic period 

activities that occurred in the area. 
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As described in Section 3.9.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, there are no documented Traditional 

Cultural Properties on file with DAHP. This was confirmed with DAHP during preparation of the Draft 

EIS. Although no Traditional Cultural Properties are documented at this time, the EIS Project Team 

recognizes that they could be identified in the future through consultation with local area tribes. 

Members of the EIS Project Team coordinated with representatives of the Squaxin Island Tribe in 2019 

and 2022 to understand if there are cultural areas of concern of which the team needed to be aware. 

Tribal representatives expressed concern for the presence of recorded and probable unrecorded 

archaeological sites. The EIS Project Team anticipates further consideration of archaeological sites as 

well as potential Traditional Cultural Properties, Cultural Landscapes, and/or Archaeological Districts as 

part of consultation under Section 106 and/or Executive Order (EO) 21-02 during the design and 

permitting phase for the selected alternative. Identifying potential Traditional Cultural Properties and 

Cultural Landscapes is typically outside the scope of a SEPA EIS, and typically cannot be ascertained 

based on published historic and ethnographic sources alone. Identifying Traditional Cultural Properties 

and Cultural Landscapes commonly involves extensive consultation with groups and individuals who 

have special knowledge about and interests in the history and culture of the area to be studied. In the 

case of Traditional Cultural Properties, this means those individuals and groups who may ascribe 

“traditional cultural significance” to a location or locations (National Register Bulletin 38 Guidelines for 

Evaluating and Documenting Traditional Cultural Properties). 

One of the comments suggested that a Cultural Landscape designation could extend from Tumwater 

Falls to north of the Port of Olympia, with a Treatment Plan to guide future decisions regarding 

conservation, protection, and preservation, and an Interpretive Plan to share traditional cultural 

knowledge. The recent Maritime Washington National Heritage Area was suggested as an example 

that could provide support and momentum for a Deschutes Estuary Cultural Landscape designation. It 

was suggested this could be funded as a mitigation measure and possibly with grant support. 

Section 4.9.7 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 describes that additional consultation will occur as 

part of the Section 106 and/or EO 21-02 consultation processes, and this will likely include further 

evaluation of the Project Area as a Traditional Cultural Property, Cultural Landscape, and 

Archaeological District. 

Related comments stated that since the Draft EIS included recommendations for a new historic district, 

it should also recommend a Cultural Landscape or Archaeological District. Note that the Final EIS has 

been updated to reflect SHPO and DAHP’s determination that Capitol Lake (Des Chutes Basin Project) 

is not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), which removes reference to 

the recommended historic district. Therefore, the Final EIS does not recommend either new historic 

districts or a new Cultural Landscape or Archaeological District. 
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Draft EIS comments included requests for greater consideration of tribal resources and tribal 

values in the EIS. 

Tribal resources are addressed in Sections 3.5.3 and 4.5.7 of EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0. The 

term “tribal resources” refers to the collective rights and access to traditional areas for gathering 

resources associated with a tribe’s sovereign or formal treaty rights. Tribal resources include plants, 

wildlife, fish, and shellfish used for commercial, subsistence, or ceremonial purposes. The EIS considers 

information about fishing, hunting, gathering, and traditional areas, including practices and areas used 

by the tribes, provided by the tribes and agencies during the EIS process. Making a determination of 

significance related to treaty-reserved rights is not part of this SEPA EIS. Mitigation associated with 

potential impacts on tribal resources would be addressed directly with affected tribes during 

government-to-government consultations under Section 106 and/or Executive Order 21-02 during the 

design and permitting phase. Mitigation measures are expected to be developed as part of the 

permitting, regulatory, and consultation processes for fish species and habitat, wildlife, and cultural 

resources, which could also affect tribal resources. 

Section 4.14.3.4 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Value of Ecosystem Services, is the focus of the 

discussion on tribal values, and describes how the project alternatives may enhance cultural values for 

some and maintain status quo for others. In response to comments, clarifications have been made in 

the Final EIS to more fully capture the range of values (cultural, heritage, spiritual, and educational) 

derived from the Project Area. 

Draft EIS comments included questions about how Enterprise Services sought tribal input on the 

EIS. 

Enterprise Services recognizes that the Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary and surrounding area is of 

great importance to the Squaxin Island Tribe and other local area tribes, and has engaged the tribes 

during the EIS process. Engagement with the tribes is summarized in EIS Supporting Chapter 8.0. As 

described in Sections 8.2 and 8.3, representatives from the Squaxin Island Tribe have participated in the 

Executive, Technical, and Funding and Governance Work Groups. The EIS Project Team has 

coordinated with the Squaxin Island Tribe, the Chehalis Tribe, and the Nisqually Indian Tribe during the 

development of the EIS to request information relevant to cultural resources within the study area. The 

EIS Project Team also met separately with the Squaxin Island Tribe in 2019 to discuss the project and 

EIS effort, and to get early feedback on the EIS analysis. During the development of the EIS, the EIS 

Project Team requested information relevant to cultural resources within the study area from the 

Squaxin Island Tribe, the Chehalis Tribe, and the Nisqually Indian Tribe. The EIS Project Team also 

coordinated with the Squaxin Island Tribe, Nisqually Indian Tribe and the Confederated Tribes of the 

Chehalis Reservation fisheries group to obtain information in support of the EIS analysis. 
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Concerns that the Draft EIS included a recommendation of eligibility for a new historic district 

(the Des Chutes Basin Historic District). 

The Final EIS has been updated to reflect Determinations of Eligibility received from DAHP subsequent 

to the Draft EIS. See Sections 3.9, 4.9, and 5.9 of the Final EIS supporting chapters for updates to the 

analysis and impact conclusions as a result of DAHP’s Determinations of Eligibility. See also the Cultural 

Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13 to the Final EIS). The SEPA process requires the 

identification of historic resources located on or near the site, and considers resources both listed and 

eligible for listing in national, state, or local historic registers equally. 

When research and field work conducted during the preparation of the Draft EIS identified potential 

eligibility, the EIS Project Team included those in the SEPA evaluation, allowing consideration by DAHP 

and until a formal Determination of Eligibility was received from DAHP. Although some evaluation of 

individual resources had taken place previously, the area had not been evaluated in the context of a 

historic district collectively built as a single project. This prompted the review of Capitol Lake for 

potential historic district eligibility based on its original design and intended role. DAHP determined 

that it is not eligible for listing in the NRHP, as it lacked integrity to convey its original design and 

intended role. The Final EIS has been updated accordingly. 

Requests to consider benefits that the Estuary Alternative would have on the existing historic 

districts in the study area. 

Some comments suggested that the Estuary Alternative would benefit existing historic districts in 

downtown Olympia and Tumwater whose period of significance pre-dates the 5th Avenue Dam. The 

comments further suggested that the presence of the 5th Avenue Dam, 5th Avenue Bridge, and 

Deschutes Parkway should be assessed as potential impacts on existing districts, and therefore their 

removal should be considered a benefit. 

Historic districts are established so that the elements that contribute to a historic district reside within 

the district boundaries. As such, boundary selection for the Olympia Downtown Historic District, and 

the New Market: Stehtsamish (prehistoric) Tumwater Historic District encompassed those resources 

that contribute to each district’s historic significance. The district nominations did not identify 

resources in the Project Area as impacts on the integrity of the districts at the time of listing. The 

Olympia Downtown Historic District nomination addresses the positive influence that waterfront 

elements had on its development patterns, stating “The Olympia Downtown District is distinguished by 

its setting on the shores of Budd Inlet of Puget Sound and Capitol Lake.” The nomination also notes 

that “No other community in Washington is comparable to this downtown area which offers two types 

of waterfront access, (salt and fresh water), buildings reflecting many architectural styles and eras, and 

important associations with territorial and state capitol history reflected in its buildings and sites” 

(Stevenson 2004). None of the waterfront elements were included in the district boundaries. The New 
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Market: Stehtsamish (prehistoric) Tumwater Historic District does not address Capitol Lake in the 

nomination as either a positive or diminishment to the district. 

Concern that the Draft EIS did not analyze the historically significant design principles of the 

State Capitol Campus, or the City Beautiful Movement. 

Several comments asserted that Capitol Lake is part of the Washington State Capitol Historic District, 

which is on the NRHP. There was concern that the Draft EIS did not evaluate impacts on the historic 

district from the project alternatives. 

The elements of Capitol Lake are not within the boundary of the Washington State Capitol Historic 

District. This prompted the review of Capitol Lake for both individual and historic district (Des Chutes 

Basin Project) eligibility based on the original design, its intended role relative to the Capitol Campus, 

and its relationship to the City Beautiful Movement conveyed in the design principles employed by 

Wilder & White and the Olmsted Brothers for the Washington State Capitol Historic District. DAHP 

determined that neither the Des Chutes Basin Project nor the Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary are 

eligible for listing in the NRHP, as they lack integrity to convey their original design and intended role. 

The historic resources contributing to the Washington State Capitol Historic District substantially pre-

date completion of Capitol Lake, and were listed as a historic district to the National Register without 

including Capitol Lake, which existed at the time of listing. DAHP’s determination of not National 

Register eligible for both the district (Des Chutes Basin Project) and just Capitol Lake as a singular 

resource due to a lack of integrity eliminates the potential that Capitol Lake could be considered as 

eligible as part of an expansion of the Washington State Capitol Historic District. 

Concern that the Draft EIS does not give enough attention to the Tumwater Historic District, 

including the historic Brewery Complex (Old Brewhouse Tower and adjacent buildings). 

The Tumwater Historic District is described in the Sections 3.9.2.2, 4.9.2.2, and 4.9.4.2 of the EIS 

supporting chapters and in the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13). In response to 

these comments, additional clarifications have been added to Section 5.5.2.2 of the Cultural Resources 

Discipline Report describing that the estuary context and setting under the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives would be more compatible with the historic waterfront character, particularly with regard 

to the setting and context for the historic brewery area. Related to this concern were requests for 

information on how the alternatives could improve the practicability of restoring or rehabilitating the 

Olympia Brewery. Because the project would not result in changes in the Tumwater Historic District, 

evaluating restoration opportunities for the historic Brewery Complex is outside the scope of this EIS. 
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Visual Resources 

Requests to consider public opinion and the historic aesthetic context. 

Several comments stated there was a lack of consideration of public opinion and the historic aesthetic 

context of Capitol Lake in the Draft EIS. 

Section 4.10 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 recognizes that the aesthetic value a viewer places on the 

landscape is subjective; some viewers prefer views of the open water of a lake to that of an estuary, and 

the reverse is true for other viewers. This is illustrated in the range of opinions expressed on the 

aesthetics of the project in the comments on the Draft EIS, and in other public processes before the EIS. 

While these differing opinions are acknowledged, the EIS analysis does not attempt to determine which 

group of these viewers is larger, nor would there be a reasonable way to conduct such a survey. Instead, 

the EIS analysis relies on policies adopted by the Cities of Olympia and Tumwater through which local 

priorities and requirements related to visual resources have been documented. 

As described in Section 3.3 of the Visual Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 14), there is no 

prescribed method for visual resource analysis in the SEPA rules or in Enterprise Services’ SEPA 

Policies. For this EIS, the Visual Resources Assessment Procedure for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

provided an accepted framework for visual assessment of the scale and character of the project. 

Potential compatibility impacts were evaluated in consideration of applicable policies to determine 

significance of the impacts. These policies were used to guide determinations of the compatibility of 

visual elements. They provide a context for determining whether the project is objectively harmonious 

with other landscape elements and characteristics, as envisioned in the adopted policies of the lead 

agency (Enterprise Services) and the jurisdictions affected by the project. The analysis of visual 

resource impacts and benefits was based on key factors often used in analysis of visual effects (spatial 

dominance, scale and contrast, and compatibility), and how those factors would change relative to 

existing conditions. An EIS directs an agency to compare changes to existing conditions rather than 

historic conditions. The analysis acknowledges that the scale of visual change under the Estuary or 

Hybrid Alternative would be substantial, and would be noticeably different from existing conditions at 

low tide levels. Despite the scale of the change, the Draft EIS and Final EIS describe that the landscape 

would remain natural in character and visually compatible, unified, and harmonious with its setting 

among parks and a scenic drive. 

Some commenters object to calling the setting “natural,” because the setting consists mainly of parks 

and greenbelt. City policies refer to the setting as “natural,” and use of the term in the EIS analysis is 

appropriate. The setting is relatively natural within the context of an urban area. It is acknowledged 

that the setting is not a wild or rural environment, and the EIS does not refer to it as such. 

As noted in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, existing policies support the preservation and enhancement of 

shoreline views, especially of natural shorelines, but do not express a preference for one or the other of 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

 
 

Page 54 

these types of shoreline views (e.g., lake or estuary). Therefore, the analysis did not place a higher value 

on one or the other of these shoreline types, but rather, considers the dominance, scale and contrast, 

and compatibility of the Estuary Alternative and its primary components. The EIS does acknowledge 

that the change from a lake to an estuary could be perceived as an adverse impact by some people, but 

lacking a policy preference and acknowledging that this perception is not shared by all, such a change is 

not considered an adverse impact in the EIS. 

The historic aesthetic context includes a long period during which the Project Area was a relatively 

undisturbed estuary, several decades over which the estuary was increasingly modified and urbanized, 

and a recent period when construction of the 5th Avenue Dam created Capitol Lake. For questions 

regarding the historic aesthetic considerations, the Cultural Resources Discipline Report 

(Attachment 13) describes the complex historic development context that has influenced the visual 

character of Capitol Lake. The design for Capitol Lake reflected the aesthetic sensibilities of the time. 

Since the issuance of the Draft EIS, the Washington Department of Archaeology and Historic 

Preservation (DAHP) has issued a formal determination of eligibility and has determined that Capitol 

Lake is not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. 

Note that the economics analysis also considered “visual aesthetics” as part of evaluating the demand 

for and value of ecosystem services, and described that changes in value of visual aesthetics depend on 

individual preferences between the distinct visual amenities of the different alternatives. See 

Section 4.14 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the Economics Discipline Report (Attachment 18). 

Requests for additional photo depictions of an estuary. 

Several comments requested that photos of the historic estuary be included, and other comments 

requested that photos of similar, nearby estuaries (e.g., Mud Bay) be included to represent what the 

Estuary Alternative could look like. The assessment of visual resource impacts in the Draft EIS and Final 

EIS considers the changes that would occur compared to existing conditions (or baseline conditions). In 

many cases, the historic photos (pre-dam) would not reflect how the Estuary or Hybrid Alternative 

would look in the future due to historic-era development and activities that are no longer present along 

the shoreline. However, several historic photos of the basin (pre-dam) are included in the Cultural 

Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13). 

Regarding photos of other estuaries to depict what the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would look like, 

visual simulations were developed for the alternatives, including the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives at 

low tide levels, to provide representative views that illustrate what the basin could look like. See 

Section 4.10 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. In preparing these simulations, visits were made to nearby 

estuaries at Mud Bay and the Nisqually Delta to ensure that the simulations reflect likely conditions that 

would occur in the Project Area. 
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Requests for more information on the design and mitigation related to the barrier wall under 

the Hybrid Alternative. 

Several comments requested more information on potential mitigation measures, including 

suggestions to construct landscaped islands along the barrier wall to minimize the visual impact. As 

described in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, if the Hybrid Alternative is selected for long-term 

management, the wall design and wall design treatments (mitigation) would be further developed. The 

Draft EIS and Final EIS also describe that significant adverse impacts would likely remain, even with the 

application of design treatments, due to the scale and contrast of the wall (see Section 4.10.8 of EIS 

Supporting Chapter 4.0). It is acknowledged that a landscaped island constructed along the west face of 

the barrier wall could potentially reduce the level of visual impact, but it would mean that the reflecting 

pool would be smaller, or the river channel moved westward, in order to address flow and erosion 

dynamics. 

Other comments requested more details on the design and height dimension of the barrier wall. The 

characterization of visual impacts is based on a conceptual level of design, as is appropriate to support a 

SEPA EIS analysis. The barrier walls as presented in the visual simulations (Figures 4.10.12 and 4.10.13 

of the Draft EIS and Final EIS) illustrate the approximate scale and visual impact. 

Requests for new or refined visual simulations. 

The process and rationale for selection of the key viewpoints used for the visual simulations in the Draft 

EIS and Final EIS are described in Section 3.3.1.3 of the Visual Resources Discipline Report 

(Attachment 14). The key viewpoints are intended as areas that would have the most meaningful 

changes under each alternative and provide representative views to illustrate potential impacts in the 

Project Area. 

Several comments requested a new visual simulation from Deschutes Parkway to better illustrate the 

overall impact of the barrier wall under the Hybrid Alternative. The visual simulations included in 

Figures 4.10.12 and 4.10.13 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS illustrate the view of the barrier wall from the 

Marathon Park boardwalk at high and low tides. The barrier wall would similarly block views across the 

North Basin from Deschutes Parkway, although the barrier wall would be farther away. In addition, 

depending on the viewer’s location along the parkway, the entire scope of the barrier wall length may 

not be visible to the viewer due to intervening vegetation. The view simulated from Marathon Park 

shows visual impacts that would be more conspicuous than from Deschutes Parkway, but similar 

enough that a reader can understand that similar impacts would be visible from the parkway. No 

additional visual simulation was determined necessary to illustrate the potential adverse visual impacts. 

Other comments requested new visual simulations from Heritage Park and from a location to the 

northwest to illustrate changes that would occur under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives with 

removal of the 5th Avenue Dam, the new 5th Avenue Bridge, and the Deschutes Parkway realignment. 
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An additional simulation from the northwest to encompass the removal of the 5th Avenue Dam, the 

new bridge, and changes to the Deschutes Parkway (under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives) was 

requested; however, this visual simulation would not provide additional information on potential 

adverse visual impacts under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives that would change the analysis or its 

findings. An additional visual simulation from the suggested location at Heritage Park was not done as 

it would be similar to the simulation in the EIS at the Eastern Washington Butte, and was not 

determined necessary to capture or evaluate potential adverse visual impacts. 

Comments on visual simulations included in Draft EIS Executive Summary. 

Several comments indicated that the limited set of visual simulations included in the Draft EIS 

Executive Summary is misleading since it does not include simulations of the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives at low tide. In response to these comments, visual simulations of the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives at low tide (previously in the Visual Resources section of the EIS only) have been added to 

the Final EIS Summary.  
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Sediment Quality 

Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, sediment from the Deschutes River would be 

transported into West Bay and there would be areas where it would cover known 

contaminated sediments. Comments requested clarification on whether this process would 

provide an environmental benefit, or not. 

Settling of clean sediment over contaminated sediment is a common strategy in remediation design 

and reduces concentrations of surface sediment contamination over time—this is referred to as natural 

recovery or monitored natural recovery. The natural recovery of contaminated sediments occurs where 

newly deposited clean sediments are mixed with the existing contaminated sediments by various 

biological processes called bioturbation. In addition to natural degradation of some organic chemicals, 

concentrations of sediment contaminants become diluted by new deposits and ultimately decrease to 

levels that do not impair or significantly bioaccumulate in aquatic organisms. 

Sediment cleanup strategies identified by the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) and 

the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) include monitored natural recovery, which is based 

on the process of diluting contaminated sediments with new, uncontaminated sediment, and is often 

used in areas with relatively low sediment contamination and a clean sediment supply. Higher 

concentrations of contamination require removal by dredging or in situ sediment remediation, which 

can include capping (the addition of a thick layer of clean materials to prevent upward migration of 

contaminants into the biologically active zone), enhanced natural recovery (the addition of a thin layer 

of clean materials to dilute contaminant concentrations in the biologically active zone), and various 

amendments (the addition of an organoclay mat to prevent upward migration of contaminants; the 

addition of activated carbon to adsorb organic chemicals, phosphate additives to treat metals, and 

other additives to adsorb, deactivate, or degrade contaminants). Sediment cleanup in Puget Sound 

primarily consists of monitored natural recovery because most cleanup areas have relatively low 

contaminant concentrations; the next most common remedial strategies are in situ sediment 

remediation for moderate contaminant concentrations and dredging for high contaminant 

concentrations. 

Ecology would consider the increased deposition of clean sediment in parts of West Bay to be natural 

recovery. This may occur on the western shoreline of West Bay where sediment can accumulate 

without impacting navigation; the western shoreline is currently characterized by shallow intertidal 

habitat and not as a navigational area. 

Representative samples have been taken from the sediment that would be deposited by the Deschutes 

River into West Bay; this sediment has low contaminant concentrations that would be considered clean 

and would likely work well for natural recovery in parts of West Bay, especially the shallower areas of 

intertidal habitat on the western shoreline. It is assumed that dredging (removal), capping, or dredging 
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followed by capping would be required for areas with greater levels of contamination, which are largely 

in the deeper areas along the eastern shoreline that are used for navigation. 

Remediation of contaminated sediments, through dredging and/or capping in these areas, where 

natural recovery is not recommended, is the responsibility of the Port of Olympia (and potentially other 

parties) and is expected to be completed before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam. The EIS Project Team, 

in coordination with the Port of Olympia, has assumed that the eastern shoreline where there is known 

sediment contamination would be dredged in the next 10 years, before construction of the Estuary or 

Hybrid Alternative would be complete. This is consistent with recent actions taken by the Port of 

Olympia to reinitiate remedial design and to have documents ready to conduct the required dredging in 

the late 2020s. In addition to addressing sediment contamination, dredging is also needed because 

navigation is impacted in these areas and dredging would restore authorized navigational depths. 

In the future, maintenance dredging for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would remove the recently 

deposited clean sediment from navigation areas along the eastern shoreline of West Bay that had been 

remediated during earlier Port of Olympia-led sediment cleanup. The post-dredge sediment surface of 

these areas would be the same elevation and of similar sediment quality to the surface left after 

sediment remediation and therefore is not expected to require additional dredging or remediation 

efforts. 
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Transportation 

Comments requested clarifications on the option of transporting dredge sediment by rail for 

Managed Lake Alternative. 

As described in the Transportation Discipline Report (Attachment 16), because the project site is 

directly served by rail, it may be possible to use rail to haul sediment removed during future 

maintenance dredging from the project site. The feasibility of using rail would depend on a number of 

factors to be determined prior to the future maintenance dredge event, which would occur in the 

2050s. These factors include whether or not the destination for dredged sediment is adequately served 

by rail, availability of offloading equipment at the final destinations, and feasibility of the rail line to 

provide service in conjunction with other commitments. The EIS acknowledges that the use of rail to 

transport dredged sediment may be feasible and that it would reduce truck trips and may lower traffic 

operational impacts along haul routes. It would also reduce costs compared to hauling by trucks; and all 

reasonable cost-saving measures would be explored prior to completion of the work. 

To haul dredged materials entirely by rail would require an average four or five train trips per weekday 

(20 to 25 trains per week) over the entire 18-month maintenance dredge period, which may be more 

than could be supported with the rail infrastructure that is available now and in the future. For 

comparison, the existing line carries about three trains per week. Additionally, this volume of train trips 

would degrade vehicle traffic operations at the at-grade rail crossings. As described in the 

Transportation Discipline Report Section 5.3.1.6, “each 10-car train is expected to block vehicular traffic 

for 2 to 4 minutes at each at-grade crossing.” (See Figure 4.4 for a map of rail lines.) This level of delay 

would be rated as a poor (Level of Service [LOS] F) condition for a vehicle intersection. Therefore, it is 

expected that the effect of maintenance dredging on traffic operations would still be significant with 

the use of rail, or a combination of truck and rail. The traffic impacts that would result from recurring 

maintenance dredging for the Managed Lake Alternative, utilizing trucks, rail, or a combination of both, 

are considered to be significant. 
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Economics 

Comments stated that the Draft EIS did not provide a detailed analysis of the likely economic 

impact of West Bay maintenance dredging on boating in West Bay under the Estuary and 

Hybrid Alternatives. 

As described in EIS Supporting Chapters 2.0 and 4.0, Sections 2.3.1 and 4.2.5, maintenance dredging in 

West Bay is estimated to occur every 5 to 6 years at the Olympia Yacht Club, every 10 to 12 years at 

other West Bay marinas, and every 20 to 24 years to maintain marina access out to the Federal 

Navigation Channel, depending on the alternative. Actual dredge implementation would be informed 

by sediment monitoring (at least annually), and dredging would only occur when needed to avoid 

significant impacts to navigation in West Bay. The estimated duration of a dredge event is 2 months 

within affected portions of the Olympia Yacht Club and in marina access areas, and 1 month at other 

West Bay marinas, assuming a 10-hour, 5-day-per-week schedule. Dredging would occur only during 

approved in-water work windows, currently between July 16 and February 15 annually, for these marine 

waters. Maintenance dredging would follow best management practices and would minimize impacts 

on marinas by avoiding peak periods of use to the greatest extent possible (i.e., summer months). See 

the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6), Table 5.7, Maintenance Dredging Production 

Assumptions for more detail on dredge practices. 

The frequency of maintenance dredging in West Bay would increase under the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives, but would be similar in practice to maintenance activities that the marinas currently 

perform. In addition to timing dredge activities to avoid times of peak use (dredging would require 2 

months within a 7-month in-water work window), dredging would be focused within the marina only 

where it is needed to maintain depth. Thus, marinas may move vessels to different slips as dredging 

occurs. Additional details about how dredge implementation would minimize costs and risks to marinas 

are available in the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6). No additional analysis of the 

economic impact of West Bay maintenance dredging on marinas and boating has been identified as 

warranted given the following: (1) practices described in the discipline report would minimize economic 

impacts on marina operations; (2) work would occur in impacted areas only, and vessels could be 

moved to other open/adjacent slips in non-work areas; (3) dredging could occur during off-peak 

seasons; (4) any disruptions are unlikely to have a financial impact beyond what marinas in Puget 

Sound routinely experience and plan for; (5) based on current conditions within a Memorandum of 

Understanding that has been developed across the Funding and Governance Work Group (FGWG) for 

long-term maintenance dredging, marinas would not be required to provide funding for dredging 

beyond the No Action Alternative; and (6) regardless of this project or the alternative selected for 

implementation, the marinas have new conditions in DNR leases that will increase the frequency of 

dredging compared to historic conditions. 
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Based on coordination with the marinas, it is understood that more than 10% of the slips at each marina 

in West Bay are routinely vacant. The vacant slips could be used to temporarily moor vessels during 

maintenance dredge events, which is consistent with general practices to minimize revenue loss during 

routine marina maintenance activities. 

Comments requested that the Final EIS better describe the economic value of recreational 

boating in West Bay and the direct and indirect impacts of multiple years of construction and 

maintenance dredging disruptions under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 

In response to these comments, additional information about the economic value of recreational 

boating in West Bay has been added to the Economics Discipline Report (Attachment 18) and to Final 

EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.14. 

Construction activities are not expected to disrupt operations at the West Bay marinas. In response to 

comments received on the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services revisited the design and construction 

approach for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives and has adjusted the alternatives to avoid long-term 

closure of the 5th Avenue Bridge. The 4- to 5-year construction closure of 5th Avenue SW, adjacent to 

West Bay, is no longer anticipated. Temporary closure, lasting approximately 1 month or less, may 

occur. No construction activities would occur in West Bay. 

Access to the marinas via downtown surface streets would be maintained throughout the duration of 

the construction period. The in-water work that is needed to construct all alternatives would be 

contained within the Capitol Lake Basin (upstream of the 5th Avenue Dam) and staged from Marathon 

Park. Therefore, construction is not expected to disrupt access to, or operations at the marinas. 

After construction, maintenance dredging is proposed to avoid significant impacts on the marinas, not 

to create them. Compared to current practices, maintenance dredging would increase in frequency; 

depending on which alternative is selected, maintenance dredging is expected to occur every 5 to 6 

years at the Olympia Yacht Club and every 10 to 12 years at the other West Bay marinas. Dredging can 

be scheduled to avoid peak periods of use and is estimated to take 1 to 2 months to complete, focusing 

on the areas that need dredging based on sediment monitoring, which is unlikely to be the entire 

footprint of the marina. Dredging would follow best management practices to avoid cost and risk to 

marina infrastructure and ensure that marinas can operate around dredge activities. These practices 

would minimize economic disruption to marinas and their customers by limiting changes in access and 

costs incurred to prepare the marina infrastructure for dredging and then restore it to pre-dredge 

conditions. The scale of disruption is consistent with routine maintenance that occurs commonly at 

marinas in Puget Sound (for example, the Port of Everett oversees coordinated maintenance dredging 

at its marinas, there has been historic dredging at Zittel’s Marina in Thurston County, and there are 

dredge plans to maintain operations at the Oak Harbor Marina on Whidbey Island and at Squalicum 

Harbor in Bellingham). 
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Comments stated that the Draft EIS did not describe the direct impacts of the Estuary and 

Hybrid Alternatives on recreational boating and the marinas if maintenance dredging does not 

occur or the indirect impacts on waterfront services. 

If maintenance dredging does not occur, operations at the West Bay marinas would be significantly 

impacted over time as sediment accumulates and navigational depths shallow. At the Olympia Yacht 

Club, if the proposed maintenance dredging does not occur, approximately 10% of the slips could be 

impacted in approximately 5–6 years after construction. The sediment accumulation pattern would 

likely be similar to present conditions, with shallower areas in the marina accumulating sediment first 

and deeper areas remaining accessible. Based on hydrodynamic and sediment transport modeling, the 

level of anticipated impact could increase under the Estuary Alternative to 20% of marina slips 

impacted in 12 years, 30% in 18 years, 40% in 24 years, and 50% in 30 years. For the other West Bay 

marinas, under the Estuary Alternative, it is estimated that 10% of slips could be impacted after 12 

years, 20% after 24, and about 25% of slips after 30 years. 

This would result in economic costs to the marinas and losses in value to the community associated 

with the goods and services the marinas produce. Potential costs include reductions in economic well-

being of marina customers/members, who could incur additional travel costs, moorage costs, and other 

personal costs if they have to moor elsewhere; loss of value for community members who benefit from 

activities and events the marinas support; and changes in tax revenue distribution for local jurisdictions 

from marina-related economic activity. Assuming that visitation associated with the marinas is not 

replaced by other uses of the waterfront, indirect effects to downtown businesses—particularly those 

that cater directly to marina demand such as repair shops and fuel supply—would also experience 

adverse impacts. In response to this comment, additional discussion has been included in Section 5 of 

the Economics Discipline Report to clarify the impacts on marinas and the associated economic activity 

and economic value they support should dredging not occur. 

The project includes a plan for maintenance dredging. The FGWG has executed a Memorandum of 

Understanding to memorialize broad areas of agreement regarding funding for increased maintenance 

dredging in West Bay through 2050, with opportunity to extend. 

Comments included concerns that the economic analysis in the Draft EIS does not address the 

indirect economic impacts of multi-year closure of the 5th Avenue Bridge under the Estuary 

and Hybrid Alternatives. 

Multiple comments requested that the Final EIS include additional information about design options to 

avoid and mitigate impacts related to closure of the 5th Avenue Bridge for the Estuary and Hybrid 

Alternatives, including indirect economic impacts. As a result of these comments, Enterprise Services 

coordinated with the City of Olympia and identified a new approach to 5th Avenue Bridge replacement 

that avoids the long-term closure of the 5th Avenue corridor during construction. This new approach has 
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been incorporated into the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, as described in the Global Response for 

Alternatives. 

Comments included concerns that the economic analysis in the Draft EIS does not address the 

indirect economic impacts of multi-year construction on downtown businesses and Olympia’s 

waterfront. 

Section 5.3.1.2 of the Economics Discipline Report (Attachment 18) describes how construction 

activities of all types, durations, and magnitudes are not uncommon in downtown. Final EIS Supporting 

Chapter 5.0, Section 5.14.2.2, has been expanded to bring in more of the information from the 

discipline report. The new approach to the 5th Avenue Bridge replacement avoids the long-term closure 

of 5th Avenue SW under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, and brings this project in line with typical 

construction-related disruption in downtown Olympia. 

Comments requested a description of how ongoing sediment management would be 

funded/implemented for all project alternatives, including any impacts on jurisdictions that 

would bear the costs of ongoing maintenance. 

The Final EIS and Economics Discipline Report have been updated to reflect progress of the FGWG 

regarding development of a funding strategy for ongoing sediment management (see Supporting 

Chapter 7.0 of the Final EIS and the Funding and Governance Memorandum of Understanding [MOU] 

[Attachment 23]). This funding strategy is specific to the Estuary Alternative. Under the Managed Lake 

Alternative, the State of Washington would be responsible for funding sediment management costs 

within Capitol Lake; no project-related sediment management would occur under the No Action 

Alternative. Funding for sediment management under the Hybrid Alternative has not been analyzed. 

The Economics Discipline Report describes the benefits and economic activity that ongoing sediment 

management under the Estuary Alternative would support related to maintaining the working 

waterfront and recreational boating in West Bay. It also notes that providing funding for sediment 

management would produce opportunity costs for local governments, who allocate financial resources 

to this project instead of other local and regional priorities. The estimated sediment management costs 

through 2050 are provided in the MOU and represent the level of funding support for each jurisdiction 

that contributes funds. The extent and magnitude of the opportunity costs associated with this funding 

would depend on what the funders would have spent the money on if the project did not happen. These 

long-term financial arrangements have important economic implications (both in terms of ongoing 

benefits and potential tradeoffs) but will remain somewhat uncertain until FGWG members finalize a 

binding Interlocal Agreement and Enterprise Services secures funding to construct the project. 
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Comments stated that the Draft EIS did not assess the costs to businesses to manage sediment. 

The Final EIS and Economics Discipline Report have been updated to reflect the progress the FGWG has 

made to provide a funding and implementation strategy for ongoing sediment management (see 

Supporting Chapter 7.0 of the Final EIS and the Funding and Governance MOU [Attachment 23]). Under 

this agreement, members of the FGWG and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) would provide 

funding for increased costs for sediment management as a result of estuary restoration, above the 

costs that would be incurred under the No Action Alternative. The private marinas would be responsible 

for sediment management costs consistent with the No Action Alternative (i.e., the cost they would 

incur in the future for sediment management if no project alternative were implemented). This means 

that private businesses would not experience an increase in sediment management costs as a result of 

implementing any project alternative when future sediment management requirements (such as 

changed DNR lease terms) are factored into the analysis. 

Comments included requests to more thoroughly describe and quantify impacts on LOTT and 

ratepayers under the alternatives relative to TMDL allocations. 

The Final EIS and Economics Discipline Report have been updated to describe the current 

understanding of impacts on LOTT and ratepayers under the alternatives consistent with the draft 

Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for Budd Inlet, which the Washington Department of Ecology 

(Ecology) released in June 2022. Ecology modeling suggests that the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives 

would improve dissolved oxygen conditions in Budd Inlet. This may result in Ecology assigning less 

stringent discharge reduction requirements for LOTT and stormwater dischargers under the Estuary 

and Hybrid Alternatives, likely resulting in reduced, deferred, or avoided regulatory compliance costs 

compared to the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives. 
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RESPONSES TO SPECIFIC COMMENTS 

This section of Attachment 22 contains copies of all comments received on the Draft EIS, and responses 

to those comments. This introduction explains the organization of comments and responses, and 

describes how to locate a response to a specific comment. Comment letters/emails/website comments 

were initially organized by date received, and by the type of entity providing the comments, in the 

following order: 

 Government agencies (federal/state/local/tribal governments) 

 Organizations 

 Individuals 

 Public hearing comments 

Each comment letter/email/website comment received was given an identifying (ID) number (e.g., F-1), 

and each specific comment within that letter was numbered sequentially (e.g., F-1-1, F-1-2, etc.). 

Similarly, using a verbatim transcript of the meeting, each speaker at the virtual public meeting and 

each specific comment by that speaker was assigned an identifying number (e.g., H-1-1). Attachment 22 

also contains several index tables (in matrix format) that enable a reader to find their comment letter 

and the associated responses. The index tables, organized by the entity type as shown above, list each 

comment letter received; the name and/or organization of that comment; and a hyperlink to the 

reproduced comments and associated responses in this PDF. Separate index tables are presented for 

each entity type in the bulleted list above (e.g., Federal Government Agency). Because of the length of 

the reproduced comments and associated responses (over 1,000 pages), the best way to navigate this 

attachment is digitally, using the bookmarks and hyperlinks within the PDF, as well as searches in this 

PDF (i.e., using Edit/Find or Control-F on an IBM PC computer, or Command-F on a Mac computer). 

Following each index table, each comment letter and its corresponding responses appear side by side, 

with the comment letter on the left side of the page and the responses on the right side. Comments 

have been delineated and numbered within each comment letter. Each specific comment is marked in 

the margin with the number of the comment and correlative response. 

A few additional notes to help readers in reviewing the responses to comments: 

 Several comment letters included attachments or exhibits, which were reviewed and 

considered by the EIS Project Team but are not reproduced on the following 

comment/response pages due to length. 

 Where a specific comment is addressed by information in one or more Global Responses, the 

response refers to the Global Response(s). Where a specific comment is addressed by another 

specific response, the reader is referred to the other response to avoid duplication. 

 Numerous comments and responses in this attachment refer to the Executive Summary of the 

Draft EIS, which remains unchanged. The Executive Summary has been updated and expanded 

for the Final EIS, and is now referred to as the Final EIS Summary. 
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Responses to Comments from Federal Agencies 
F-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

   

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page FED-2 

F-1 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

  F-1-1 In response to comments on the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services met with the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers to confirm assumptions included in the Final EIS 
regarding sediment deposition and maintenance dredging. In this meeting, 
Enterprise Services also described that the Estuary Alternative would restore 
sediment loading, similar to conditions that existed before the 5th Avenue Dam 
was constructed. For many decades before 5th Avenue Dam construction, the 
USACE dredged the federal navigation channel to support commercial navigation 
at the Port of Olympia. 

The Port of Olympia was also in attendance at this meeting and described the 
likely pathway and timing for remediating contaminated sediment in Budd Inlet, 
and reestablishing navigational depths that are needed for Port operations.  

Formal engagement with the Corps will occur during the design and permitting 
phase, which will occur following issuance of the Final EIS pending funding 
availability.  

F-1-2 Implementation of the Estuary Alternative would restore sediment conditions in 
West Bay to conditions more similar to what existed before the 5th Avenue Dam 
was constructed in 1950.  

Before 1950, the USACE conducted dredging in the Budd Inlet Federal Navigation 
Channel to support commercial navigation in the Deschutes Estuary. The USACE 
has provided records to show that dredging was completed in the Budd Inlet 
Navigation Channel in 1893, 1909, 1924, 1931, 1938 and 1948. The Budd Inlet 
Federal Navigation Channel was created within the Deschutes Estuary and 
maintained in that state, with sediment loading from the Deschutes River for 
many decades. Notably, the 1909 dredge event led by the USACE was to deepen 
the navigation channel to support establishment of the Port of Olympia. The Port 
of Olympia has existed in the same location since the 1920s and operated for 
many decades in the Deschutes Estuary, with the support of USACE-led 
maintenance dredging.  

Construction of the 5th Avenue Dam in the 1950s was to provide a landscape 
architecture feature for the Washington State Capitol Campus. An indirect effect 
of its construction has been reduced sediment loading in West Bay and to the 
Federal Navigation Channel, but this was not its intended purpose. Downstream 
users, including the USACE, the Port of Olympia and marinas have benefited from 
the avoided costs since 1950, given that sediment has been artificially captured 
upstream, but these entities also existed for many decades in a Deschutes 
Estuary configuration.  
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F-1 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

Under the Estuary Alternative, maintenance dredging is proposed to avoid 
significant impacts to navigation. The Funding and Governance Work Group 
would provide funding for maintenance dredging of the increased sediment from 
the Estuary Alternative; and costs associated with dredging equivalent to the No 
Action Alternative are expected from the Port of Olympia and private marinas. 
Consistent with federal responsibilities, it is assumed that the USACE will provide 
funding for all maintenance dredging needed in the Federal Navigation Channel 
to maintain authorized depths. It is noted that federal dredging is subject to 
Congressional appropriations.  

Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for more detail on planning-level 
costs and the anticipated funding approach. Chapter 7.0 also outlines a key 
assumption that dredging and remediation of known contaminated sediment will 
occur in Budd Inlet before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam under the Estuary 
Alternative. That dredging would be led by the Port of Olympia and would 
reestablish authorized depths; it should also allow the future accumulated 
sediment to be disposed of in-water. 

F-1-3 During development of the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services engaged the USACE as 
part of the Technical Work Group to review regulatory feasibility of the action 
alternatives. In these meetings, the change to sediment conditions in West Bay 
was described; maintenance dredging was proposed to avoid significant impacts 
to navigation; and historic dredging in the Budd Inlet Federal Navigation Channel 
to support commercial navigation in the Deschutes Estuary was acknowledged. 

Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 for the proposed approach to 
maintenance dredging under the action alternatives. Section 4.2 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the associated Navigation Discipline Report 
(Attachment 6) provide an analysis of potential impacts to navigation and the 
approach to avoid significant impacts to navigation. Maintenance dredging is 
recommended along with sediment monitoring (bathymetric surveys at least 
annually) to increase certainty that maintenance dredging is responsive to actual 
environmental conditions. Under the Estuary Alternative, maintenance dredging 
is estimated to occur at an approximately 6-year frequency, though dredging in 
the Federal Navigation Channel and turning basin is only estimated to be needed 
at an approximately 12-year frequency. It should be noted that the average 
dredge frequency of the Federal Navigation Channel and turning basin in the 
Deschutes Estuary, before construction of the 5th Avenue Dam, was 
approximately 11-years. 
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F-1 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 outlines the proposal for shared funding for 
increased maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative.  

 

 

F-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  F-1-4 Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for more detail on planning-level 
costs and the anticipated funding approach. 

Please also see responses to Comments F-1-1, F-1-2 and F-1-3. 

F-1-5 It is assumed that the sediment removed during maintenance dredging in the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would be disposed at an allowable in-water 
location within the Puget Sound. This assumption is based on the suitable 
chemical quality of the Deschutes River sediment, which was sampled as part 
of the EIS analysis to get a representative understanding of sediment quality. 
The Deschutes River sediment would be naturally deposited in West Bay 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives and removed during recurring 
dredge events to avoid significant impacts to navigation and to maintain a 
working waterfront and recreational boating. Because sediment dredged 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would be in a saltwater 
environment, there is low potential for freshwater aquatic invasive species 
persistence in deeper waters where dredging would occur. To evaluate the 
validity of this assumption, a survey was conducted for the Final EIS to 
determine whether New Zealand mudsnail have established in Budd Inlet, 
given their transport through the 5th Avenue Dam during high flow events. No 
New Zealand mudsnail were found during this survey. See the Aquatic 
Invasive Species Discipline Report (Attachment 8) for additional analysis and 
rationale that support the assumption that in-water disposal of dredged 
material from the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would not pose a risk 
relative to spreading invasive species. 

Before future dredge events, sampling for chemical quality and invasive 
species would occur, in coordination with the DMMP, to confirm suitability of 
the dredged material for in-water disposal. Because there is inherent 
uncertainty in the quality of future dredged material, planning-level cost 
estimates are provided for both in-water and upland disposal, and both of 
these disposal options may be used during future dredge events. 
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Responses to Comments from State Agencies 
S-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-1-1 Thank you for your comment. Please see the Global Response for the 
Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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S-2 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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S-2 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-2-1 The Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Discipline Report was revised to 
acknowledge that NZMS would need to be managed in the freshwater pool to 
prevent its spread to other freshwater systems, in accordance with the 
WDFW-approved AIS Management Plan. It is also acknowledged that 
management of NZMS would be more effective in the freshwater pool than in 
the Deschutes River and other freshwaters draining to the estuary because of 
the low flushing rate and simple shoreline habitat of the freshwater pool. The 
AIS Discipline Report was also updated to incorporate edit suggestions 
provided by WDFW. 

S-2-2 In response to this comment, the EIS Project Team met with WDFW and a 
local bat biologist identified by WDFW for a panel discussion on available, 
relevant literature and potential impacts and mitigation. Information obtained 
during these discussions informed the updates in the Final EIS. See the Global 
Response for Fish and Wildlife for information on an expanded review of 
relevant literature and studies on bats that was conducted following the 
publication of the Draft EIS, and related updates in the Final EIS. 
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S-2 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-2-3 Thank you for your comment. Please see the Global Response for the 
Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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S-3 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-3-1 Enterprise Services appreciates Ecology's detailed review of the Draft EIS.  
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S-3 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-3-2 Enterprise Services appreciates Ecology's detailed review of the Draft EIS. See 
responses to specific comments below. 

S-3-3 The Sediment Quality Discipline Report has been updated to include these 
solid waste handling requirements. It is acknowledged that additional 
sampling and analysis of sediment would be required before dredging and 
disposal. This activity would occur during the design and permitting portion of 
the project and would be reported to Ecology. The project would be 
conducted in accordance with Solid Waste Handling Standards, as the 
commenter noted, and all other applicable environmental regulations. 
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S-3 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-3-4 Thank you for this comment. Please refer to EIS Supporting Chapter 9.0, which 
states that a NPDES Construction Stormwater General Permit would be 
required for construction given the disturbance of more than 1 acre and 
discharge of stormwater to Capitol Lake. This is consistent with the water 
quality standards outlined in WAC 173-201A and referenced in this comment.  

S-3-5 There is no currently known contaminated soil or groundwater in the area 
that would be disturbed by construction. Additional site characterization is 
likely to occur during the design process, and as needed, Enterprise Services 
would coordinate with the regulatory agencies in response to the findings, 
including all coordination needed to avoid or minimize potential 
environmental impacts from project construction. Several permits would be 
required from Ecology prior to construction and Enterprise Services would 
engage meaningfully to obtain these permits.  

S-3-6 Comment noted; thank you for this additional guidance. Discharge 
parameters, sampling requirements and record keeping would be coordinated 
during the process to obtain a NPDES construction stormwater general 
permit. See EIS Supporting Chapter 9.0, which states that Enterprise Service 
would obtain a NPDES construction stormwater general permit from Ecology 
prior to construction.  
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S-3 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-3-7 Comment noted; the dam safety permit has been added to the Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 9.0. 
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S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-4-1 Enterprise Services appreciates Department of Ecology's detailed review of 
the Draft EIS and follow-up coordination. Please see responses to specific 
comments.  
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S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-4-2 The EIS compares the historic and recent field data with model predictions 
(evaluation of model predictions against field data is a commonly accepted 
practice). The evaluation indicated that there was uncertainty in the model 
predictions and that the model predictions could be overstating the impact of 
Capitol Lake on dissolved oxygen depletion in Budd Inlet. To acknowledge this 
uncertainty, the potential impact of dissolved oxygen improvement to Budd 
Inlet was conservatively described in the Draft EIS as one-half of the modeled 
benefit. In response to comments on the Draft EIS, the Final EIS has been 
revised to describe this as a range of no discernable difference to the full 
improvement. This revision acknowledges the full range of uncertainty.  

S-4-3 Information that provides greater context about Budd Inlet dissolved oxygen 
(DO) depletion has been added in the Final EIS from the recently released 
Draft Budd Inlet DO TMDL. The Final EIS acknowledges that the model shows a 
relatively high maximum daily depletion of DO in Budd Inlet due to 
anthropogenic sources when compared to other South Puget Sound inlets.  
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S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-4-4 The Assessment of Long-Term Water Quality Trends in the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7) has been updated with further analyses. The 
most recent 10 years of consecutive water quality data collected by Thurston 
County from 2004 (i.e., 2005 through 2014) for Capitol Lake and the 
Deschutes River was compiled to evaluate existing conditions. No longer 
included in the analysis is the October 13, 2004 data for chlorophyll that was 
suggested to be an outlier. In addition to representing the most recent 10 
years of data, this time period was selected because it represents the period 
when aquatic plant management activities had been discontinued, the 
Olympia brewery closed and stopped discharging, the City of Olympia initiated 
an illicit discharge detection elimination program in the basin, and the period 
after the Capitol Lake Adaptive Management Plan was adopted. This dataset, 
which represents interannual variation associated with 10 years of data, was 
used to assess recent long-term trends in annual and summer conditions to 
ensure that the data used in the analysis are reflective of existing conditions. 
Since trends were observed and because of the changes in operating 
conditions, data from before this period would not have reflected existing 
conditions. The comment focuses on the analysis of trends in chlorophyll; 
however, significant improvement in Capitol Lake water quality was observed 
in surface pH, surface total phosphorus (TP), pheophytin, and Secchi depth 
from May through October. The improving trend in chlorophyll during this 6-
month period was not significant; however, other significant and improving 
Capitol Lake water quality trends were found with spring TP, summer surface 
temperature and pH, and fall surface pH, surface TP, and chlorophyll. 
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S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-4-5 The Water Quality Discipline Report and EIS comparisons to other local lakes 
have been expanded to provide more information on the differences between 
Capitol Lake and other lakes in the area. These lakes were selected for 
comparison because they present a range of conditions and are lakes that 
many local residents are familiar with and therefore provide perspective for 
the public. In terms of the water quality parameters most important to cold 
water fish, temperature and DO, Capitol Lake is cooler and has more oxygen 
than the other lakes, and exhibits good water quality compared generally to 
eutrophic lakes. The chlorophyll concentrations are low considering the high 
concentrations of phosphorus and nitrogen. The algae community is 
dominated by diatoms, a generally preferred algae because they do not create 
nuisance conditions and the lake does not experience toxic algae blooms. 
Thus, from a human aesthetic and health perspective, Capitol Lake also has 
good water quality compared to other lakes in the area. It is acknowledged 
that it is confusing to describe a lake as having ‘good’ water quality while 
simultaneously stating that it does not meet all of the water quality standards 
all of the time. However, this discussion provides the reader with a greater 
understanding of the degree of water quality impairment that goes beyond a 
pass-fail assessment of water quality standards attainment. The assessment of 
‘good’ water quality is based on the relative comparison to what is most 
commonly experienced in eutrophic lakes in the region.  
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S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-4-6 The EIS has been revised to include more information and emphasis on water 
quality standards compliance in Budd Inlet, including new subsections 
specifically addressing how each alternative would comply with water quality 
regulations. The revisions include information from the recently released Draft 
Budd Inlet DO TMDL. As provided in the Draft Budd Inlet TMDL, Ecology has 
stated that Enterprise Services may not deplete dissolved oxygen levels in 
Budd Inlet at any time or location beyond the impact of the natural estuary 
condition, and the TMDL provides a small oxygen depletion rate that would be 
allowed if Enterprise Services retained the lake, but overall compliance with 
the TMDL under the Managed Lake Alternative would be very difficult and is 
not assumed. The Hybrid Alternative does not fully implement a natural 
estuary condition, and Ecology has not modeled this alternative; therefore, 
compliance with the TMDL allocation is also not assumed under the Hybrid 
Alternative. Ecology has determined that only the Estuary Alternative is 
known to comply with requirements of the Draft TMDL for Budd Inlet and 
therefore is the only alternative known to meet applicable water quality 
standards. Ecology does provide that if an alternative other than the Estuary 
Alternative is selected, Enterprise Services must show how water quality 
standards would be met through mechanistic water quality modeling.  
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S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-4-7 Thank you for the continued collaboration with Enterprise Services on the 
Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary Long-Term Management Project. 
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S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-4-8 The Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7) and Final EIS have both 
been revised to include specific impact statements related to numeric and 
narrative water quality standards. The paragraph mentioned in this comment 
has been revised and now describes the operational impact assessment in the 
EIS as being based on a comparative evaluation of alternatives and their 
predicted benefits or impacts on humans and cold-water fish habitat 
availability, as well as on predicted attainment of water quality standards. 

S-4-9 This sentence refers to the eventual condition of the No Action Alternative, 
when the lake-like attributes of Capitol Lake will reflect riverine conditions to 
an even greater extent than it currently occurs. A statement had been added 
to the Final EIS that the change from a waterbody with lake-like conditions to 
more riverine conditions will happen over a continuum of unknown duration, 
and that for the purpose of the Final EIS, it was assumed that the waterbody 
will continue to exhibit lake-like conditions and continue to influence water 
quality in Budd Inlet. In a number of places in the Final EIS, it has been 
repeated that under existing conditions, water quality does not comply with 
standards. 

Regarding impacts in Budd Inlet under the No Action and Managed Lake 
alternatives, explanatory text has been added to Section 3.3 of the Water 
Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7) and the Final EIS, and is reflected in 
the Executive Summary, describing that as is standard in an EIS, the impacts of 
alternatives are described by comparison to baseline or existing conditions. 
The EIS does not imply that existing conditions are consistent with water 
quality standards. A specific regulatory compliance section has been added to 
the impacts assessment for each of the action alternatives that describes 
compliance with water quality standards. 
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S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-4-10 The purpose of the Executive Summary and the analysis of impacts sections is 
to highlight the key issues used to differentiate alternatives, and TDG was not 
considered a key parameter as it has not been the focus of previous studies. 
The main body of the Discipline Report acknowledges that high TDG 
concentrations in the lake can be attributed to higher productivity and that 
TDG concentrations currently exceed water quality standards. 

Additional explanation on potential sediment-derived phosphorus has been 
included in Section 4.1.4 of the Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7). See also response to Comment S-4-35. 

S-4-11 The Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7) and EIS have both been 
revised to remove the term “modest” and replace it with “minor to moderate” 
to use terminology consistent with the significance criteria defined for the 
water quality analysis. Text has been added to provide more explanation of 
why the range of expected changes in DO is considered minor to moderate 
within the context of SEPA, as defined in Section 3.3 of the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7); this is based on the area and magnitude of 
predicted change as suggested by the mechanistic model. Additional language 
has been added for each alternative to clarify water quality standards 
compliance; refer to Sections 5.4.3, 5.5.3, and 5.6.3 of the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7) for a discussion of regulatory consistency. 
See also the Global Responses for Water Quality. 

TDG is not mentioned in the Executive Summary and was not addressed at 
length in the EIS because the lake is not listed for TDG exceedance and 
because TDG was not the focus of previous studies. However, a sentence has 
been added to the Executive Summary that DO can exceed the TDG standard, 
which is typical for a eutrophic lake. 

The section referred to in the comment describes impacts on the lake basin; 
impacts to Budd Inlet are described in Section 5.5.2.1 of the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7). 
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  S-4-12 Clarification has been added to the Executive Summary of the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7) that the possible increase in algae in Budd 
Inlet would be a result of increased nitrogen input that is predicted by the 
mechanistic model, but that the same model indicates that overall water 
quality in Budd Inlet is predicted to improve. The Water Quality Discipline 
Report (Attachment 7) and EIS discuss water quality in terms of individual 
components of water quality (algae, aquatic plants, and DO) that are 
considered meaningful for evaluating the key differences between 
alternatives. 
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  S-4-13 The sentence has been modified to include minimizing impacts to Budd Inlet 
as part of the active management. 

S-4-14 The water quality analysis in the EIS is not intended to describe in detail the 
potential permutations on all parts of the ecosystem from each alternative or 
to evaluate the degree of human-induced eutrophication on water quality. Its 
purpose is to provide an understandable, comparative analysis of alternatives 
with a focus on water quality factors that have historically been of most 
concern and that differentiate the alternatives. These include DO 
concentrations (the water quality component that has received the most 
study over the years), algae blooms (a human aesthetic and health issue), and 
aquatic plants (a human aesthetic and recreation issue). The different 
alternatives impact these attributes in different ways in different parts of the 
Project Area, and describing the components individually allows an 
understanding of how the alternatives are differentiated. The EIS Project 
Team and Enterprise Services evaluated the project alternatives 
comprehensively as part of the process to identify a Preferred Alternative. 
Please refer to Attachment 21 of the Final EIS for a summary of this review 
process. 
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  S-4-15 The text has been revised to state that there is “no change in impact,” which 
indicates that existing conditions may already be adversely impacted, but no 
changes are expected to occur in terms of improvements or worsening 
conditions. Table ES-2 in the discipline report now contains a specific line item 
related to each alternative’s compliance with water quality standards; in 
addition, a footnote has been added to Table ES-2 to explain that under existing 
conditions, there may already be adverse impacts. Similar updates have been 
made in the Final EIS Summary. See also response to Comment S-4-9. 

Regarding Table ES-2 and the impacts under the Managed Lake Alternative, 
see responses to Comments S-4-9 and S-4-15. 
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  S-4-16 The list of potentially impacted permits has been removed and replaced with 
a general discussion about the types of permitting discharges and to refer to 
the TMDLs for more information. 

S-4-17 East Bay has been included in the study area designated in Figure 3.1, as 
described in the narrative. 

S-4-18 The reference in page 3-3 has been revised to include Ahmed et al. (2018) as 
well as Ecology (2014) since both information sources were used to compare 
the Inlets. It is acknowledged that the South Sound model does not explicitly 
evaluate impacts from Capitol Lake, and therefore it represents existing 
conditions with the lake in place. 
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  S-4-19 See the Global Responses for Water Quality. 
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  S-4-20 Regarding the comments on the analysis of long-term impacts as presented in 
the Draft EIS, see response to Comment S-4-14 and the Global Responses for 
Water Quality. 

Language has been added to the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 
7) that clarifies that the existing conditions is used as a benchmark for which 
to compare impacts of alternatives (as is standard for an EIS), and that this 
does not imply that water quality standards are currently being met. The 
reader is referred to the sections that address consistency with water quality 
standards (i.e., Sections 4.12, 4.2.2, 5.4.2, 5.5.2, and 5.6.2 of the Water 
Quality Discipline Report [Attachment 7]). 

The impact analysis has been modified to include statements related 
specifically to the impact of alternatives on numeric and narrative water 
quality standards. This clarifies that the standard is not met under existing 
conditions. 

See also responses to Comments S-4-9 and S-4-15. 
 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page STATE-25 

S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-4-21 Regarding the use of terms “strong” and “weak” when referring to Kendall 
Tau’s trend, multiple references define the thresholds for strong and weak 
differently, depending on application and parameter. All text regarding the 
relative strength of a trend has been eliminated. 

See also the Global Responses for Water Quality. 
 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page STATE-26 

S-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  S-4-22 The citation has been corrected. 

S-4-23 The final Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7) and Final EIS clarify 
how detention time is defined in the standards, and describe that it is based 
on the low-flow period and reports Ecology’s calculation. These revisions 
include the detention time calculated from the water budget analysis and 
note that it is based on average conditions. 

S-4-24 Since the increasing DO trend can be both positive and negative, the text has 
been modified to remove the example. Refer to Section 4.1.2 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0. 
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  S-4-25 See the Global Responses for Water Quality. 
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  S-4-26 Regarding water quality in the lake, see the Global Responses for Water 
Quality. 

Regarding the cited reference (Colby, Spangler et al.), the reference supports 
the EIS assessment. This reference indicates that, typically, eutrophic lakes 
have poor oxygen conditions, chemical stratification, and poor transparency 
(caused by algae), and these conditions can be hard on salmonids. Capitol 
Lake does not stratify, has generally plentiful oxygen, and fair transparency, 
which is atypical for a eutrophic lake. 

Regarding chlorophyll concentrations, the referenced sentence has been 
revised to restate that chlorophyll concentrations are in the range for 
eutrophic lakes and includes clarification that the concentrations are 
considered relatively low when compared to other lakes in the region and 
when viewed with respect to the phosphorus available. 
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  S-4-27 Regarding TOC, the Water Quality Discipline Report (Section 4.1.2) and Section 
3.3.3.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 have been revised to more clearly 
show the relationship of river and lake TOC concentrations, including during 
the critical season identified by Ecology’s model. TOC load estimates and 
comparisons have also been included to further demonstrate the relationship, 
with an emphasis on the critical season and time period. 

See also the Global Responses for Water Quality and response to Comment S-
4-27. 
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  S-4-28 It is acknowledged that there are numerous methods of estimating oxygen 
demand and that the relationships between TOC and expected BOD are 
tenuous and beyond the reach of the EIS The sentence correlating TOC and 
BOD has been removed from the Final EIS and Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7). 
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  S-4-29 In regard to the reporting limit of 4 stated in the QAPP, a reporting limit of 2 
was achieved for all samples. 

In regard to predicted relationships between TOC and BOD, see response to 
Comment S-4-28. We acknowledge that there are multiple ways to measure 
oxygen demand, and their relationship to TOC would differ. 
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  S-4-30 The text has been revised in Section 4.2.4 of the Water Quality Discipline 
Report (Attachment 7) to clarify that Ecology’s model prediction is associated 
with the period in 1997 of near peak concentrations and the period of 
maximum difference between the lake and river, and that the relative 
difference is expected to vary as a result of interannual variation. The figure 
has been revised to remove the reference to the 1997 post-dam TOC 
prediction. 
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  S-4-31 See the Global Responses for Water Quality. 

S-4-32 See response to Comment S-4-30. 
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  S-4-33 The phosphorus budget has been revised to include the assumption that the 
calculated residual phosphorus was attributed to internal loading based on 
Ecology’s sediment flux experiments. It is also noted that this is likely an 
overestimate based on field data, which indicates that phosphorus 
concentrations do not increase in the bottom waters of Capitol Lake, which is 
typically observed in lakes with high internal loading. 
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  S-4-34 See the Global Responses for Water Quality. 

S-4-35 This sentence had been revised to indicate that while phosphorus 
concentrations will decrease, the lake is likely to continue to be eutrophic. 
Additional explanation states that based on the low chlorophyll 
concentrations relative to phosphorus concentrations, Capitol Lake appears to 
be nitrogen limited under existing conditions (i.e., with existing sediment flux). 
If phosphorus concentrations are substantively decreased, the lake could 
become phosphorus limited, which would change algae growth dynamics and 
further reduce chlorophyll concentrations. 
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  S-4-36 The table and text have been revised to show only recent data for both the 
river and the lake. 

S-4-37 Table 4.12 has been revised to more clearly denote that this is the numeric DO 
standard, and the text has been modified to reference the narrative standard. 
Impacts (or benefits) to both the numeric and narrative DO standard are 
summarized in the alternatives impacts analysis (Section 5 of the Water 
Quality Discipline Report [Attachment 7]). 

S-4-38 The sentence has been revised to describe that sediment TOC concentrations 
in Budd Inlet are high relative to other Puget Sound sites, and that the benthic 
community has lower diversity and fewer individuals than other Puget Sound 
sites. 
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  S-4-39 See responses to Comments S-4-27 and S-4-30 and the Global Responses for 
Water Quality. 
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  S-4-40 See response to Comment S-4-27. 

S-4-41 The sentence has been revised to remove the reference to calibration. 
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  S-4-42 A statement has been included in the Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7) and Final EIS to reflect that multiple biogeochemical factors 
(including temperature, stratification, sediment, and water column fluxes) 
promote low DO events in marine waters and that a complex model such as 
Ecology’s is required to predict the interactions among these variables. 
Clarifying text has been added to emphasize that the EIS analysis provides a 
qualitative comparison of field data to the modeled predictions for the water 
quality parameters emphasized in Ecology’s reports. 

Regarding the TOC statement in the Draft EIS referenced in this comment, see 
response to Comment S-4-29. 
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  S-4-43 It has been noted in the section 'Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives' 
that this impact would occur for all alternatives. 

S-4-44 The management objective related to meeting water quality standards under 
the Managed Lake Alternative has been removed. 
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  S-4-45 The assumption of half of the improvement predicted by the model has been 
removed, and instead the analysis includes a range of no benefit to the full 
benefit predicted by the model to cover the entire range of potential benefit. 

S-4-46 The report date provided on the cover page and footers of the Sediment 
Quality Discipline Report have been updated and reflect the date of 
finalization, after comments on the Draft EIS had been addressed. 

S-4-47 As recommended, Table 2.3 in the Sediment Quality Discipline Report and 
associated text have been edited to reflect the use of MTCA Method B 
cleanup values, rather than MTCA Method A cleanup values. It is 
acknowledged that regulatory staff should be worked with closely to evaluate 
any upland beneficial reuse of dredged sediments during this project, and this 
has been added to Section 2.2.2 of the Sediment Quality Discipline Report. 
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  S-4-48 The EIS Project Team agrees that sediments should be compared to 
freshwater and marine criteria based on the alternative selected, as described 
in Section 2.2.2 of the Sediment Quality Discipline Report, paragraphs 2 and 3. 
The sentence regarding the comparison of Capitol Lake sediments to 
freshwater criteria during construction applies to construction-related 
activities, including upland disposal or potential beneficial reuse. 

S-4-49 The report has been revised to note that Ecology has not determined data 
sufficiency for some bioaccumulative chemicals. The natural background and 
determined regional background concentrations of bioaccumulative chemicals 
were correctly reported in the report tables. It is acknowledged that during 
cleanup projects, all bioaccumulative chemicals in sediment should be 
assessed based on site COCs and that site-specific cleanup criteria are based 
on many factors other than background concentrations and are beyond the 
scope of this project. The project approach is to provide a general 
characterization of sediment quality by comparing existing data to relevant 
benthic, human health, and DMMP criteria that are currently available in 
freshwaters and Budd Inlet. 
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  S-4-50 The 2020 sediment study results were submitted to Ecology’s EIM database 
shortly after issuance of the Draft EIS. 
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  S-4-51 As part of the 2020 sediment study sampling and analysis plan (Herrera 
2020a) samples were not analyzed for PCB congeners because PCB congeners 
were not identified as a contaminant of concern (COC) for this project or for 
cleanup in West Bay. In addition, there are no natural background values for 
PCB congeners or any other chemicals for evaluating bioaccumulative risk in 
freshwater sediments. Therefore, samples were only analyzed for PCBs as 
Aroclors for comparison to SMS benthic criteria for freshwater and marine 
sediments.  

S-4-52 Additional clarification was added to the sentence in the first paragraph of 
Section 4.1.1 that the spill response was performed to address PCBs. Spill 
cleanup was noted where the spill was mentioned in Section 3.2.1 of the 
discipline report and in the main body of the Draft EIS. 

S-4-53 It is acknowledged that chemical data should be compared to SMS benthic 
protection criteria point-by-point, which is included in the 2020 sediment data 
report (Appendix A to the Sediment Discipline Report). Table 4.1 of the 
Sediment Quality Discipline Report presents arithmetic averages for the 
surface, dredge layer, and z-layer results for the Middle and North Basin 
samples for comparative purposes only. The text discussion in Section 4.1.2 of 
the Sediment Quality Discipline Report provides a summary of point data 
exceeding SMS benthic protection criteria for data that can be found in the 
Sediment Report (Appendix A). A footnote to Table 4.1 of the Sediment 
Quality Discipline Report has been added to clarify use of averages for 
comparative purposes only and to see Appendix A for individual sample 
results. Individual sample results exceeding benthic criteria are identified in 
the text and Appendix A. Individual and average concentrations of 
bioaccumulative chemicals are compared to natural and regional background 
concentrations for comparative purposes. Average concentrations were not 
area-weighted because the results are used for general characterization and 
not to assess cleanup units. 

S-4-54 As noted by the commenter, Ecology rescinded its 2012 no further action 
determination on August 17, 2021. The Discipline Report has been revised to 
reflect the Site’s current status in Ecology’s Voluntary Cleanup Program, based 
on the 2020 due diligence investigations conducted at the Site, and additional 
supplemental remedial investigation data gap investigation activities 
completed for soil and groundwater. 

S-4-55 Section 4.2.2 of the Sediment Quality Discipline Report correctly compares 
point data to benthic criteria and area-weighted average concentrations to 
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background values for bioaccumulative chemicals (carcinogenic PAHs and 
dioxins/furans). 

 

  

  S-4-56 It is acknowledged that Budd Inlet is an active cleanup site with ongoing 
remedial activities. Available data were compared to criteria for a general 
characterization of existing conditions, not to assess a need for cleanup. The 
following text was added to Section 4.2.2 of the Sediment Quality Discipline 
Report to clarify the current status of Budd Inlet and potential changes in 
SWACs: 

It should be noted that Budd Inlet is an active cleanup site and remedial 
actions in Budd Inlet are ongoing. As the remedial process advances and site 
boundaries or sediment cleanup units (SCUs) are identified, SWACs will be 
calculated for samples collected only within those defined areas. The SWACs 
presented in this report may be biased low, as the SWACs may contain sample 
results from areas outside of future defined site boundaries with little to no 
contamination (Sullivan 2022). 

S-4-57 The title of Figure 5.1 was revised to reference that the range of rates applies 
to both the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. Although the Hybrid Alternative 
has slightly higher rates (see Table 5.1 for rate of deposition across the 
alternatives), boundaries for the range of rates depicted in Figure 5.1 do not 
differ between Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives based on the sediment 
deposition model. 

S-4-58 This sentence has been deleted from the Discipline Report. 
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  S-4-59 The terms “high quality” and “high sediment quality” have been removed 
from the sediment discipline report and replaced with "does not require 
clean-up relative to applicable standards" or some variation thereof. 

S-4-60 Thank you. This additional information has been added to Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 9.0. 
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  S-4-61 This change has been made to the Legend on Figure 3.8.3. 

S-4-62 In general, the impact analysis is meant to assess net changes in wetland area 
or function. This was made clear in the wording of the definition for less-than-
significant impact, which says "An alternative has less-than-significant 
operational impacts if the overall area of permanent impact is less than 0.5 
acre and the loss of wetland (area and function) can be fully offset through 
mitigation." In that case, overall was intended to mean net. 

With the Hybrid Alternative, the gains in wetland area and function more than 
offset the fill impacts, so the net change is positive and the alternative is 
considered self-mitigating. At the same time, the Wetlands Discipline Report 
(Section 3.4.2) notes that compensatory mitigation will be provided to offset 
any impacts the regulatory agencies find are not self-mitigating. 

To make this distinction more clear we have added the word net to the 
definitions of significant and less-than-significant in the Final EIS. This assumes 
that mitigation, if needed, would offset all permanent loss of wetland area or 
function and would occur in the vicinity of the project (within the same 
watershed). 
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  L-1-1 Enterprise Services appreciates LOTT Clean Water Alliance's detailed review of 
the Draft EIS. 

L-1-2 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

L-1-3 Since release of the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services has remained in 
coordination with LOTT regarding potential impacts of the project 
alternatives, and other project topics. LOTT has continued to evaluate 
potential impacts of the alternatives and has adjusted its cost estimates for 
potential additional treatment requirements. LOTT has also found that 
treatment may be needed under any of the project alternatives; though, 
treatment under the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives would be 
required much sooner and could not be incrementally installed. Additional 
information has been provided in Sections 4.13 and 4.14 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 to reflect this new and updated information. 

The Draft EIS identified potential impacts to LOTT as a significant under both 
the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives; this has not been changed. 

L-1-4 See the Global Response for Water Quality. 
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  L-1-5 See the Global Response for Water Quality regarding updates in the Final EIS 
that address the ability of the alternatives to meet water quality standards. 

L-1-6 The impact analysis sections in Chapter 5.0 of the Water Quality Discipline 
Report has been modified to include regulatory compliance statements that 
clarify model predictions associated with water quality standards and 
achievement of TMDL goals. See also the Global Responses for Water Quality. 

L-1-7 See the response to L-1-6. 

L-1-8 See the Global Response for Water Quality regarding updates in the Final EIS 
that address the ability of the alternatives to meet water quality standards. 

The study area figure has been revised to correctly match the description in 
the EIS. 
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  L-1-9 The figures in the Final EIS and in the Water Quality Discipline Report have 
been revised to show the full study area for the water quality analysis, 
including East Bay. See also the Global Response for Water Quality. 

L-1-10 The Project Area defines the area where project actions may occur. The study 
area is the area specifically included in the water quality assessment. See also 
response to Comment L-1-9. 

L-1-11 In regard to trends, as shown in Table 4.1 of the Water Quality Discipline 
Report (Attachment 7), no trend was detected in DO in the lake; although the 
Tau value was negative for fall, it was far from being statistically significant. 
There was a statistically significant improving trend in TN in the lake in the 
spring, but the statistical analysis did not indicate that TN was worsening in 
the lake in any season. Therefore, the contribution of these constituents from 
Capitol Lake to Budd Inlet would not be expected to contribute to a worsening 
trend in Budd Inlet DO over what currently exists. Conversely, with dam 
removal, Ecology’s modeling and field data indicate that nitrogen contribution 
to Budd Inlet will increase. The Final EIS has been modified to emphasize in 
more places in the text that under existing conditions the lake is predicted to 
be contributing to problems in Budd Inlet. 

In regard to a focus on improving trends in fecal coliform and temperature 
and their irrelevance to differentiating alternatives, in the Water Quality 
analysis, these and other parameters are described to characterize lake 
conditions, but the impact analysis relies solely upon DO, algae, and aquatic 
plants, since these water quality attributes are important to humans and cold-
water fish and, in the case of DO, have been the focus of previous studies. 
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  L-1-12 See the Global Response for Water Quality regarding the 2004 to 2014 water 
quality data, and updates in the Final EIS. 

L-1-13 With regard to the influence of the transformer and sewer spills on 2019 data, 
with the exception of phosphorus, all of the parameters were within the same 
range in 2019 as in the earlier period and were considered to be acceptable to 
use in the analysis. Further, the spills would be expected to increase the 
concentration of these parameters; therefore, if the concentrations in 2019 
had been biased by the spill, they would have been biased toward indicating 
poorer conditions in the lake. The lake data collected in 2021 were similar to 
the 2019 data for those parameters that were not qualified, which further 
confirms that the concentrations measured in 2019 (for all but phosphorus) 
are acceptable. 

L-1-14 We acknowledge that the relationship between BOD and TOC is tenuous and 
beyond the reach of the EIS. This statement has been removed. See also the 
Global Response for Water Quality. 

L-1-15 Ecology’s modeling and the recent field data summarized in the EIS indicate 
that the lake reduces DIN loads to Budd Inlet; therefore, without the dam, 
nitrogen loading to Budd Inlet will increase. Additional information comparing 
loading of nitrogen and TOC has been included in the Final EIS to clarify the 
differences. The Final EIS also provides additional references to modeled 
predictions about the DO depletion attributed to the lake, and a regulatory 
analysis is included with each alternative that defines the model-predicted 
outcome in terms of achievement of water quality standards. This analysis 
concludes that the Estuary Alternative is the only alternative that is projected 
to comply with the TMDL and water quality standards. 
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  L-1-16 The text referred to in this comment has been clarified in the Final EIS to read 
“no change in impact,” and text has been added to clarify that under existing 
conditions, Ecology’s modeling predicts that the lake is currently impacting DO 
in Budd Inlet. 

L-1-17 See response to Comment S-4-9. Text has been added to the Final EIS to 
clarify that the current condition is not in compliance with the TMDL and 
water quality standards. 

L-1-18 The Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7) and Final EIS have been 
modified so that the impacts analysis addresses only impacts from the action 
alternatives and no longer assumes potential impacts/improvements from 
implementation of the TMDLs, although these are described generally. Using 
this approach, there are “no changes in impact” to the algae community 
under the Managed Lake Alternative. The sidebar has been revised to be 
consistent with the findings. 

L-1-19 The statement in the Final EIS has been revised to indicate that the model 
predicts that the lake is responsible for the majority of the human-caused DO 
depletion to Budd Inlet. In appropriate places in the text, the amount of 
depletion attributed to the lake has been included. 
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  L-1-20 See response to Comment S-4-9. The EIS was prepared to facilitate a 
comparison of alternatives, including from the No Action, or baseline 
condition as required under SEPA. The Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7) has been revised to include a regulatory compliance section 
that describes the ability of the alternatives to meet water quality standards, 
which is the best regulatory point of comparison. 

L-1-21 As is standard in an EIS, the impacts of alternatives are described by 
comparison to baseline or existing conditions. The EIS does not imply that 
existing conditions are the natural condition or the preferred condition. It is 
acknowledged that there are unique circumstances associated with the 
project. There are two different waterbodies to consider: a freshwater lake 
and a saltwater estuary. The lake is managed as a lake but defined as a river, 
and major ecosystem changes are anticipated when the lake/river becomes an 
estuary. In addition, each alternative has varying impacts on each of the two 
waterbodies. The EIS is organized to allow a comparison of impacts by each of 
the affected waterbodies and provides a comparative assessment that 
addresses the unique circumstances. The EIS addresses both the general 
spatial and temporal changes in oxygen concentrations as well as whether 
oxygen criteria (water quality standards) are met. It is a unique aspect of the 
project that under the Estuary Alternative, oxygen concentrations will be 
significantly lower in the former lake basin than what currently exists but at 
the same time will meet water quality standards as defined by Ecology. This is 
described in the EIS, which also states that the lower oxygen concentrations 
are typical of the estuary environment. Additional emphasis on attainment of 
water quality standards has been included in the Final EIS. See also responses 
to Comments S-4-9, S-4-15, and S-4-20, and the Global Responses to Water 
Quality comments. 
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  L-1-22 Data collected in 2021 further confirmed the findings from 2019, and 
therefore the analysis was retained. In multiple places, the EIS acknowledges 
that field data are generally lacking, especially in relation to those parameters 
that are the primary focus of the model predictions. This lack of field data (as 
well as the field data results) contribute to the uncertainties. In regard to how 
uncertainties were applied to define a worst case, the field data (from 
multiple years) indicated that the model could be overstating the lake’s 
potential contribution to DO depletion in Budd Inlet; none of the field data 
indicated that the lake’s potential contribution was likely being understated. 
While worst case was defined as the model overpredicting the lake’s impact, 
the analysis in the Final EIS addresses the full range of potential 
impact/benefit. 

In regard to how model predictions were used, the assumption of half of the 
improvement predicted by the model has been removed, and instead the 
analysis includes a range of no benefit to the full benefit predicted by the 
model to cover the entire range of potential benefit. 

The worst case has been applied to the Estuary Alternative because of the 
modeling involved; the same type of modeling was not completed for the 
Managed Lake Alternative, so conservative assumptions were applied instead. 

L-1-23 The lack of more recent annual data records is one of several factors 
contributing to uncertainty in the model outcomes. See Section 4.3 of the 
Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7) for additional discussion. 

L-1-24 See the Global Response for Water Quality. Sections 4.3.5 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 and Section 5.5.2 of the Water Quality Discipline 
Report (Attachment 7) have been revised to include an acknowledgement that 
the Estuary Alternative is the only alternative that would comply with the 
TMDL and water quality standards, and that any other alternative would be 
required to perform mechanistic modeling to determine if water quality 
standards would be met. 
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  L-1-25 Thank you for your comment. 

L-1-26 The text in Table 7.1.1 about potential impacts to LOTT has been revised 
altogether to reflect the Draft Budd Inlet TMDL that was issued by Ecology in 
June 2022. The note now reads: LOTT Clean Water Alliance (LOTT) would need 
to invest in additional water quality treatment sooner to meet TMDL 
allocations provided by the Washington State Department of Ecology. 

L-1-27 Escalation has been removed from the planning-level costs provided in the 
Final EIS. Planning-level costs are now provided in 2022 dollars. 

L-1-28 It is not the purpose of the EIS to describe and evaluate all of the data 
available, but to constrain the analysis to information that supports the 
analysis and helps to differentiate the alternatives. Thurston County’s data are 
available online. 
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  L-1-29 The significance criteria have been revised to provide additional measurable 
attributes where appropriate in Section 4.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 
and Section 3.3 of the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7). The 
focus of the criteria was on impacts to beneficial uses of the waterbody, in 
particular habitat for cold water fish. A regulatory analysis section has been 
added for each alternative to discuss the potential compliance with Ecology’s 
TMDL. See also the Global Response for Water Quality. 

L-1-30 See response to Comment L-1-13. 

L-1-31 See the Global Response for Water Quality regarding comparison of Capitol 
Lake to other lakes. 
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  L-1-32 See response to Comment L-1-13. 

L-1-33 The section comparing TOC relationships between the lake and river has been 
revised (see Section 4.1.2 of the Water Quality Discipline Report [Attachment 
7] and Section 3.3.3.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0), and the reference 
to the high value as indicative of the range in TOC concentrations measured 
has been removed. The section has also been expanded to include a TOC load 
comparison to provide perspective. 

See also the Global Responses to Water Quality comments. 

L-1-34 The purpose of the text is to summarize general conditions as related to DIN 
contributions to Budd Inlet and, as such, included natural sources in addition 
to anthropogenic sources. Its purpose is to provide a comparative perspective 
on the major sources of DIN. Anthropogenic sources and specifically Capitol 
Lake as an anthropogenic source and its predicted contribution to DO 
depletion are described in Section 4.3.4.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. 

L-1-35 See response to Comment S-4-30. The EIS evaluation relies heavily on 
Ecology’s findings but includes other evaluations to ensure an independent 
analysis. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page LOC-13 

L-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page LOC-14 

L-2 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page LOC-15 

L-2 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  L-2-1 The EIS analysis of water quality conditions in the Capitol Lake Basin and in 
Lower Budd Inlet utilized all relevant water quality data. This data is reflective 
of all inputs into these waterbodies, including inputs from the Deschutes 
Watershed. During development of the EIS, state and federal agencies 
adopted the water quality improvement plan for the Deschutes River, which 
intends to address key issues that contribute to water quality impairments. As 
described in the EIS, regulatory actions taken by Ecology and others through 
implementation of the Deschutes TMDL and other efforts are expected to 
improve water quality in the Deschutes River over the long term, which should 
result in improvements to water quality in the Project Area. Conversely, 
actions taken by this project in the Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary will not 
affect water quality upstream of Tumwater Falls. 

See also the response to Comment L-2-2. 
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  L-2-2 The EIS evaluates direct and indirect water quality impacts associated only 
with implementation of the project alternatives. Those impacts will occur 
within the Capitol Lake Basin and Lower Budd Inlet, and will have no influence 
on conditions upstream of Tumwater Falls. See also the Global Response for 
Water Quality. 

L-2-3 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality. 

Section 4.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7) have been revised to include a regulatory 
compliance section that describes the ability of the alternatives to meet water 
quality standards and TMDL allocations. 

As described in the Draft EIS, regulatory actions taken by Ecology and others 
through implementation of the Deschutes TMDL and other efforts are 
expected to improve water quality in the Deschutes River over the long term, 
which should result in improvements to water quality in the Project 
Area. However, the EIS evaluates direct or indirect water quality impacts 
associated only with implementation of the project alternatives. Those 
impacts will only occur within the Capitol Lake Basin and Lower Budd Inlet, 
and will have no influence on conditions upstream of Tumwater Falls. Because 
project implementation will not impact the area upstream of Tumwater Falls, 
the EIS does not include a discussion of potential changes to water quality 
upstream as a result of actions by others. 

Please also see the Global Responses for comments on the Hybrid Alternative, 
which has been modified to include a freshwater reflecting pool rather than a 
saltwater reflecting pool. The reflecting pool would have a constant input of 
cool, artesian water and would be maintained at a higher, constant elevation 
compared to the saltwater reflecting pool that would vary under tidal 
conditions. 
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  L-2-4 Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a summary of the funding 
approach for the project alternatives. Please also see Attachment 23 of the 
Final EIS for the Memorandum of Understanding for shared funding of 
increased maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. Each entity 
evaluated the potential financial impact and capability during the process to 
develop the MOU and associated ongoing coordination as part of the Funding 
and Governance Work Group. 

L-2-5 Additional information has been added to Section 4.2.1.1 of the Aquatic 
Invasive Species (AIS) Discipline Report regarding New Zealand mudsnail 
distribution and abundance within the study area and management 
approaches. Please also refer to the Global Responses for Aquatic Invasive 
Species. 

L-2-6 Comment noted. EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.10.6, acknowledges 
the adverse impacts of the barrier wall under the Hybrid Alternative as 
significant. 

L-2-7 Management approaches for controlling New Zealand mudsnail populations 
are described in Section 4.2.1.1 of the Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Discipline 
Report under Management Approaches. Mitigation measures described in 
Section 5.7 of this report include the AIS Management Plan to be prepared for 
the Preferred Alternative to monitor New Zealand mudsnail abundance over 
time, identify which chemical treatments can be used, experiment with 
different chemical and non-chemical techniques to select the optimum 
treatment methodology, specify best management practices for avoiding or 
minimizing the export of New Zealand mudsnails, evaluate how best to 
operate and monitor effectiveness of attended or unattended 
decontamination stations, and design and install educational signs to inform 
the public of the New Zealand mudsnail threat and requirements to prevent 
their spread. A similar approach has been implemented in Whatcom County, 
where boats and equipment are inspected at four checkpoints before entering 
Lake Whatcom and Lake Samish to ensure they are clean, drained, and dry 
and are not transporting AIS. Monitoring by WDFW has shown that this 
program has been effective in preventing the introduction of AIS of interest to 
Whatcom County as no species have been found in the lakes since the 
program began 10 years ago. The range of potential management approaches 
will be evaluated further during development of the AIS Management Plan. 

Please also refer to the Global Responses for AIS, which describe effectiveness 
of decontamination stations for preventing the spread of AIS in other areas. 
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L-2-8 The EIS identified potential adverse impacts as well as substantial benefits for 
each of the project alternatives. The Land Use, Shorelines and Recreational 
Discipline Report has been updated to include additional discussion on the 
potential differences in recreational use across the alternatives. The process 
used to identify a Preferred Alternative for the Final EIS considered these 
differences, and also considered a wide range of other values, with habitat 
values being among the factors considered. 
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  L-3-1 Enterprise Services appreciates the City of Olympia’s detailed review of the 
Draft EIS. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  L-3-2 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page LOC-22 

L-3 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  L-3-3 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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  L-3-4 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 

L-3-5 Please see response to Comment L-3-30. 
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  L-3-6 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process, which includes a description of how tribal values were 
considered. Please also refer to Attachment 21 of the Final EIS, which 
describes the decision-making process. 

L-3-7 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. Please also refer to Attachment 21 of the Final EIS, 
which describes the decision-making process that incorporated feedback from 
the City of Olympia, among other stakeholders and the Squaxin Island Tribe. 

L-3-8 This comment is a statement that does not affect the environmental analysis 
in the Draft or Final EIS. The Deschutes Watershed Council would be created 
as a result of separate legislative action. Enterprise Services has discussed the 
potential future coordination with the Deschutes Watershed Council with the 
Funding and Governance Work Group, in response to this comment and in 
regard to long-term management of the Estuary Alternative. The 
Memorandum of Understanding for long-term management of the Estuary 
Alternative does not preclude future coordination with the Deschutes 
Watershed Council. 

L-3-9 Please see the Global Response for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. These 
alternatives have been revised to build a new 5th Avenue Bridge before the 
existing bridge is removed for construction. These alternatives no longer have 
a long-term bridge closure. 

L-3-10 Enterprise Services appreciates the City of Olympia's detailed review of the 
Draft EIS. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page LOC-25 

L-3 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  L-3-11 The importance of estuarine habitat for salmon and Orca populations are 
described in Sections 3.5 and 4.5 of EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0. 

L-3-12 The Final EIS Summary includes updates (from the Draft EIS Executive 
Summary) to describe that modeling conducted by Ecology identifies Capitol 
Lake as the primary contributor to low dissolved oxygen conditions in Budd 
Inlet, and that Ecology has stated that the Estuary Alternative is the only 
alternative that could meet water quality standards because it would 
constitute a 'natural estuary' condition. 

L-3-13 Please see the Global Response for comments on the Hybrid Alternative, 
which describe that Hybrid Alternative has been modified to include a 
groundwater-fed freshwater reflecting pool. As such, the analysis summarized 
in this comment has been removed from the Final EIS. 

The Final EIS Summary has been revised (from the Draft EIS Executive 
Summary) to state that within the freshwater reflecting pool of the Hybrid 
Alternative, an adaptive management plan would be implemented to meet 
specific lake management objectives. 

L-3-14 Please also note that Enterprise Services developed a Preferred Alternative 
identification process that considered a wide range of information, including 
performance against project goals, other environmental impacts and benefits, 
environmental and economic sustainability, construction impacts, and 
feedback from engaged stakeholders (referred to as Decision Durability). The 
decision-making process goes beyond findings from the water quality 
analysis. Please refer to Attachment 21 which provides more detail on the 
decision-making process and the findings from this evaluation. 
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  L-3-15 In response to this comment, the characterization of potential impacts under 
the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives (in Section 4.13 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 and in the Final EIS Summary), has been changed in 
recognition that the Olympia Sea Level Rise Response Plan is considered an 
adaptable framework. 

L-3-16 As clarified in the Final EIS (see Sections 4.8.2.1, 4.8.4.1, 4.8.5.1 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0), it is anticipated that future flooding predicted in 
Heritage Park area would be addressed by the improvements under the 
Olympia Sea Level Rise Response Plan. Based on other comments from the 
City, we understand that the Sea Level Rise Response Plan recognizes that 
different alternatives could present subtle changes in how the shoreline 
would need to be modified to address flooding, and given the adaptability 
built into the Sea Level Rise Response Plan, planning improvements of the 
plan would be adjusted based on the selected alternative and all relevant 
modeling. 

L-3-17 The additions recommended in this comment have not been made; please 
refer to the more detailed discussion of changes under the Estuary Alternative 
provided in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0. Please do note that this callout 
has been updated to describe that the configuration would constitute natural 
estuary conditions and would be in compliance with the TMDL. 

L-3-18 Table ES.2 in the Draft EIS Executive Summary is a high-level summary of 
potential long-term impacts and benefits. The information requested by the 
commenter is addressed in the main body of the EIS, including benefits to the 
restoration of historical salinity and sedimentation patterns. 

Regarding the potential for sediment transport into Budd Inlet to benefit 
nearshore habitats, it is expected based on modeling that an increase in 
sedimentation in Southern Budd Inlet would be focused on the eastern 
shoreline. Minor increases in the sedimentation rate along the more-natural 
shorelines of western Budd Inlet are predicted (maximum change of 0.6 and 
0.7 cm/year increase for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, respectively). 

L-3-19 The water quality section of Table ES.2 has been fully revised to reflect the 
updated water quality analysis (see Table 2 of Final EIS Summary). 
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  L-3-20 In response to this and other comments on the Draft EIS, the summary of 
impacts and benefits for Fish and Wildlife has been clarified in the Final EIS 
Summary. 

L-3-21 See response to Comment L-3-109. 

L-3-22 Thank you for your comment. This has been added into the Final EIS 
Summary. 

L-3-23 As described in the Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation Discipline Report, 
under extreme flood conditions, the Estuary Alternative would reduce the 
extent and intensity of flooding compared to the No Action and Managed Lake 
Alternatives. Extreme tide flooding under the Estuary Alternative is addressed 
by the current berm design included in the Olympia Sea Level Rise Response 
Plan. As such, a statement has been added to the Final EIS Summary table to 
note that "Ongoing coordination with the Olympia Sea Level Rise Response 
Plan team would ensure that modeled tidal-driven events continue to be 
mitigated by the planned improvements in Heritage Park." 

L-3-24 Comment noted; this information has been added to Table 2 in the Final EIS 
Summary to better align with the greenhouse gas discussions in Sections 
4.7.5.3 and 4.7.6.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. 
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  L-3-25 In the context of the Fish & Wildlife analysis, this statement relates to tribal 
resources, which includes tribal fishing and gathering practices and treaty 
rights. Community and regional priorities are in large part reflected in plans 
and policies that direct the protection and restoration of fish and wildlife and 
their habitats. These priorities are described in various places in the Draft EIS 
and Final EIS, including in the Fish & Wildlife Sections (3.5, 4.5, and 5.5 of EIS 
Supporting Chapters 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0). See also Economics (Sections 3.14 and 
4.14 of EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0) for information on community 
values in the context of the demand for and value of ecosystem services. 

L-3-26 Please see the Global Response for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, which 
have been modified and no longer require long-term closure of 5th Avenue. 
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  L-3-27 The Department of Natural Resources (DNR) is a member of the Funding and 
Governance Work Group, and has been active in the development of a shared 
funding and governance approach. Please refer to Attachment 23 of the Final 
EIS for a Memorandum of Understanding that outlines the proposed 
governance responsibilities after project construction, and the shared funding 
approach for maintenance dredging. 

DNR has also been engaged in the project Work Groups and provided direct 
feedback on the decision-making process developed by Enterprise Services for 
this project. Throughout the EIS process, Enterprise Services did not receive 
any requests to formally share in the responsibility for the procedural or 
substantive content of the EIS as a co-lead agency. Enterprise Services served 
in the lead position in past planning processes that sought to resolve 
environmental conditions in the Project Area, or to identify the preferred 
approach for long-term management. Enterprise Services served in the 
position of lead agency under SEPA and maintained a commitment to solicit 
and consider comments from the Work Groups throughout the EIS process. 

Enterprise Services will continue to follow terms of the long-term lease, 
including those highlighted in this comment. 

L-3-28 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. Please also refer to Attachment 21 of the Final EIS, 
which describes the decision-making process. 
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  L-3-29 Environmental and Economic Sustainability was not evaluated in the EIS 
because it is not an element of the environment under SEPA. However, it is 
one of the criteria for decision-makers (see Section 1.12 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 1.0 for information on the decision-making process used 
to identify the Preferred Alternative). 

L-3-30 In response to this comment from the City of Olympia, Enterprise Services 
provided another opportunity for the Work Groups and Community Sounding 
Board to discuss criteria weighting, before Enterprise Services completed the 
decision-making process. As documented in Attachment 21 of the Final EIS, 
criteria weighting did not affect the outcome of the decision-making process - 
there was too large of a delta between the Estuary Alternatives and the other 
project alternatives. 

L-3-31 Please see the Global Response for Transportation. The Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives would build a new 5th Avenue Bridge before the existing bridge is 
closed and demolished. As a result, a long-term bridge closure that would 
adversely affect the 4th Avenue Bridge is avoided. The new 5th Avenue Bridge 
and new Olympic Way connector would intersect Deschutes Parkway with a 
roundabout. This configuration would provide connections between Olympic 
Way and Deschutes Parkway that do not exist today, and is expected to 
reduce traffic that currently circulates between these two corridors in 
downtown Olympia. This configuration has been designed in coordination 
with the City of Olympia. 

L-3-32 This example was provided as a potential foundation that may be feasible for 
this project, and one that would minimize potential impacts to the aquatic 
environment. The design phase would include a geotechnical analysis with 
subsurface exploration to ensure appropriate structural foundation design. If 
an alternate design approach was identified, it is not expected to have 
substantial adverse impacts or significant changes to the types of impacts 
analyzed in this EIS. 

L-3-33 "Community Use" as referred to as one of the goals for long-term 
management, was defined by the Work Groups in Phase 1 in terms of how to 
restore the basin for recreational use under any of the action alternatives 
(Managed, Lake, Estuary, or Hybrid). We recognize that this term, more 
broadly, can be expanded to other uses. Please see the Global Response for 
Cultural Resources for information on how tribal values were addressed 
throughout the EIS. Please also see the Global Response for Preferred 
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Alternative Identification, which describes how tribal values were considered 
in decision-making. 

L-3-34 In response to this comment, the Final EIS has updated to describe that 
decontamination stations could be installed at existing boat launches in Budd 
Inlet. Specific locations of decontamination stations would be identified 
during future design and permitting efforts.  
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  L-3-35 The intention for this trail shown on Figure 2.4.4 of the Final EIS is to connect 
to the future planned trail in West Bay Park, which is still being designed. The 
trail connection would be coordinated with the City of Olympia during final 
design. 

L-3-36 Comment noted. Under the Managed Lake Alternative, the 5th Avenue 
pedestrian path is now called a non-vehicular bridge, to accommodate all 
modes of non-vehicular transportation.  

Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, this separate bridge structure is no 
longer proposed. Rather, the new 5th Avenue Bridge would have separated 
and dedicated bicycle and pedestrian lanes on both sides to increase non-
vehicular transportation in the corridor. Enterprise Services has consulted 
with the City of Olympia on the conceptual design for the new 5th Avenue 
Bridge. 

L-3-37 See response to Comment L-3-36. 

L-3-38 See response to Comment L-3-36. 

L-3-39 See response to Comment L-3-35. 

L-3-40 Comment noted. Enterprise Services coordinated with the City of Olympia on 
the proposed new 5th Avenue Bridge and Deschutes Parkway reconfiguration 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. Feedback from the City of Olympia 
has been incorporated into those conceptual designs, which include wide 
sidewalks, dedicated bike lanes, and connections to existing trails. 
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  L-3-41 Please see the Global Response for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 

L-3-42 Please see response to Comment L-3-40. 

L-3-43 Comment noted. Based on comments received on the Draft EIS, Enterprise 
Services revised the 5th Avenue Bridge design to avoid the long-term closure 
that was originally anticipated. Enterprise Services engaged the City of 
Olympia in this coordination and the conceptual design reflects feedback from 
that process. The Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, Section 2.4.8.2, 
acknowledges that Enterprise Services would engage the City of Olympia and 
stakeholders in future design efforts for a new 5th Avenue Bridge and 
Deschutes Parkway reconfiguration, as appropriate. 

L-3-44 Thank you for this comment. The study area figure has been revised to 
correctly match the description in the EIS. 

L-3-45 Regarding the previously recommended Des Chutes Basin Historic District and 
the consideration of a Cultural Landscape Designation, see the Global 
Response for Cultural Resources. 
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  L-3-46 Comment noted; Figure 3.12.1 has been updated in the Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 3.0, Section 3.12. 

L-3-47 Routes 12 and 42 were listed in the text and table as routes that use 5th 
Avenue. That has been updated to show that these routes use both 5th 
Avenue and Deschutes Parkway SW. 

L-3-48 The Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would replace the 5th Avenue Bridge 
before closing the existing 5th Avenue corridor for dam demolition. Therefore, 
the project is not expected to adversely affect transit. During design of the 
new 5th Avenue Bridge, the design team will work with transit agencies to 
relocate stops as appropriate with the new design. 
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  L-3-49 The text has been reviewed to ensure it is using City of Olympia bike facility 
definitions. The term "Bike Street" is consistent with terminology used by the 
Thurston Regional Planning Council (see https://trpcweb.org/bikemap.htm). 
The future bike facility map has been updated, and references to docks as 
transportation facilities have been removed. 

L-3-50 The map of bike facilities has been updated as requested. 

L-3-51 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. Partnerships, such as 
one with a Deschutes Watershed Council, would be further considered during 
design and permitting and could be further evaluated if the Deschutes 
Watershed Council is formed. 

L-3-52 Text has been updated in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.1, to 
acknowledge that sediment transport patterns would be restored to a more 
natural condition under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. Section 4.5.5 
acknowledges that salinity gradients would be restored under the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives, benefitting ecological function and habitat. 

L-3-53 The text in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.1.2.1, has been updated 
to clarify that the water levels include 2 feet of RSLR. 

L-3-54 The Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 (Section 4.1) and the Hydrodynamic & 
Sediment Transport Discipline Report have been updated to describe the 
backflow that occurs through the fish ladder during extreme tidal events. 
However, given the small width of the fish ladder (9.5 ft) relative to the width 
of the North Basin (~2,660 ft) and small hydraulic gradient, the volume of 
water traveling upstream during the period of time would not affect water 
levels in the North Basin. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page LOC-35 

L-3 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  L-3-55 This has been corrected in the Final EIS. 

L-3-56 The EIS text and figure titles have been clarified in response to this comment. 

L-3-57 The figures and tables for existing conditions without sea level rise are 
provided in the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report 
(Attachment 5) in Figures 4-44 and 4-45 and in Tables 4-18 and 4-19. The 
future project conditions are assumed to include sea level rise, and therefore, 
only the "with sea level rise" figures and tables are provided in the main body 
of the EIS. 

L-3-58 The commenter is correct, water levels in the Hybrid pool were not simulated 
in the hydraulic model and are not shown in Figures 4.1.1 and 4.1.2. This has 
been clarified in Section 4.1.6 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. Additionally, 
note that the Hybrid Alternative has been revised to include a freshwater, 
groundwater fed reflecting pool rather than a saltwater reflecting pool with 
tidal exchange. The freshwater reflecting pool would have a constant water 
level that could be design similar to existing water levels in Capitol Lake. 

L-3-59 The maximum water level comparisons were drawn for two events for all the 
alternatives as listed in Table 4.1.1 and Table 4.1.2 of the Draft EIS. Table 4.1.2 
lists the maximum for 100-year tidal flood event coming from the north 
direction. 

The maximum water levels on the north side of the 5th Avenue Dam gates are 
slightly (0.3 feet) higher under the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives 
compared to the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. This is due to the 5th 
Avenue Dam blocking tidal flow causing the water surface to rise (or ‘pile up’) 
near the dam under the No Action and Managed Lake alternatives. In 
contrast, under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives tidal/river flow is not 
blocked by the 5th Avenue Dam. Model results extracted farther north 
(farther away from the 5th Avenue Dam) are the same for all four alternatives. 

L-3-60 See the Global Responses to Comments on Hydrodynamics and Sediment 
Transport. 
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  L-3-61 Comment noted. Please see the remaining content in Section 4.4.7.2, which 
describes the potential adverse effects of chemical treatment. The adaptive 
management plan would be implemented following review and approval the 
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

L-3-62 See response to Comment L-3-109. 

L-3-63 Comment noted. Geotechnical studies and more detailed assessments of 
potential boardwalk design will be completed during the later design phase 
for the selected alternative. Given that all action alternatives would include 
boardwalks, and on the same substrate, this did not affect the ability of the 
analysis to differentiate impacts between the alternatives. All alternatives 
would require a similar construction approach for this project element. 

L-3-64 See the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 

L-3-65 See the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 
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  L-3-66 The Final EIS includes clarifications related to consistency with the Thurston 
Climate Mitigation Plan (see the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor). As 
described in EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.7, the relative GHG 
emissions from equipment would change depending on the type of disposal 
(upland or in-water). As described in Section 4.7, equipment emissions for all 
action alternatives, regardless of the type of disposal, would fall below 
Ecology’s GHG reporting threshold and are therefore considered less than 
significant. 

L-3-67 See the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 

L-3-68 See the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 
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  L-3-69 See the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation regarding 
consistency with the Olympia SMP. 

L-3-70 In response to this comment, Section 4.8.5.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
4.0 has been clarified to explain that maximum water levels for the Estuary 
Alternative would be around 2 feet lower than those of the No Action and 
Managed Lake Alternatives. 

L-3-71 Please see the Global Response for Cultural Resources for responses related 
to the cultural analysis approach and Final EIS updates on pre- and post-
contact periods. Regarding the commenter's concern about segmenting 
history into pre- and post-contact periods, this is the typical approach for a 
cultural resources analysis in a SEPA document where the analysis is guided by 
relevant federal and state laws. 

The commenter is correct that mitigation measures will be determined within 
a NEPA process under Section 106 and will consider broad impacts on all 
protected cultural resources, including traditional cultural properties and/or 
cultural landscapes. Sections 4.9.7.1 and 5.9.6.1 of EIS Supporting Chapters 
4.0 and 5.0 describe the Section 106 process. These sections have been 
updated in the Final EIS to recognize that consultation may also occur under 
Executive Order 21-02. 

Mitigation measures for archaeological resources (which in the Draft EIS were 
only included in Section 5.9.6.1) have also been added to Section 4.9.7.1 in the 
Final EIS. 

Data recovery and interpretation would be measures stipulated through the 
consultation process and permits described in Sections 4.9.7.1 and 5.9.6.1 but 
have been added to the list of measures in the Final EIS to make these explicit. 
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  L-3-72 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. Please also refer to Attachment 21 of the Final EIS, 
which describes the decision-making process. 

L-3-73 Mudminnow occurrence as documented in existing studies is described in 
Section 4.1.1.2 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report (Attachment 9). 
However, additional research indicated that two Olympic Mudminnow were 
collected among the 320 fish collected in isolated pools in Percival Cove using 
electrofishing during the 1997 lake drawdown (Entranco 1997). Even 
though Hayes et al. (2008) found that Capitol Lake is not preferred habitat for 
Olympic mudminnow, this species was added to Table 4.1 -'Fish Species 
Potentially Present in the Study Area' in the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report 
for the Final EIS. 

Regarding freshwater mussels, see the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife. 

L-3-74 The contractor would determine the transport method used for dredge spoils, 
based on the intended disposal location, which would either be in-water or 
upland, depending on chemical quality and presence of invasive species. For 
the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, dredging would occur in West Bay rather 
than in Capitol Lake. The dredged sediment is expected to be suitable for in-
water disposal and would be loaded onto a barge for transport to the in-water 
disposal site. However, given the inherent uncertainty in sediment quality, 
upland disposal has also been estimated and would likely require truck 
transport. Under the Managed Lake Alternative, the choice between rail and 
truck will depend on the targeted disposal location and whether it can be 
reached by rail, on rail capacity, and on any equipment needed to move 
sediment to and from a rail line and its transload and offload locations. Before 
dredging, the contractor would evaluate all potential cost saving measures, 
which could include rail transport from the site if upland disposal is required. 
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  L-3-75 The Public Services and Utilities analysis have been updated to reflect the 
Draft TMDL for Budd Inlet that was released by Ecology in June 2022.  

Based on the draft TMDL allocations, if other sources do not meet their load 
allocations and water quality standards are not being met in the watershed, 
LOTT and other utility discharges could be required to implement additional 
treatment. LOTT and other utility discharges would almost certainly need to 
implement additional treatment sooner under the No Action and Managed 
Lake Alternatives. This would result in increased costs for ratepayers, but this 
has not yet been defined by LOTT. 

L-3-76 The Key Finding Box in Section 4.14 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 under the 
heading "Demand for and Value of Recreation and Ecosystem Services" 
recognizes the ecosystem service benefits would be "more pronounced for 
the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives." It does not equate the ecosystem 
services associated with estuaries and those that would be present under a 
Managed Lake Alternative, and specifically identifies that the types of 
ecosystem services that contribute to the well-being of tribes and those who 
value natural ecosystems would be adversely impacted by the continued 
"anthropogenic harm to the balance of functions from the natural ecosystem" 
under the Managed Lake Alternative and No Action Alternative. 

The extra period in the last sentence in the Key Findings box on Page 5-2 
noted and corrected. 

L-3-77 Comment noted, BMPs would be further defined during design and 
permitting. The Draft EIS and Final EIS provide enough discernable information 
for decision makers to weigh the project alternatives, including their potential 
impacts, feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts, and their ability to 
meet the proposed project objectives. 

L-3-78 General WDFW HPA conditions require that for any concrete cast in-place, 
concrete forms must remain in place until the concrete is fully cured. This 
clarification has been added to Section 5.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0. 

L-3-79 Comment noted. A final technical edit will be completed on the Final EIS to 
confirm that all abbreviations are spelled upon first usage in the document 
(rather than first usage in each chapter). See also the List of Abbreviations 
(Attachment 1). 
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  L-3-80 Upland disposal site(s) would be identified during design and permitting for 
the Preferred Alternative; based on a variety of factors to include, volume of 
sediment, quality of sediment, availability of local landfills, and/or suitability 
for other potential reuse options. Traffic control plans would be developed 
based on the selected alternative and the disposal method/site. 

L-3-81 This reference to Enterprise Services has been revised to describe that the 
construction contractor would be required to comply with project permits, 
plans and authorizations, which will have conditions intended to avoid and 
minimize potential project impacts. 

L-3-82 The reference to WDFW-approved BMPs has been removed from Section 
5.4.6.1 to broaden the range of BMPs that could be implemented during 
construction. However, the BMPs to reduce the risk of aquatic invasive species 
transport outside of Capitol Lake during construction will be coordinated with 
WDFW during design and permitting. 

L-3-83 The Final EIS has been clarified to state that mammal aquatic invasive species 
would likely avoid construction activities, and that BMPs implemented during 
construction would avoid or minimize the potential entrainment or 
entrapment of fish species during construction. 

L-3-84 Dredged spoils are unlikely to produce odor in the Project Area given that the 
material would not be stockpiled onsite. Also, maintenance dredging for the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would occur within vessel berths of West Bay, 
and the dredged material would not be expected to develop odors given the 
composition of the dredged sediment. Additional information has been added 
to Section 4.7.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 to acknowledge that 
reintroducing saltwater to the basin could cause hydrogen sulfide 
concentrations to increase as freshwater vegetation dies and the chemistry of 
the underlying soils change. There is a potential for the surrounding area to 
experience odors during this transition of the freshwater system to an 
estuarine system. The limited releases of hydrogen sulfide gas are not 
expected to result in odor intensity emissions that rise to the level of causing a 
considerable nuisance. 

L-3-85 Section 5.8.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0 describes that, to minimize this 
impact, Enterprise Services would evaluate the feasibility of constructing the 
non-vehicular bridge prior to repair of the 5th Avenue Bridge in order to 
maintain a consistent trail loop connecting Heritage Park and Deschutes 
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Parkway. In response to this comment, the text has been clarified to describe 
that a detour could involve longer walking distances over steeper grades. 

L-3-86 Installation of a temporary trestle to support continued recreational access 
around the lake during construction is no longer being considered, for the 
following reasons: 

1) Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, the new 5th Avenue Bridge 
would be constructed south of the existing 5th Avenue Bridge and Dam, and 
during construction, the existing 5th Avenue Bridge would continue to provide 
vehicle and non-vehicle access. Once construction of the new 5th Avenue 
Bridge was complete, vehicles and non-vehicle access would switch to it. 
There would not be a long-term interruption, as was originally envisioned 
under the concept provided in the Draft EIS. 

2) Under the Managed Lake Alternative, the non-vehicular bridge at 5th 
Avenue (for bikes, pedestrians, and other modes of transportation) could be 
constructed before repair work began on the 5th Avenue Dam. This would 
provide a new trail connection across the lake and would avoid an 
interruption. 

L-3-87 Most of the trail would be unaffected by construction activities. It is not 
uncommon for trail access to be maintained during large construction projects 
through use of temporary and safe detours, alternative access points, signage, 
and wayfinding elements (see Section 5.8.6 of EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0 for 
list of measures). See the Global Response for Land Management regarding 
the question of encampments. 
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  L-3-88 Please see the revised description of the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives in 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 regarding early construction of the new 5th 
Avenue Bridge in the north end of the North Basin. The design changes would 
reduce the need for long-term detours for recreationalists. Long-term detours 
under the Managed Lake are not anticipated either because a non-vehicular 
bridge at 5th Avenue would be constructed before temporary closure of the 
roadway for dam overhauls. For the Managed Lake Alternative, Enterprise 
Services would evaluate the feasibility of constructing the new non-vehicular 
bridge prior to overhaul repairs of the 5th Avenue Bridge in order to maintain 
a consistent trail loop connecting Heritage Park and Deschutes Parkway. 

Specific mitigation will be determined during the design and permitting phase 
for the selected alternative, likely in coordination with neighboring 
jurisdictions and as required through the local permitting processes. 

Avoidance and minimization measures will include addressing accessibility, 
safety, and other considerations common to large construction projects. 
Recreational access is often maintained around large construction projects, 
and much of the construction activity for this project is located in-water rather 
than on adjacent trails. 

This characterization of recreational impacts, including the updated approach 
to avoidance and the potential mitigation measures that would be developed 
in the future, should provide enough information for decision makers to 
evaluate the potential impacts and benefits of the project alternatives. 

L-3-89 Reconstruction of Deschutes Parkway following 1965 and 2001 earthquakes is 
discussed in Section 4.2.5, Historic Development Context, of the Cultural 
Resources Discipline Report. 

L-3-90 No visual access improvements to offset construction impacts have been 
identified. 

As stated in Section 5.10.6.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0, during periods 
when construction is not occurring, the areas of restricted physical and visual 
access could be minimized to the extent feasible. There would likely be some 
elements of the construction staging that cannot be readily moved and stored 
off-site that would remain in place during non-construction seasons. However, 
it is acknowledged that some people find large construction projects to be 
visually interesting, and there could be opportunity to find safe viewing 
locations over the several years of construction, as feasible. These areas 
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would be coordinated with the construction contractor and well-marked, and 
could potentially occur along 5th Avenue. 

L-3-91 New analysis of the new 5th Avenue Bridge proposed under the Estuary and 
Hybrid alternatives does show traffic volume trends over time and the effect 
of the COVID-19 pandemic. The proposed bridge and west-end roundabout 
has been evaluated for various growth scenarios to determine the conceptual 
design configuration. That analysis showed that a two-lane 5th Avenue bridge 
would accommodate the pre-COVID-19 pandemic traffic volume plus 
extensive growth. If higher levels of growth are realized, additional capacity 
could be provided by increasing the size of the roundabout, but no additional 
lanes on the bridge would be needed. Further analysis would be performed to 
refine the bridge design after the Final EIS and could consider the paradigm 
shifts in commuting patterns post-COVID. 

The list of acronyms has been augmented in the Transportation Discipline 
Report. 

L-3-92 Please see the Global Response for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, which 
indicates that in response to comments received on the Draft EIS, the 
construction approach for the 5th Avenue Bridge has been revised. A new 5th 
Avenue Bridge would be constructed before the existing bridge is removed for 
construction; this would avoid a long-term closure of the corridor. 
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  L-3-93 Comment noted. As described in the revised Transportation Discipline Report 
(Attachment 16), haul routes would utilize designated streets to the greatest 
extent possible and would be established in coordination with the Cities of 
Olympia and Tumwater during future design and permitting. Deschutes 
Parkway SW is not currently a designated truck route; however, the City of 
Olympia may prefer that trucks use Deschutes Parkway SW to access the site 
area rather than streets through downtown Olympia. Enterprise Services will 
continue to coordinate with the City of Olympia during the design and 
permitting phase, where stipulations like this can be evaluated and added to 
the project specifications as appropriate. 

L-3-94 Table 5.12.1 has been revised to reflect the updates to the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives, which includes constructing the replacement 5th Avenue Bridge 
before the existing 5th Avenue Bridge is closed for dam demolition. 

Construction worker parking would be identified by the contractor as part of 
the Construction Transportation Management Plan (CTMP), which would be 
submitted to the City of Olympia for review. 

There are limited rail storage tracks near the site, and if rail is used for other 
construction components, those storage tracks may be needed for rail 
operations. Therefore, there would be limited ability to use rail cars for 
materials storage. Potential use of the rail would be determined by the 
contractor. 

Text related to pavement management has been updated per the comment. 
 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page LOC-46 

L-3 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  L-3-95 Please see the Global Response for Transportation. The Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives would build a new 5th Avenue Bridge before the existing bridge is 
removed for construction. These alternatives no longer have a long-term 
bridge closure that would impact the 4th Avenue Bridge. 

L-3-96 Please see the Global Response for Transportation, which describes that the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives have been revised to avoid a long-term bridge 
closure. A new 5th Avenue Bridge would be constructed before the existing 
bridge is closed and demolished. This plan has been developed in coordination 
with the City of Olympia. 

L-3-97 Please see the Global Response for Transportation. The Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives would construct a new 5th Avenue Bridge before closing and 
demolishing the existing 5th Avenue Bridge. This would avoid a long-term 
bridge closure and, therefore, construction of these alternatives is not 
expected to adversely affect transit. During future design and permitting of 
the new 5th Avenue Bridge, Enterprise Services will work with transit agencies 
to relocate stops as appropriate. 
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  L-3-98 The 5th Avenue Bridge replacement has been changed from the Draft EIS 
configuration. Please see the Global Response for the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives. 

L-3-99 In response to comments on the Draft EIS, and concerns regarding a long-term 
closure of the 5th Avenue Bridge, a new 5th Avenue Bridge replacement 
concept has been incorporated into the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. This 
change has eliminated the long-term closure of 5th Avenue and associated 
impacts to public services, traffic, and other environmental elements. See the 
Global Response for Alternatives for more information. 

As a result of this change, Sections 5.13 and 5.14 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 5.0 have been updated to reflect a short-term closure only. Based on 
the new bridge replacement concept, and the short-term nature of any 
closures, any impacts on public services and utilities would be minor and 
temporary. In response to this comment, an additional mitigation measure 
has been added to Section 5.13.6 to describe coordination that would occur 
with the City of Olympia and utility providers during project design regarding 
relocation of utilities. Under the Draft EIS concept, utilities would have been 
directionally drilled below 5th Avenue to remain within the same corridor. 
This concept is no longer needed and potential utility impacts are minimized 
given that utility crossover would occur onto a new bridge, rather than below 
or around an active construction area. 

L-3-100 The EIS conclusions included in EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0, Section 5.14, 
reflect the analysis presented in the Economics Discipline Report, which 
includes an assessment of the market for residential development in 
downtown Olympia using the most up-to-date data available at the time of 
preparation. Key-informant interviews with developers, some of whom are 
engaged in developing new residential development in downtown Olympia, 
validated the assessment and supported the impact conclusions regarding 
development in downtown Olympia presented in the EIS. 

L-3-101 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. Please also refer to Attachment 21 of the Final EIS, 
which describes the decision-making process. 
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  L-3-102 The Final EIS Summary, Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, and the Economics 
Discipline Report include updates to describe that if the Washington State 
Legislature provides funding for the next project phase, Enterprise Services 
could begin to pursue grant funding opportunities for project implementation. 
Construction funding is likely to include funds from a variety of sources, 
including federal, state, and potentially philanthropic. 

L-3-103 A ‘spring tide’ popularly known as a “King Tide” refers to the ‘springing forth’ 
of the tide during the new and full moon. ‘Spring tide’ is a common historical 
term that has nothing to do with the season of spring (National Ocean Service 
https://oceanservice.noaa.gov/facts/springtide.html). ‘Spring tides’ (which 
occur when the Earth, sun, and moon are nearly in alignment) occur twice 
each lunar month resulting in larger average tidal ranges. 

Use of a ‘spring tide’ was the original plan but eventually, a 1-year return 
period tide level was used as the boundary condition. The description of tidal 
boundary condition in the Discipline Report has been revised for the Final EIS. 

L-3-104 The fish ladder was not modeled due to its smaller width of 9.5 feet (Figure 2-
29 in the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report), 
understanding that it will have minor influence on hydrodynamics of the 
model. 

The fish ladder has an adjustable weir at the upstream end that can be 
raised/lowered. Top elevation (EL) of the fish ladder at the upstream end 
(North Basin) can be adjusted from EL -5.0 feet to +0.0 feet, City of Olympia 
Datum. In comparison, the top of the east and west radial gates when fully 
closed is at EL +0.5 feet, City of Olympia Datum. When tide level in West Bay is 
higher than the adjusted top EL of the fish ladder (typically during extreme 
high tide events), backflow into the North Basin is observed for a limited time. 
Additional language has been added to the Discipline Report to describe the 
fish ladder and this observed backflow. 

L-3-105 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding use of the 2015 
Ecology Water Quality Improvement Report. 

L-3-106 The Water Quality Discipline Report included in the Draft EIS was reviewed by 
Dr. Raymond Tim. He was selected with support from the Technical Work 
Group, and his resume is provided on the project website with other 
supplementary materials. 
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  L-3-107 See the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife. 

L-3-108 Table 4.8 in the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report (Attachment 9) lists wildlife 
habitat types in the study area (and the indicator species associated with 
those habitats). Note that the study area does not extend to the Billy Frank Jr. 
Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge. Also, note that the table is not intended to 
be an exhaustive listing of all species use in the study area. 

L-3-109 While we agree that removal of 3.3 acres of fill associated with removal of the 
5th Avenue Dam would be beneficial, and should more than offset fill and 
shade impacts introduced by the in-water components of the alternatives, the 
EIS conservatively concludes fill and indirect impacts from shade under the 
Estuary and Hybrid alternatives to be less-than-significant. Additional wetland 
studies and more refined impact calculations would be completed during the 
design and permitting phase. This information would be used to identify 
overall impacts and any mitigation requirements in coordination with 
regulatory agencies. Please note that the wetlands analysis in the Draft EIS 
and Final EIS does identify "substantial beneficial effects" of the Estuary 
Alternative associated with improved hydrologic, water quality and habitat 
functions. Also, in response to this comment, the summary of fill and indirect 
shade impacts has been expanded in the Final EIS to describe that several 
acres of fill would be removed from the Project Area as a result of dam 
demolition. 

L-3-110 The first bullet in Section 3.4.2 of the Wetlands Discipline Report has been 
corrected in response to this comment. 

See also response to Comment L-3-109. 

L-3-111 See the Global Response for Economics. The FGWG is developing a 
management agreement and funding strategy that will provide support to 
fund increased sediment management costs. See the Economics Discipline 
Report (Attachment 18) and Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a description 
of the Funding and Governance Work Group progress toward a governance 
and funding agreement, as documented in an MOU that it intends to build 
into a binding Interlocal Agreement. 

L-3-112 According to the TRPC webpage, the plan was completed in 2020. This date 
has been updated in the Final EIS. 
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  L-3-113 In response to this comment, the description of consistency of the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives with the Thurston Climate Mitigation Plan has been 
changed in the Final EIS, as well as in the Economics Discipline Report 
(Attachment 18). 

See also the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 

L-3-114 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources for information on how 
Enterprise Services coordinated with tribes during the preparation of the Draft 
EIS. Please note that formal consultation under Section 106 and/or Executive 
Order 21-02 would be initiated during the design and permitting phase. It 
appears that OMC 18.12.120, 130, and 140 referenced by the commenter 
apply to development review when an application is submitted. 
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  L-4-1 The Transportation Technical Report was updated for the Final EIS to reflect 
changes made to the transportation system proposed for the Estuary and 
Hybrid alternatives. These alternatives would construct a new 5th Avenue 
Bridge and new connection between Olympic Way and Deschutes Parkway 
SW. The new bridge and connector would have pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities and are proposed to be constructed before the existing 5th Avenue 
bridge is demolished. This would eliminate the potential long-duration 
impacts previously described in the Draft EIS to pedestrian and bicycle modes 
of travel, and results in a substantial benefit to the City of Olympia's non-
motorized and trail network, with connections to the region. 

The TTR was also updated to address a City of Olympia comment (See 
response to Comment L-3-49) related to use of its bike network maps and 
definitions, and relationship to the TRPC map. Further analysis or references 
beyond the City network were not needed to assess the impacts. 
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  L-4-2 For the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, the Draft EIS estimated that the 5th 
Avenue Bridge could be closed to traffic for four to five years during 
construction in order to demolish the existing 5th Avenue Dam, and after 
demolition, to build a replacement 5th Avenue Bridge in the same location. To 
eliminate the long-term closure of 5th Avenue, the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives have been revised to construct a new 5th Avenue Bridge, south of 
the existing 5th Avenue dam and bridge, before demolition. The new bridge 
would serve both vehicular and non-motorized traffic (with separated lanes). 
It would connect from Deschutes Parkway SW on the west to 5th Avenue west 
of Simmons Street. The project would also construct a new Olympic Way 
connector between Deschutes Parkway SW and the roundabout at 4th 
Avenue. A new roundabout is proposed at the intersection of 5th 
Avenue/Deschutes Parkway SW/Olympic Way. The new facilities would 
provide connectivity between Olympic Way and Deschutes Parkway SW that 
do not exist today. 

The new 5th Avenue Bridge would mitigate the previously-anticipated impact. 
No further mitigation would be needed. 
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  L-4-3 The characterization of transportation impacts provided by the Draft EIS 
provides enough discernable information for decision makers to weigh the 
project alternatives, including their potential impacts, feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts, and their ability to meet the proposed project 
objectives. 

The revised Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives no longer have long-term closures 
of the 5th Avenue Bridge, making further analysis unnecessary. A sensitivity 
analysis was performed for the new 5th Avenue Bridge and roundabout at the 
west end of the bridge, which determined that the proposed configuration 
(two vehicular lanes) would accommodate substantial growth in traffic. More 
detailed design analysis may be performed during design and permitting of 
the replacement bridge. 

L-4-4 All action alternatives would include improved bicycle and pedestrian 
movement along the 5th Avenue corridor and Deschutes Parkway. Under the 
Managed Lake, this would be provided with a new non-vehicular bridge built 
to the south of the existing 5th Avenue Bridge. This non-vehicular bridge 
would provide a connection between the existing pathways at Heritage Park 
and existing pathways along Deschutes Parkway. It would support the 
frequently used walking path and would improve circulation for bicycles 
through the Project Area. 

For the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, a new 5th Avenue Bridge would be 
constructed and replace the existing 5th Avenue Bridge. This new bridge 
would include grade-separated bike lanes and sidewalks in both directions. 
Please see Section 2.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 and the Global 
Response for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 

L-4-5 All alternatives propose a new accessible trail connection within the 5th 
Avenue corridor, between Deschutes Parkway SW and downtown Olympia. 
The new connection would cross the water at about the same grade as the 
existing street system, making it an accessible route for users with disabilities. 

Construction impacts associated with the Managed Lake Alternative describe 
the potential impact of a short-term closure of 5th Avenue during jet grouting. 
It stated that, "Elevation differences between 4th Avenue and Deschutes 
Parkway may present challenges in providing a connection that would meet 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards. If an ADA-compliant detour 
could not be established, this would be considered a significant pedestrian 
impact." To eliminate that impact, it was recommended that the non-
vehicular bridge be constructed before this closure. Under the Estuary and 
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Hybrid Alternatives, the new 5th Avenue Bridge, with bike and pedestrian 
paths, would be constructed before the existing 5th Avenue Bridge is closed 
and demolished. 
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  L-5-1 Comment noted. Enterprise Services appreciates the City of Tumwater's 
detailed review of the Draft EIS. Please see the Global Responses for the 
Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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  L-5-2 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality. 

Section 4.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7) have been revised to include a regulatory 
compliance section that describes the ability of the alternatives to meet water 
quality standards and TMDL allocations. Potential implications to LOTT as a 
result of the TMDL allocations is described in further detail in the Public 
Services & Utilities analysis (Section 4.13) and in the Economics analysis 
(Section 4.14) of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. 

L-5-3 The hydrodynamic and sediment transport study included the South Basin, 
and model results including maximum water surface elevation and extent of 
inundation/flooding during extreme rain and high tide events have been 
presented for the South Basin. 

As the commenter noted, a few built and natural assets within the South Basin 
are and will be exposed to risk of flooding and shoreline erosion regardless of 
which alternative is selected. 

Risk of failure for the existing built and natural assets within the South Basin, 
before the EIS Preferred Alternative has been implemented, should be 
evaluated by the City of Tumwater to identify appropriate measures. 
Evaluation of vulnerable assets and need for flooding and shoreline erosion 
mitigation for the Preferred Alternative will be addressed during the design 
phase. 

L-5-4 Maintaining a reflecting pool is not a stated goal of the project as described in 
EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0. However, design of the alternatives took into 
consideration maintaining a reflecting pool. 

The comment also states that the Estuary Alternative would prevent any 
chance of reflection of the Capitol in the water. This is not correct. As shown 
in the simulation in Figure 4.10.3 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS, during higher 
tides, there would be a reflection of the Capitol Dome in the North Basin. The 
simulation used a water surface with slight wind, similar to the existing 
condition photo (Exhibit 3.55 in the Draft EIS and Final EIS). 

It has been clarified in the Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 (Section 2.3.2.1) 
that, during design of the selected alternative, the habitat islands could be 
moved and final design will take aesthetic considerations, such as views, into 
account along with other design considerations. Further, some of the habitat 
islands would be high enough above high tide level to support trees such as 
Sitka spruce and western red cedar, while others would not. As described in 
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Section 4.10.7, as mitigation, view corridors could be created where low 
vegetation is used specifically to preserve views for various users. 
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L-5-5

L-5-6

L-5-7

L-5-8

See the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines and Recreation. The 
commenter's support for the pedestrian/bicycle improvements that are part 
of all action alternatives s is acknowledged. 

In response to this comment, a new figure has been added to the Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.13, showing mapped utilities and pump 
stations the EIS project team received from the City of Tumwater and City of 
Olympia. The data received from the City of Tumwater shows three pump 
stations in and around the South Basin as well as numerous conveyance lines. 

The Final EIS has been modified to describe that decontamination stations 
could be installed at existing boat launches in West Bay, if needed. The final 
location of decontamination stations will be confirmed during design and 
permitting, in coordination with the Washington State Department of Fish 
and Wildlife. 

The results of high-resolution sediment modeling did not show that there 
would be meaningful erosion of the habitat islands. In the next phase of the 
project after the EIS, design criteria would be developed for the habitat 
islands. The design criteria would establish a design event (threshold) beyond 
which erosion may occur. The habitat islands would be designed (engineered) 
to this design event so that erosion would only occur during events exceeding 
that threshold. Coordination with local stakeholders will continue during this 
design and permitting phase. 

Regarding the potential re-mobilization of sediment from the constructed 
habitat islands, the high-resolution sediment modeling did not show that 
there would be meaningful erosion of the habitat islands. In the next phase of 
the project after the EIS, design criteria would be developed for the habitat 
islands. The design criteria would establish a design event (threshold) beyond 
which erosion may occur. The habitat islands would be designed (engineered) 
to this design event so that erosion would only occur during events exceeding 
that threshold. 

Regarding the potential use of an abandoned gravel mine, cost saving 
measures would be explored in the future, as needed and prior to 
maintenance dredging. However, purchase, permitting, and reuse of a gravel 
mine would have significant cost and regulatory implications.
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L-5-9

L-5-10

Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding the study area 
and the regulatory compliance discussion that has been added to the water 
quality analysis in the Final EIS. 

Consistent with SEPA, the study areas identified in the Draft EIS and Final EIS 
encompass the areas where the project could result in significant adverse 
environmental impacts. As such, the study areas varied by environmental 
resource in terms of geographic extent and of level of analysis. For most 
resources, the study area was defined to end at West Bay, and for some 
resources like Water Quality, also East Bay. Whereas, the Project Area is 
defined as the area where direct project actions would occur. 

Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding use of the 
2015 Ecology Water Quality Improvement Report and regarding additional 
analysis of the ability of the alternatives to meet water quality standards 
and TMDL allocations.  
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L-5-11 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding use of the 2015 

Ecology Water Quality Improvement Report. Please also see response to 
Comment L-1-22. 

L-5-12 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding additional 
analysis of the ability of the alternatives to meet water quality standards and 
TMDL allocations. This has been added to Section 4.3 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0 and the Water Quality Discipline Report. 

L-5-13 Please see response to Comment L-5-12. 

In the Final EIS, escalation has been removed from the planning-level cost 
estimates given the impact that COVID-19 has had on inflation and the 
associated uncertainty in escalating costs into the future. The Funding and 
Governance Work Group also requested that planning-level cost estimates be 
reported in 2022 dollars to better support budgetary planning, which is also 
done in 2022 dollars. 

L-5-14 Explanatory text has been added to Section 3.3 of the Water Quality Discipline 
Report (Attachment 7) and the Final EIS, and is reflected in the Final EIS 
Summary, describing that as is standard in an EIS, the impacts of alternatives 
are described by comparison to baseline or existing conditions. The EIS does 
not imply that existing conditions are consistent with water quality standards. 

A specific regulatory compliance section has been added to the impacts 
assessment for each of the action alternatives that describes compliance with 
water quality standards. 

L-5-15 Thank you for this comment. Please note that this content has been changed 
altogether to reflect the Draft Budd Inlet TMDL issued by Ecology in June 
2021; it now reads: LOTT would need to invest in additional water quality 
treatment sooner to meet TMDL allocations provided by Ecology. 

  L-5-10
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  L-5-16 The Hybrid and Estuary Alternatives include stabilization of the slope on 
Deschutes Parkway to resist erosive forces and additional pressure that would 
occur during tidal cycles. During the design phase, a geotechnical analysis 
would be conducted to determine the extent of the shoreline stabilization 
that would be required and whether additional or alternate measures are 
more appropriate/cost effective to avoid potential adverse impacts and to 
increase seismic resistance of Deschutes Parkway. 
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  L-6-1 Enterprise Services appreciates the Port of Olympia’s detailed review of the 
Draft EIS. 
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  L-6-2 During development of the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services engaged the USACE 
(and Port of Olympia, among other resource agencies) as part of the Technical 
Work Group to review regulatory feasibility of the action alternatives. In these 
meetings, the change to sediment conditions in West Bay was described; 
maintenance dredging was proposed to avoid significant impacts to 
navigation; and historic dredging in the Budd Inlet Federal Navigation Channel 
to support commercial navigation in the Deschutes Estuary was 
acknowledged. Please refer to EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 for the proposed 
approach to maintenance dredging under the action alternatives, which has 
been proposed to avoid significant impacts to navigation, and to maintain a 
working waterfront and recreational boating in West Bay. Section 4.2 of Final 
EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the associated Navigation Discipline Report 
(Attachment 6) provide an analysis of potential impacts to navigation and the 
approach to avoid significant impacts to navigation. Maintenance dredging is 
recommended along with sediment monitoring (bathymetric surveys at least 
annually) to increase certainty that maintenance dredging is responsive to 
actual environmental conditions. The Port of Olympia has been an integral 
part of the Funding and Governance Work Group, which has been working 
toward a Memorandum of Understanding to provide shared funding for 
maintenance dredging, through 2050. This is described in more detail in Final 
EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0. Chapter 7.0 also provides a most current 
description of the options for dredged material disposal, based on data 
collected during the EIS process. 

Please see Attachment 21 which outlines the decision-making process for 
identifying the Preferred Alternative. Please also see responses to the more 
specific comments submitted by the Port. 

L-6-3 Please see response to Comment F-1-1 and F-1-3. 
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  L-6-4 The Navigation Discipline Report has been updated to include additional 
discussion to support the assumption of why dredging occurring in West Bay 
within the next 10 years (prior to the project) is anticipated. This information 
can also be reviewed in the dredging assumptions provided in the Global 
Response for Navigation. Key to this assumption is the fact that vessel 
navigation is already impacted by sediment accumulation and this 
accumulated sediment is contaminated and must be removed to restore 
health of the marine environment and to protect the health of fish and 
shellfish. 

Based on coordination with the Port of Olympia, and recent action taken by 
the Port of Olympia to advance remedial design, it is assumed that dredging to 
remediate known contaminated sediment and restore authorized dredge 
depths in navigational areas of West Bay will occur within the next 10 years. 

Completing the remediation of known contaminated sediments in West Bay 
before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam provides the following benefits. 

It focuses the Port-led remediation on existing accumulated/contaminated 
sediment and avoids the need to remove additional sediment that will be 
deposited after the Estuary Alternative is constructed. This reduces the 
amount of contaminated sediment that must be remediated by the Port of 
Olympia. 

Following construction of the Estuary Alternative, it allows maintenance 
dredging in West Bay to be paid for by shared federal, state and local funding, 
focused on removal of newly deposited sediment. 

Newly deposited sediment is expected to be chemically and biologically 
suitable for in-water disposal. 

Dredging sediment suitable for in-water disposal is easier to permit, less 
expensive to implement, and more certain to be completed. 

3. It increases the likelihood of federal funding for future maintenance 
dredging in the federal navigation channel within West Bay. 

L-6-5 Significance criteria for navigation defines impacts as significant if large 
vessels accessing the FNC and Port would be required to wait longer than four 
(4) hours for channel access due to water depth and low tide conditions 
caused by sediment deposition on more than one consecutive occasion, or 
over 10% of anticipated vessels would not be able to access leased moorage 
due to water depth caused by sediment deposition. The EIS assumes that both 
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the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives may have a significant impact, but that 
the impact can be reduced to less than significant with maintenance dredging 
and sediment monitoring. 

If the implementation of a maintenance dredging program, currently 
proposed as part of the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, was not carried out, 
there would be an additional significant navigation impact to an area that is 
already impacted from existing conditions. Under existing conditions, relative 
to the significance criteria established in the EIS based on stakeholder 
coordination, navigation in the area is already significantly impacted. If 
needed dredging does not occur in West Bay before project construction, the 
area would continue to be significantly impacted. 

Please see response to L-6-4 for more information on the assumed timing for 
remediation of known contaminated sediment in West Bay, which is expected 
to be complete in the next 10-years. 
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  L-6-6 The navigation analysis has been updated in Section 4.2 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6) 
with additional information on potential impacts if maintenance dredging is 
delayed or does not occur. 

The analysis describes that within approximately 10-12 years post-
construction, larger heavier commercial vessels calling at the Port of Olympia 
could be required to wait up to 4 hours for channel access due to water depth 
and low tide conditions. Wait times could increase if maintenance dredging is 
delayed further than approximately 10-12 years and operations may require 
adjustment. However, within the project time horizon, the port vessel berths 
would not be fully precluded from use but convenience and use of the south 
berth would be impacted, and this could increase Port operation costs 
affiliated with this berth. 

Please refer to Attachment 23 of the Final EIS for a Memorandum of 
Understanding that outlines the proposed governance responsibilities after 
project construction, and the shared funding approach for maintenance 
dredging. 

L-6-7 Dredging in West Bay before implementation of the Capitol Lake - Deschutes 
Estuary Long-Term Management Project is the responsibility of the Port of 
Olympia and other potentially liable parties. Dredging is needed to address 
existing sediment contamination. This sediment contamination has resulted in 
deferred maintenance dredging, and deferred maintenance dredging has 
resulted in impacts to navigational uses. As indicated by the Port of Olympia, 
cargo vessels are currently known to lighten their loads when calling at the 
Port of Olympia due to existing sediment accumulation. The private marinas 
have also described existing shoaling within their slips that impacts vessel 
access. These conditions exist absent of the Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project. 

The Final EIS has been updated to better describe that dredging is needed in 
West Bay before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam under the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives. Through coordination with the Port of Olympia following 
the Draft EIS, and based on actions taken by the Port of Olympia to move 
toward remedial and dredging design by the mid-2020s, it continues to be 
reasonable to assume that the dredging to restore authorized depths would 
occur before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam. 

In early 2022, the EIS Project Team met with the Port of Olympia and USACE 
to further discuss these assumptions, Draft EIS findings and the proposed 
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approach and timing of sediment management that would occur in West Bay 
as part of the project. During these meetings, the USACE confirmed its 
responsibility for maintenance dredging in the federal navigation channel 
after known contaminated sediment is removed. Please refer to the Global 
Responses for Navigation for additional detail on this coordination. 

Please also see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a description of an 
agreement among members of the Funding and Governance Work Group for 
shared funding to dredge the increased sediment above existing conditions 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. This agreement assumes that 
navigational depths would be restored in West Bay prior to removal of the 5th 
Avenue Dam. The term of this agreement is anticipated through 2050, with 
opportunity for extension. 

L-6-8 During development of the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services engaged the 
Technical Work Group to review regulatory feasibility of the action 
alternatives. Their ongoing engagement through development of the Draft EIS 
allowed Enterprise Services and the EIS Project Team to collect input as the 
scope of the EIS was developed, as technical methodologies and project 
alternatives were established. This engagement also helped Enterprise 
Services and the EIS Project Team to avoid assumptions that are not 
consistent with agency guidance and avoid project components that would 
not be approved by the agencies. 

The Technical Work Group is comprised of technical staff from the following 
local and state agencies. 

- City of Olympia 

- City of Tumwater 

- LOTT Clean Water Alliance 

- Port of Olympia 

- Squaxin Island Tribe  

- Thurston County 

- Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

- Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 

- Washington State Department of Ecology 

- Washington State Department of Enterprise Services 
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- Washington State Department of Natural Resources 

- U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, ad hoc 

The USACE did participate in the regulatory feasibility review of the action 
alternatives; this is documented in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 8.0 and in 
meeting notes posted to the project website. In these meetings, the change to 
sediment conditions in West Bay was described; maintenance dredging was 
proposed to avoid significant impacts to navigation; and historic dredging in 
the Budd Inlet Federal Navigation Channel to support commercial navigation 
in the Deschutes Estuary was acknowledged. In response to comments on the 
Draft EIS, Enterprise Services met with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to 
confirm assumptions included in the Final EIS regarding sediment deposition 
and maintenance dredging. In this meeting, Enterprise Services also described 
that the Estuary Alternative would restore sediment loading, similar to 
conditions that existed before the 5th Avenue Dam was constructed. For 
many decades before 5th Avenue Dam construction, the USACE dredged the 
federal navigation channel to support commercial navigation at the Port of 
Olympia. Formal engagement with the Corps will occur during the design and 
permitting phase, which will occur following issuance of the Final EIS pending 
funding availability. 
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  L-6-9 Existing environmental conditions and environmental regulations prohibit 
sediment from the Managed Lake from being disposed of in-water disposal 
due to the presence of the New Zealand mudsnail. However, in response to 
comments received on the Draft EIS, cost estimates have been developed for 
in-water disposal of sediment dredged under the Managed Lake Alternative. 
Environmental conditions and/or environmental regulations would have to 
change for the sediment to be considered suitable for in-water disposal. 
Dredging would not occur sooner than the 2050s under the Managed Lake 
Alternative, and conditions could change in that time, although there is no 
current indication of changes in that direction. 

It is assumed that the sediment removed during maintenance dredging in the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would be disposed at an allowable in-water 
location within the Puget Sound. This assumption is based on the suitable 
chemical quality of the Deschutes River sediment, which was sampled as part 
of the EIS analysis to get a representative understanding of sediment quality. 
The Deschutes River sediment would be naturally deposited in West Bay 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives and removed during recurring 
dredge events to avoid significant impacts to navigation and to maintain a 
working waterfront and recreational boating. Because sediment dredged 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would be in a saltwater 
environment, there is low potential for freshwater aquatic invasive species 
persistence in deeper waters where dredging would occur. To evaluate the 
validity of this assumption, a survey was conducted for the Final EIS to 
determine whether New Zealand mudsnail have established in Budd Inlet, 
given their transport through the 5th Avenue Dam during high flow events. No 
New Zealand mudsnail were found during this survey. 

Before future dredge events, sampling for chemical quality and invasive 
species would occur to confirm suitability of the dredged material for in-water 
disposal. This dredging would happen decades into the future and there is 
inherent uncertainty in the quality of future dredged material; as such, 
planning-level cost estimates are provided for both in-water and upland 
disposal. Both of these disposal options may be used during future dredge 
events; this is disclosed throughout the Draft EIS and Final EIS. 

Enterprise Services will continue to engage with state and federal agencies, 
consistent with engagement through the EIS process. 
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L-6-10 SEPA gives the lead agency wide discretion with regard to when and how to 
identify a Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative can be identified at 
any time in the EIS process; and, early designation of a Preferred Alternative in 
no way restricts the lead agency's final decision. 

Enterprise Services identified the Estuary Alternative as the likely Preferred 
Alternative in early 2022 based on an evaluation of the alternatives against 
decision-making criteria. Identifying the likely Preferred Alternative allowed 
the Funding and Governance Work Group to reconvene and consider how to 
provide shared funding and governance for long-term management. 
Enterprise Services described in early 2022 at this milestone, that if long-term 
funding and governance cannot be established, decision-making may need to 
be revisited. 

The Funding and Governance Work Group has met continuously throughout 
2022 to advance the agreement for shared funding and governance for long-
term management. A Memorandum of Understanding has been developed to 
outline areas of agreement, and to demonstrate an ongoing commitment to 
long-term management and funding, as indicated in this comment. 

Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a summary of the 
agreement reached regarding shared funding and governance of long-term 
management. 
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  L-6-11 Regarding future opportunities for swimming and how that is addressed in the 
Final EIS, see the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation. 
Swimming requires formal facilities, water quality monitoring and oversight; 
these are not required to allow kayaking in the Project Area. 

Regarding the request to consider impacts to all forms of recreation, the SEPA 
analysis considers changes relative to existing conditions. In this framework, 
all action alternatives result in a substantial benefit to recreation given the 
restored ability for active use of the waterbody that is prohibited today. 
Recreational impacts are not anticipated as a result of project operation, 
though there would be differences in the types of recreation supported, as 
described in the Land Use, Shorelines and Recreation Discipline Report. 

Refer to Attachment 21 for additional detail on the range of information that 
was considered in the process to identify a Preferred Alternative. 

L-6-12 The reference has been fixed to reflect partially loaded panamax rather than 
large Panamax ships. Projected vessel type is based on ongoing coordination 
with the Port through the EIS process and their planning documents. 

L-6-13 In response to this comment, Enterprise Services has facilitated additional 
coordination with the Port of Olympia, including the US Army Corps of 
Engineers as needed. This coordination has supported development of the 
Final EIS and the Memorandum of Understanding, which outlines an approach 
to provide shared funding for maintenance dredging under the Estuary 
Alternative. Enterprise Services intends to continue meaningful engagement 
with the Port of Olympia after the Final EIS, in the work to transition the 
Memorandum of Understanding into an Interlocal Agreement, and as needed 
to coordinate the Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary Long-Term Management 
Project with remedial actions being led by the Port of Olympia in West Bay. 
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  L-7-1 Comment noted; please also see the Global Response for the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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  T-1-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  T-2-1 Enterprise Services appreciates the Squaxin Island Tribe's detailed review of 
the Draft EIS, and the continued collaboration on the Capitol Lake - Deschutes 
Estuary Long-Term Management Project. Please see responses to specific 
comments. 
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  T-2-2 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding use of the 2015 
Ecology Water Quality Improvement Report; the ability of the alternatives to 
meet water quality standards; and the description of water quality in Capitol 
Lake as "good." 

T-2-3 he Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7) describes that the 
detention time for water in the Capitol Lake Basin range from 0.6-7.9 days. A 
waterbody with a mean detention time greater than 15 days is treated as a 
lake for use designation. By definition, Capitol Lake is classified as a river and 
held to the applicable water quality criteria. 

One of the complexities of the existing condition is that Capitol Lake has many 
lake-like attributes and those attributes (e.g., increased productivity) are the 
cause of concern, but it has been defined as a river based on flow dynamics. 
Regardless of regulatory definitions, Capitol Lake is viewed as a lake by local 
residents, and the EIS includes multiple alternatives that would retain the 
system in a “lake-like” condition. 

Section 4.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7) have been revised to include a regulatory 
compliance section that describes the ability of the alternatives to meet water 
quality standards and TMDL allocations. 

The Managed Lake Alternative would be unlikely to meet the recent Budd 
Inlet TMDL oxygen depletion limitations and therefore would result in 
continued exceedances of water quality standards in the Project Area, per 
Ecology interpretations. 

T-2-4 Please see the Global Response for Water Quality for clarification around the 
comparison of Capitol Lake to other area lakes. 

T-2-5 Please see response to Comment O-13-5. 

T-2-6 See the Global Response for Water Quality for more information on use of the 
2015 Ecology Water Quality Improvement Report, and regarding updates in 
the Final EIS related to compliance with water quality standards and TMDL 
allocations. 

T-2-7 With regard to the influence of the transformer and sewer spills on 2019 data, 
with the exception of phosphorus, all of the parameters were within the same 
range in 2019 as in the earlier period and were considered to be acceptable to 
use in the analysis. Further, the spills would be expected to increase the 
concentration of these parameters; therefore, if the concentrations in 2019 
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had been biased by the spill, they would have been biased toward indicating 
poorer conditions in the lake. To support the EIS analysis, additional data was 
collected in 2021 and the Water Quality Discipline Report has been updated 
with these data. The lake data collected in 2021 were similar to the 2019 data 
for those parameters that were not qualified, which further confirms that the 
concentrations measured in 2019 (for all but phosphorus) are acceptable. 

T-2-8 Please see the Global Response for Water Quality for clarification on the study 
area for the water quality analysis. 
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  T-2-9 Please see response to Comment S-4-9. 

T-2-10 Section 4.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7) have been revised to include a regulatory 
compliance section that describes the ability of the alternatives to meet water 
quality standards and TMDL allocations. 

The water quality analysis describes that Ecology has not modeled the Hybrid 
Alternative, and has not determined if this alternative would result in 
continued dissolved oxygen depletion in West Bay. Determining compliance 
with water quality standards would require mechanistic modeling. The Hybrid 
Alternative has unknown consistency with the recent TMDL allocations and 
water quality standards in the Project Area. 

T-2-11 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 

T-2-12 See response to Comment T-2-36. 

T-2-13 A clarifying sentence was added in Section 3.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
3.0 and in Section 5.5.1.2 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report 
(Attachment 9) that under existing conditions, juvenile passage may be 
impeded by the fish ladder. The analysis also considered (qualitatively) fish 
passage for the Hybrid Alternative. 
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  T-2-14 In the Final EIS, the Hybrid Alternative has been revised to include a 
groundwater-fed freshwater pool. As a result, the barrier wall would no longer 
include tide gates. 

T-2-15 Based on comments received on the Draft EIS, the Hybrid Alternative has been 
modified to include a freshwater reflecting pool that would not require tide 
gates. Please see Hybrid Alternative Global Response for additional detail. 

T-2-16 All action alternatives assume complete or majority beneficial reuse of the 
sediment that is dredged during construction. The sediment would be reused 
to construct the proposed habitat areas. Beneficially reusing this material 
onsite results in a significant cost savings for the project. It is also considered 
acceptable because the sediment would remain within the same system that 
it currently exists, and the known aquatic invasive species in those sediment 
would not be spread to new aquatic sites. 

In response to this comment, additional text has been added to Section 
2.3.1.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 to note that the project should 
evaluate whether sediment could be beneficially reused, especially in areas 
that have been deprived of sediment, like the western shore of West Bay. 

Additional content has also been added throughout the Final EIS to increase 
clarity on the assumption that sediment in Capitol Lake does not require 
cleanup relative to applicable standards, based on sampling conducted for the 
project. Text has also been added to note that dredging and remediation of 
known contaminated sediment is expected to occur in West Bay before 
removal of the 5th Avenue Dam under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 
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  T-2-17 The EIS Project Team coordinated with the USACE to determine the tribes that 
they would notify (and/or consult with) for actions in the Project Area. During 
design and permitting of the project, Enterprise Services would engage the 
USACE and determine again the tribes that have Usual and Accustomed 
Fishing Rights in the Project Area. The USACE would initiate tribal consultation 
as appropriate and to support federal permitting processes. 

EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 describes that consultation with and concurrence 
from local area tribes is an important part of the process to obtain a 
Department of the Army Permit from the USACE necessary for in-water work, 
including construction and dredging. It goes on to state that the Managed 
Lake Alternative would have a continued impact on Usual and Accustomed 
Fishing Grounds and Stations, and on the Deschutes Estuary, which has 
religious and cultural significance. The Managed Lake Alternative would 
perpetuate historic inequities, particularly for tribal populations that have 
experienced ongoing adverse effects from changes to the ecosystem since 
non-Indigenous settlement of the region and continued loss of connection to 
the natural environment. Tribal populations would disproportionately 
experience adverse impacts from the Managed Lake Alternative, raising 
environmental justice concerns. The local area tribes have suggested that the 
Managed Lake Alternative would have a continued significant and 
unavoidable impact. This section has been updated to note that the Squaxin 
Island Tribe has stated that the Estuary Alternative is the only alternative that 
they support and that the Managed Lake Alternative would conflict with tribal 
treaty rights. 
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  T-2-18 Additional discussion of deep burial and preservation of archaeological sites 
has been included in Section 3.9 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and in 
Section 4.1.3 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13). 
Also, Table 4.3 of the discipline report has been updated to reflect 
archaeological sites discovered by others working on unassociated projects 
during and after the time the EIS Project Team prepared the Draft EIS. 

T-2-19 Field inventory refers broadly to assessing the presence or absence, and 
extent, of archaeological sites by various methods including, but not 
necessarily limited to: surface survey, shovel probing, auger probing, 
monitoring of geotechnical borings and test pits, and mechanical trenching. 

Section 5.9.6.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0 acknowledges that an 
Archaeological Site Alteration and Excavation Permit may be required. In 
response to this and other comments, Sections 3.9, 4.9 and 5.9 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapters 3.0, 4.0 and 5.0, and the Cultural Resources Discipline 
Report, include revisions to clarify that the project could be subject to 
regulatory authorities under Section 106 and possibly EO 21-02. 

T-2-20 See Global Response on Cultural Resources regarding determinations of 
eligibility received from SHPO and DAHP. 

T-2-21 Regarding the request for an archaeological survey, see response to Comment 
I-779-9. 

Section 5.9.6.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0 and Section 5.7.1 of the 
Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13) have been updated to 
acknowledge that any efforts to avoid, minimize, document and/or interpret 
impacts on cultural sites are predicated on an inventory/survey as a precursor. 

T-2-22 Understood. Note that the regulatory context for Cultural Resources has been 
revised in the Final EIS to clarify Section 106 and EO 21-02 authorities. 

T-2-23 As described in Sections 8.2 and 8.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 8.0, 
representatives from the Squaxin Island Tribe have participated in Work 
Groups. In addition to having representatives on the three project Work 
Groups, the EIS Project Team did meet early on with the Squaxin Island Tribe 
to discuss the project and EIS effort, to get early feedback on the EIS analysis, 
and to request any information relevant to archaeological resources that may 
be present within the study area. During Draft EIS preparation, the EIS Project 
Team coordinated with Squaxin Island Tribe’s Cultural Resources 
Department’s Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO) to understand if 
there are any Traditional Cultural Properties or areas of cultural significance in 
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the Project Area. The EIS Project Team also coordinated with the tribe’s 
fisheries group to obtain information in support of the EIS analysis. Further 
consultation with the tribe will take place during the design and permitting 
phase of the project. 

T-2-24 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

T-2-25 See response to Comment I-779-9. 
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  T-2-26 Section 3.9.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and Section 4.1.3. of the 
Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13) have been updated to 
describe the presence of fill, and its burial of archaeological sites. 

T-2-27 Section 4.1.3 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report has been updated to 
provide additional discussion. 

T-2-28 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

T-2-29 Table 4.3 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13) lists all 
recorded archaeological sites within the study area, including precontact sites, 
with brief descriptions. Section 3.9.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and 
Section 4.1.3 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report have been updated 
to provide additional narrative. 

T-2-30 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

T-2-31 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

T-2-32 Section 3.9.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and Section 4.1.3. of the 
Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13) have been updated to 
explicitly acknowledge the presence of deep fill in portions of the Project 
Area, and Section 5.9.6 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0 and Section 5.7.1.1. 
of the Discipline Report have been updated to acknowledge the potential 
need for deep mechanical trenching during archaeological survey. Precise 
methods and locations for archaeological survey would be determined 
through consultation with affected tribes, DAHP, and the lead agency. 

T-2-33 Sections 5.7.1 and 5.7.1.1 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report 
(Attachment 13) discuss the role of affected tribes and consultation in regards 
to cultural resources. In response to this comment, the first bullet in Section 
5.7.1.1 has been revised to clarify the role of affected tribes. 
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  T-2-34 In Section 5.7.1 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13), 
mitigation measures are defined as efforts to "avoid, minimize, document, 
and/or interpret" impacted resources. This use of "mitigation" is broader than 
that commonly used in cultural resources management under NHPA, in which 
mitigation is the process of resolving adverse effects. This section has been 
updated to explicitly acknowledge that cultural resources investigations occur 
as a precursor. 

T-2-35 Section 5.9.6.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0 and Section 5.7.1.1 of the 
Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13) discuss archaeological 
survey, and have been revised in response to comments to describe the 
potential for mechanical trenching, and archaeological site avoidance. If 
conducted following consultation under Section 106 and EO 21-02, it is 
anticipated that this investigation would be complete during project design 
and would inform project development of an MIDP, and that the MIDP would 
be implemented for project construction. 
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  T-2-36 The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife is the state agency with 
authority to provide classification of species within Washington State. The 
harbor seal has been classified by WDFW has a priority species, specifically - a 
vulnerable aggregation, which includes species or groups of animals 
susceptible to significant population declines, within a specific area or 
statewide, by virtue of their inclination to aggregate. 

For this reason, the EIS does not characterize or further analyze potential 
effects of or to harbor seals as a result of the project. 

Information on the potential for predation on salmonids by marine mammals 
and other predators under existing conditions, as well as the changes that 
would occur under the alternatives was added to Section 4.5 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 and Section 5.5.1.2 of the Fish & Wildlife Discipline 
Report. 

T-2-37 In response to comments received on the Draft EIS, a survey was conducted 
along 21 sites around Budd Inlet, the mouth of streams, and other nearshore 
areas to evaluate whether New Zealand mudsnails have colonized Budd Inlet, 
given their discharge through the dam and tolerance to salt water. No New 
Zealand mudsnails were found during that survey (Johannes 2022). 

There are several species of freshwater plant AIS and some freshwater animal 
AIS that have not been found in Capitol Lake that could colonize in the lake 
under the Managed Lake Alternative or the freshwater reflecting pool under 
the Hybrid Alternative. Brazilian elodea (Egeria densa) and the African clawed 
frog (Xenopus laevis) are examples of highly invasive aquatic species that have 
been found locally but are not yet confirmed in Capitol Lake. There are several 
invasive marine plant and animal species that have not been found in Budd 
Inlet but could expand into the Project Area in the future under the Estuary 
and Hybrid Alternatives. 

All action alternatives would include decontamination stations to prevent the 
introduction of new aquatic invasive species, and to prevent the spread of 
known invasive species. 

T-2-38 The 50 percent threshold for defining a substantial change in AIS abundance 
or distribution was selected as an approximate amount that would be 
measurable change given the naturally high seasonal and annual variance in 
populations. A value of 25 percent was considered too low to be statistically 
significant and a value of 100 percent, or doubling of the population, was 
considered too high of a threshold for defining substantial change. 
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Importantly, these significance criteria are developed as a tool to inform 
decision-makers and support the decision-making process. 

T-2-39 Launching motorized boats directly into the lake basin would not be 
supported because of the type of hand-carried boat launch that is assumed. 
Motorized boat access from marine waters into the former lake basin may not 
be prevented for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, but the low trestle 
bridge design for the new 5th Avenue Bridge would preclude this movement 
at most tidal elevations. 

There is a low risk for marine motorboats contacting freshwater inputs where 
New Zealand mudsnails may persist under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives 
because of shallow depths at the nearshore inputs. In addition, it is unlikely 
that a New Zealand mudsnail attached to a marine motorboat would survive 
the transport from a freshwater input through estuary, into Budd Inlet and 
into another freshwater lake or river. Educational signs and decontamination 
stations would be installed at strategic locations to inform citizens of the New 
Zealand mudsnail threat and to prevent their spread. 
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  T-2-40 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding the comparison 
of Capitol Lake to other lakes in Thurston County. 

The Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7) describes that the 
detention time for water in the Capitol Lake Basin range from 0.6-7.9 days. A 
waterbody with a mean detention time greater than 15 days is treated as a 
lake for use designation. Therefore, by definition, Capitol Lake is classified as a 
river and held to the applicable water quality criteria. 

Please see Section 3.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 for additional 
discussion of the backflow that occurs into Capitol Lake under existing 
conditions. 

T-2-41 Thank you for your comment. This information has been clarified in Section 
3.5.1.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0. 

T-2-42 Potential fish use was primarily based on Hayes et al. 2008. This report 
indicated that freshwater western brook lamprey were identified during the 
1996-1997 drawdown surveys for fish in Capitol Lake (Entranco 1997), but no 
Pacific lamprey were noted. 

T-2-43 Thank for the comment. This has been corrected in the Final EIS. 

T-2-44 This was the lowest flow reported in the 74 years of stream flow data 
reviewed. 

T-2-45 Please see the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report (see 
Section 2.10 in Attachment 5) for more information on channel migration. 

T-2-46 As described in Section 3.3.3.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, comparing water 
quality data from 2010 through 2014 with state surface water quality 
standards (WAC 173-201A) indicates that the lake occasionally does not meet 
standards for temperature. A detailed description of water quality is provided 
in the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7). 

Additional text on estuary function, including use of estuaries by non-natal 
juvenile salmonids, was added to Section 5.5.1.2 of the Fish and Wildlife 
Discipline Report (Attachment 9). 

T-2-47 The preferred prey items for both resident and transient killer whales were 
corrected in Section 4.2.1.4 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report 
(Attachment 9). 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page TRIBE-16 

T-2 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

T-2-48 The cited study for this statement included in Section 4.2.3.1 of the Fish and 
Wildlife Discipline Report (Attachment 9) does not provide a percentage 
breakdown requested in this comment. 

T-2-49 Thank you for the comment. This has been clarified in the Final EIS. 

T-2-50 Thank you for the comment. This has been clarified in the Final EIS. 

T-2-51 A clarifying sentence was added in Section 3.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
3.0 and Section 5.5.1.1 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report (Attachment 
9) that under existing conditions, juvenile passage may be impeded. 

T-2-52 Benefits to both ESA-listed Chinook and steelhead are correctly identified in 
Table ES.2 of the Draft EIS and Section 4.5 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. 

T-2-53 See response to Comment T-2-52. 

See also Global Response for Fish & Wildlife. 
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  T-2-54 In the Final EIS, the Hybrid Alternative has been revised to include a 
groundwater-fed freshwater pool. As a result, the barrier wall would no longer 
include tide gates. 
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  O-1-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  O-2-1 Comment noted. Please see EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, Section 2.2.2, for a 
description of the preliminary design of the Estuary Alternative, which 
includes initial dredging in the main and secondary channels in the North and 
Middle Basins and habitat improvements as described in the comment. This 
conceptual dredge design considered the historic channel of the Deschutes 
River, before construction of the 5th Avenue Dam, to understand the natural 
alignment. The dredge design for the Deschutes River would be finalized 
during design and permitting of the Preferred Alternative. This process will 
likely include close detail on additional habitat elements that would further 
enhance ecological functions, such as large woody material, specific native 
plantings, and side channels. 
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  O-3-1 See the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for information on an expanded 
review of relevant literature and studies on bats that was conducted following 
the publication of the Draft EIS, and related updates in the Final EIS. 

 

 
O-4 
 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  O-4-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 
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  O-5-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  O-6-1 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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South Sound Fly Fishers 

Capitol Lake Alternative Opinion 

Department of Enterprise Services Capitol Lake  Deschutes Estuary EIS 

For your consideration the members, board and particularly the Conservation Committee of South 
Sound Fly Fishers has thoroughly studied the published alternatives, consulted with WDFW biologists, 
entomologists and most importantly resident and community members who will be affected by the 
future of this proposal. We have considered the impacts of the decision on the costs of the 
alternatives, the recreational and community values provided, environmental health of the area and 
the wildlife impacts the several options would incur. 

As citizens and taxpayers, we are concerned with the costs of any construction and maintenance. 
Ignoring these obligations has precluded the dredging and disposal of spill for decades which has 
brought us to the current status. We have an unhealthy body of water contaminated by invasive 
species which prevent the activities the lake was supposed to provide, including swimming, boating 
and fishing. Our study has led us to prefer an alternative which re-establishes the recreational use of 
the area, provides a healthy environment for residents, both human and wildlife, at a cost that is most 
likely to be supported by community resources. 

South Sound Fly Fishers is a local organization that has promoted conservation projects in our area for 
more than 50 years. Our primary interest is, of course, fishing but this activity is dependent on a 
healthy environment that nurtures waterways, riparian zones and saltwater ecologies. It is also a 
recreational activity which means that we are committed to providing healthy outdoor opportunities 
for ourselves and also for our families and the non-angling community that we are no less a part of. We 
include this insight to illustrate that our preferred alternative is certainly the best option for fish and 
wildlife, but is tempered by our support for the community we share and for which we are creating a 
legacy that will affect our community for decades to come. We choose not to kick the can of worms 
our predecessors left us down the road for our children and grandchildren to correct and pay for. 

*Our preference is for the re-establishment of the Deschutes estuary. We can explain this decision by 
addressing each of the four stated objectives of the project: Improving Water Quality, Managing 
Sediment Accumulation and Future Deposits, Improving Ecological Functions and Enhancing 
Community Resources in turn. We will also address the likelihood of success of each alternative both of 
being chosen and long-term results. 

 O-7-1 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
O-7-2 

Enterprise Services appreciates South Sound Fly Fishers' 
detailed review of the Draft EIS. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the 
Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

1. Improving Water Quality 

A. Estuary. Initial estimated cost $179 million to $336 million. Maintenance costs are minimized. The 
e self-

that the constant flow of the river meeting with tidal influx of saltwater will create a semi-saltwater 
mix that continuously replenishes itself preventing stagnation and eliminating the New Zealand Mud 

 O-7-3 Comment noted. Please also refer to Attachment 21, which 
describes how the impacts and benefits, and other 
important factors like cost, were considered in the decision-
making process. As outlined in the Final EIS, and in 
Attachment 21, Enterprise Services has identified the 

             O-7-1

    O-7-2

       O-7-3
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snails and Purple Loosestrife plants. These are the invasive freshwater species whose presence has 
closed the lake to swimming and boating. 

 statement underlies the root of the current problems. Regular dredging will be 
required to maintain a depth and quantity that would allow healthier conditions. Aquatic vegetation 
may have to be controlled by using herbicides and/or mechanical removal. Most importantly, 
maintaining a freshwater habitat allows the survival of the most troublesome invasive species. 
Managing acceptable water quality would be expensive and uncertain. 

C. Hybrid Alternative. Estimated initial cost $249 million to $463 million. This option reduces the size of 
the freshwater lake but furthers the need to control weeds and water quality and to manage the 
chemical content of the water since the lake would be groundwater fed. Groundwater contains high 
levels of phosphorus which promotes algal growth and higher density of aquatic plants. Mud snails and 
loosestrife could persist. 

Estuary Alternative as the Preferred Alternative for long-
term management. 

 

2. Manage Sediment Accumulation and Future Deposits 

A. Estuary. Sediment from dredging the large basin would be deposited upriver in the middle and 
upper basins creating tideland habitat for plants and animals. Subsequent accumulation will be 
minimal as deposits terminate in West Bay as would have occurred naturally. Dredging in these areas 
such as Olympia Yacht Club will be required on a six-to-twelve-year schedule. Less accumulation will 
occur in federal navigation channel to be the responsibility of Army Corps of Engineers and possibly 
Port of Olympia. 

B. Managed Lake. Construction sediment will be dumped in the middle basin and will establish a 
freshwater wetland community. Subsequent dredging will be required on what is assumed to be a 20-
year schedule. The amount removed will be greater each instance and the interval will likely decrease. 
This passes the expense and responsibility to future generations in perpetuity. 

C. Hybrid. Construction sediment will be deposited upstream to create tidelands, subsequent dredging 
will be required at assumed 15-year intervals. A saltwater marsh will develop in middle basin. 

 O-7-4 Comment noted. 

The commenter does not raise issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy or completeness of the Draft EIS. 

 

3. Improve Ecological Function 

A. Estuary. This alternative will restore the original estuary ecology to the area. Tidelands support 
populations of crustaceans, shellfish, aquatic plants and birds and provide a nursery for outgoing smolt 
of anadromous fish such as salmon and sea run cutthroat trout. The current sad condition of the lake is 
detrimental to the smolt released by the Tumwater salmon hatchery reducing the success of these fish 
in escaping to Puget Sound and eventually the Pacific where they grow and feed aquatic species such 
as Orca whales. 

 O-7-5 Comment noted. 
 

   O-7-3

            O-7-4

      O-7-5
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B. Managed Lake. A freshwater lake does not provide substantial ecological function to our region. The 
benefits of the freshwater habitat includes providing a generous chironomid larvae population in the 
shallow muddy waters. These larvae hatch in clouds of midges that are a primary food source for the 
Mexican Brown Bats that roost in Woodard Bay. The freshwater lake itself attracts a rich diversity of 
water birds including ducks, brandts, geese and swans that provide excellent bird watching for local 
enthusiasts. 

C. Hybrid. This mixed environment provides the same benefits as both the freshwater lake and estuary, 
though each to a lesser extent due to the reduced scale of each. 

4. Enhance Community Resource 

All three alternatives provide enhanced community recreational facilities and opportunities. A 
pedestrian bridge will allow access along fifth avenue regardless of the width of the opening to be 
established. Boardwalks would meander through the tidelands or wetlands to allow up close 
experience of the habitats and wild life. Boat ramps and docks are projected to provide access to the 
waters freed of invasive species. 

A. Estuary. One has only to experience the popularity of the estuary boardwalks at the Nisqually 
Wildlife Sanctuary to appreciate the value and appeal of our natural tidal ecology, unique to Puget 
Sound. Opening the basin to boating would benefit local anglers who could access the glut of 
unharvested hatchery salmon that congregate beneath the falls of the Deschutes. This fishery is 
produced at great cost but are not optimally harvested since access is restricted. 

B. Managed Lake. Swimming and boating will be part of the mix available only so long as water quality 
is maintained and invasive species are controlled. Visitors will continue to enjoy the reflective pool that 
graces our capitol landscape and observe the myriad waterfowl species that stop over on their 
migrations. 

C. Hybrid Alternative. The community will enjoy the benefits of both the other alternatives, though 
with a lesser impact due to the smaller reflective pool and estuary tide flats. 

 O-7-6 Thank you for your comments. 
 

 A concluding statement. The opinions and observations expressed here are based primarily 
on the information included in the published materials presented in the submission for public 
input. We point out two glaring omissions which could substantially affect the success of 
each project and therefor the support for each. To wit: 

 Sea level rise. No mention or projection was made concerning the very real prospect of sea 
level rise. One might assume that for instance under the estuary option the tide flats would 
be covered for a longer period than illustrated in the study, but what effect does this have on 
the need for armoring the perimeters? Under the managed lake or hybrid alternative, are the 
projected dams and barriers adequate? There remain a number of unanswered possibilities. 

 O-7-7 All alternatives were evaluated relative to water elevations 
with and without relative sea level rise. Please see the 
Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report 
(Attachment 5) for additional detail. Information on sea level 
rise is also included throughout the EIS, especially in EIS 
Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 where it is most relevant for 
a given resource. 

Regarding the need for shoreline armoring relative to 
flooding caused by extreme tides and sea level rise, see the 

     O-7-5

 

      O-7-6

      O-7-7
  



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake  Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project

Page ORG-10 

O-7 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 
Global Response for Hydrodynamics and Sediment 
Transport. 

Regarding the Managed Lake Alternative and the dam's 
ability to manage water levels in the basin relative to sea 
level rise, see the Global Response for Hydrodynamics and 
Sediment Transport. 

Regarding the Hybrid Alternative, the barrier wall would be 
designed to prevent estuary waters (during extreme tides 
and sea level rise) from overtopping the wall. 

 

 Flood water management. Very little attention has been given to the function of the lake and 
the dam in controlling unusually high flows in the Deschutes due to storm conditions. No 
references are found regarding historical downtown flooding prior to or following the 
construction of the 4th Street dam. Neither are there projections as to the future effects of 
the three alternatives regarding this issue. For this reason, it is germane to note that the 
preference of the estuary alternative is predicated on the information provided but we do 
wish to identify these caveats. 

The Board and 67 Members of South Sound Fly Fishers 

PO Box 2792 

Olympia, WA 98507 

 O-7-8 Refer to response to Comment I-518-8. 
 

 

    O-7-8
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  O-8-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  O-9-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  O-10-1 Please refer to the Global Response for Cost Estimates and Shared Funding 
related to maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 
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  O-11-1 Thank you for your comment. As part of the EIS, several analyses evaluated 
potential impacts and benefits to private marinas and boating in West Bay as a 
result of the project, including the Navigation analysis (please see Section 4.2 
of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and Attachment 6 for the associated discipline 
report); the Land Use, Shorelines and Recreational analysis (please see Section 
4.8 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and Attachment 12 for the associated 
discipline report); and the Economic analysis (please see Section 4.14 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 and Attachment 18 for the associated discipline 
report). 

The Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives include maintenance dredging to avoid 
significant impacts to the private marinas and Port of Olympia as the result of 
increased sediment deposition in West Bay (compared to existing conditions). 
An annual sediment monitoring program would be implemented to increase 
certainty that maintenance dredging was responsive to actual environmental 
conditions and impacts could stay below significant levels. Significant impact 
levels are defined in the Navigation analysis as: 

 Large vessels accessing the Federal Navigation Channel and Port of 
Olympia having to wait more than 4 hours for channel access due to 
water depth and low tide conditions caused by sediment deposition 
on more than one consecutive occasion; and 

 More than 10% of small craft vessels at any single marina unable to 
access leased moorage due to shallowed water depth caused by 
sediment deposition. 

Additionally, dredging would occur in Capitol Lake before removal of the 5th 
Avenue Dam and this could reduce impacts from sediment deposition by an 
estimated 48% to some resources in West Bay. 

Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a description of an MOU 
among members of the Funding and Governance Work Group for shared 
funding to dredge the increased sediment above existing conditions under the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. The term of this agreement is anticipated 
through 2050, with opportunity for extension. 

Please see Attachment 21 for a description of the process used to identify a 
Preferred Alternative, which included a comprehensive evaluation of the 
potential impacts and benefits of each alternative.  
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  O-11-2 As described in the Draft and Final EIS, regulatory actions taken by Ecology 
and others through implementation of the Deschutes River and Budd Inlet 
TMDLs and other efforts are expected to improve water quality in the Project 
Area. Ecology is the state agency with jurisdiction over water quality and has 
developed water quality improvement plans to improve the health of the 
Deschutes River Watershed. 

Please also refer to the responses provided to the comment letter submitted 
by Olympia Yacht Club and Recreational Boating Association of Washington. 
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  O-12-6 A single year of data was not used to indicate trends; 10 years of data was 
used in the Final EIS to evaluate trends (the Draft EIS included 11 years of 
data, but 2004 data was eliminated in the Final EIS due to concerns around 
that dataset from commenters). In response to comments, Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.3.3.1, has been revised to remove any 
reference to what might be driving those trends as this was considered 
speculative. 

Please also see the Global Responses for Water Quality. 

O-12-7 Please see the Global Response for comments on the Hybrid Alternative, 
which describe that Hybrid Alternative has been modified to include a 
groundwater-fed freshwater reflecting pool. As such, the analysis summarized 
in this comment has been removed from the Final EIS. 

O-12-8 See the Global Responses for Water Quality. 

O-12-9 In regard to the limited monitoring performed to support the EIS and by 
default the limited extent of monitoring for the entire period of record, the 
EIS authors concur that there is a lack of data and that this lack of data 
contributes to uncertainty for evaluating the model predictions and the 
independent EIS analysis. This is acknowledged in Section 4.3.1 and 4.3.4.2 of 
EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. 

In regard to the sediment phosphorus load assumptions, the phosphorus 
budget has been modified to reflect Ecology’s benthic flux results (see Section 
3.3.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and Section 4.1.3 of the Water 
Quality Discipline Report, Attachment 7). 
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  O-12-10 Enterprise Services coordinated with LOTT during development of the Final EIS 
to better understand the projected impacts to LOTT as a result of the Draft 
Budd Inlet TMDL, which would vary based on the long-term management 
alternatives for the Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary. 

Under the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives, there is a high likelihood 
that new TMDL allocations could shift additional responsibilities for nutrient 
reduction to wastewater and stormwater discharges. LOTT would almost 
certainly need to invest in treatment capacity, with increased costs for 
ratepayers. Updates have been made throughout the Final EIS as needed. 

O-12-11 Comment noted. 

O-12-12 Comment noted. Potential impacts (and benefits) on tribal resources are 
addressed in EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.5.7. See also Global 
Response for Cultural Resources for information on how tribal values and 
input was considered in the development of the EIS. 
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  O-12-13 Thank you for this comment. Please also see Attachment 21 of the Final EIS for 
more information on the decision-making process for identifying the Preferred 
Alternative, which considered a range of criteria including the ability of each 
alternative to achieve project goals, to result in other environmental impacts 
or benefits, relative economic and environmental sustainability, construction 
impacts, and durability of the decision with stakeholders. 

O-12-14 Please see response to Comment O-12-13. 

O-12-15 Thank you for your comments. Please see response to Comment O-12-4 
regarding consideration of best available science in the water quality and 
other EIS analyses. 
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  O-13-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position and the Draft EIS 
comments were considered in the decision-making process. Please also see 
the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

Partnerships, such as one with a Deschutes Watershed Council, could be 
further evaluated if the Deschutes Watershed Council is formed. 

O-13-2 As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 8.0, Enterprise Services has maintained 
a commitment to a process that has robust stakeholder engagement, 
including from state resources agencies. Through Technical Work Group 
(TWG) meetings, of which both Ecology and WDFW have representatives, the 
EIS project team collected input on the scope of the EIS and on technical 
methodologies. 

See the Global Response for Water Quality regarding updates in the Final EIS 
related to this comment and additional analysis added to the Final EIS about 
the ability of the alternatives to achieve water quality standards. 

Regarding WDFW input during development of the Draft EIS, the EIS Project 
Team reviewed the proposed technical methodology with the TWG, including 
WDFW's TWG representative, utilized WDFW reports, studies and data 
relevant to the analysis, and consulted with WDFW fisheries biologists. For the 
Final EIS, the EIS Project Team had focused workshops with WDFW biologists 
to obtain additional input on studies reviewed for the EIS related to salmon 
and bats. The Final EIS was also revised as needed in response to comments 
received from WDFW on the Draft EIS, particularly on the Aquatic Invasive 
Species Discipline Report (Attachment 8). 

Regarding input from the Washington State Department of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation (DAHP), the EIS project team reviewed the proposed 
technical methodology with the TWG, including DAHP's TWG representative, 
utilized DAHP's records data (WISAARD) and DAHP’s predictive model. The EIS 
project team also met with DAHP staff during the development of the Draft 
EIS to receive specific input. See also the Global Response for Cultural 
Resources regarding input provided by DAHP following publication of the 
Draft EIS that was incorporated into the Final EIS. 
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  O-13-3 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources for information on how Enterprise 
Services coordinated with tribes during the preparation of the Draft EIS, and for 
information on the eligibility determination received from the Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation, and related updates in the Final EIS. 

The first section of the Executive Summary "What is the Capitol Lake - 
Deschutes Estuary" begins with a description of the historic estuary, and the 
cultural and spiritual significance of the area to local tribes. In response to this 
comment, the Indigenous name of the traditional Steh-Chass and its cultural 
and historic significance have been added in the Final EIS Summary. Thank you 
for the suggestion. 

O-13-4 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding use of the 2004-
2014 data set. 

O-13-5 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding the comparison 
of Capitol Lake to other lakes in Thurston County. 

The information on other inlets in the area is included to provide perspective 
and local context for reviewers. Section 3.3.5 in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
3.0, starts with a description that the hydrodynamics of Budd Inlet are 
dominated by tidal exchange but are also influenced by inflow from the 
Deschutes River and Capitol Lake. 

O-13-6 The Final EIS Summary has been revised (from the Draft EIS Executive Summary) 
to state that within the freshwater reflecting pool of the Hybrid Alternative, an 
adaptive management plan would be implemented to meet specific lake 
management objectives. This section also clearly describes that Ecology has 
stated that the Estuary Alternative is the only alternative that could meet water 
quality standards because it would constitute a 'natural estuary' condition. 

O-13-7 The Draft EIS highlights any impacts described as "significant" and any beneficial 
effects described as "substantial" in bold to bring focus to these major findings. 

O-13-8 The Final EIS Summary, under "What factors are affecting ecological function 
in the Project Area?" mentions the many ways that ecological functions have 
been impacted in Capitol Lake, including related to sediment transport and 
water quality. See also the section "How do the alternatives support project 
goals of improving ecological functions" which describe that estuarine 
wetland and tideflat habitat - that provide water quality, hydrologic, and 
habitat functions - have been greatly diminished and degraded and would be 
restored by the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 
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  O-13-9 Please see the Global Response for Water Quality regarding the description of 
water quality in Capitol Lake as "good". 

O-13-10 The tidal flooding event evaluated in the Draft EIS and in the Hydrodynamics & 
Sediment Transport Discipline Report (Attachment 5) is an extreme 100-year 
tidal event. This is a rare extreme event that has a 1% likelihood of occurrence 
on an annual basis. See the sidebar boxes on page 4-3 of the Draft EIS for 
more information about the extreme tide event that was used to evaluate the 
alternatives. 

The Olympia Sea Level Rise Response Plan used the most up-to-date localized 
sea-level rise projections from the Washington Coastal Hazards Resilience 
Network at the time of the Plan's release. See the Global Response for 
Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport for more details on recent 
publications with updated sea-level rise science. The Plan analyzes near and 
mid-term vulnerability and adaptive responses up to 24” of sea-level rise, 
while still acknowledging that sea-level rise will exceed 24” and that 
adaptation measures will continue beyond 24” of sea-level rise. The Plan also 
acknowledges that there is uncertainty in the timing of when 24” of sea-level 
rise is expected to occur. Additional long-term adaptation strategies are 
outlined; however, the Plan indicates that by the time 24” of sea-level rise has 
occurred, significant shoreline and stormwater changes will be implemented 
throughout the City, which makes it difficult to predict the future vulnerability 
of specific assets beyond 24” of rise. 

The EIS adopts a similar logic. 24” of rise is likely to occur within the project’s 
lifespan. While the timing and exact amount of sea-level rise is uncertain, the 
general trends in flood response among the evaluated alternatives are not 
expected to vary significantly relative to each other with modest changes to 
sea level rise (i.e., the relative differences between the alternatives would 
remain approximately the same with additional amounts of rise). 

O-13-11 There is very limited data on the current abundance of coho salmon in 
Percival Creek. However, in response to this comment some additional 
information on abundance and distribution was added to Section 3.5 of Final 
EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and Section 4.1 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline 
Report. 

Thank you for your comment on historic use of the estuary for fishing. This has 
been noted in Section 3.8.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 in Section 4.1 
of the Fish & Wildlife Discipline Report. Please also note that in assessing 
impacts to recreation (including recreational fishing), SEPA requires analysis of 
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project changes relative to conditions that would occur under the No Action 
Alternative. Therefore, the No Action Alternative represents the appropriate 
baseline for analysis. 

O-13-12 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

O-13-13 The Economics Discipline Report (Section 5.5.2.4) discusses the educational 
benefits to individuals, communities, and the economy from the Estuary 
Alternative. Section 5.5.2.1 of the Economics Discipline Report describes the 
changes to employment as a result of the Estuary Alternative. 

Volunteer opportunities could be evaluated as applicable during future 
operation of the project and in coordination with the projected governance 
responsibilities for long-term management of the Estuary Alternative, as 
described in the Memorandum of Understanding that is provided as 
Attachment 23 to the Final EIS. 

O-13-14 The Cultural Resources sections of the Final EIS have been updated to reflect 
determinations of eligibility received from the Washington Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) that relate directly to this 
comment. See Sections 3.9, 4.9, and 5.9 of Final EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0, 
4.0 and 5.0. 

See also the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 
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  O-13-17 The 30-year time horizon was identified to provide a consistent evaluation 
period for all alternatives. This horizon allows enough time for each of the 
potential alternatives to be constructed, established, and have a period of 
long-term management that can be evaluated. This project time horizon does 
not forecast too far into the future, to avoid speculation. 

O-13-18 Please see EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 for a detailed explanation of dredging 
quantities. Tables 2.3.1 and 2.3.4 show that there is significantly less dredging 
under the Managed Lake Alternative. 

O-13-19 Table -1 in the Final EIS Summary has been updated to note that a lower level 
of invasive and nuisance species would be required to meet management 
goals. 

Many NZMS will survive habitat island construction, but most of those present 
at the island sites will die from burial by several feet of dredged sediments. 
Science has shown that NZMS are resilient to habitat perturbations, while best 
professional judgment indicates they would not be able to crawl to the 
surface and survive burial by several feet of sediment. Thus, island 
construction is expected to reduce the NZMS population for all built 
alternatives based on science and best professional judgment. 

Surviving NZMS would be managed following island construction to reduce 
the population and potential spread outside the lake basin. It is expected that 
NZMS management would be required for all built alternatives. A lesser 
degree of management may be needed for the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives due to the expected loss of NZMS from exposure to marine 
waters, but some management is anticipated to reduce the risk of establishing 
NZMS populations at freshwater inputs to Budd Inlet from those that survive 
transport through marine waters from the project site. Thus, NZMS survival 
and management are expected under any alternative. There are no known 
approaches to eradicating the species and science has shown they can 
recolonize from a single snail. 

Decontamination stations would be installed to reduce the spread of AIS 
outside the Project Area. This has been an effective management approach in 
other parts of the state. An AIS Management Plan would also be developed in 
coordination with state agencies to identify the chemical or non-chemical 
treatments to be implemented to continue to reduce the population. 

O-13-20 The text in this figure describes that maintenance dredging would only occur 
in "impacted areas" in West Bay. This is an appropriate description given that 
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some maintenance dredging events will occur over much of the eastern 
shoreline (numerical modeling forecasts this at year 12 after project 
construction) when the criterion for significant impact is reached at the 
private marinas and in the Federal Navigation Channel. No change has been 
made. 

O-13-21 Section 4.4 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 notes that Capitol Lake 
calculated detention times range from 0.6 to 7.9 days, and that this is well 
below the mean detention time of greater than 15 days that is used by USEPA 
to designate a lake. By definition Capitol Lake is classified as a river and held 
to the applicable water quality criteria. 

O-13-22 See the Global Response for Water Quality regarding updates in the Final EIS 
related to the analysis of the ability of the alternatives to meet water quality 
standards and TMDL allocations, and regarding the comparison of Capitol Lake 
to other lakes in Thurston County. 

O-13-23 The EIS acknowledges that Capitol Lake is dissimilar to other area lakes 
because it is so strongly influenced by inflow from the river; by providing the 
comparison to other lakes, this point is emphasized. The EIS states 
“differences [from other lakes in the region] are likely due to the atypical 
hydrodynamics of Capitol Lake: the large inflow from the river and low 
residence time.” See also the Global Response for Water Quality. 

O-13-24 This section has been revised in the Final EIS Summary and the content in 
question in this comment has been removed. 

Please see Section 4.0 of the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7) 
for a detailed description of the changes in Capitol Lake, as indicated by the 
trend analysis. 
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treatment may be needed under any of the project alternatives; though, 
treatment under the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives would be 
required much sooner and could not be incrementally installed. Additional 
information has been provided in Sections 4.13 and 4.14 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 to reflect this new and updated information. 

Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding the water quality 
study area, which does include East Bay. 

O-13-32 The beneficial reuse of dredged sediment to create habitat areas would 
support the project goal of improving ecological functions. This type of fill is 
often permitted in habitat improvement projects. Project impacts and 
benefits would be provided to the regulatory agencies during permitting to 
determine whether the project is "self-mitigating" or if additional mitigation 
would be required as a result of proposed project actions. 
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  O-13-33 See the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for information on an expanded 
review of relevant literature and studies on bats that was conducted following 
the publication of the Draft EIS, and related updates in the Final EIS. It is 
acknowledged in the Final EIS that because of limited literature and studies 
directly relevant to Capitol Lake, a conservative assessment of impacts was 
required. While it is not well understood how existing ecological conditions 
supporting bats would compare to those replaced by the Estuary Alternative, 
and whether this shift will support bats as they currently occur in the region, it 
is possible the Woodard Bay trestle populations would be negatively 
impacted. 

Regarding the consideration of future viability of roosting habitat, SEPA 
requires analysis of project changes relative to conditions that would occur 
under the No Action Alternative. Therefore, the No Action Alternative 
represents the appropriate baseline for analysis. 

Regarding the level of emphasis placed on bat impacts in the EIS relative to 
birds, the primary focus of a SEPA analysis is the identification of adverse 
(significant) impacts. For this EIS, the analysis and potential magnitude of 
beneficial effects was also described. 

O-13-34 See the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for information on an expanded 
review of relevant literature and studies on bats that was conducted following 
the publication of the Draft EIS, and related updates in the Final EIS. 

O-13-35 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife.  

O-13-36 In response to this comment, additional text on estuary function, including 
use of estuaries by non-natal juvenile salmonids was added to Sections 3.5 
and 4.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 and Section 5.5.1.2 of the 
Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report. 

O-13-37 No specific deficiencies in the EIS were noted in this comment. Carbon 
sequestration is described in Sections 3.7 and 4.7 of EIS Supporting Chapters 
3.0 and 4.0. 

O-13-38 Please see "What Problem is this Project Seeking to Resolve?". This section of 
the Final EIS Summary describes that swimming was closed in 1985, following 
years of intermittent closures due to water quality conditions. It goes on to 
describe that the waterbody was closed to all public uses in 2009.  

O-13-39 Please see response to Comment O-13-38. 
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  O-13-40 See the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation regarding 
differences in opportunities for water-based recreation amongst the 
alternatives. Descriptions of boating use under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives have been clarified in the Final EIS to indicate that small sailboats 
may enter the estuary from Budd Inlet. The Final EIS also provides some 
additional description of the difference in boating opportunities, but does not 
include a detailed analysis of the types of non-motorized boating that would 
be expected to occur under the alternatives. All action alternatives would 
restore water-based recreation in the basin, which is a substantial 
improvement over existing conditions. 

O-13-41 As described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, Section 7.2.3, the Funding 
and Governance Work Group provided initial recommendations for long-term 
funding and governance of the action alternatives in 2021, for inclusion in the 
Draft EIS. 

 Managed Lake Alternative: long-term funding and governance 
should be the responsibility of the State of Washington given the 
similarity to status quo. 

 Estuary Alternative: shared funding and governance would be 
provided by members of the Funding and Governance Work Group 
for maintenance of the Estuary Alternative given the shared benefit 
of estuary restoration and its dredging program. 

 Hybrid Alternative: no recommendation was provided for long-term 
funding and governance of the Hybrid Alternative. 

O-13-42 A primary recommendation of the Funding and Governance Work Group is for 
construction funding to be provided by the State of Washington. This reflects 
a key guiding principle of the Funding and Governance Work Group, which 
states that those who contribute to the problem should participate in funding 
or paying for the solution. The State of Washington constructed the 5th 
Avenue Dam and has had the responsibility to maintain Capitol Lake over its 
lifetime. The 5th Avenue Dam and deferred maintenance have resulted in or 
contributed to the existing environmental impairments that must be resolved 
through project construction. 

Please also see response to Comment O-13-41. 

O-13-43 The economic analysis summarized in EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 
4.14, and provided in more detail in the Economics Discipline Report 
(Attachment 18) describe that under a Managed Lake Alternative, there is an 
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increased risk and cost associated with reduced capacity to regulate floods for 
Deschutes River flows. Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 describes that there 
would continue to be overland flooding events and associated costs to the 
City of Olympia, Port of Olympia, and other entities, and that those costs 
would be most significant under the No Action and Managed Lake 
Alternatives. 

O-13-44 Thank you for this comment. The existing text has been retained in the 
Executive Summary, but for the update that in 2022, Ecology released the 
Draft TMDL for Budd Inlet. 
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  O-13-45 See the Global Response for Hydrodynamics & Sediment Transport regarding 
sea level rise projections used in the EIS analysis. 

O-13-46 Comment noted; carbon sequestration potential has been clarified in Table 2 
in the Final EIS Summary to better align with the greenhouse gas discussions 
in Sections 4.7.5.3 and 4.7.6.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. Table 3 notes 
that the Hybrid Alternative would produce more equipment-based 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

O-13-47 The construction approach for the new 5th Avenue Bridge has been revised 
following comments received on the Draft EIS and no longer requires long-
term closure. Please see the Global Response for the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives. 

O-13-48 The effects of the Estuary Alternative on the demand for and value of 
recreation is described in Section 5.5.2.3, and on the demand for and value of 
ecosystem services in 5.5.2.4, of the Economics Discipline Report. See also 
Section 4.14.5 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. The change to an estuary would 
produce both beneficial and adverse effects to individual well-being, 
depending on individual preferences. It is explained that for many people, a 
change to an estuary would reduce their enjoyment of the parks surrounding 
the Basin, for the reasons outlined for the Managed Lake Alternative, related 
to status-quo bias. It is unclear how many locals and visitors would go 
elsewhere to recreate, potentially at higher travel cost and lower level of 
enjoyment compared to the Managed Lake Alternative or No Action 
Alternative. For other people, restoring estuarine conditions would increase 
the value of their recreation experience, by creating more diverse ecological 
experiences, and preferential cultural and symbolic associations with a more 
natural setting. More people may travel to the newly formed estuary, or 
would have to travel less distance than they currently do to other estuarine 
environments, reducing their travel cost and increasing their individual well-
being. To the extent that the Estuary Alternative would create a more natural 
recreational setting than is currently present, the EIS found that it would 
produce both beneficial and adverse impacts for future recreational users, 
depending on individual preference. Although the aggregate effect—whether 
more people would enjoy conditions under an estuary compared to the value 
people collectively obtain from a managed lake—is unknown, the EIS clearly 
details the potential tradeoffs for decision-makers. 

O-13-49 Comment noted; please see responses to individual comments.  
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  O-13-50 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 

O-13-51 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process and Appendix 21: Preferred Alternative Identification 
which describes how input from the Community Sounding Board was 
considered in the decision-making process. 

O-13-52 The 30-year time horizon was identified to provide a consistent evaluation 
period for all alternatives. This horizon allows enough time for each of the 
potential alternatives to be constructed, established, and have a period of 
long-term management that can be evaluated. This project time horizon does 
not forecast too far into the future, to avoid speculation. 

O-13-53 As described in Section 3.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, the numerical model 
used projections consistent with those used in the Olympia Sea Level Rise 
Response Plan developed by the City of Olympia, Port of Olympia, and LOTT 
Clean Water Alliance (LOTT). The Sea Level Rise Response Plan outlines how 
downtown Olympia can adapt to rising seas, using projections based on data 
from the Washington Coastal Resilience Project. The EIS Project Team also 
considered the latest projections developed for the State of Washington to 
define the “future condition” to include 2 feet (0.61 meter) of relative sea 
level rise. 

O-13-54 Page 2-19 of the Draft EIS states that "dredged material from Capitol Lake can 
be beneficially reused within Capitol Lake because such reuse would not 
increase populations or extent of the purple loosestrife, New Zealand 
mudsnail, or other aquatic invasive species." This coordination with the 
DMMP has been relative to placement with the Capitol Lake Basin, where 
these species already exist, not upstream and into the Deschutes River, as 
suggested in this comment. 

O-13-55 Please refer to Table 4.2.2 of the Draft EIS for a description of the anticipated 
dredging schedule in West Bay under the No Action Alternative. 

Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for additional context regarding 
historical dredging practices, funding for dredging under existing conditions, 
and recommendations for funding of dredging under the project alternatives. 
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peak tides, before water begins to recede during that tidal cycle. This flow 
would be driven by a small hydraulic gradient (slope of water table) and as a 
result at a slow velocity. 

The fish ladder has an adjustable weir at the upstream end that can be 
raised/lowered. Top EL of the fish ladder at the upstream end (North Basin) 
can be adjusted from EL -5.0 feet to +0.0 feet, City of Olympia Datum. 
Therefore, the weir can be raised to prevent flow of saltwater into the basin 
during a 100-year return period water level event. There have been 
observations of backflow through the fish ladder during extreme water levels, 
with water traveling into the North Basin for periods of time. However, given 
the small width of the fish ladder (9.5 feet) relative to the width of the North 
Basin (~2,660 feet) and small hydraulic gradient, the volume of water traveling 
upstream during the period of time that the downstream water level is higher 
than the top of the fish ladder would not affect water levels in the North Basin. 

In the future, if the Managed Lake Alternative were selected for 
implementation, Enterprise Services could evaluate other potential 
improvements that could be made to the 5th Avenue Dam to increase its 
resilience against increasing RSLR, such as increasing the top elevation of the 
radial gates and the fish ladder to prevent backflow. The modifications were 
not included in the 2016 engineering report that serves as the basis for the 
dam overhaul actions included as part of the Managed Lake Alternative, and 
increasing climate resiliency is not an express goal of the project. These 
concepts were not included in the conceptual design of the alternative, just as 
the berm in Heritage Park is not included in the alternative but is a planned 
action of the City of Olympia. Pursuing such actions in the future would not be 
precluded. 

O-13-61 It is acknowledged that climate change is occurring now and will continue to 
change going into the future. Recently observed trends in sea level rise and 
other climate effects are described in the Olympia Sea Level Rise Response 
Plan and the Thurston Climate Adaptation Plan. Projections for future 
conditions within the Capitol Lake Basin are informed by analysis of these 
recent trends, which reflect how our climate has already been changing over 
the latter half of the 20th century and early 21st century. These trends, in 
combination with climate models, help predict how the climate will continue 
to change with respect to current conditions. 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS consider climate change conditions to be included 
in the baseline conditions for all alternatives, including the No Action 
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Alternative. While all the effects of climate change may not be actually 
realized until many years after construction, assuming the 
"with climate change" condition as the baseline for the EIS provides a more 
comprehensive and conservative description of impacts. 

O-13-62 The section cited is discussing the existing conditions for boating. Please see 
the discussion of access for boaters under the Estuary Alternative in Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.8.5.2. 
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  O-13-63 Section 3.2 of the Draft EIS correctly describes Olympia Yacht Club as one of 
the private marinas along the eastern shoreline of West Bay. The sentence has 
been modified for additional clarity. 

O-13-64 In coordination with the US Army Corps of Engineers for the Draft EIS, 
Enterprise Services was able to obtain bathymetric data dating back to 1998. 
This was reviewed to support the hydrodynamic and sediment transport 
numerical modeling, and the navigation analysis. The USACE described that 
they had surveys logged back to 1987 but did not have that additional decade 
of data available. 

The EIS Project Team has found additional information regarding historical 
dredging in the Project Area, dating back to the late 1800s, and this has been 
added to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0. 

O-13-65 Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for additional detail regarding 
dredging in the Project Area, dating back to the late 1800s. This supplemental 
discussion also describes that Olympia Yacht Club and the Port of Olympia 
were present in their existing location prior to construction of the 5th Avenue 
Dam. 

O-13-66 Thank you for your comment. This exhibit has been updated in the Final EIS. 

O-13-67 See response to Comment O-13-14, as well as the Global Response for 
Cultural Resources. 

O-13-68 The SEPA review process requires project proponents to: (a) identify and 
describe any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or 
local preservation registers known to be within or adjacent to the Project 
Area; (b) describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, 
scientific, or cultural importance known to be within or adjacent to the Project 
Area; and (c) offer proposed measures to reduce or control project impacts. 
The Cumulative Effects analysis (EIS Supporting Chapter 6.0) acknowledges 
the effect of past and ongoing developments and natural elements on historic 
and prehistoric elements in the study area, but the project was found to not 
make a considerable contribution to these cumulative effects. Much of this 
comment is outside the scope of the SEPA analysis. 

See the Global Response for Cultural Resources for information on how tribal 
values were considered in the EIS. Please also refer to Attachment 21, which 
shows that tribal values and resources were incorporated into the process to 
select a Preferred Alternative in three ways: 
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1. Each alternative was evaluated relative to tribal resources, which 

considered abundance of species protected by tribal treaties, access 
to usual and usual and accustomed fishing areas, and access to 
areas of cultural and spiritual significance. 

2. Each alternative was also evaluated relative to Cultural Resources, 
which considered whether precontact landscapes would or would 
not be restored or preserved. 

3. The Squaxin Island Tribe was asked to provide numeric and narrative 
feedback on their ability to support each of the alternatives. 
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  O-13-69 Page 4-94 of the Draft EIS correctly states that the Estuary Alternative is less 
consistent than the Managed Lake or No Action Alternative in terms of 
reducing long-term GHG emissions specifically associated with construction 
and operational activities (i.e., outside of the consideration of sequestration). 
This has been clarified in the Final EIS to make clear that this claim is specific 
to emissions associated with construction equipment/vehicles and 
transportation associated with construction and maintenance dredging. 

O-13-70 See the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation regarding 
consistency with the Olympia SMP and related clarifications in the Final EIS. 

O-13-71 Clarifications on utility impacts related to TMDL allocations are included in 
Sections 4.13 and 4.14 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 reflect ongoing 
coordination with LOTT regarding potential impacts of the project 
alternatives. New information has been provided by LOTT through this 
coordination and following release of the Draft EIS and subsequent issuance 
of the Budd Inlet TMDL by Ecology. 

O-13-72 Please refer to the trend analysis provided in Section 4.1.2.1 of the Water 
Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7) for a detailed description of 
improving trends in water quality in Capitol Lake, since 2004. 

O-13-73 Please refer to Section 3.3.3.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and Section 
4.1.5 of the Water Quality Discipline Report for a summary of the findings 
from the EIS water quality analysis related to the change in nitrogen levels 
between the river, lake and Budd Inlet. 

Please also see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding use of the 
2015 Ecology Water Quality Improvement Report. 

O-13-74 Section 4.1.2.1 of the Water Quality Discipline Report describes the 
assessment of long-term water quality trends. The evaluation of trends 
included looking at data over the years by season, but did not evaluate trends 
in water quality between seasons (e.g., spring and fall water quality vs. 
summer water quality). The trends assessment focused on evaluating the 
most recent 10 years of monitoring data (i.e., 2005 through 2014), identified 
statistically significant improving trends in several water quality 
characteristics, and concluded that the most recent 5 years of data were most 
representative of existing water quality conditions. The EIS acknowledges that 
there is inter-annual variability reflected in the water quality data, in part 
influenced by weather and streamflow, and that is why multiple years were 
used to characterize existing conditions. In regard to assessing impacts from 
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decreased summer rainfall and streamflows and warmer water temperatures, 
the intent of the analysis was to support the comparison of alternatives; it was 
not to perform a scientific study of the lake or river system. However, the 
recent changes in weather patterns noted in the comment are changes that 
should have contributed to worsening conditions in the river and lake rather 
than the improving conditions that were noted.  
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  O-13-75 The TMDL for Budd Inlet, released by Ecology in 2022, has stormwater 
allocations (for four parameters (TN, DIN, TOC and BOD5)) for municipal 
stormwater permitees, including the cities of Lacey, Olympia and Tumwater, 
Thurston County, Washington Department of Transportation, and Enterprise 
Services. As described in the Draft and Final EIS, regulatory actions taken by 
Ecology and others through implementation of the Deschutes River and Budd 
Inlet TMDLs are expected to improve water quality in the Project Area over 
the long term. 

O-13-76 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding the addition 
of regulatory compliance sections that describe the ability of the alternatives 
to meet water quality standards and TMDL allocations. Please see Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 (Section 4.3) and the Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7) for more detail. 

O-13-77 Thank you for this comment. The EIS Project Team acknowledges that under 
the Managed Lake Alternative, ongoing aquatic plant management would be 
needed to avoid impacts to recreation, aesthetics and aquatic life uses. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-46 

O-13 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  O-13-78 Enterprise Services solicited input from state resource agencies during 
development of the Draft and Final EIS. See Final EIS Supporting Chapter 8.0 
for information on engagement with the work groups, which included 
representatives from WDFW and Ecology. 

O-13-79 Section 5.9.6.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0 discusses consultation that 
would occur with the tribes and DAHP. 

O-13-80 Regarding the Deschutes River TMDL, the status of this TMDL has been 
updated in Table 6.5.1 of the Final EIS. Table 6.5.1 has also been updated to 
include the Deschutes Watershed Restoration and Enhancement Plan and 
associated projects. 

Regarding the evaluation of impacts to the Woodard Bay trestle bat colony, 
please see response to Comment O-13-33. 

Regarding bird species, Section 4.5.5 and 4.5.6 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
4.0 has been updated to reflect benefits to certain bird species groups 
identified under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 

O-13-81 Please see updates throughout Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, which 
describe the project funding approach based on ongoing negotiations with the 
Funding and Governance Work Group. Chapter 7.0 also describes that if 
funding is provided for the next project phase, a funding strategy will be 
developed for construction. Construction funding will likely include a 
combination of federal and state grands and appropriations of taxpayer 
dollars. 
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  O14-1-1 The commenter is correct that the alternatives presented in the EIS represent 
different approaches to achieving the project goals articulated in the earlier 
planning phase, and can be seen as different "programs" to achieve project 
goals. In large part, the "project" and "programmatic" elements of the EIS that 
the commenter brings up are a result of the direction provided to the 
Enterprise Services by the Washington State Legislature through Engrossed 
Substitute Senate Bill's (ESSB) 6095 and 6248 (see Section 1.10 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 1.0). Enterprise Services was directed to develop an EIS 
with the three different alternatives (Managed Lake, Estuary, and Hybrid), 
with mitigation plans identified, with an economic analysis for an expanded 
area around Capitol Lake and Budd Inlet including the Port of Olympia, with a 
funding approach, and with a Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIS. 
There are only two general approaches for management of the Capitol Lake – 
Deschutes Estuary though: keep the 5th Avenue Dam in place and maintain a 
freshwater lake, or remove the 5th Avenue Dam and restore tidal estuarine 
conditions, and there must be a review of both options to inform decision-
making. Within these options, specific project elements can be defined, like 
the construction dredging, habitat islands, boardwalks and other features that 
would be constructed under any alternative. 

The commenter does not provide enough information around the claim that 
the Estuary and Hybrid alternatives have been poorly defined in order to 
provide a response. Background on the development of the alternatives and 
the descriptions of the alternatives are included in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0. 

Refer to Section 1.12 of EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0 for a description of how 
the Preferred Alternative was selected. After the EIS process is complete, and 
a Preferred Alternative is selected for implementation, Enterprise Services 
could evaluate whether short-term actions could begin. However, many short-
term actions (like dredging) do require design and permitting, which is the 
next phase of the project and does require a funding appropriation from the 
legislature. 
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O14-1-3 Thank you for your comment. 

As described in the Draft EIS, regulatory actions taken by Ecology and others 
through implementation of the Deschutes TMDL and other efforts are 
expected to improve water quality in the Deschutes River over the long term, 
which result in improvements to water quality in the Project Area. 

As described in Section 4.3.4.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, under the 
Managed Lake Alternative, an adaptive lake management plan would be 
developed to achieve water quality objectives and enhance beneficial uses; 
the plan would include measures that are relatively modest (e.g., mechanical 
harvesting of aquatic plants) because existing water quality conditions in 
Capitol Lake are relatively good. 

However, based on Ecology’s existing TMDL allocation for the lake, and their 
requirement to use a mechanistic model with the same assumptions as used 
in the TMDL to predict potential improvements due to lake management 
activities, it would be very difficult to maintain any lake under any 
management scenario and achieve compliance with the TMDL and state 
water quality standards throughout the Project Area. 

O14-1-4 An increase in nitrogen is predicted if the dam is removed as described in 
Ecology’s modeling results and in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 
3.3.4.3. Section 3.3.3.1 has been modified to emphasis the increased nitrogen 
input that would occur without the dam in place, in light of the pending 
nitrogen reduction program for Puget Sound. 

The comparison between nitrogen inputs in the Deschutes River and Capitol 
Lake has been expanded in Section 3.3.3.1 to include a comparison of nitrogen 
loading. These results further support the findings of Ecology’s modeling and 
the EIS team’s analysis that nitrogen inputs to Budd Inlet would increase with 
dam removal. 
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O14-1-5 Please see response to Comment I-775-3. This comment incorrectly states 
that the Draft EIS concludes that an estuary would relieve Budd Inlet of DO 
depletion caused by Capitol Lake. Rather, the Draft EIS concluded that the 
Estuary Alternative would have seasonally low dissolved oxygen and there 
may be modest changes to dissolved oxygen in Budd Inlet. 

The Final EIS has been updated to reflect the conclusion from Ecology that the 
Estuary Alternative is the only alternative that can meet water quality 
standards, based on their modeling. The Final EIS also describes the potential 
impact to LOTT under the Managed Lake Alternative, based on the TMDL 
issued by Ecology in 2022. Ecology (rather than LOTT) is the agency with 
jurisdiction over water quality in the Project Area and regulatory compliance 
of the alternatives have been included based on Ecology interpretations. 

O14-1-6 The characterization of swimming opportunities provided by the Draft EIS 
provides enough discernable information for decision makers to weigh the 
project alternatives, including their potential impacts, and their ability to meet 
the proposed project objectives. The evaluation acknowledges that the 
alternatives vary in their ability to provide recreational activities, including 
swimming and additional content has been added in Section 4.14 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 to describe that the Managed Lake and Hybrid 
Alternatives would preserve option value associated with the potential to 
develop swimming opportunities in the future. 

Please see Attachment 21: Preferred Alternative Identification for discussion 
of how alternatives were evaluated against the selection criteria and also the 
Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

O14-1-7 Section 5.7.1.1 of the Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Discipline Report outlines 
the many elements of the AIS Adaptive Management Plan and includes the 
following first element: “Conduct monitoring of New Zealand mudsnails to 
identify their abundance within Capitol Lake and adjacent waters and of 
purple loosestrife seeds to identify their abundance and viability in lake 
sediments.” This monitoring is important to assess the abundance and 
distribution of these most important AIS to inform management of them 
during construction and prior to operation. This monitoring would also be 
used to evaluate if and how New Zealand mudsnails have impacted native 
species in the lake for assessing potential impacts by them under the 
Managed Lake Alternative and in other freshwater systems. 

In response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS and to support analysis in 
the Final EIS, a study was commissioned to investigate whether New Zealand 
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mudsnails are currently present in Budd Inlet (Johannes 2022). The study 
occurred in April 2022 and investigated 21 sites, 16 of which were previously 
surveyed in 2011 and including several sites adjacent to various freshwater 
inputs. Most sites collected in Budd Inlet had marine fauna present, indicating 
conditions would allow for colonization if New Zealand mudsnails were 
tolerant to salinities. No New Zealand mudsnails were found during this 
survey and the study concluded it is likely that year-round salinity levels are 
too high anywhere in Budd Inlet for New Zealand mudsnails to survive. 

See the Global Responses for Cost, which describe that cost estimates were 
prepared for in-water disposal of dredged sediment under the Managed Lake 
Alternative, although that is currently prohibited given the known presence of 
the New Zealand mudsnail. 

 

 





Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-55 

O14-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

project funding approach based on ongoing negotiations with the Funding and 
Governance Work Group, and the proposed long-term governance for the 
Estuary Alternative. 
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  O14-1-16 See the Global Response for Visual Resources regarding requests for new or 
refined visual simulations. 

The mean tide simulation for the Estuary Alternative in the Final EIS Summary 
and in Chapter 2.0 have been supplemented in the Final EIS to also include the 
low and high tide simulations. A visual simulation of the barrier wall (from the 
east) for the reflecting pool in the Hybrid Alternative is included in Chapter 4.0 
and in the Visual Quality Discipline Report. It has not been added to the Final 
EIS Summary or Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 because those sections are 
providing an overview introduction of the alternatives. 

O14-1-17 Enterprise Services convened a Community Sounding Board for the EIS 
process, and during meetings with the Community Sounding Board, facilitated 
exercises to better understand past, existing, and potential future uses under 
each alternative. This exercise is documented in EIS Supporting Chapter 8, and 
in the Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation Discipline Report (Attachment 12). 
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O14-1-18 The change in water quality in the lake basin as a result of lower Budd Inlet 
waters residing in the basin is described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, 
Section 4.3.5.1. The EIS focuses on the water quality issues that have been 
identified by Ecology as critical to the lake/estuary system; primarily dissolved 
oxygen and the factors that contribute to its depletion in Budd Inlet. The 
concentration of toxic contaminants in the waters of Budd Inlet are not 
currently at levels of concern. Based on the 2018 statewide water quality 
assessment of impaired waters the only toxic chemicals causing water quality 
impairment in the Project Area were copper and nickel which were measured 
at relatively low concentrations near one of the known contaminated sites. 
The impact from these relatively low concentrations of metals in a portion of 
West Bay would be negligible as the water moves to the former lake basin 
during high tides. Therefore, toxins in water are not expected to be 
substantively impacted (increase or decrease) as a result of the alternatives. 
Please see later responses to more-specific comments regarding public 
health and other impacts. 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-60 

O14-1 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

O14-1-19 Please see responses to other specific comments provided in this comment 
letter. No specific deficiencies in the EIS were noted in this comment. 

O14-1-20 Please see responses to other specific comments provided in this comment 
letter. No specific deficiencies in the EIS were noted in this comment. 

O14-1-21 In response to comments received on the Draft EIS, additional detailed 
information regarding the planning-level cost estimates were posted to the 
project website and are available for the public to review. As described in EIS 
Supporting Chapter 7.0, planning-level cost estimates for construction were 
developed based on costs to construct the primary elements of each 
alternative, including dredging, habitat areas, work at the 5th Avenue Dam (as 
needed for each alternative), and installation of the boardwalks, etc. Planning-
level estimates for sediment management were estimated over the 30-year 
project time horizon, beginning after construction. Planning level cost 
estimates are provided in Table 7.1.1. These class 4 estimates, as described in 
Chapter 7.0, reflect an accuracy variation of -25% to +35%, given the 
preliminary nature of the design elements. 

O14-1-22 Please see the following responses to specific comments. Please also see the 
Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

O14-1-23 Please see responses to specific comments regarding construction elements 
and sequencing. 

O14-1-24 The schedule summaries provided in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 are intended 
to support a planning level analysis and to inform decision-making. At this 
high-level, the schedules simplify the general construction activities and 
potential constraints. 

For all action alternatives, the critical path identified in the schedule exercise is: 
installation of coffercells to construct habitat islands, dredging and placement of 
sediment in coffercells, habitat creation, and coffercell removal. Based on the 
significant in-water work restrictions and anticipated production rates, the 
Managed Lake Alternative would take up to 8 years to construct, and the Estuary 
and Hybrid Alternatives would take up to 8 years to construct. 

For the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, removal of the 5th Avenue Dam and 
construction of a new 5th Avenue Bridge is no longer on the critical path. 

The figures referenced are intended to give a general representation of 
construction activities for a planning-level analysis and to inform decision-
makers; they serve that purpose adequately. 
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  O14-1-29 Based on comments received on the Draft EIS to avoid long-term closure of 
the 5th Avenue corridor during construction, Enterprise Services has modified 
the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives with a new 5th Avenue Bridge concept. 
The new 5th Avenue Bridge would be constructed before closing the existing 
5th Avenue corridor for dam demolition. As noted in response to Comment 
O14-1-29, this not only improves the function of the transportation system in 
the long-term, but would shorten the overall construction schedule. 

Regarding the general approach to identifying thresholds of significance in the 
EIS, each discipline lead considered the location / site context and magnitude 
of impact, among other factors, in developing these thresholds. They were not 
developed to restrict two alternatives from falling within the same threshold. 
Rather, they were developed in consideration of the actual impact relative to 
baseline conditions. 

The process for identifying the Preferred Alternative allowed for 
differentiation through the deliberation of the EIS Project Team and 
Enterprise Services in evaluating the alternatives against the decision-making 
criteria, even in cases where two or more alternatives were found to have 
"significant impacts" in the Draft EIS. The numerical ranking for each criterion 
allowed for applying different scores to the alternatives according to the 
magnitude of impact (or benefit) relative to the other alternatives, consistent 
with the recommendation in this comment for differentiation. See Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 1.0 (Section 1.12) and Attachment 21 for additional 
information regarding decision-making. 

O14-1-30 This figure has been replaced with the revised concept for 5th Avenue and 
depicts the updated area of shoreline restoration. 

O14-1-31 The 5th Avenue Bridge replacement has been changed from the Draft EIS 
configuration. It would be at the same grade and elevation as Deschutes 
Parkway and 5th Avenue in downtown. A reconfigured Olympic Way would 
connect from Deschutes Parkway to the roundabout at 4th Avenue, but there 
is no longer an intersection along that Olympic Way slope reducing the size of 
retaining walls needed. Please see the Global Response for the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives. 

O14-1-32 It is anticipated that the restored opening will be sloped at an angle. A 
geotechnical study would be completed during the design phase. The 500-foot 
dimension is approximated for this planning-level study and given the extent 
of the existing 5th Avenue Dam to be removed under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives. Given an update to the new 5th Avenue Bridge design under the 
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Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, the total bridge length will exceed 500 feet, 
and may be up to approximately 950 feet. 

O14-1-33 Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, the main channel would be 
dredged to a bottom elevation of -6 feet (-1.8 meters) NAVD 88. This dredge 
elevation is expected to keep the channel submerged. 

O14-1-34 See response to Comment O14-1-31. 
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  O14-1-35 The new 5th Avenue Bridge that would be constructed under the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives would transition into the existing 5th Avenue on the east 
side of the waterway. Permanent impacts outside of the public right of way or 
publicly-owned parcels on the eastside are not anticipated. 

O14-1-36 Following comments received on the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services engaged 
with the City of Olympia on a conceptual bridge design that would avoid long-
term closure of 5th Avenue during construction of the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives. Please see EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 for more detail on the new 
5th Avenue Bridge that would be constructed under these alternatives. The 
conceptual bridge design reflects initial feedback from the City of Olympia. 
The City of Olympia would be meaningfully engaged in the future design 
process for this project component to ensure that it complies with their 
applicable design standards, and reflects public input. 

See also Global Response for Alternatives Design. 

O14-1-37 Please see the Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative. Please also see the 
water quality analysis provided in the Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7), which provides additional detail on adaptive management for 
a groundwater-fed freshwater reflecting pool. Specific requirements regarding 
adaptive management are not included in planning-level cost estimates, as 
described in EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, because those requirements are 
better understood during design and permitting and can be estimated at that 
time. 

O14-1-38 Comment noted; please see responses to the more specific comments. 

O14-1-39 In 2016 (before and separate from the EIS process), the structural, 
geotechnical, and electrical components of the 5th Avenue Dam were 
evaluated by a team of professional engineers. Following the evaluation, a 
suite of repairs were recommended to maintain a serviceable structure and to 
reduce the risk of a major failure event. These recommendations were 
included in the Managed Lake Alternative to ensure that the 5th Avenue Dam 
could function into the future under this long-term management alternative. 
Please note that these recommendations were made 15 years after the 
Nisqually earthquake, based on an objective evaluation of the 5th Avenue 
Dam. Costs were developed based on the quantities and extent of materials 
described in the 2016 report (e.g., extent and thickness of recommended 
buttressing of the earthen portion of the dam). 
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Please note for the Deschutes Parkway stabilization costs in the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives assume reuse of material generated during earthen dam 
removal and are, therefore, not directly comparable to the import material 
anticipated in the Managed Lake Alternative. 

The line item for Arc of Statehood epoxy coating does appear to be included in 
the Draft EIS planning-level costs for the Managed Lake Alternative 
erroneously. Epoxy coating is not anticipated for the Managed Lake 
Alternative. 
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  O14-1-41 This discrepancy has been resolved in the planning-level cost estimates that 
were updated to include the new 5th Avenue Bridge approach. These line-
item costs are now aligned across the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 

O14-1-42 In 2016 (before and separate to the EIS process), the structural, mechanical, 
and electrical components of the 5th Avenue Dam were evaluated by a team 
of professional engineers. Following the evaluation, a suite of repairs were 
recommended to maintain a serviceable structure and to avoid a major failure 
event. These recommendations were included in the Managed Lake 
Alternative to ensure that the 5th Avenue Dam could function into the future 
under this long-term management alternative. 

As appropriate, updates have been made to the EIS in response to specific 
comments on the Draft EIS to provide additional information, update and 
expand analyses and findings, refine measures to mitigate potentially 
significant impacts, and correct inadvertent errors. 

O14-1-43 In response to comments received on the Draft EIS, cost estimates have been 
updated in the Final EIS to include in-water disposal of dredged sediment for 
the Managed Lake Alternative, in addition to the assumed upland disposal. 
Although environmental regulations do not allow for in-water disposal of 
sediment from Capitol Lake (or other areas with known New Zealand 
mudsnails), as suggested in this comment, environmental regulations could 
change before the first maintenance dredging event under the Managed Lake 
Alternative, which would occur no sooner than 2050. By that time, there may 
also be treatments available to eradicate the New Zealand mudsnail, although 
there are no such treatments known or available at this time. Although SEPA 
analysis should not speculate on regulatory or environmental changes that 
cannot reasonably be forecasted, such as these, cost estimates for upland 
disposal under the Managed Lake Alternative were developed for the Final EIS 
given the inherent uncertainty related to dredging and the length of time 
between now and the future maintenance dredging, and to provide similar 
information for all project alternatives. In-water disposal under the Managed 
Lake Alternative assumes dewatering on or near Capitol Lake, transport to the 
Port of Olympia via trucks, and transloading to a barge. 

As described throughout the Draft EIS and Final EIS analyses, if in-water 
disposal is precluded, the dredged material could also be transported via rail if 
this was determined feasible prior to dredging. 

The method for AIS sampling has yet to be developed, and a specific 
concentration of viable mudsnails is not provided in the existing regulations 
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relative to suitability for open water disposal; however, sediment is not 
considered suitable for open water disposal if there is a known presence of 
the New Zealand mudsnail, per current guidance from the Dredged Material 
Management Program, which has the authority to regulate in-water dredged 
material disposal. 

O14-1-44 As described in Section 5.4.2.1 of the Transportation Discipline Report 
(Attachment 16) truck volumes would be substantial, estimated to average 
about 20 trips per hour for each hour of the workday over an 18-month 
period. If all dredged spoils were hauled by truck, it is likely that some 
intersections along the haul routes could degrade to LOS F during some times 
of the day. In this case, the impact on traffic operations is expected to be 
significant. As described in Section 5.3.1.6 of the Transportation Discipline 
Report (Attachment 16), one train load of dredged material is estimated to 
remove 72 truck trips from the street system. However, to haul dredged 
material entirely by rail would require an average 4 to 5 train trips per 
weekday over the entire 18-month period, which may be more than could be 
supported with the available rail infrastructure. Additionally, this level of train 
volume would also degrade vehicle traffic operations at the at-grade rail 
crossings. Therefore, it is expected that the effect of maintenance dredging on 
traffic operations would still be significant with use of rail, or a combination of 
truck and rail. 

Please also see the Global Response for Transportation which discusses the 
potential for dredge sediment transport by rail. 

O14-1-45 Please see response to Comment O14-1-50. 

Because there is inherent uncertainty in the quality of future dredged 
material, planning-level cost estimates are provided for both in-water and 
upland disposal, and both of these disposal options may be used during future 
dredge events. It is certain, however, that dredging would be needed to 
manage sediment in accordance with project goals. 
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(back-to-back rain event) that occurred in the winter of 2016 to 2017 and 
resulted in flooding at Heritage Park and the Arc of Statehood. 

Dam opening/closure is not fully automated and relies on an operator, which 
means that this flood management approach requires training, institutional 
knowledge of and familiarity with the system, and operating procedures. It 
also means that flood management remains partially reliant on and at risk of 
failure due to human error. In addition, this operation, similar to any other 
mechanical operation, is subject to mechanical failure. It is correct to assume 
that under the Managed Lake Alternative, retrofit of the dam would be 
designed to minimize the risk of a mechanical failure/human error as much as 
possible. However, the constraints associated with early release of basin 
water during a back-to-back rain event will remain and be amplified due to 
future sea level rise and change in intensity/frequency of rain events. 

Section 4.3.3 of the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report 
describes the 5th Avenue Dam operation and flood management, which 
includes lowering the lake level and utilizing its storage capacity in 
anticipation of high river flows. According to the dam operations personnel, 
the greatest risk of flooding upstream of the 5th Avenue Dam would be due to 
back-to-back flood events when draining the North Basin between flood 
events is not possible during high tides. 

The EIS modeling team simulated dam operation and developed model 
calibration/validation based on records provided by dam operations personnel 
during an actual storm, see Section 4.1.2.1 of the Hydrodynamics and 
Sediment Transport Discipline Report, which describes the 5th Avenue Dam 
operations during storm events. 
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  O14-1-53 The comment is valid about smaller maximum flow velocities at the opening 
to Budd Inlet reported in this study compared to that produced by an earlier 
study (USGS 2006). 

The reason for this difference is that the observation point (see Figure 4-46 of 
the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report) used for 
extracting maximum velocities did not represent the location with maximum 
flow velocities and had to be adjusted. To correct this issue, Observation Point 
NB06 has been relocated slightly in the southeast direction. With this 
adjustment, the updated maximum velocities are approximately equal to 4.9 
m/s (Estuary Alternative) and 5.0 m/s (Hybrid Alternative) and agree with 
model results of the earlier study (USGS 2006). 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-77 

O14-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  O14-1-54 The EIS project team has reviewed Dr. Milnes report and considered his 
findings in development of the EIS and it is reflected in the analysis. As noted, 
the analysis concludes that there are many uncertainties related to Ecology’s 
findings, and as a consequence, the EIS has taken a conservative approach in 
applying those findings. See also Global Responses to Water Quality 
comments. 
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Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-80 

O14-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  O14-1-58 Treatment requirements for dredge material being transported off-site is 
described in Section 5.7.1.3 of the Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Discipline 
Report. All dredged materials transported in trucks or railcars must be treated 
to kill New Zealand mudsnails as specified in the AIS Adaptive Management 
Plan and in accordance with state law RCW 77.135 and the AIS prevention 
permit. In addition to treatment, all dredged materials will be covered to 
prevent loss of viable seeds or mudsnails during transport, and all dredged 
material placed at the upland beneficial reuse or disposal site will be covered 
with a soil layer and not disturbed for a specified period to ensure no viable 
New Zealand mudsnails or purple loosestrife plants would spread from the 
disposed material. These mitigation measures will be implemented as 
required by law regardless of their presence of AIS along the transportation 
route and the environmental risk they present. It is the responsibility of 
Enterprise Services and the contractor to ensure that there is no spread of AIS 
as a result of dredged material handling. 

The USGS Nonindigenous Aquatic Species locator map 
(https://nas.er.usgs.gov/viewer/omap.aspx?SpeciesID=1008) is a helpful too 
to locate areas of known New Zealand mudsnails in Washington State. 

O14-1-59 Please see response to Comment O14-1-84. 

O14-1-60 Extensive research on aquatic invasive species (AIS) impacts was conducted 
and feedback from experts was incorporated into the AIS Discipline Report. 
The summary of AIS ecology and economic impacts are addressed in Section 
4.0. 

WDFW has the regulatory authority to govern and control for AIS and they 
have characterized New Zealand mudsnails as a high priority species. WDFW is 
implementing standard management actions to control for the spread of New 
Zealand mudsnails and other animal AIS. Additional analyses are not needed 
in order to evaluate the change in presence and distribution of AIS (including 
New Zealand mudsnails) under the project alternatives, and to inform 
decision-makers. Additional research and agency consultation would be 
conducted for the preparation of the AIS adaptive management plan to 
determine appropriate management strategies and to determine whether the 
current AIS policies and requirements may change. 

New Zealand mudsnails do not have natural predators in Washington and 
provide little or no nutrient benefit, often passing through predator’s 
digestive systems alive, resulting in reduced body weight and health of native 
salmonids. New Zealand mudsnails consume large amounts of periphyton, 
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out-competing native invertebrate species for food and space, and have an 
ability to withstand highly variable environmental conditions. In the Snake 
River, the New Zealand mudsnail is believed to be the major cause of five 
species of native mollusks recently becoming endangered. New Zealand 
mudsnails can establish very dense populations that may block water pipes, 
meters, or irrigation systems. In addition, they carry diseases that threaten 
fisheries and hatcheries. 
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  O14-1-61 New Zealand mudsnails and other AIS found in Capitol Lake may not be 
impactful on native populations locally; however, there are no published 
reports that New Zealand mudsnails do not impact native salmonids in 
Washington State. The study referenced above (Bersine et al. 2008) shows in 
Figure 2 that snail densities increased dramatically (over 1000 times) at the 
Astoria Yacht Club site in the Columbia River when NZMS were introduced in 
1996 and continued to increase over 10 times in 2000 and then stabilized to 
about the initial 1996 densities after 10 years in 2006. It is assumed that NZMS 
are responsible for the increased snail density and a crash in the population 
was not observed within 10 years from its introduction. Diet analysis of 
juvenile Chinook salmon conducted each year from 2002 through 2005 
showed that NZMS were only observed in 3 of 578 stomach samples with a 
0.03% overall frequency of occurrence. These results clearly indicate that the 
abundant NZMS had not yet impacted Chinook salmon in the Columbia River, 
but the authors cautioned that these results may represent early stages of 
food web change and additional research is needed to determine the ultimate 
effects of NZMS on native benthic invertebrates and their predators. 

The EIS does not make a determination of whether the presence of the New 
Zealand mudsnail is impactful, or not to the native benthic invertebrates and 
their predators in Capitol Lake. The evaluation focused on the change in the 
New Zealand mudsnail distribution, density, and spread outside existing 
invaded waters under each alternative. The EIS acknowledges the WDFW 
characterization of the NZMS as a high-priority species. 

Decontamination stations and other mitigation measures were identified to 
minimize the risk of infesting outside waters and because they would be 
required according to current WDFW policy. The analysis concluded that the 
New Zealand mudsnails would need to be managed based on current 
regulatory practices that allow recreational use of the waters and the 
prohibition on their transport (RCW 77.15.253, 77.15.290, 77.135.070, and 
77.135.080). 

It is acknowledged that AIS laws and policies could change. For this reason, 
cost estimates have been prepared for in-water disposal of dredged sediment 
under the Managed Lake Alternative, which is currently prohibited because of 
the known presence of the NZMS. 
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  O14-1-62 Purple loosestrife is rated as a class B noxious weed, requiring landowner 
control in Thurston County. These control efforts have been successful around 
Capitol Lake and have resulted in their near eradication. Ongoing efforts will 
continue under all alternatives to be managed per Thurston County Noxious 
Weed Control Board, Washington Department of Agriculture, noxious weed 
regulations (WAC 16-750), and noxious weed law (RCW 17.10). 

Locations of purple loosestrife in 2018 are shown in the AIS discipline report 
and were used to evaluate the likely presence of seeds in lake sediments. We 
have since received the 2021 survey report that shows a similar distribution 
that includes one plant in the North basin, six plants in the Middle basin, five 
plants in the Middle basin mitigation wetlands, and six plants in Percival Cove. 
The South basin was not surveyed in 2021 where approximately 30 plants 
were observed in 2018. The AIS discipline report was updated with the 2021 
survey findings. As noted in the AIS discipline report, each plant may produce 
up to 2.7 million seeds annually and the seeds can be viable for several years. 
Therefore, it is expected that viable seeds are currently present in lake 
sediments, but lake sediments have not been monitored to determine the 
abundance and distribution of viable seeds. 

Currently, the Dredge Material Management Office agencies do not allow 
open-water disposal of sediments containing viable purple loosestrife seeds, 
particularly at the nearest Anderson-Ketron Island disposal site due to its 
proximity to the Nisqually Refuge. Sediment monitoring requirements, seed 
viability test procedures, and minimum seed detection limits have not been 
established by the DMMO. It is acknowledged that disposal requirements may 
change, or viable seeds may not be present in lake sediments in the future. 

In response to comments received on the Draft EIS, cost estimates have been 
developed for in-water disposal of sediment dredged under the Managed Lake 
Alternative. Environmental conditions and/or environmental regulations 
would have to change for the sediment to be considered suitable for in-water 
disposal. Dredging would not occur sooner than the 2050s under the 
Managed Lake Alternative, and conditions could change in that time, although 
there is no current indication of changes in that direction. 
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  O14-1-65 See the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife. 

O14-1-66 Vaux's swift and purple martin are listed in Table 4.6 Bird Species and Species 
Groups Present in the Study Area, in the Fish & Wildlife Discipline Report 
(Attachment 9). As described in Section 5.5.2.2 of the Fish & Wildlife Discipline 
Report, insectivorous birds would find fewer prey items under the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives, as the existing freshwater environment supports a 
greater variety and density of emergent insects. However, they are expected 
to find suitable foraging sites in the vicinity. 

Purple martin was removed from the State's Priority Habitats & Species List in 
2018. Vaux's swift remains a State Candidate species. The availability of 
forested habitat, particularly old-growth forested habitat, is the main limiting 
factor in the swift's distribution and abundance. None of the alternatives 
would be expected to have a statewide impact on their population. 

O14-1-67 Dragonflies can be effective at mosquito control when a local hatch occurs at 
the same there is a large mosquito emergence, but populations are seldom 
large enough to control adults over a large area for the duration of a mosquito 
season. The primary purpose of an EIS is to provide impartial discussion of 
significant environmental impacts, and reasonable alternatives and mitigation 
measures. Accordingly, the EIS focuses on the most significant issues. While 
potential changes to dragonfly populations under the alternatives was not 
specifically addressed because it is not reasonably considered one of the most 
significant issues or significant impacts, the Draft EIS and Final EIS do describe 
potential changes to mosquito populations under the alternatives (see Section 
4.11.9.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0). 

O14-1-68 The Western Pond Turtle are currently documented at six locations in the 
state; none in Thurston County. 

O14-1-69 See response to Comment I-491-2 regarding mosquito vector risks. 
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  O14-1-70 Please see response to Comment O14-1-18. 
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  O14-1-71 In regard to potential carcinogenic effects from toxics in West Bay impacting 
the lake basin, there are two separate issues; one is toxins in water and one is 
toxins in sediments. In terms of water, there are no toxins in the water at 
concentrations considered harmful to public or environmental health. Review 
of the 2018 Washington State Water Quality Assessment shows that the only 
toxic chemicals causing water quality impairment (i.e., Category 5 on 303[d] 
list) are for relatively low concentrations of copper (3.1 ug/L) and nickel (8.2 
ug/L) in two or more samples collected in 2010 and 2012 from a portion of 
West Bay for the Solid Wood, Inc. RI/FS. These concentrations would not 
suggest significant impairment that warrants further analysis in the EIS. 

In terms of sediment toxins, the sediment quality analysis in the EIS focused 
on sediment parameters that have been identified as potentially problematic 
in the area, principally carcinogenic PAH’s and dioxins. There is known 
contamination in sediment throughout Budd Inlet and adjacent to the Port of 
Olympia. This is described in EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.11. 
Hydrodynamic and Sediment Transport Numerical Modeling completed for 
the EIS indicates that there would not be a net upstream movement of 
sediment under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives; the sediment that would 
mobilize and move upstream is expected to be the recently deposited 
sediment from the Deschutes River that meets sediment management 
standards and does not require clean-up. As described in the EIS, sediment in 
the lake basin would be primarily derived from the river and the river would 
dictate sediment contaminant levels in the lake basin. 

In regard to future clean ups at known contaminated sites, implementation of 
the project alternatives generally does not directly or indirectly impact clean-
up activities at these sites and therefore this issue is not evaluated in the 
impact analysis. One exception is planned activity by the Port of Olympia. 
Additional text has been added to Final EIS Supporting Chapters 1.0 and 7.0 to 
describe that the Port of Olympia is taking action to remediate these 
contaminated sediments and remediation is expected to occur before removal 
of the 5th Avenue Dam under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 

In regard to the five other sources of contaminants to Budd Inlet, these 
sources exist under existing conditions and implementation of the project 
alternatives will not directly impact them. 

See also response to Comment O14-1-18. 
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  O14-1-72 See responses to Comments O14-1-18 and O14-1-71. The EIS team has not 
identified significant impacts related to toxins in water entering the lake basin 
from West Bay; therefore, the requested changes in the Executive Summary 
were not made. 
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  O14-1-73 See response to Comment O14-1-96. Note that tideflat hazards were 
addressed in Section 4.11, Environmental Health, of EIS Supporting Chapter 
4.0 and that with signs posted at recreation areas, the hazards were not found 
to be a significant impact. 
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  O14-1-74 See the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife. 

O14-1-75 See the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife. 
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  O14-1-76 See the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife regarding salmon use in the study 
area and requests to review the studies and reports mentioned in this and 
other comments received on the Draft EIS. 

O14-1-77 See the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife regarding salmon use in the study 
area and requests to review the studies and reports mentioned in this and 
other comments received on the Draft EIS.  
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  O14-1-78 See the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife for a discussion of Chinook growth 
rates in Capitol Lake and the applicability of the cited papers. A wide body of 
literature shows the key role estuaries in the Pacific Northwest play in 
supporting the growth and survival of juvenile salmonids, including Chinook 
salmon. The Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would restore, or partially 
restore, the estuary at Capitol Lake, providing favorable conditions for both 
juvenile Chinook originating from the hatchery, as well as juvenile Chinook 
from other watersheds in Puget Sound, and thus would have no negative 
effects on Southern resident orca. The Final EIS includes additional 
clarification that remedial actions that are planned for lower Budd Inlet, and 
are expected to be led by the Port of Olympia, are assumed to occur before 
removal of the 5th Avenue Dam, based on coordination with the Port of 
Olympia and Washington State Department of Ecology, and recent actions 
taken by the Port of Olympia toward this goal. 

As discussed in Section 4.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and described in 
further detail in response to Water Quality comments on the Draft EIS, 
additional bioaccumulation of toxic materials is not expected to occur under 
the Estuary or Hybrid Alternatives. 

O14-1-79 This comment incorrectly summarizes the information provided on page 17 of 
the Executive Summary in the Draft EIS, which states, "removal of the dam 
would provide a natural freshwater to saltwater salinity gradient that is 
physiologically favorable to salmon..." 

During high tides (>15 feet) marine water can enter the lake through the fish 
ladder. When this occurs, the denser water sinks to the deepest potion of the 
lake causing temporary salinity-driven stratification until the marine water is 
flushed out (Thurston County 2014). However, this condition does not mimic a 
natural salinity gradient in an open estuary, where salinity gradients change 
diurnally and seasonally, based on the interplay of the tidal cycle and stream 
flows. Under existing conditions this type of salinity gradient, which allows a 
smoother physiological transition in osmoregulatory mechanisms during 
smoltification, is essentially lacking. 

For a full response to the comment on the salinity gradient, as well as on 
Chinook survival in Capitol Lake from the Engstrom Hegg citation, see the 
Global Response for Fish and Wildlife. 

 

 





Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-98 

O14-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  O14-1-84 Current regulatory guidance requires continued management efforts on 
infested sites until the target prohibited species (e.g., New Zealand mudsnails) 
has been eradicated, contained or controlled without further management 
actions, or the waterbody is reclassified (RCW 77.135.070). However, the 
method for AIS sampling has yet to be developed and currently the threshold 
for being an infested water body is one organism since only one organism is 
needed to start a new colony. A specific concentration of viable mudsnails is 
not provided in the existing regulations relative to suitability for open water 
disposal; however, sediment is not considered suitable for open water 
disposal if there is a known presence of the New Zealand mudsnail. 

Appropriate criteria for determining how the infestation should be managed 
will be determined in coordination with WDFW as an AIS adaptive 
management plan is developed for the project during design and permitting. 
The current and projected populations of New Zealand mudsnails in Capitol 
Lake are not known, but presence is documented and as described above, 
colonies can establish from a single organism. 

Reduction in both New Zealand mudsnail distribution and density is 
anticipated under both the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives by treatment prior 
to dam removal and then populations are expected to be maintained at low 
levels with the inundation with saltwater into the former lake basin. Any 
individuals that remain would likely not thrive in the new brackish 
environment and would be limited to freshwater sources at stream and river 
mouths and stormwater outfalls. 

In response to comments received on the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services 
conducted a shoreline survey along 21 sites in Budd Inlet to determine 
whether NZMS were present. Given the existing transport of water and debris 
through the 5th Avenue Dam, there is currently a pathway for NZMS to move 
from Capitol Lake into West Bay and Budd Inlet. This shoreline survey allowed 
the EIS Project Team to better evaluate whether NZMS would persist in West 
Bay after removal of the 5th Avenue Dam under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives. No NZMS were found during this survey (Johannes 2022). 

Please see the Global Responses for Cost, which describe that cost estimates 
have been developed for in-water disposal of dredged material under the 
Managed Lake Alternative in response to public comments. Although current 
environmental conditions and regulations would prohibit the in-water 
disposal, environmental conditions and regulations could change before the 
future maintenance dredge event. 
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O14-1-85 Please see the Global Responses for Dredge Sediment Management and 
Dredge Sediment Disposal (under main topic of Alternatives), Aquatic Invasive 
Species, and Transportation (rail). Also, note that assumptions could not be 
made about potential availability of suitable land for purchase to stockpile 
sediment that would be dredged no sooner than 2050; without reasonable 
assumptions, costs cannot be estimated. If upland disposal was needed for 
dredged sediment, opportunities to avoid and minimize costs would be 
evaluated as reasonable and feasible, and as available at that time. 

O14-1-86 The analysis for the EIS includes high priority invasive species, as defined by 
the Washington Invasive Species Council, WDFW, and the Washington State 
Noxious Weed Control Board. There is currently no known marine aquatic 
invasive species (AIS) in West Bay or in southern Puget Sound. There is a 
potential threat from the European green crab; however, European green 
crab were not present in any part of south Puget Sound when the report was 
drafted and there have been no detections south of Admiralty Inlet as of early 
2022. Other AIS of concern, but not present, in Budd Inlet include the Asian 
marine clam, Chinese mitten crabs, tunicates, Atlantic salmon, Spartina 
cordgrass, and Caulerpa. It is possible that purple loosestrife may be present 
on or near the shores of Budd Inlet, but a source of those locations has not 
been identified. As with other areas of Puget Sound, under the Estuary 
Alternative, the former lake basin would continue to be monitored and any 
spread of invasive species would be addressed as required by law. 
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  O14-1-87 As described in EIS Supporting Chapters 1.0 and 8.0, Enterprise Services 
developed a decision-making process that considered a wide range of 
information, including performance against project goals, other 
environmental impacts and benefits, environmental and economic 
sustainability, construction impacts, and feedback from engaged stakeholders 
(referred to as Decision Durability). The decision-making process was 
reviewed with the Executive and Technical Work Group, and the Community 
Sounding Board and refinements were made following this coordination. 

Please refer to Attachment 21 which provides more detail on the decision-
making process and the findings from this evaluation. 

O14-1-88 Comment noted. See responses to comments below. 

O14-1-89 Sections 4.3.5 and 4.3.6 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 address the increase in 
nitrogen to Budd Inlet and the substantive decrease in DO in the lake basin 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. The DO impact to the lake basin 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives is described in Table 2 of the Final 
EIS Summary. 
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  O14-1-90 Regarding concerns with toxins entering the lake basin from West Bay, see the 
responses to Comments O14-1-18 and 014-1-71. 

Regarding the progress or success of future cleanup efforts, the concerns 
raised are beyond the scope of the EIS; Ecology is the agency responsible for 
implementing cleanup efforts in the Project Area. 

Regarding the question of whether water quality in the lake basin will improve 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, the EIS indicates that the lake basin 
will have less DO under these Alternatives. However, from a regulatory 
compliance perspective, Ecology has determined that the Estuary Alternative 
will meet the standard for DO. Regulatory compliance and reduction in 
aquatic plants under the Estuary Alternative are considered project benefits 
for water quality. Ecology has not made a determination on DO compliance 
for the Hybrid Alternative, but aquatic plants would be reduced which is a 
water quality benefit. 

O14-1-91 No specific deficiencies in the EIS were noted in this comment. 

Potential changes to water quality are described in Section 4.3 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0. The concentration of toxic contaminants in the waters 
of Budd Inlet are not currently at levels of concern. Based on the 2018 
statewide water quality assessment of impaired waters the only toxic 
chemicals causing water quality impairment were copper and nickel which 
were measured at relatively low concentrations near one of the known 
contaminated sites. The impact from these relatively low concentrations of 
metals in a portion of West Bay would be negligible as the water moves to the 
former lake basin during high tides. Therefore, toxins in water are not 
expected to be substantively impacted (increase or decrease) as a result of the 
alternatives. 
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  O14-1-92 In response to this and other comments, additional clarification around tide 
levels and currents has been added to Section 4.8.5.2 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0. See also the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines and 
Recreation. 

Regarding the commenter's question about toxins in marine waters, as 
discussed in Section 4.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, and described in 
further detail in response to Water Quality comments on the Draft EIS, the 
concentration of toxic contaminants in the waters of Budd Inlet are not 
currently at levels of concern. 

O14-1-93 The Draft EIS describes the differences in the recreational benefits from the 
action alternatives. It does not estimate the numbers of users that would 
benefit. It is acknowledged that there could be differences in both the number 
and types of users. Comparisons between different estuaries are speculative, 
as the context of Mud Bay and Woodard Bay are less urban, and East Bay is 
smaller, narrower, and heavily developed with the marina. 

O14-1-94 See the Global Response for Economics. 

O14-1-95 Comment noted. As described in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, hosting organized 
recreational activities, such as swimming facilities, is not within Enterprise 
Services' mission. Formal public swimming facilities are not included as part of 
the long-term management alternatives and were not discussed in detail in 
the EIS. The project does not preclude future swimming opportunities. 

Please also see updates to the Economic analysis in Section 4.14 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 that better describes that the Managed Lake and 
Hybrid Alternatives would preserve option value associated with the potential 
to develop swimming opportunities in the future. 
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  O14-1-96 The Draft EIS and Final EIS acknowledge that tideflats can pose a hazard when 
people venture on them. To address this hazard, which is a hazard present 
along tideflats throughout Puget Sound, signs would be posted around the 
basin warning of the dangers of tideflats. This is consistent with how these 
hazards are addressed elsewhere in South Puget Sound. Notably, there are 
also hazards associated with recreation in deep water lakes. 

Velocities at contraction points including under the I-5 Bridge and under the 
railroad trestle were simulated under the Estuary Alternative. Section 4.5.2.2 
of the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report provides 
information on current speeds simulated at these locations. In response to 
this comment, additional text has been added to Section 4.8 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 and Section 5.5.2.2 of the Land Use, Shorelines, and 
Recreation Discipline Report describing that tidal currents are a common 
consideration for boaters in Puget Sound. The Estuary Alternative would 
restore boating access to areas with increased tidal currents. Currents would 
be a factor that could preclude some vessels or inexperienced recreationalists. 

The comment regarding harbor seals is noted; however, the commenter does 
not provide enough information on the nature of the hazard to provide a 
response. Additionally, harbor seals currently congregate near the fish ladder 
in West Bay, on the north side of the 5th Avenue Dam, where water-based 
recreation occurs under existing conditions. Under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives, the compression point created by the fish ladder (9.5 feet wide) 
will be expanded to a 500-foot opening. 

O14-1-97 See The Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. Odor is subjective and the 
generation of odors varies by the composition of organics, the environmental 
dynamics, and numerous other factors such that a survey would not provide 
meaningful information. The EIS acknowledges that some people might avoid 
the area at low tide if they find the odor objectionable. It's worth noting that 
the Port peninsula in Olympia, where restaurants and the Farmers Market are 
located, and other urban areas such as San Francisco Bay, are flanked by 
mudflats and tide flats. In San Francisco, some of these habitats are being 
actively restored. The EIS Project Team has not been able to identify any 
information that suggests these areas have produced problematic odors in the 
urban areas. 
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O14-1-98 Please see responses to Comments O14-1-71 and O14-1-96. 

O14-1-99 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 
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  O14-1-100 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

O14-1-101 The commenter references RCW 79.24.720, which states "The department of 
enterprise services is responsible for the stewardship, preservation, 
operation, and maintenance of the public and historic facilities of the state 
capitol, subject to policy direction of the state capitol committee and the 
guidance of the capitol campus design advisory committee...." The RCW does 
state "the Deschutes River Bain commonly known as Capitol Lake" as one of 
the properties identified as "state capitol public and historic facilities." 
However, Capitol Lake is a public facility, but not a historic facility. RCW 
79.24.710 identifies these public and historic facilities as “the east, west and 
north capitol campus grounds, Sylvester Park, Heritage Park, Marathon Park, 
Centennial Park, the Deschutes River basin commonly known as Capitol Lake, 
the Interpretive Center, Deschutes Parkway, and the landscape, memorials, 
artwork, fountains, streets, sidewalks, lighting, and infrastructure in each of 
these areas not including state-owned aquatic lands in these areas managed 
by the Department of Natural Resources under RCW 79.105.010." RCW 
79.105.010 does not identify Capitol Lake as a historic facility, and 
the elements of Capitol Lake (Des Chutes Basin Project) are not within the 
boundary of the Washington State Capitol Historic District. This prompted the 
review of Capitol Lake for both individual and historic district (Des Chutes 
Basin Project) eligibility based on the original design, its intended role relative 
to the Capitol Campus, and its relationship to the City Beautiful Movement 
conveyed in the design principles employed by Wilder & White and the 
Olmsted Brothers for the Washington State Capitol Campus Historic District. 
See the Global Response for Cultural Resources for information on eligibility 
determinations received from DAHP and related revisions in the Final EIS. 
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  O14-1-102 Existing environmental conditions and environmental regulations prohibit 
sediment from the Managed Lake from being disposed of in-water disposal 
due to the presence of the New Zealand mudsnail. However, in response to 
comments received on the Draft EIS, cost estimates have been developed for 
in-water disposal of sediment dredged under the Managed Lake Alternative. 
Environmental conditions and/or environmental regulations would have to 
change for the sediment to be considered suitable for in-water disposal. 
Dredging would not occur sooner than the 2050s under the Managed Lake 
Alternative, and conditions could change in that time, although there is no 
current indication of changes in that direction. 

Please see Table 7.1.1 in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for updated 
planning-level cost estimates. 

As described in the Draft EIS, the Funding and Governance Work Group 
provided initial recommendations for long-term funding and governance of 
the action alternatives, as follows. 

 Managed Lake Alternative: long-term funding and governance 
should be the responsibility of the State of Washington given the 
similarity to status quo. 

 Estuary Alternative: shared funding and governance would be 
provided by members of the Funding and Governance Work Group 
for maintenance of the Estuary Alternative given the shared benefit 
of estuary restoration and its dredging program. 

 Hybrid Alternative: no recommendation was provided for long-term 
funding and governance of the Hybrid Alternative. 

There is no known state or federal law that has been violated by lack of 
maintenance on the existing Capitol Lake; however, Ecology modeling has 
shown that Capitol Lake itself (with or without maintenance) would likely 
result in continued violations of state water quality standards. 

O14-1-103 The Visual Resources section is named to describe the aspect of the physical 
environment it covers. Aesthetics refers to concerns about and appreciation 
of beauty, which extends beyond visual senses. The Visual Resources analysis 
addresses aesthetics through the discussion of visual preferences as expressed 
in adopted policy. Visual preferences change over time, and often are 
influenced by non-visual factors. For example, Renaissance landscape design 
was heavily influenced by strictly controlled geometry, such as Versailles, but 
later was influenced by "natural" scenery such as was developed in New 
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York's Central Park. For this reason, the visual analysis relies on the current 
policy regarding visual preference rather than on historic reasons that may 
have led to the development of the lake.  
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  O14-1-104 See the Global Responses for Visual Resources related to requests to consider 
public opinion and the historic aesthetic context. 

The work conducted in 2016 supported Enterprise Services in understanding 
that Visual Resources should be included in this environmental analysis and in 
decision making. 

O14-1-105 Regarding requests to consider public opinion in the evaluation of aesthetic 
choices, please see the Global Responses on Visual Resources. See also the 
response to Comment O14-1-103. 

The design and permitting process for the selected alternative would include 
stakeholder coordination with efforts to consider aesthetics of the proposed 
project (e.g., habitat island location and plantings, boardwalks, etc.). 
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  O14-1-106 See the Global Responses for Visual Resources. Also see response to Comment 
O14-1-103. 

Historic photos of the Project Area have been added to the Final EIS Summary 
for additional context. 

Regarding whether the impacts described are adverse or significant, the EIS 
describes how impacts were assessed. Adopted laws and policies were used to 
guide determinations of the compatibility of visual elements. Those laws and 
policies do not indicate a preference for or against views of tideflats, but do 
characterize the Capitol Lake Basin as being "natural" in character, and the EIS 
does not interpret this as meaning that the character must be wild or 
undeveloped to be considered natural. The Olympia Shoreline Master 
Program indicates what uses are appropriate for the shoreline in the Urban 
Conservancy shoreline environment as those that "preserve the natural 
character of the area or promote preservation of open space or critical areas." 
Similar statements can be found in the Olympia Downtown Strategy and 
the Master Plan for the Capitol of the State of Washington, emphasizing how 
the natural character of the surroundings should be considered. It is 
acknowledged that the commenter finds tidelands to be aesthetically 
objectionable. However, the comment does not indicate an objection to using 
current adopted policy to determine the significance of impacts. The approach 
suggested is to rely on actions taken by legislators and others over 60 years 
ago as the sole guide to assessing how Capitol Lake should look at present. 
Current adopted plans and policies provide a more appropriate context for 
determining whether the project is objectively harmonious with other 
landscape elements and characteristics, as envisioned by the lead agency and 
the jurisdictions affected by the project. As noted in the EIS, those policies 
found that both the Estuary and the Managed Lake Alternatives would 
maintain that harmony from a visual standpoint. 
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  O14-1-107 Please see response to Comment O14-1-103 and the Global Response for 
Visual Resources. 

O14-1-108 See the Global Response for Visual Resources. See also response to Comment 
O14-1-103. 
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  O14-1-112 This response acknowledges the commenter’s alternative preference. All long-
term management options are expected to restore community use, which is 
one of the project's primary goals. Regarding aesthetic concerns raised by the 
commenter, it is acknowledged that the aesthetic qualities of the alternatives 
vary; some viewers prefer the view of a lake’s open water while other viewers 
prefer that of an estuary that changes with the tides. This analysis does not 
attempt to determine which of these groups of viewers is larger. More 
aesthetic details will be developed during the design phase. See also the 
Global Response for Visual Resources and Sections 3.10 and 4.10 of EIS 
Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0. Regarding the question of why the lake 
hasn't been dredged for over 35 years, see Section 1.7 of EIS Supporting 
Chapter 1.0. As described in Section 1.7, various permitting agencies and 
consulting parties required that Enterprise Services identify a long-term 
management plan to address environmental conditions within Capitol Lake 
before any future dredging application could be processed. Neither short-
term actions like dredging nor a long-term management alternative could be 
implemented without completion of the EIS. Regarding aquatic invasive plant 
management, Enterprise Services has used on-going measures to control 
aquatic invasive plants in and around Capitol Lake; however, large-scale plant 
harvesting has not been undertaken. See Section 3.4.2 of EIS Supporting 
Chapter 3.0 for more information on past aquatic invasive plant management. 
Regarding the commenter's concerns about current, scientific information on 
water quality be presented in the EIS, the EIS team actively incorporated new 
information as it became available after the Draft EIS was released and 
collaborated with Department of Ecology to update sections of the EIS. This 
included incorporating requirements of the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) 
process, a science-based approach to clean up polluted water so that it meets 
state water quality standards. See also the Global Response for Water Quality. 
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  O14-1-113 See the responses to Comments O14-1-18 and 014-1-71. 

O14-1-114 See the responses to Comments O14-1-18 and 014-1-71. 
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  O14-1-115 Please see response to Comment O14-1-18. 

O14-1-116 Regarding concerns with toxins entering the lake basin from West Bay, see the 
responses to Comments O14-1-18 and 014-1-71. 

In response to comments on the Draft EIS, subject matter experts from the EIS 
Project Team and Enterprise Services reviewed suggested changes to the 
analyses and findings. A description of substantive changes to the analyses are 
provided in a new table included in the Final EIS Summary, and where 
appropriate based on the EIS analysis and data, significance findings have 
been updated. No changes were identified based on review of this comment 
and available data. 
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  O14-1-117 Comment noted. Please refer to the Sediment Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 10) for a detailed discussion of known sediment contamination in 
the Project Area. Between the Draft EIS and Final EIS, information has also 
been included in Section 4 of the discipline report on two additional cleanup 
sites in Budd Inlet. 
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  O14-1-118 See response to Comment O14-1-96. 
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  O14-1-119 Please see response to Comment O14-1-96. 

As described in detail in the Economic Discipline Report (Attachment 18), all 
action alternatives (including the Estuary Alternative) would enhance trails, 
improve habitat areas, and restore water-based recreation, and this would 
increase the value of recreation in the basin. The improvement to habitat, 
visual aesthetics, and cultural, heritage, spiritual, and educational values 
would be most pronounced under the Estuary Alternative. The Economic 
Discipline Report does not define changes as "significant impact" or 
"substantial benefit" as suggested by this comment. 

The Economic Discipline Report also describes that changes in the 
environmental setting across the action alternatives would represent trade-
offs in how an impact or effect is perceived. For example, the aesthetic 
impacts would vary based on individual preferences. In such cases, the 
distribution of benefits and costs would differ across different populations and 
groups of people and could be considered either a beneficial effect or an 
adverse impact. 
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  O14-2-1 The commenter's assertion that the Managed Lake Alternative would reduce 
rural sprawl is unsupported by the analysis and conclusions of the assessment 
of impacts on downtown development: 'Overall, other market factors are 
likely to have more influence on the market conditions for development in 
downtown Olympia than changes in the Capitol Lake Basin' (see Economics 
Discipline Report Table E.3; See also Section 4.2). Other regulatory and market 
forces, including but not limited to relative price (influenced by trends in 
demand and supply), configuration of lots, and zoning and growth 
management regulations, have a much larger influence in shaping the spatial 
patterns of development in the region. See the response to Comment O-13-48 
regarding the relationship of the project alternatives to rural development. 
The commenter does not raise any other issues regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIS that suggest the impact conclusions 
should be changed. 

O14-2-2 See the Global Response for Visual Resources regarding visual simulations 
included in the Executive Summary. The mean tide simulations have been 
supplemented with low and high tide simulations, and historic photographs 
from the Project Area have also been included for context. 

The visual simulations were developed using bathymetry and tide elevation 
data to depict areas of open water and tideflats, as well as schematic design 
information developed for project elements, such as the habitat areas. Tide 
datums used to illustrate low tide, mean tide, and high tide conditions were as 
follows (-4.0 feet, +4.3 feet, +10.5 feet NAVD 88). It would be anticipated that 
vegetation within the wetted perimeter of the habitat areas would remain 
green year-round, although depending on the type of vegetation, there will be 
some variation in color. 

Clarifications have been made in the Final EIS Summary and in Visual 
Resources (Section 4.10.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0) to better 
describe that tideflats would be more visible during the summer months when 
lower tides are experienced during the daytime hours. 
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  O14-2-3 See the Global Response for Visual Resources regarding visual simulations 
included in the Executive Summary and regarding the requested new visual 
simulations. 

Regarding the depiction of marine debris, the commenter is correct that 
marine debris was not prominently depicted. There is a small amount of 
marine debris in the simulations, but it appears as just part of the visual 
texture. This is consistent with observations of low tide conditions at Mud Bay 
and the Nisqually Delta. The Draft EIS and Final EIS acknowledge that marine 
debris would accumulate on intertidal areas and then may or may not be 
removed by the next high tide. Adding depictions of more prominent marine 
debris into the visual simulations is not critical for understanding potential 
visual impacts of the alternative. 

O14-2-4 Comment noted. The Draft EIS found the visual impacts of the barrier wall 
under the Hybrid Alternative to be a significant unavoidable impact. Available 
mitigation options to reduce the level of visual impact are limited. See Section 
4.10.8 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. 

O14-2-5 We recognize that the commenter is requesting elevation drawings and/or 
visual simulations that depict the new 5th Avenue Bridge and realigned 
Deschutes Parkway. Please note that the design of the 5th Avenue Bridge has 
been modified in the Final EIS in response to comments received on the Draft 
EIS. While adding horizontal elevation views would provide greater detail 
about what these features would look like, such views typically do not include 
the landscape setting. The simulations in the EIS provide the landscape setting 
and allow a reader to see how views from key viewpoints would be affected. 
Horizontal elevation views would not provide new or additional information 
on potential adverse visual impacts under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives 
that would change the analysis or its findings. The design envisioned for the 
new 5th Avenue Bridge, as described in this Final EIS, is that it would be a low-
profile bridge paralleling the water, and it would have rails and lighting similar 
to the 4th Avenue Bridge. It would have one vehicle lane in each direction, 
one bicycle lane in each direction, plus sidewalks on each side. As such it 
would not resemble a typical highway bridge built for higher speeds and 
having limited access for pedestrians and bicycles. The characterization of 
visual changes and visual impacts provided by the Draft EIS and Final EIS 
provides enough discernable information for decision makers to weigh the 
project alternatives, including the scale and compatibility of the components 
such as the 5th Avenue Bridge and other potential impacts, along with feasible 
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mitigation measures to reduce impacts, and the ability to meet the proposed 
project objectives. See also the Global Response for Visual Resources. 

O14-2-6 In response to this comment, the Final EIS Summary and Section 4.10.4 of 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 have been changed and now identify that 
there would be substantial beneficial effects related to reducing aquatic 
vegetation under the Managed Lake Alternative. 
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  O14-2-7 See response to Comment O14-2-6. 

O14-2-8 Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 describes that Enterprise Services has 
committed to meaningfully engage with the City of Olympia and other 
stakeholders as appropriate throughout the design process for the new 5th 
Avenue Bridge to ensure that the new 5th Avenue Bridge complies with city 
design standards. 

O14-2-9 See response to Comment O14-2-6. 

O14-2-10 Clarifications have been made in Section 5.10 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
5.0 to note the construction duration when noting the significant impacts of 
the alternatives. Given the long duration of construction disturbance under all 
project alternatives, a finding of "significant impact" is appropriate. However, 
we recognize that for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, this significant 
impact would occur over a longer duration and the duration and magnitude of 
construction impacts were considered as part of the Preferred Alternative 
identification process (refer to Attachment 21). 
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  O14-2-11 The commenter is correct that the barrier wall would significantly affect views 
of the basin from the west including from Deschutes Parkway. The reference 
in this comment to page 5-42 appears to be to the Visual Resources Discipline 
Report. The quote discusses views from the north toward the Capitol Dome. 
Page 5-50 of that report discusses views from Deschutes Parkway. The barrier 
wall would not directly block views of the Capitol Dome, but would likely block 
its reflection on the water surface of the reflecting pool. 

As with the Estuary Alternative, reflections of the Capitol Dome would only be 
visible from limited locations on Deschutes Parkway due to roadside 
vegetation, habitat islands, and tidal fluctuations. 
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  O14-2-12 See the Global Response for Visual Resources regarding requests for new 
visual simulations. 
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  O14-2-13 Please see Table 2 in the Final EIS Summary for a summary of key findings 
regarding long-term impacts and benefits of the project across all 
environmental disciplines evaluated in the EIS, and proposed mitigation. 

Please refer to Table 7.1.1 in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for planning-
level costs that provide a comparison in design, permitting and construction 
costs; and maintenance dredging costs across the project alternatives. As 
described in Chapter 7.0, there is inherent uncertainty in the quality of future 
dredged material, so planning-level cost estimates are provided for both in-
water and upland disposal, and both of these disposal options may be used 
during future dredge events. The 30-year time horizon provides enough time 
for each of the alternatives to be constructed, established, and have a period 
of long-term management that can be evaluated. Potential cost variation 
within this time has been noted in Chapter 7.0. 

Ecology has stated in the Draft Budd Inlet TMDL (June 2022) that the Estuary 
Alternative is the only alternative that can meet the waste load allocation 
because it would constitute a 'natural estuary' condition. This means that 
under the existing TMDL, if all other discharges are meeting their waste load 
allocations, that Ecology should not need to increase discharge requirements 
for LOTT and other utility discharges. Whereas, under the Managed Lake 
Alternative, Ecology would likely need to enforce a reduction in pollutant 
loading from other point and nonpoint sources that discharge to Budd Inlet. 
LOTT would likely need to remove additional nutrients from its wastewater 
discharge by investing in additional water treatment capacity sooner and this 
would result in additional costs to LOTT under the Managed Lake Alternative. 

Regarding the commenter's question about the differences in the 
discussion/presentation of tribal values and cultural values in the Draft EIS, 
tribal values can typically be described in terms of the shared values of the 
tribes, whereas cultural values associated with the community at-large often 
cannot be described in terms of shared values. For example, page 4-188 of the 
Draft EIS describes that the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would enhance 
cultural values for populations that prefer the restoration of naturally 
functioning ecosystems, whereas the No Action and Managed Lake 
Alternatives would preserve values for people who prefer maintaining 
historical conditions. Tribal values are also addressed differently in the EIS due 
to the importance of tribal treaty rights and consideration of past inequities 
associated with management of the Capitol Lake Basin (see Section 4.14 of the 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0). See also Sections 3.9, 4.9 and 5.9 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapters 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 for the analysis of impacts on historic 
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resources, which includes updates related to Washington State Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation's determination of eligibility for historic 
resources in the Project Area. DAHP has determined that both the Capitol 
Lake and the Des Chutes Basin Project are not eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places. 
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  O14-2-14 Planning-level costs have developed to evaluate economic sustainability and 
feasibility of the long-term management alternatives, which are key 
components of the project purpose and a criterial upon which Enterprise 
Services evaluated the alternatives during the decision-making process. The 
planning-level cost estimates were developed by civil, environmental and 
coastal engineers on the EIS Project Team and are considered a Class 4 
Estimate, by standards established by the Association for the Advancement of 
Cost Engineering based on the preliminary nature of the design elements in 
the EIS process. Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 describes that construction 
costs would be refined as design progresses. 

O14-2-15 The analysis describes that the wall would create a potential loss of aesthetic 
value, but impacts would primarily be experienced when viewing the wall 
from the estuary-side (west side) of the basin, particularly from the water or 
trails. The barrier wall is less likely to be a dominant feature of views from 
downtown residences and businesses, and so is unexpected to influence the 
value of these views directly. The presence of the reflecting pool from these 
vantage points is much more likely to contribute to views than the barrier 
wall. However, as mentioned elsewhere in the analysis, while Capitol Lake is 
seen as an amenity, other amenities such as views of Puget Sound and 
Percival Landing Park have a greater influence in marketing of downtown 
development. Therefore, this feature of the Hybrid Alternative is unlikely to 
have any meaningful influence on downtown development. 

O14-2-16 See the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation for 
discussion of the differences in opportunities for water-based recreation 
amongst the alternatives. 

See response to Comment O14-1-53 for discussion of maximum velocity of 
tides. 

The comment is regarding how much recreational benefit the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives would provide as compared to the Managed Lake 
Alternative. While the EIS provides general information regarding benefits 
from each alternative, it does not delve into the level of detail that this 
comment suggests. The Draft EIS does disclose that tidal currents would affect 
access at times under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, but additional 
detail was not considered necessary at this time. It is possible that signage and 
safety regulations would be needed, but that would be determined at a later 
stage, if either the Estuary or Hybrid Alternative is selected for 
implementation. 
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O14-2-17 Since release of the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services has remained in 
coordination with LOTT regarding potential impacts of the project 
alternatives, and other project topics. LOTT has continued to evaluate 
potential impacts of the alternatives and has adjusted its cost estimates for 
potential additional treatment requirements. 

In June 2022, Ecology released the Draft TMDL for Budd Inlet that outlines 
waste load allocations for LOTT. Additional information has been provided in 
Sections 4.13 and 4.14 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 to reflect this new 
and updated information. Table 4.14.3 has been updated to reflect the new 
information from Ecology, as follows: there would be a high likelihood that the 
new TMDL allocations could shift additional responsibilities for nutrient 
reduction to wastewater and stormwater discharges. LOTT would almost 
certainly need to invest in treatment capacity, with increased costs for 
ratepayers. 

The Draft EIS identified potential impacts to LOTT as a significant under both 
the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives; this has not been changed. 
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Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a summary of the agreement reached 
regarding shared funding and governance of long-term management. 

Please also see Appendix 23 for the Memorandum of Understanding that has 
been executed among the Funding and Governance Work Group for shared 
funding for increased maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative 
and governance of the constructed assets. The Memorandum of 
Understanding serves as a bridging document to a future, binding Interlocal 
Agreement. 
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  O14-2-23 Regarding the 5th Avenue Bridge disruptions to east-west and north-south 
routes, see the Global Response for Economics. 

Most of the disruption associated with construction activity for the Estuary 
and Hybrid alternatives would occur in the Capitol Lake basin. Adverse 
impacts from construction on marinas, recreational boating and other 
activities in West Bay are not anticipated. See Section 5.14 of EIS Supporting 
Chapter 5.0 and the Economics Discipline Report (Attachment 18) for more 
information. 

Uncertainty related to potential disruptions during construction could 
conceivably increase the likelihood a developer may put major investment 
decisions on hold but such impacts tied to this project would be speculative; 
delays in investment could be more likely if trends in other market factors 
similarly suggest caution. However, given the project changes (the new 
approach to 5th Avenue Bridge replacement) that minimize impacts to 
transportation through downtown, disruptions that would result in 
measurable adverse impacts in the overall trend of investment in downtown 
Olympia are unlikely. 

O14-2-24 Final EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0, Section 5.14, has been updated to reflect the 
new approach to 5th Avenue Bridge replacement under the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives, which avoids a long-term closure of the bridge. See the 
Global Response for Economics for more information on the changes in the 
Final EIS. 
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  O14-2-25 Detailed information on the planning-level cost estimates was posted to the 
project website during the Draft EIS comment period, in response to 
comments received on the Draft EIS and to provide opportunity for closer 
review by engaged stakeholders. 

Planning-level cost estimates for construction were developed based on costs 
to construct the primary elements of each alternative, including dredging, 
habitat areas, work at the 5th Avenue Dam (as needed for each alternative), 
and installation of the boardwalks, etc. Dredging is a primary project 
component and therefore, must be included in planning-level costs that 
estimate construction spending. 

In response to this, and other comments related to disruption associated with 
the multi-year closure of the 5th Avenue Bridge described in the Draft EIS, the 
Estuary Alternative has been modified to avoid the long-term closure. The 
Final EIS includes additional mitigation measures to address this impact. See 
the Global Response for Transportation and the Global Response for 
Economics for more information. 

O14-2-26 Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a description of the funding 
approach. Please also see Attachment 23 of the Final EIS for the Memorandum 
of Understanding for shared funding from the Funding and Governance Work 
Group for increased maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

During development of the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services engaged the USACE 
(and Port of Olympia, among other resource agencies) as part of the Technical 
Work Group to review regulatory feasibility of the action alternatives. In 
response to comments on the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services also met with the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to confirm assumptions included in the Final EIS 
regarding sediment deposition and maintenance dredging. In this meeting, the 
change to sediment conditions in West Bay was described; maintenance 
dredging was proposed to avoid significant impacts to navigation; and historic 
dredging in the Budd Inlet Federal Navigation Channel to support commercial 
navigation in the Deschutes Estuary was acknowledged. Under the Estuary 
Alternative, maintenance dredging is estimated to occur at an approximately 6-
year frequency, though dredging in the Federal Navigation Channel and turning 
basin is only estimated to be needed at an approximately 12-year frequency. It 
should be noted that the average dredge frequency of the Federal Navigation 
Channel and turning basin in the Deschutes Estuary, before construction of the 
5th Avenue Dam, was approximately 11-years. Additional coordination would 
occur with the USACE as part of the federal permitting process. 
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  O14-2-27 Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a description of an agreement 
among members of the Funding and Governance Work Group for shared 
funding of maintenance dredging of the increased sediment under the Estuary 
Alternative. Maintenance dredging is proposed to avoid significant impacts to 
navigation and to maintain a vibrant, working waterfront and recreational 
boating in West Bay. 

O14-2-28 See the Global Response for Transportation and the Global Response for 
Economics for information on how the description of impacts and mitigation 
related to the 5th Avenue Bridge closure has been updated in the Final EIS. 

O14-2-29 Please refer to the Global Response for Cost Estimates and Shared Funding 
related to maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

The $18M reported in Table 7.1.1. of the Draft EIS was associated with 
maintenance dredging that would occur over a 30-year time horizon under 
the No Action Alternative; this is not estimated as the cost of each dredge 
event under the No Action Alternative as suggested in this comment. 

Please see the updated Table 7.1.1 in the Final EIS. The Funding and 
Governance Work Group would provide funding for maintenance dredging of 
the increased sediment from the Estuary Alternative; and costs associated 
with dredging equivalent to the No Action Alternative are expected from the 
Port of Olympia and private marinas. This framework would not shift cost to 
the private marinas; instead, it would provide funding for dredging at the 
marinas to maintain a vibrant, working waterfront and recreational boating in 
West Bay. Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for more detail on 
planning-level costs and the anticipated funding approach. Please see 
Attachment 23 of the Final EIS for a Memorandum of Understanding that 
outlines the proposed funding and governance approach. 

O14-2-30 Please see response to Comment O14-2-29. 

Enterprise Services and DNR have been engaged with the private marinas 
during development of the Final EIS to discuss results of the hydrodynamic 
and sediment transport numerical model, maintenance dredging approach, 
and shared funding for maintenance dredging at the marinas.  
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  O14-2-31 Please refer to the Global Response for Cost Estimates and Shared Funding 
related to maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

O14-2-32 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 

The characterization of impacts and benefits provided by the Draft EIS and 
Final EIS provides enough discernable information for decision makers to 
weigh the project alternatives, including their potential impacts, feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts, and their ability to meet the proposed 
project objectives. The Draft EIS and Final EIS describe the goals and 
anticipated outcomes for adaptive management but does not prescribe 
specific management activities which are more appropriately defined in 
coordination with the regulatory agencies during permitting, and as 
performance standards are established in the design process. Integral to this 
approach is adapting management practices after construction, as needed, to 
meet performance standards and permit conditions. 

It is also acknowledged that the planning process has been underway for 
several decades and a decision-making process has been established, in 
consultation with engaged stakeholders, to identify a Preferred Alternative 
and move the project toward implementation. Please also note that of the 
engaged stakeholders that provided input into the decision-making process 
(including the cities of Olympia and Tumwater, Thurston County, Port of 
Olympia, LOTT, Squaxin Island Tribe, and the Community Sounding Board) the 
Estuary Alternative received the broadest support, by a large margin. 

O14-2-33 1) During development of the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services engaged the 
USACE as part of the Technical Work Group to review regulatory feasibility of 
the action alternatives. In these meetings, the change to sediment conditions 
in West Bay was described; maintenance dredging was proposed to avoid 
significant impacts to navigation; and historic dredging in the Budd Inlet 
Federal Navigation Channel to support commercial navigation in the 
Deschutes Estuary was acknowledged. In response to comments on the Draft 
EIS, Enterprise Services met with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to confirm 
assumptions included in the Final EIS regarding sediment deposition and 
maintenance dredging. In this meeting, Enterprise Services described that the 
Estuary Alternative would restore sediment loading, similar to conditions that 
existed before the 5th Avenue Dam was constructed. For many decades 
before 5th Avenue Dam construction, the USACE dredged the federal 
navigation channel to support commercial navigation at the Port of Olympia. 
Formal engagement with the Corps will occur during the design and 
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permitting phase, which will occur following issuance of the Final EIS pending 
funding availability. 

2) As described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, before future dredge 
events, sampling for chemical quality and invasive species would occur, in 
coordination with the DMMP, to confirm suitability of the dredged material 
for in-water disposal. Because there is inherent uncertainty in the quality of 
future dredged material, planning-level costs are provided for both in-water 
and upland disposal, and both of these disposal options may be used during 
future dredge events. Please also see additions in the Final EIS Summary and 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 that describe dredging of known 
contaminated sediment in Budd Inlet as the responsibility of the Port of 
Olympia. 

3) Remediation in lower Budd Inlet is a critical part of the ongoing effort to 
improve health of the Deschutes River Watershed; but it is a separate project 
from the long-term management planning for Capitol Lake-Deschutes Estuary. 
The Port's remediation project is required by the Model Toxics Control Act to 
restore the health of the marine environment, and to protect the health of 
consumers of fish and shellfish; whereas, the Capitol Lake-Deschutes Estuary 
long-term management project is being implemented to improve water 
quality and ecological functions, to restore active community use, and to 
manage future sediment deposition. Based on coordination with the Port of 
Olympia through the EIS process, it is assumed that dredging to remediate 
known contaminated sediment and restore authorized dredge depths in 
navigational areas of West Bay will occur within the next 10 years. This timing 
would ensure that those actions were taken before removal of the 5th Avenue 
Dam. Costs for that separate project are not included in the planning-level 
cost estimates for this project. Please see Chapter 7.0 for a figure that 
generally describes when the work will occur and the anticipated durations. 

4) The Memorandum of Understanding, provided as Attachment 23 of the 
Final EIS, describes the approach for dredging at Percival Landing and the Port 
Plaza. As described in the Memorandum of Understanding and in Chapter 7.0, 
the Funding and Governance Work Group would provide funding for increased 
maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 
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   5) The EIS Project Team and Enterprise Services, in coordination with DNR, 
have reviewed all marina leases as part of the work to develop a funding 
framework and to support engagement with the marinas as the Final EIS was 
developed. The marina leases define a minimum water depth that must be 
maintained through dredging. Dredging would be required under existing 
conditions, No Action Alternative, or under any long-term management 
alternative. The funding approach outlined in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 
is for the private marinas (and USACE and Port of Olympia) to provide a 
funding contribution consistent with maintenance dredging under the No 
Action Alternative. This allows funding to be equal across all alternatives, 
avoiding an increase in maintenance costs to these entities as a result of the 
Estuary Alternative. Importantly, funding for maintenance dredging consistent 
with the No Action Alternative will be an increase compared to historic 
dredging costs given new DNR lease conditions that require lessees to 
maintain specified minimum water depths within the marinas. 

6) Please see response to Comment O-17-1. Sediment dredged during 
construction will be entirely or mostly reused within the Project Area to create 
wetland and shoreline habitat. This beneficial reuse avoids construction costs 
associated with hauling the material offsite, which is suggested in this 
comment. 

Enterprise Services developed a decision-making process that considered a 
wide range of information, including performance against project goals, other 
environmental impacts and benefits, environmental and economic 
sustainability, construction impacts, and feedback from engaged stakeholders 
(referred to as Decision Durability). The decision-making process was 
reviewed with the Executive and Technical Work Group, and the Community 
Sounding Board and refinements were made following this 
coordination. Please refer to Attachment 21 which provides more detail on 
the decision-making process and the findings from this evaluation. 
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  O14-2-34 The Water Quality Discipline Report includes a review of Ecology’s modeling 
studies in Section 4.1.5, all of which were considered in evaluating project 
alternatives. As summarized in the EIS, the Deschutes River TMDL modeled 
total phosphorus and total nitrogen to develop allocation targets for these 
nutrients as a means of improving DO conditions. Section 4.1.5.3 of the 
Discipline Report describes how Ecology performed additional modeling of 
different Capitol Lake management scenarios, including alum treatment to 
control phosphorus. Section 4.1.4 provides a phosphorus budget for the lake 
that includes phosphorus data and findings from Ecology's studies. Section 
4.1.5.4 summarizes how in the Draft Budd Inlet DO TMDL, Ecology evaluated 
the impacts of removing the Capitol Lake Dam on Budd Inlet with modeling 
that focused on total organic carbon and dissolved inorganic nitrogen as 
drivers of oxygen depletion. 
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  O14-2-35 This question pertains to work completed by the Washington State 
Department of Ecology, rather than the independent water quality analysis 
conducted for this EIS. 

O14-2-36 This question pertains to work completed by the Washington State 
Department of Ecology, rather than the independent water quality analysis 
conducted for this EIS. 

O14-2-37 This question pertains to work completed by the Washington State 
Department of Ecology, rather than the independent water quality analysis 
conducted for this EIS. 
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  O14-2-38 This comment pertains to work completed by the Washington State 
Department of Ecology, rather than the independent water quality analysis 
conducted for this EIS. 
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  O14-2-39 This comment pertains to work completed by the Washington State 
Department of Ecology, rather than the independent water quality analysis 
conducted for this EIS. 
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  O14-2-40 This comment pertains to work completed by the Washington State 
Department of Ecology, rather than the independent water quality analysis 
conducted for this EIS. 

O14-2-41 The Draft EIS provides analysis and disclosure of potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary Long-Term 
Management Project. Analysis of pre-dam water quality raised by the 
commenter, is beyond the scope of analysis for this EIS, and no such data 
exists. 
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Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-157 

O14-2 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-158 

O-15 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  O-15-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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  O-16-1 Current velocity was investigated as part of the hydrodynamics and sediment 
transport modeling completed for the EIS. As described in Section 4.6.2 of the 
Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report (Attachment 5), 
removal of the dam results in the highest increase in flow velocity at the 
outlet where the dam is current located; changes along the east shoreline of 
West Bay are relatively small (<1.5 feet/second). 

Regarding debris that could be carried into West Bay, and in response to this 
and other comments, the description of the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives in 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 has been updated to include the potential 
inclusion of a debris boom to minimize any potential impact from debris 
during and after a storm event. The debris boom would be evaluated during 
the design process. 

O-16-2 Thank you for your comment. 

Please see Attachment 21 of the Final EIS for a description of the process to 
identify a Preferred Alternative for long-term management, including an 
evaluation of the alternatives against a broad range of criteria. 

Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternative, where maintenance dredging is 
proposed in West Bay, maintenance dredging is proposed to avoid 
navigational impacts and maintain a vibrant, working waterfront and 
recreational boating. Please see Attachment 23 of the Final EIS for more 
information on shared funding for increased maintenance dredging under the 
Estuary Alternative. 

O-16-3 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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  O-17-1 As described in Section 1.7 of EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, Enterprise Services 
concluded through coordination with governmental partners and agencies, 
that dredging and other management actions could not occur within Capitol 
Lake until a plan for long-term management had been developed and 
adopted. The regulatory agencies that are responsible for issuing permits for 
dredging (and other long-term management actions) have stated that 
Enterprise Services must identify a long-term management alternative 
through and EIS before permits can be issued. 

Also note that design of the proposed dredging that would occur during 
construction varies for each alternative. Under the Managed Lake Alternative, 
the entire North Basin would be dredged to reestablish depths that would 
best support recreational use. The sediment would be moved to the Middle 
Basin to create habitat areas. Under the Estuary Alternative, dredging would 
occur where the main channel of the Deschutes River would reestablish. 
Dredging in this location would minimize the amount of sediment that is 
transported by the Deschutes River after removal of the 5th Avenue Dam. 
Dredging would also create side channels, similar to the historic Deschutes 
Estuary. Sediment would be placed in the Middle and North Basins to create 
habitat areas. Dredging under the Hybrid Alternative is similar to the Estuary 
Alternative but would not occur in the eastern portion of the North Basin. A 
long-term management alternative must be identified to support dredge 
design. 

Some phasing could be considered during construction as needed to compress 
the construction schedule. 

O-17-2 The characterization of costs provided by the EIS provides enough discernable 
information for decision makers to weigh the project alternatives, including 
their potential impacts, feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts, and 
their ability to meet the proposed project objectives. Analysis of costs relative 
to other projects is beyond the scope of analysis for this EIS. 

If design and permitting is funded, Enterprise Services will develop a funding 
strategy for construction and will pursue available funding. Construction 
funding will likely include a combination of federal and state grants and 
appropriations of taxpayer dollars. 

O-17-3 Regarding impacts specific to closure of the 5th Avenue Bridge as described in 
the Draft EIS, see the Global Response for Economics. The new approach to 
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5th Avenue Bridge replacement included in the Final EIS eliminates the long-
term closure. 

Regarding other disruptions due to construction activity, see Sections 5.14.2, 
5.14.3, 5.14.4 and 5.14.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0, and Section 
5.3.1.1 of the Economics Discipline Report (Attachment 18). The analysis did 
not find any specific issues from construction of any of the alternatives that 
may require mitigation for nearby businesses, beyond the implementation of 
a construction traffic management plan. 

O-17-4 See the Global Response for Economics. 
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  O-17-5 The significant unavoidable impacts associated with the project alternatives 
cannot readily be estimated. Examples of these significant unavoidable 
impacts include the potential for visual impacts of the barrier wall under the 
Hybrid Alternative; the potential for flooding impacts to cultural resources 
(archaeological) under the Managed Lake Alternative; or the loss of open 
water foraging habitat for Yuma myotis and little brown bats under the 
Estuary Alternative. 

Where possible, consistent with SEPA, mitigation measures have been 
identified to avoid or minimize potential significant impacts. The EIS identifies 
and discloses the significant impacts so they can be considered as part of the 
decision-making process. Please see Attachment 21, which provides more 
detail on the Preferred Alternative identification process that considered a 
wide range of information, including performance against project goals, other 
environmental impacts and benefits, environmental and economic 
sustainability, construction impacts, and feedback from engaged stakeholders 
(referred to as Decision Durability). 

O-17-6 The EIS cannot speculate about the potential for litigation. 

O-17-7 The methods for assessing impacts to development in downtown Olympia are 
described in Section 3.3.2 of the Economics Discipline Report. From the 
assessment, there was no information that indicated that any of the project 
alternatives would cause residential or commercial development to not occur 
or become displaced. Other aspects of this comment are outside the scope of 
a SEPA analysis. 

O-17-8 The EIS cannot quantify potential lost opportunities and investments in 
downtown development related to implementing the Estuary Alternative, as 
these would be entirely speculative. However, the analysis found that 
construction associated with any alternative is unlikely alone to change the 
trajectory of downtown development; larger market forces would have a 
much greater influence on development decisions downtown than actions 
affecting Capitol Lake. 

In response to this comment, the term "attractive" has been replaced with 
"well-planned and thoughtfully designed." This was done to avoid the use of 
subjective terms and to more clearly represent the input we received during 
key-informant interviews. 

O-17-9 Please see Final EIS Summary Table 2 Summary of Key Findings. 
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O-17-10 Other economic factors that have influence on market conditions for 
development in downtown Olympia listed in Section 4.2 of the Economics 
Discipline Report include demographics and population growth; availability of 
residential and retail/commercial amenities; availability of other leisure and 
recreation amenities; employment growth; public safety; quality and location 
of infrastructure; cost of living; and macroeconomic trends. A more detailed 
analysis of these market conditions is available in the Economics Discipline 
Report (Section 4.2). A full market assessment that provides a comparison of 
downtown development with versus without conditions in the Capitol Lake 
Basin is beyond the scope of the EIS. 
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  O-17-11 See the Global Response for Economics. 

O-17-12 Coordination with local utilities, emergency service providers, local 
municipalities is an inherent component of the planning and delivery of 
complex public projects. This coordination has been assumed as part of the 
design and permitting process. Costs for design and permitting are estimated 
at 10% to 12% of the estimated construction costs. They are included in the 
estimated construction costs provided in Table 7.1.1 of the Final EIS. 

O-17-13 Design measures would be included in the action alternatives as needed, and 
as described in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, to avoid the potential for 
undercutting and destabilization of Deschutes Parkway. Similarly design 
measures have been included in the Managed Lake Alternative to address the 
subsurface soils that are susceptible to liquefaction. 

O-17-14 Dredging during construction is a required element of all action alternatives. 
As described in an earlier response to this comment, the dredge design during 
construction varies across the alternatives. The approach to dredging during 
construction would also help to achieve other project goals (dredged material 
would be placed to construct habitat areas that improve ecological conditions) 
and would be designed to avoid impacts as a result of project implementation 
under some alternatives (dredging under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives 
could minimize sediment accumulation at the Olympia Yacht Club by 49%). 
Dredging is not outside of the scope of this project; sediment management is 
an integral component of long-term management. 

Please note that the planning-level cost estimates provided in Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 7.0 include construction dredging for all action 
alternatives. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-166 

O-17 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  O-17-15 See the Global Response for Economics. 

O-17-16 Specific long-term maintenance responsibilities will be better understood 
during the permitting phase when Enterprise Services is negotiating with the 
regulatory agencies using a project design that is advanced from the current 
conceptual state. Adaptive management requirements and anticipated permit 
conditions to meet performance standards can be estimated at that time. 

Regarding fiscal impact, please see updated discussion in Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 7.0, which describes recommendations from the Funding and 
Governance Work Group, as follows: 

 Managed Lake Alternative: long-term funding and governance 
should be the responsibility of the State of Washington given the 
similarity to status quo. 

 Estuary Alternative: shared funding and governance would be 
provided by members of the Funding and Governance Work Group 
for maintenance of the Estuary Alternative given the shared benefit 
of estuary restoration and its dredging program. 

 Hybrid Alternative: no recommendation was provided for long-term 
funding and governance of the Hybrid Alternative. 

O-17-17 In the last biennium (2020-2022), the expenditure for maintenance of the 5th 
Avenue Dam was approximately $110,000 each year. A similar annual 
expenditure is expected through the upcoming biennium. 

O-17-18 The boundaries and rationale for the study area used for assessing impacts to 
downstream economic activity are described in Section 3.1.1 of the Economics 
Discipline Report (Attachment 18). 

O-17-19 Enterprise conducted broad outreach with stakeholders consistent with the 
requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act, which included 
notifications to property owners whose parcels may be directly impacted. In 
addition, Enterprise Services convened a Community Sounding Board which 
included an Olympia Tumwater Foundation board of trustees member. Please 
note that impacts to private parcels are only anticipated in the middle basin, 
as a result of the Deschutes Parkway reconfiguration. Please see Figure 2.4.4 
in the Final EIS, which shows these potential parcel impacts. 

O-17-20 Please see response to Comment O-17-16. 

O-17-21 Please see response to Comment O-17-16. 
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O-17-22 Potential compensatory mitigation needs require extensive consultation with 
the regulatory agencies that would occur during design and permitting, based 
on impacts better defined during design. This cannot be estimated at the 
planning level stage. 

O-17-23 Please see response to Comment L-6-7. 
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  O-17-24 This statement has been removed altogether in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
7.0, which now describes the approach for long-term funding. In fall 2022, the 
Funding and Governance Work Group executed a Memorandum of 
Understanding to memorialize areas of agreement regarding shared funding 
and governance for long-term management of the Estuary Alternative. This 
document has been included as Attachment 23 of the Final EIS. 

O-17-25 Please refer to Attachment 23 of the Final EIS for a Memorandum of 
Understanding that outlines the proposed governance responsibilities after 
project construction, and the shared funding approach for maintenance 
dredging. The Funding and Governance Work Group expect to transition this 
Memorandum of Understanding into a binding Interlocal Agreement with 
additional terms, and liabilities as needed. 

O-17-26 Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for more detail on how the shared 
funding and governance approach was developed using guiding principles 
established by the Funding and Governance Work Group. 
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  O-17-27 It is unclear which organizations or harms are being referred to or what 
hypothetical legal claims might be brought. Removal of the 5th Avenue Dam 
would be done with state funds and under state direction. The non-state 
entities' contributions, as outlined in the Memorandum of Understanding 
provided in Attachment 23, would be used to support increased maintenance 
dredging after removal of the 5th Avenue Dam, which is unlikely to form the 
basis of a successful legal claim. 

O-17-28 Supporting Chapter 7.0 has been updated in the Final EIS and no longer 
includes this sentence or the associated paragraph in question. 

O-17-29 The Funding and Governance Work Group identified an Interlocal Agreement 
as the most suitable governance model for the Estuary Alternative. Please 
refer to the Memorandum of Understanding provided as Attachment 23 of 
the Final EIS for more detail on the proposed shared funding and governance. 
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  O-18-41 Enterprise Services appreciates this detailed comment letter and the 
engagement that has been underway with the marinas since mid-2022. 

Responses to specific comments are provided separately. Also see the Global 
Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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  O-18-1 Implementation of the Estuary Alternative would restore sediment conditions 
in West Bay to conditions more similar to what existed before the 5th Avenue 
Dam was constructed in 1950. Before 1950, the USACE conducted dredging in 
the Budd Inlet Federal Navigation Channel to support commercial navigation 
in the Deschutes Estuary. The USACE has provided records to show that 
dredging was completed in the Budd Inlet Navigation Channel in 1893, 1909, 
1924, 1931, 1938 and 1948. 

The Olympia Yacht Club and Port of Olympia have existed in the same 
locations since 1904 and 1920s, respectively; and operated for many decades 
in the Deschutes Estuary, with the support of USACE-led maintenance 
dredging. 

Construction of the 5th Avenue Dam in the 1950s was to provide a landscape 
architecture feature for the Washington State Capitol Campus. An indirect 
effect of its construction has been reduced sediment loading in West Bay and 
to the Federal Navigation Channel, but this was not its intended purpose. 
Downstream users, including the USACE, the Port of Olympia and marinas 
have benefited from the avoided costs since 1950, given that sediment has 
been artificially captured upstream, but these entities also existed for many 
decades in a Deschutes Estuary configuration. 

Under the Estuary Alternative, maintenance dredging is proposed to avoid 
significant impacts to navigation. The Funding and Governance Work Group 
would provide funding for maintenance dredging of the increased sediment 
from the Estuary Alternative; and costs associated with dredging equivalent to 
the No Action Alternative are expected from the Port of Olympia and private 
marinas. This framework would not shift cost to the private marinas; instead, 
it would provide funding for dredging at the marinas to maintain a vibrant, 
working waterfront and recreational boating in West Bay. 

Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for more detail on planning-level 
costs and the anticipated funding approach. Please see Attachment 23 of the 
Final EIS for a Memorandum of Understanding that outlines the proposed 
funding and governance approach, including the governance responsibility 
maintained by the state for permitting and designing future maintenance 
dredge events at the marinas. 

O-18-2 Comment noted. The State Environmental Policy Act does not require 
economic analyses to be part of an EIS, it was a required component of this 
EIS as per the referenced proviso. 
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  O-18-3 The EIS Project Team have reviewed the studies provided in this comment 
letter. Additional detail has been added in Section 4.1 of the Economics 
Discipline Report to incorporate the information the Marinas provided 
documenting their annual spending and contribution to the local economy. 
We have also provided information about the regional economic contribution 
of the recreational boating sector in Washington, as documented in the 
citations provided in this comment. 

Acknowledging and supporting the public benefit of a vibrant, working 
waterfront and recreational boating has also been fundamental to developing 
an approach with the Funding and Governance Work Group to provide shared 
funding for increased maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

Please also see the Global Response for Economics. 
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  O-18-4 We have added detail in Section 4.1 of the Economics Discipline Report to 
incorporate the information the Marinas provided documenting their annual 
spending, including the DNR Lease. We have also provided information about 
the regional economic contribution of the recreational boating sector in 
Washington. 

O-18-5 Please see response to Comment O-18-3. 

O-18-6 In response to this comment, additional detail has been added in Section 4.1 
of the Economics Discipline Report to incorporate the information the Marinas 
provided documenting their slip numbers, annual spending, and contributions 
to the local community through grants and sponsorship of local events and 
activities. The Funding and Governance Work Group specifically recognizes 
the marina contribution to maintaining a working waterfront and recreational 
boating in West Bay and the benefits they provide to the community in their 
commitment to fund increased sediment management under the Estuary 
Alternative, as detailed in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 and in the 
Memorandum of Understanding (Attachment 23). 
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  O-18-7 Comment noted. Please note that Enterprise Services developed a Preferred 
Alternative identification process that considered a wide range of information, 
including performance against project goals, other environmental impacts and 
benefits, environmental and economic sustainability, construction impacts, 
and feedback from engaged stakeholders (referred to as Decision Durability). 
The decision-making process goes beyond findings from the water quality 
analysis. Please refer to Attachment 21 which provides more detail on the 
decision-making process and the findings from this evaluation, and the Global 
Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

O-18-8 The EIS evaluated all four alternatives in terms of hydrodynamics and 
sediment erosion/deposition under both Events A and B with and without 
RSLR, as shown in the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Numerical 
Modeling Discipline Report (Attachment 5). Sediment deposition in Budd Inlet 
with RSLR was found to be smaller than that without RSLR. 

Table 4.2.4 of the Draft EIS lists annual erosion/deposition rates for both 
Events A and B under all four alternatives but with RSLR. Table 4.2.4, Figure 
4.2.2, and Figure 4.2.3 of the Final EIS have been updated using results 
without RSLR because that is more conservative in terms of sedimentation. 
Similar changes have also been made to the Navigation Discipline Report 
(Attachment 6). 

Figure 4.2.1 of the Draft EIS shows the dredge areas in the West Bay. Percival 
Landing, Martin Marina, and Port Plaza Dock (not specifically called out on the 
figure) are combined into “other Nearby Marinas” (shown in blue) while the 
waterway between the marinas and the Port of Olympia Turning Basin is 
noted as “Marina Access Area” (shown in orange). 

It is acknowledged that sedimentation will have the potential to result in 
significant impacts to navigation in the West Bay under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives. The annual sedimentation rate table provided in the comment 
picked the largest modeled rate at the Olympia Yacht Club for Event B without 
RSLR and assumed this rate is uniform across all other locations in the West 
Bay. This is contradictory to model results that indicated that rates of 
sediment deposition would be variable over the West Bay of Budd Inlet with 
highest rates at the Olympia Yacht Club followed by North Basin. For example, 
model results indicated that rate of sediment deposition at the Port/Turning 
Basin under Event B is half of the rate at the Olympia Yacht Club. 
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   Refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a summary of the approach to 
shared funding of increased maintenance dredging in West Bay under the 
Estuary Alternative. Chapter 7.0 and the Memorandum of Understanding 
developed by the Funding and Governance Work Group (Attachment 23) also 
describe that the state would obtain permits for the required dredge events. 
Chapter 7.0 also includes a description of the assumption that remediation of 
known contaminated sediment and reestablishment of authorized depths 
would occur in West Bay in the next 10 years; this work would be led by the 
Port of Olympia. 

Please refer to Section 4.2.5.4 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and Sections 
5.5.2.3 and 5.5.2.5 of the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6) for a 
discussion of potential impacts to marinas, moored vessels, and boathouses 
during maintenance dredging. 
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  O-18-9 SEPA gives the lead agency wide discretion with regard to when and how to 
identify a Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative can be identified at 
any time in the EIS process; and, early designation of a Preferred Alternative in 
no way restricts the lead agency's final decision. Enterprise Services identified 
the Estuary Alternative as the likely Preferred Alternative in early 2022 based 
on an evaluation of the alternatives against decision-making criteria. 
Identifying the likely Preferred Alternative allowed the Funding and 
Governance Work Group to reconvene and consider how to provide shared 
funding and governance for long-term management. Enterprise Services 
described in early 2022 at this milestone, that if long-term funding and 
governance cannot be established, decision-making may need to be 
revisited. The Funding and Governance Work Group has met continuously 
throughout 2022 to advance the agreement for shared funding and 
governance for long-term management. A Memorandum of Understanding 
has been developed to outline areas of agreement, and to demonstrate an 
ongoing commitment to funding for increased maintenance dredging under 
the Estuary Alternative. Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for an 
updated description of the funding approach for the Preferred Alternative. 

Enterprise Services has also been engaged with the private marinas during 
development of the Final EIS to discuss results of the hydrodynamic and 
sediment transport numerical model, maintenance dredging approach, and 
shared funding for maintenance dredging at the marinas. 
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  O-18-10 Please see response to Comment O-18-9. 

O-18-11 Because sediment dredged under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would 
be in a saltwater environment, there is low potential for the persistence of 
freshwater aquatic invasive species in deeper waters where dredging would 
occur. To evaluate the validity of this assessment, a survey was conducted for 
the Final EIS to determine whether New Zealand mudsnails have become 
established in Budd Inlet. Given their transport through the 5th Avenue Dam 
during high flow events for more than a decade, if they could readily establish 
within Budd Inlet, it would be expected that a population would be present. 
No New Zealand mudsnails were found during this survey. 

Before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam, the state would sample sediment 
within the future maintenance dredging areas to determine whether the New 
Zealand mudsnail exists within these areas. 

 If sampling verifies that New Zealand mudsnails do not exist within 
the maintenance dredge areas before removal of the 5th Avenue 
Dam, and they are subsequently found in dredged material after 
removal of the 5th Avenue Dam during maintenance dredging 
events, increased costs associated with upland disposal are 
expected to be borne by the State of Washington during the term of 
the project. Cost contribution from the marinas would still be 
expected equivalent to dredging costs under the No Action 
Alternative, assuming in-water disposal, as described in Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 7.0 and the Funding and Governance Work 
Group Memorandum of Understanding (Attachment 23). 

 If sampling finds New Zealand mudsnail in the maintenance dredge 
areas before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam, then this would be 
the existing, baseline condition. In this scenario, the State of 
Washington would not provide funding for increased costs 
associated with upland disposal. 

Discussions with the Funding and Governance Work Group have focused on 
the high end of the cost range for in-water disposal. This increases certainty 
that funding will be available to address future conditions. As described in 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, there is inherent uncertainty in the quality of 
future dredged material, and both disposal options (upland and in-water) may 
be used in future dredge events. 
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The Memorandum of Understanding, provided as Attachment 23 of the Final 
EIS, outlines the proposed funding approach for increased dredging under the 
Estuary Alternative. It also stipulates that, if sediment management costs 
increase to a degree that funds would be exhausted prior to the expiration of 
the initial term of the future Interlocal Agreement, the Funding and 
Governance Work Group would reconvene to determine an approach focused 
on avoiding impacts on navigation. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-182 

O-18 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  O-18-12 During development of the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services engaged the USACE 
as part of the Technical Work Group to review regulatory feasibility of the 
action alternatives. In those meetings, the change to sediment conditions in 
West Bay was described; maintenance dredging was proposed to avoid 
significant impacts to navigation; and historic dredging in the Budd Inlet 
Federal Navigation Channel to support commercial navigation in the 
Deschutes Estuary was acknowledged. 

In response to comments on the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services met with the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to confirm assumptions included in the Final EIS 
regarding sediment deposition and maintenance dredging. In this meeting, 
Enterprise Services also described that the Estuary Alternative would restore 
sediment loading, similar to conditions that existed before the 5th Avenue 
Dam was constructed. For many decades before 5th Avenue Dam 
construction, the USACE dredged the federal navigation channel to support 
commercial navigation in the Deschutes Estuary. 

Additional coordination would occur with the USACE as part of the federal 
permitting process. Federal permits must be obtained prior to project 
construction. Coordination with USACE would also occur in the future when 
federal funding is needed for dredging in the federal navigation channel. 

O-18-13 Please see response to Comment O-18-12. 

If the Estuary Alternative is selected for implementation, the Puget Sound 
Partnership would be engaged regarding a funding strategy for construction 
and would determine where its available funding should be prioritized across 
its list of potential projects. 

O-18-14 Please refer to the Global Response for Shared Funding and Governance for 
Maintenance Dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

O-18-15 See response to Comment O14-1-4 
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  O-18-16 The railroad bridge creates a constricted section for the flow but does not 
impede natural flow of the river or block natural ebb and flow of tides and 
freshwater/saltwater mixing under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 

O-18-17 The contractor would determine the transport method used for dredge spoils, 
based on the intended disposal location, which would either be in-water or 
upland, depending on chemical quality and presence of invasive species. 

For the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, maintenance dredging would occur in 
West Bay rather than in Capitol Lake. The dredged sediment is expected to be 
suitable for in-water disposal and would be loaded onto a barge for transport 
to the in-water disposal site. However, given the inherent uncertainty in 
sediment quality, upland disposal has also been estimated and would likely 
require truck transport. 

Under the Managed Lake Alternative, the choice between rail and truck will 
depend on the targeted disposal location and whether it can be reached by 
rail, on rail capacity, and on any equipment needed to move sediment to and 
from a rail line and its transload and offload locations. Before dredging, the 
contractor would evaluate all potential cost saving measures, which could 
include rail transport from the site if upland disposal is required. 

O-18-18 Please see response to Comment I-649-4. 

In response to this comment, additional visual simulations of the Estuary at 
low tide have been added to the Final EIS Summary and Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 2.0. Historic photos from the project have also been included in the 
Final EIS Summary for additional context. 

Consistent with the Deschutes Estuary Feasibility Study Independent Technical 
Review, the Draft EIS and Final EIS also describe that the predominant habitat 
feature under the Estuary Alternative would be tideflats (see Section 2.2.2 of 
EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0). 
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  O-18-19 Refer to response to Comment I-781-25 regarding the Budd Inlet Vessel Traffic 
Pattern figure. 

Additional emphasis on the use of West Bay by recreational vessels has been 
included in the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6). And, this 
additional qualitative emphasis on recreational use does not change the 
information used to analyze potential significant impacts from the proposed 
alternatives and support decision making. Significance criteria is not based on 
a specific number of vessels using West Bay or impacted, but rather is based 
on vessel wait times and/or a percent access of impact to leased moorage at 
existing West Bay marinas. 

O-18-20 The focus of the EIS is on significant changes to areas within the study area. 
The Estuary Alternative is not expected to change current conditions in West 
Bay such that it would preclude existing boating activities. Please see Tables 4-
22 through 4-25 of the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline 
Report (Attachment 5) for a summary of potential changes to current speed, 
and Figure 4-46 for a location of the measured stations. While there is a 
considerable percentage of change, the projected current speed under the 
Estuary Alternative under the modeled events would not result in more than a 
knot difference in velocity at the representative stations. 

As shown in these tables, under higher river flows current speeds in parts of 
West Bay tidal would increase, and boaters would need to be aware, as they 
must be in any tidal system. Because boaters would have access into the basin 
that is currently unavailable, there would also be benefits to shallow draft 
boats currently using West Bay under the Estuary (and Hybrid) Alternative. 
Hazards associated with tideflats are discussed in Section 4.11.9.4 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0. 
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  O-18-21 As noted in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, all action alternatives would improve 
water quality and address invasive species in the Project Area. These efforts 
would improve conditions for swimming. However, because formal swimming 
facilities are not part of any action alternative, the EIS does not speculate on 
the ability of the action alternatives to support swimming. Operating formal 
swimming facilities is not within the scope of services or agency mission of 
Enterprise Services. If an entity were to pursue swimming in the future, the 
opportunities would differ among the action alternatives. The Managed Lake 
and Hybrid Alternatives could support freshwater swimming, if water quality 
criteria are achieved. Under the Estuary Alternative and within a portion of 
the Hybrid Alternative, swimming could potentially be supported, and would 
occur in a saltwater environment. Swimming would not be well supported at 
low tides, and tidal currents would be a potential hazard for swimmers. 

See Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.8, for clarifications around the 
differences in benefits that the action alternatives would provide with regard 
to boating. 

O-18-22 Please see response to Comment O-18-9. 

Please also see Attachment 21 of the Final EIS, which outlines the Preferred 
Alternative identification process and outcomes, including the evaluation of 
each alternative relative to economic sustainability. 

O-18-23 Please see response to Comment O-18-12. 

Written authorization of the project proposal would not be received until the 
federal permitting process (including federal review of the potential project 
impacts and associated federal consultations) for the selected alternative, 
after the EIS. 

O-18-24 The Final EIS has been updated to provide more information about the 
contribution of the private marinas specifically and recreational boating 
generally to the local economy. It also addresses the impacts that could occur 
if maintenance dredging does not happen for any reason (e.g., if funding fails 
to materialize). 
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  O-18-25 The Draft EIS identifies that the impacts of demolition and construction over 7 
to 8 years under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would have a substantial 
impact on the value of recreational trail use in the Capitol Lake Basin. By 
closing the trail for this duration, people would lose substantial value and 
potentially permanently substitute to other sites for recreation. Construction 
and demolition impacts on other activities and businesses were expected to 
be similar in scale to construction disruptions experienced in downtown 
during other projects. 

In response to comments received on the Final EIS, the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives have the bridge configuration and construction processes have 
been modified to avoid long-term closure of the 5th Avenue corridor. This 
would minimize impacts to transportation and circulation, further reducing 
the significance of these construction and demolition impacts. The analysis of 
impacts reflects these changes. 

No construction activities would occur in West Bay under the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives. 

Please also see the Global Response for Economics. 

O-18-26 The planning-level cost estimates provided in the Draft EIS do include these 
costs. Table 4-13.2 provides planning-level cost estimates by alternative. The 
dredging costs required to maintain the Marinas in West Bay and the access 
waterway between the marinas and the turning basin is included in the 
estimates in column three (3) of the table titled "Maintenance Dredging ($M) 
Over 30 Years." The Draft EIS lumps all costs of maintenance dredging 
together because the Funding and Governance Work Group was in process to 
identify a governance and funding plan to cover these costs. 

Please also refer to the Memorandum of Understanding provided as 
Attachment 23 of the Final EIS for a more detailed cost breakdown, funding 
strategy, and figure of maintenance dredging areas. 

O-18-27 It is assumed that the sediment removed during maintenance dredging in the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would be disposed at an allowable in-water 
location within the Puget Sound. This assumption is based on the suitable 
chemical quality of the Deschutes River sediment, which was sampled as part 
of the EIS analysis to get a representative understanding of sediment quality. 
The Deschutes River sediment would be naturally deposited in West Bay 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives and removed during recurring 
dredge events to avoid significant impacts to navigation and to maintain a 
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working waterfront and recreational boating. Because sediment dredged 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would be in a saltwater 
environment, there is low potential for freshwater aquatic invasive species 
persistence in deeper waters where dredging would occur. To evaluate the 
validity of this assumption, a survey was conducted for the Final EIS to 
determine whether New Zealand mudsnail have established in Budd Inlet, 
given their transport through the 5th Avenue Dam during high flow events. No 
New Zealand mudsnail were found during this survey. See the Aquatic Invasive 
Species Discipline Report (Attachment 8) for additional analysis and rationale 
that support the assumption that in-water disposal of dredged material from 
the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would not pose a risk relative to spreading 
invasive species. 

Under the Managed Lake Alternative, existing environmental conditions and 
environmental regulations prohibit sediment from being disposed of in-water 
disposal due to the presence of the New Zealand mudsnail. However, in 
response to comments received on the Draft EIS, cost estimates have been 
developed for in-water disposal of sediment dredged under the Managed Lake 
Alternative. Environmental conditions and/or environmental regulations 
would have to change for the sediment to be considered suitable for in-water 
disposal. Dredging would not occur sooner than the 2050s under the 
Managed Lake Alternative, and conditions could change in that time, although 
there is no current indication of changes in that direction. 

O-18-28 The economic analysis in the EIS describes that, during construction, there 
would be no direct disruption to recreational activity in West Bay, or related 
economic activity in downtown Olympia. The economic analysis describes the 
potential economic impacts of maintenance dredging on recreational boating. 
See the Global Response for Economics for more information. 

O-18-29 Please see response to Comment O-18-11. 

O-18-30 Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for more detail on planning-level 
costs and the funding approach. Please also note that the planning-level costs 
provided in Chapter 7.0 for maintenance dredging after construction are 
projected over a 30-year time horizon, rather than the 15-years suggested in 
this comment. 

O-18-31 See response to Comment O-18-16. 

O-18-32 The Draft EIS considered truck, rail, and a combination of both as options for 
transporting dredged sediment for disposal. The Transportation Discipline 
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Report (Attachment 10) findings indicate that rail transport could eliminate up 
to 72 truck trips per day. 

Under the Managed Lake Alternative, the choice between rail and truck will 
depend on the targeted disposal location and whether it can be reached by 
rail, on rail capacity, and on any equipment needed to move sediment to and 
from a rail line and its transload and offload locations. Before dredging, the 
contractor would evaluate all potential cost saving measures, which could 
include rail transport from the site if upland disposal is required. 

O-18-33 Table 4.2.4, Figure 4.2.2, and Figure 4.2.3 of the Final EIS have been updated 
using results without RSLR because that is more conservative terms of 
sedimentation. Similar changes have also been made to the Navigation 
Discipline Report (Attachment 6). 

O-18-34 EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Sections 4.2.5.2 and 4.2.6.2, discuss the necessity 
of initial dredging during construction to reduce sedimentations after dam 
removal under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, respectively. A sediment 
monitoring program would ensure that dredging is responsive to actual 
environmental conditions, whether that be increased or decreased frequency 
from the estimates, and to avoid significant impacts. 

O-18-35 As mentioned in Section 3.1.7 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, the Relative Sea 
Level Rise of 2 feet was based on the best information available at the time of 
Draft EIS preparation and was used to define the “future condition.” This 
“future condition” is not the time dam is removed but years after that to 
investigate the long-term impacts such as the sedimentation in the West Bay. 
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  O-18-36 The numerical modeling study did consider potential impacts of sediment 
transport with and without RSLR. It should be noted that under the Estuary 
and Hybrid Alternatives, sediment deposition rates in West Bay are higher 
without RSLR than with RSLR. Therefore, sediment deposition rates without 
RSLR (more conservative) have been used for planning purposes in the EIS. 

O-18-37 The assessment of visual resource impacts in the EIS considers the changes 
that would occur compared to existing conditions (or baseline conditions). In 
many cases, the historic photos (pre-dam) would not reflect how the Estuary 
or Hybrid Alternative would look in the future due to historic-era 
development and activities that are no longer present along the shoreline. 
However, several historic photos of the basin (pre-dam) are included in the 
Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13) and several have also 
been added to the Final EIS Summary for context. 

O-18-38 The Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report acknowledges 
that the sediment transport will be significantly greater the first few years 
after dam removal. Sections 4.2.5.2 and 4.2.6.2 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 
discuss the necessity of initial dredging during construction to reduce 
sedimentations after dam removal under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, 
respectively. Dredging would be designed to reflect a stable alignment, and 
thereby reduce the quantity of sediment transported from the restored 
estuary. 

O-18-39 See response to Comment O14-1-4. 

O-18-40 Tideflat hazards are discussed in Sections 4.11.9.4 and 4.11.9.5 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0. These sections acknowledge that tideflats can pose a 
hazard to people and animals. Similar to the signs the commenter noted are 
posted at Priest Point Park, the EIS describes that to minimize the risk, 
warning signs would be posted at recreation areas around the basin. 
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  O-19-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

O-19-2 Thank you for your comment. Enterprise Services and the EIS acknowledge 
that the Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary is part of a larger interconnect 
system. This is described in additional detail in the Final EIS Summary, related 
to the nexus of this project with other actions undertaken in the Deschutes 
River Watershed by the Department of Ecology and Port of Olympia, for 
example. Please also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  O-19-3 Please see the Final EIS Summary for a description of the work being 
conducted by the Washington State Department of Ecology to improve water 
quality in the Deschutes River and Budd Inlet, which include requirements to 
state agencies and other municipalities for improved stormwater discharges. 
The Final EIS Summary also includes information on the Port-led remediation 
of contaminated sediment in Budd Inlet, which is expected to occur before 
removal of the 5th Avenue dam. Enterprise Services does not have decision-
making authority over the environmental elements and areas described in the 
comment, but acknowledges the interconnectedness of the system and is 
making decisions relative to a long-term management project that will 
improve environmental conditions in the Project Area. 

If the Washington State Legislature provides funding for the next project 
phase, Enterprise Services could begin to pursue grant funding opportunities 
for project implementation. The soonest that funding design and permitting 
could be provided is the 2023-2025 biennium. 

O-19-4 A state of the art, process-based computer model was developed to analyze 
sediment transport under each of the alternatives; refer to the Hydrodynamic 
and Sediment Transport Numerical Modeling Discipline Report (Attachment 5) 
for more detail. The conceptual dredge design for the Estuary Alternative is 
based on historical configuration of the Deschutes River and its side channels. 
This conceptual dredge design was an input to the numerical model. 

Figure 4-46 of the Hydrodynamic and Sediment Transport Numerical Modeling 
Discipline Report (Attachment 5) shows the numerical modeling domain, 
which includes the West and East Bays of Budd Inlet and covers Budd Inlet 
bordering Gull Harbor on the north. 

Initial model results indicated that changes to hydrodynamics and sediment 
transport as a result of all four alternatives would be limited to the selected 
modeling domain, and expansion of the domain would change the results of 
the analyses or further inform decision making. 

The alternatives presented in the EIS are based on a conceptual level of design 
as is appropriate for a SEPA analysis. More detailed assessments and 
characterization of the Preferred Alternative will be addressed during the 
design and permitting phase. 
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  O-19-5 Please refer to the Global Responses for Sediment Quality. Please also refer to 
comment response I-747-7. 

O-19-6 Maintenance dredging under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would occur 
in areas that have been maintained for navigation, including the Federal 
Navigation Channel and its turning basin, vessel berths at the Port of Olympia, 
and at the marinas. The Federal Navigation Channel, turning basin and vessel 
berths have been dredged to maintain deep water for more than 100 years. 
Most marina leases require 5 to 7 feet of water depth at low tide. 

Please see the Sediment Quality Discipline Report for a discussion of potential 
impacts to sediment quality during maintenance dredging in these areas. Best 
management practices would be implemented to minimize turbidity 
(suspended sediment) during this work. 

Additionally, based on coordination with the USACE, Port of Olympia, and 
other parties, the needed dredging and remediation of known sediment 
contamination is expected to occur in West Bay before removal of the 5th 
Avenue Dam under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives and associated 
maintenance dredging for this project. 

O-19-7 Please see response to Comment I-747-8. 

O-19-8 See response to Comment I-747-1. 
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  O-19-9 Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, dredging in Capitol Lake is not 
assumed because it would have an impact on the proposed habitat elements 
that are planned for the Middle and North Basins, and would affect ecological 
function of the restored estuary. It is only proposed in West Bay, in the deeper 
areas that are used for navigation. Dredging would not be conducted in the 
existing intertidal habitat area along the western shoreline of West Bay, for 
example. 

Sediment management is a project goal and maintenance dredging is the 
approach to sediment management for the Estuary and Hybrid alternatives. 
Temporary impacts during dredging are typically not expected to be 
significant and dissolved oxygen is expected to improve as a result of either 
the Estuary or Hybrid alternatives. Although the EIS does not preclude marina 
relocation in the future, relocation is not proposed. 

O-19-10 Please see response to Comment I-747-12. 

O-19-11 A significant impact to fish and wildlife species is defined in the EIS as an 
alternative that would eliminate or make non-viable a species group or 
species of regional importance within the Capitol Lake Basin or West Bay, 
through the loss of suitable habitat. 

Regarding potential mitigation to address bat impacts, see the Global 
Response for Fish and Wildlife and Section 4.5.8 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0. 
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  O-19-12 Please see responses to Comments I-747-16 through I-747-21. 
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  O-19-13 Regarding the comparison of Capitol Lake to lowland lakes, it is one of the 
complexities of the existing condition that Capitol Lake has many lake-like 
attributes and those attributes, but it has been defined (regulatory) as a river 
based on flow dynamics. And, regardless of regulatory definitions, Capitol 
Lake is viewed as a lake by local residents and the EIS includes multiple 
alternatives that would retain the system in a ‘lake-like’ condition; further 
supporting the relevance of comparing it to other lakes the public may be 
familiar with. 

Regarding flooding, flood mitigation was not a defined goal of the long-term 
management project (see Section 1.9 of EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0). 
Therefore, the alternatives do not include the actions described in this 
comment. However, the long-term management project does not preclude 
these types of actions from occurring in the future. See also Global Responses 
on Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport for clarification around the 
flooding potential under the alternatives. 

Regarding adaptive management for invasive species management, as 
described in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, adaptive management plans would 
be developed during the design and permitting phase to manage invasive 
species and improve ecological functions. 

O-19-14 Please see response to Comment I-747-23. 

O-19-15 Under SEPA, mitigation measures must be reasonable and capable of being 
accomplished, and need only be identified for those impacts that are 
attributable to the identified adverse impacts of the proposal. Installing and 
operating a pump station to divert water to Budd Inlet would present 
enormous logistical and regulatory challenges, if found to be technically 
feasible. While the Draft EIS described that the impacts related to flooding 
would be significant under the No Action and Managed Lake Alternatives (due 
to the higher maximum river flood elevations that would occur under those 
alternatives), this flooding is considered a continuation of the "baseline" 
flooding, and not attributable to the project. Sections 4.1, 4.8, and 4.13 of 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 includes clarifications around the 
characterization of flooding that would be expected under the alternatives. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-200 

O-19 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  O-19-16 Comment noted. Enterprise Services appreciates commenter’s detailed review 
of the Draft EIS. 
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  O-20-1 Enterprise Services appreciates commenter’s detailed review of the Draft EIS, 
and preface to their comments presented below. 

Responses to comments are provided below. 
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  O-20-2 It has been clarified in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 (Section 2.3.2.1) that, 
during design of the selected alternative, the habitat islands could be moved, 
and final design will take aesthetic considerations, such as views, into account 
along with other design considerations. 

The comment states that views of the harbor from the Capitol building would 
be obscured. This is not correct. There are views of the harbor from the North 
Overlook, but views of the harbor are not available presently from the Capitol 
building. The view from the Overlook shows that the trees on the habitat 
island, even as shown in a relatively mature height, barely affect views of the 
far shore of the North Basin. In the simulation, the existing trees between the 
North Basin and the harbor obstruct that view to a greater degree and are 
likely to grow larger. Views of the harbor from the Overlook would not be 
adversely affected. 

The comment also states that the Estuary Alternative would prevent any 
chance of reflection of the Capitol in the water. This is not correct. As shown 
in the simulation in Section 4.10.5 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, during higher 
tides, there would be a reflection of the Capitol dome in the North Basin. The 
simulation used a water surface with slight wind, similar to the existing 
condition photo (Exhibit 3.55 in the Draft EIS). 

Other aspects of this comment refer to aesthetic choices rather than 
addressing a specific adverse visual impact. An additional visual simulation 
from the suggested location at Heritage Park was not done as it would be 
similar to the simulation in the Draft EIS at the Eastern Washington Butte, and 
was not determined necessary to understand potential adverse visual impacts 
and to inform decision making. 

O-20-3 The existing pedestrian loop and pedestrian bridge at Marathon Park around 
North Basin will remain under all alternatives. The comment regarding 
accommodating historic views and recreational use are noted. 
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  O-21-1 Enterprise Services appreciates Thurston Economic Development Council's 
detailed review of the Draft EIS. Please see responses to individual comments. 

O-21-2 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

O-21-3 Please refer to the Global Response for Shared Funding and Governance for 
Maintenance Dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 
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  O-21-4 The Draft EIS did not provide this level of analysis because the Funding and 
Governance Work Group had yet to make any decisions on project funding 
sources or strategies; thus, any economic trade-offs were entirely 
speculative. The Final EIS expands the description of the impacts of the 
potential funding responsibilities and tradeoffs based on the assumptions 
documented in the Funding and Governance Work Group's MOU about 
project funding and governance under the Estuary Alternative. These details 
are still subject to uncertainty--in part related to what trade-offs, if any, local 
decision makers would make to allocate funds to maintenance dredging in the 
future. The Final EIS provides information sufficient at the planning level to 
understand broad patterns of impacts and benefits that would materialize in 
the future. 

O-21-5 As described in Section 5.5.2.2 of the Economics Discipline Report, there was 
no clear signal from the research conducted for the economics assessment 
that implementing the Estuary Alternative would reduce demand for 
residential and commercial development. As the report also notes, it is 
impossible to isolate and quantify the magnitude of the effect of the Estuary 
Alternative on development trends in downtown Olympia directly, relative to 
other factors. Developers and planning professionals interviewed in the scope 
of this analysis consistently identified that careful attention to 
implementation of the Estuary Alternative is critical to how people experience 
it and ultimately how it affects individual decision-making and overall market 
trends. A thoughtfully-planned and well-executed project is likely to have 
minimal short-term impact and no long-term impact. 

As acknowledged in Section 5.7.2, the Hybrid Alternative is likely to have a 
similar long-term effect as the Estuary Alternative, though with less upfront 
risk because it retains the familiar feature of the reflecting pool. The Managed 
Lake Alternative would represent the least amount of visual change compared 
to current conditions and is unlikely to increase uncertainty among potential 
investors about future conditions 

O-21-6 Comment noted. It is acknowledged in Section 4.14.6 of EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0 and in Section 5.6.2.3 of the Economics Discipline Report that the 
overall economic value associated with recreation in the Hybrid Alternative 
could be somewhat higher than the Managed Lake and Estuary alternatives. 
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  O-21-7 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  O-22-13 Enterprise Services appreciates The League of Women Voters of Thurston 
County's detailed review of the Draft EIS. Please see responses to individual 
comments. 
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  O-22-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 

O-22-2 Thank you for this comment. Please see updates in Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 7.0 for a description of how these guiding principals have influenced 
the project funding approach. 

In response to comments on the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services met with the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to confirm assumptions included in the Final EIS 
regarding sediment deposition and maintenance dredging. In this meeting, 
Enterprise Services also described that the Estuary Alternative would restore 
sediment loading, similar to conditions that existed before the 5th Avenue 
Dam was constructed. Formal engagement with the Corps will continue during 
the design and permitting phase, which will occur following issuance of the 
Final EIS pending funding availability. 

O-22-3 The EIS acknowledges the Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary is part of a larger 
interconnected system. Please see the Final EIS Summary, which has 
additional text to describe related actions that are also occurring in the 
Deschutes River Watershed to improve overall health, such as implementation 
of TMDLs and remediation of contaminated sediment in West Bay. 

The Project Area is defined by the areas over which the Department of 
Enterprise Services has jurisdiction and where project actions, like 
maintenance dredging, would occur. Under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives, maintenance dredging is only proposed in "impacted areas" so 
that other areas that are not impacted by sediment accumulation do not need 
to be dredged. For example, sediment will accumulate on the western 
shoreline of West Bay, along the existing shallow, intertidal habitat. This area 
will not be dredged though, because sediment accumulation along this 
shoreline does not result in impacts. 
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  O-22-4 Comment noted. Enterprise Services would explore all opportunities to 
expedite the construction schedule during the future design and permitting 
phase of the project. 

Please see the Global Response for the Estuary and Hybrid alternatives. 

O-22-5 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources regarding comments related 
to precontact/pre-settlement history and comments related to the 
identification of Traditional Cultural Properties. 

Please also see response to Comment I-781-18. 

Finally, the Cultural Resources Discipline Report has been updated to note 
that ethnographic studies in coordination with local tribes, data recovery and 
interpretation of archaeological sites and districts, and other mitigation could 
occur in the next project phases to provide more complete documentation of 
history that pre-dated construction of the 5th Avenue Dam. 
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  O-22-6 Elements of this comment are presented in a broader context in Section 4.1.2, 
Indigenous Context, of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 
13). However, in the interest of protecting potential archaeological sites, the 
authors defer from discussing specific locations. 

O-22-7 Section 3.9.3.2 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 discussed the Chinese-American 
community's historic ties to the area, which was also described in more detail 
in Sections 4.2.5.1 and 4.3.2 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report 
(Attachment 13). See the Global Response for Cultural Resources for an 
explanation of changes in the Final EIS to provide a more balanced level of 
information on historic periods and perspectives. 
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  O-22-8 Please see response to Comment O-22-12. 
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  O-22-9 With regard to the influence of the transformer and sewer spills on 2019 data, 
with the exception of phosphorus, all of the parameters were within the same 
range in 2019 as in the earlier period and were considered to be acceptable to 
use in the analysis. Further, the spills would be expected to increase the 
concentration of these parameters; therefore, if the concentrations in 2019 
had been biased by the spill, they would have been biased toward indicating 
poorer conditions in the lake. To support the EIS analysis, additional data was 
collected in 2021 and the Water Quality Discipline Report has been updated 
with these data. The lake data collected in 2021 were similar to the 2019 data 
for those parameters that were not qualified, which further confirms that the 
concentrations measured in 2019 (for all but phosphorus) are acceptable. 

O-22-10 Please see response to Comment O-22-9. Please also note that the 2019 and 
2021 data helped to confirm trends observed in the 2004–2014 data set. 
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  O-22-11 Please see response to Comment O-22-9. Please also see the Global 
Responses to water quality comments regarding use of the 2015 Ecology 
Water Quality Improvement Report. 

O-22-12 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding use of the 2015 
Ecology Water Quality Improvement Report, and supplemental analysis that 
has been added to the Final EIS regarding the ability of the alternatives to 
meet water quality standards and TMDL allocations. 

Please see Attachment 21 of the Final EIS for more information on the 
Preferred Alternative identification process, which considered a range of 
criteria including the ability of each alternative to achieve project goals, to 
result in other environmental impacts or benefits, relative economic and 
environmental sustainability, construction impacts, and durability of the 
decision with stakeholders. 

O-22-14 Enterprise Services appreciates the Thurston County League of Women 
Voters' detailed review of the Draft EIS. Please see responses to individual 
comments. 
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  O-23-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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  O-23-2 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 

O-23-3 As described in Section 4.7.4.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, potential odors 
associated with the Managed Lake Alternative would be similar to existing 
conditions. While the EIS Project Team was not able to identify any formal 
odor complaints logged with the regional clean air agency related to the basin, 
it is recognized that several commenter's have noted odors from the lake 
basin at times. Discharges to the lake from stormwater outfalls as well as 
accidental spills, including recent spills of contaminated transformer oil and 
sewage, are discussed in Section 3.3.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, and 
described in more detail in the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 
7). This information was used to characterize existing water quality and 
sediment quality conditions in the lake and to help interpret water quality and 
sediment quality data that were obtained following spill events. The Sediment 
Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 15) confirms that sediment in Capitol 
Lake is relatively good and does not exceed sediment management standards 
that would require cleanup. The Sediment Quality Discipline Report also 
includes additional information about the Cascade Pole site. Finally, the Final 
EIS has been updated to note that remediation of contaminated sediment in 
West Bay should occur prior to removal of the 5th Avenue Dam under the 
Estuary Alternative. 

O-23-4 Thank you for your comments. See the Global Response for Cultural Resources 
for a description of how tribal values were considered in the EIS. 
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O-24 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  O-24-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 
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  O-25-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  O-26-1 Please see the detailed analysis in Sections 4.3, 4.5 and 4.6 of EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0, which describe how water quality, fish and wildlife habitat, and 
wetlands would improve as a result of the long-term management project. 
These sections also describe how the potential benefits would vary across the 
alternatives. Please also see Attachment 21, which provides a summary of the 
decision-making process for identifying the Preferred Alternative, and a 
numerical description of the alternatives relative to improved ecological 
function. The Estuary Alternative best achieves the goal of improving 
ecological function in the Project Area. The Global Response for the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process also describes how tribal values were 
integrated into the decision-making process. 

O-26-2 See the Global Response for Cultural Resource regarding how tribal resources 
and tribal values were considered in the EIS. Tribal values and resources were 
also incorporated into the process to select a Preferred Alternative as 
described in Section 1.12 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0 and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification (Attachment 21): 

 Each alternative was evaluated relative to tribal resources, which 
considered abundance of species protected by tribal treaties, access 
to usual and usual and accustomed fishing areas, and access to 
areas of cultural and spiritual significance. 

 Each alternative was also evaluated relative to cultural resources, 
which considered whether precontact landscapes would or would 
not be restored or preserved. 

 The Squaxin Island Tribe was asked to provide numeric and narrative 
feedback on their ability to support each of the alternatives. 

Please refer to Appendix 21 for a more detailed discussion of the 
environmental impacts and benefits that were comprehensively considered in 
the process to identify a Preferred Alternative. Regarding the commenter's 
request that the EIS better characterize the costs and benefits of the project 
alternatives, a cost/benefit analysis is not a component of a SEPA EIS. 
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  O-26-3 Where possible, subjective statements have been removed from the Final EIS. 
In some disciplines, subjectivity cannot be removed. For example, odor is 
subjective and people have different perceptions to odors from a natural 
environment. 

The Final EIS and discipline reports have been reviewed by the EIS Project 
Team and Enterprise Services. Consistent with SEPA, the geographic study 
areas encompass the areas where the project could result in significant 
adverse environmental impacts (or benefits). As such, the study areas varied 
by environmental resource in terms of geographic extent and of level of 
analysis. The description of impacts and level of analysis also varied by 
discipline as needed to evaluate and disclose potential changes as a result of 
the project. 

Please refer to Attachment 4 for a list of reference documents for the Draft 
EIS and Final EIS. 

O-26-4 Please see the Global Response for Water Quality regarding the study area for 
the water quality analysis. 

O-26-5 Please see response to Comment O-13-5. 

O-26-6 Please see the Global Response to water quality comments regarding use of 
the 2015 Ecology Water Quality Improvement Report; and use of the 2004-
2014 dataset. 
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  O-26-7 Please see the Global Responses to water quality comments regarding the 
focus of the analysis on dissolved oxygen (and total organic carbon). 

O-26-8 In regard to the selection of sampling sites, while we agree that a few 
sampling sites may not fully represent the wide variety of conditions that exist 
in Capitol Lake, the sampling sites used in the analysis have been used for 
decades by the County, Ecology, and others to characterize the lakes water 
quality and determine compliance with standards. It was in fact essential for 
the analysis of trends and water quality standards compliance to rely upon the 
same sampling sites and methods as used in past monitoring efforts. It should 
be noted that aquatic macrophytes do exist in both the North and Middle 
Basin sites and are especially dense at the Middle Basin site. In regard to the 
lack of winter data collection, the primary period of interest identified by 
Ecology in their modeling efforts was mid-summer through fall when DO 
conditions in Budd Inlet are most critical; the monitoring and analysis focused 
on that period. And, as described in the EIS, the monitoring did document late 
season changes (e.g., increases in TOC in both the river and lake) that can be 
attributed to senescence and decay of aquatic macrophytes as well as other 
organic sources in the watershed. 

O-26-9 There are numerous methods of estimating oxygen demand, and the 
relationship between TOC and expected BOD is tenuous, and beyond the 
reach of the EIS. The sentence correlating TOC and BOD has been removed 
from the Final EIS and Water Quality Discipline Report. Please see the revision 
to Section 3.3.3.1 in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0. 

 
O-26-10  Please see response to Comment O-13-30. 

O-26-11  Please see response to Comment O-13-5. 

O-26-12  Refer to the Global Responses for Aquatic Invasive Species. 
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Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page ORG-226 

O-26 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  O-26-13 Comment noted. 

O-26-14 Comment noted; the characterization of effects provided by the Draft EIS 
provides enough discernable information for decision makers to weigh the 
project alternatives, including their potential impacts, feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts, and their ability to meet the proposed project 
objectives. The Final EIS has been updated to provide additional analysis 
regarding the ability of the alternatives to comply with water quality 
standards, given that Ecology has released a draft TMDL for Budd Inlet that 
suggests Capitol Lake is the largest source of pollution that results in low 
dissolved oxygen conditions in Budd Inlet. The costs and funding strategy 
were also considered in the decision-making process for identifying the 
Preferred Alternative. 

O-26-15 Section 4.9.6 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 includes updates to the 
analysis of historic resource impacts under the Hybrid Alternative. These 
updates were made to reflect Determinations of Eligibility received from the 
Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
subsequent to the release of the Draft EIS. See Sections 3.5.3 and 4.5.7 of EIS 
Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 for discussion of tribal resources, including 
usual and accustomed areas. 

If the Hybrid Alternative is selected for long-term management, costs would 
be further developed during future design and permitting. Note that the 
Hybrid Alternative has been updated in the Final EIS to include a freshwater 
reflecting pool, which would not be subject to solar heating to the same 
degree as a saltwater pool. See Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 for more 
information. 

O-26-16 Enterprise Services appreciates the Puget Soundkeeper Alliance’s detailed 
review of the Draft EIS. Please see responses to specific comments. 
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Page IND-i 

Index of  Comments from Individuals 

Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-1 Steve Miller IND-1 

I-2 Steve Miller IND-2 

I-3 Joel Hecker IND-3 

I-4 Anna Uyeda IND-3 

I-5 Daniel Locke IND-4 

I-6 George Kurzman IND-4 

I-7 Martin Kimeldorf IND-4 

I-8 Paul Bunge IND-5 

I-9 Marybeth Bland IND-5 

I-10 Tom Schrader IND-6 

I-11 Trace and Leslie Pierson IND-6 

I-12 Scott Cubberly IND-7 

I-13 Cathy Smith IND-7 

I-14 Kristen Weinmeister IND-7 

I-15 Jason Britsas IND-8 

I-16 Derek Beaulieu  IND-8 

I-17 Tyler Phillips IND-9 

I-18 Cody Clarke IND-9 

I-19 Scott Campbell IND-9 

I-20 Austin Pederson IND-10 

I-21 Kathryn Kingman IND-10 

I-22 Nathan Schneider IND-10 

I-23 A Noble IND-11 

I-24 Heather Hilf IND-12 

I-25 Jeff Morgan IND-12 

I-26 Stephanie Keahey IND-13 

I-27 Allan Kigerl IND-13 

I-28 Pat Quesnel IND-14 

I-29 Brieanna Brownawell IND-14 

I-30 Erick Dietrich IND-15 

I-31 Griffin Loerts IND-15 

Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-32 Robert Winslow IND-16 

I-33 Erica Corbin IND-16 

I-34 Patrick Sprout IND-17 

I-35 Lana Brennan IND-17 

I-36 Dawn Olsen IND-18 

I-37 Bethany Anonymous IND-18 

I-38 Jody Suhrbier IND-19 

I-39 Donna Wright IND-19 

I-40 Larry Glenn IND-20 

I-41 Larry Glenn IND-21 

I-42 Kristen Weinmeister IND-21 

I-43 Virginia Towne IND-22 

I-44 Susan Davenport IND-22 

I-45 Jody Disney IND-23 

I-46 Meghan Hopkins IND-23 

I-47 S Andrews IND-23 

I-48 Ruth Bernstein IND-24 

I-49 Stephen Bernstein IND-24 

I-50 Richard Wille IND-24 

I-51 Jeannine Godfrey IND-24 

I-52 Jeremy Richtmyre IND-25 

I-53 Kristen Rich IND-25 

I-54 Kate Tossey IND-26 

I-55 Steven Hagerty IND-26 

I-56 Gery Gerst IND-27 

I-57 Anne Brigandi IND-27 

I-58 Jill Casebolt IND-28 

I-59 Doug Kehn IND-29 

I-60 Andy Suhrbier  IND-29 

I-61 Nicolette Oliver IND-29 

I-62 Allen Alsted IND-30 
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Comment 
ID 
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I-63 John Pruka IND-30 

I-64 Darek Ball IND-30 

I-65 Deborah Russell IND-30 

I-66 Gus Penley IND-31 

I-67 Mary Biggerstaff IND-31 

I-68 Karen Longhorn IND-31 

I-69 Judith Hoefling IND-31 

I-70 Susan Davenport IND-32 

I-71 Desdra Dawning IND-33 

I-72 Bethe Hayes IND-33 

I-73 Jan Pinhero IND-34 

I-74 Katrina Sire IND-34 

I-75 Gail Suydam IND-34 

I-76 Gerald Reilly IND-35 

I-77 Kim Adney IND-35 

I-78 Nancy Sullivan IND-36 

I-79 Justin Gailey IND-36 

I-80 Margaret Chapman IND-37 

I-81 John Curtin IND-38 

I-82 Bryan Bissell IND-38 

I-83 Virginia McCabe IND-39 

I-84 Lexis Bates IND-39 

I-85 Thomas Wetherell IND-40 

I-86 Joe Digranes IND-41 

I-87 Gerald Steel IND-41 

I-88 Jon Cushman IND-42 

I-89 Janis Rich IND-42 

I-90 Linda Rhodes IND-43 

I-91 Stacy Winokur IND-43 

I-92 Scott Voltz IND-44 

I-93 Julie Maurer IND-44 

I-94 Victoria Fox IND-45 

I-95 Paul Meury IND-45 

Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-96 Bruce Eisentrout IND-46 

I-97 Lasha Steinweg IND-46 

I-98 John Newman IND-47 

I-99 L. Riner IND-47 

I-100 Susan Vanderburg IND-48 

I-101 Glen Anderson IND-48 

I-102 Tim Motoh IND-49 

I-103 Linda Vandiver IND-50 

I-104 Kathleen Emmett IND-50 

I-105 Ellen Zito IND-51 

I-106 Francesca Ritson IND-51 

I-107 Caroline Lehman IND-51 

I-108 Madeline Bishop IND-52 

I-109 Madeline Bishop IND-52 

I-110 Madeline Bishop IND-53 

I-111 Matt Newton IND-53 

I-112 George Kleinknecht IND-54 

I-113 Monica Artz IND-54 

I-114 Amy Evans IND-54 

I-115 Judy Morgan IND-55 

I-116 Kristen Larsen IND-56 

I-117 Cheryl Biale IND-56 

I-118 Betty Lott IND-56 

I-119 Nancy Peterson IND-57 

I-120 Chris Strode IND-57 

I-121 Lewis Cox IND-58 

I-122 Matthew Longenbaugh IND-58 

I-123 Cheryl Fowble IND-59 

I-124 Jon Kime IND-59 

I-125 Dianne Hurst IND-60 

I-126 Jeanette Laffoon IND-61 

I-127 Jeanette Laffoon IND-61 

I-128 Dave Nicandri IND-62 
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Comment 
ID 
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I-129 Richard Hurst IND-65 

I-130 Jon Kime IND-65 

I-131 Faith Addicott IND-66 

I-132 Jennifer Riedmayer IND-66 

I-133 Susiegreg Knight IND-67 

I-134 Karin Landsberg IND-67 

I-135 Lin Oleary IND-68 

I-136 Ann Chenhall IND-69 

I-137 John Parry IND-69 

I-138 Nancy Zabel IND-70 

I-139 Roger Brittingham IND-71 

I-140 Sharon Graham IND-71 

I-141 Karen Knudson IND-72 

I-142 Susan Todd IND-73 

I-143 Charlie Ford IND-73 

I-144 Patrica Holm IND-73 

I-145 Ralph Blankenship IND-74 

I-146 Margaret Holm IND-74 

I-147 Annie Cubberly IND-75 

I-148 Patrick Stegner IND-75 

I-149 Jacqueline Stone IND-76 

I-150 Emily Waugh IND-76 

I-151 Brenda Paull IND-76 

I-152 Barbara Buchan IND-77 

I-153 Eric Valley IND-77 

I-154 Jason Holoch IND-77 

I-155 Brian Reiter IND-78 

I-156 Steven Byers IND-78 

I-157 Erich Brown IND-78 

I-158 Matt Bradley IND-79 

I-159 Paul Lambert IND-81 

I-160 Deborah Pattin IND-81 

I-161 John Bosshart IND-82 

Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-162 Joann Harper IND-83 

I-163 Gerald Sheehan IND-84 

I-164 Judy Kennedy IND-84 

I-165 Jim Brazil IND-85 

I-166 Gerald Sheehan IND-85 

I-167 Jim Flynn IND-86 

I-168 Elizabeth Egan IND-86 

I-169 Penny Black IND-87 

I-170 Kj Justice IND-87 

I-171 Reanna Justice IND-88 

I-172 Rebecca Canright IND-89 

I-173 Valerie Anderson IND-89 

I-174 Robert Chrisler IND-90 

I-175 Sue Johnson IND-90 

I-176 Kraig Scherz IND-90 

I-177 John Goss IND-91 

I-178 Matthew Noble IND-91 

I-179 Peggy Zimmerman IND-91 

I-180 Doug Myers IND-92 

I-181 Tamalyn Ramsey IND-93 

I-182 Kathi Rafferty IND-94 

I-183 Sara Holt-Knox IND-94 

I-184 Ian Van Dusen IND-94 

I-185 Morena Timm IND-95 

I-186 Carol Miller IND-95 

I-187 Hayley Gamble IND-96 

I-188 Dale Danell IND-97 

I-189 Margaret Hansen IND-98 

I-190 Kalvin Hoang IND-98 

I-191 Wendy Page IND-98 

I-192 Kassie Koledin IND-99 

I-193 Larry McCallum IND-100 

I-194 John James IND-105 
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I-195 Kathleen Emmett IND-106 

I-196 Tami Jones IND-106 

I-197 Lorrie Mahar IND-106 

I-198 Elizabeth Baldo IND-107 

I-199 Dorothy Wilke IND-107 

I-200 Richard Laurance IND-107 

I-201 Dave Bulger IND-108 

I-202 Rebecca Canright IND-108 

I-203 Laura Stratton IND-109 

I-204 Luca Claussen IND-110 

I-205 Lisa Johnson IND-110 

I-206 Edith Vargas IND-110 

I-207 Randy Neff IND-111 

I-208 Stanley Crossman IND-111 

I-209 Deb Williams  IND-111 

I-210 Grace Lee IND-112 

I-211 Carl Schroeder IND-114 

I-212 Victoria Sheldon IND-115 

I-213 Thomas Johnson IND-116 

I-214 Gregory Quetin IND-116 

I-215 Brian Scheffer IND-117 

I-216 Marie Strickland IND-117 

I-217 Thomas Mull IND-117 

I-218 Marianne Larson IND-118 

I-219 Mark Ausman IND-118 

I-220 Judy Raff IND-118 

I-221 Kate Dixon IND-118 

I-222 Ted Kozlowski IND-119 

I-223 Susan Moreland IND-119 

I-224 Robert Sickles IND-119 

I-225 Kathleen Guest IND-120 

I-226 Bethany Cox IND-120 

I-227 Leola Clarke IND-121 

Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-228 Jason Ball IND-121 

I-229 Barry Zickuhr IND-121 

I-230 Barry Zickuhr IND-122 

I-231 Barry Zickuhr IND-122 

I-232 Charles Dodd IND-122 

I-233 Matthew Grohne IND-123 

I-234 Megan Moreno IND-123 

I-235 Ahniwa Ferrari IND-123 

I-236 Beverly Skinner IND-124 

I-237 Henry Epstein IND-124 

I-238 Loren Freeman IND-124 

I-239 Jim Balz IND-125 

I-240 Kristy Woodford IND-125 

I-241 Donna Imam IND-125 

I-242 Emily Ecker IND-125 

I-243 Nancy Parkes IND-126 

I-244 Jane Hart IND-126 

I-245 Patricia Huddy IND-126 

I-246 Don Williams IND-126 

I-247 Sharon Ruth IND-126 

I-248 Edward Perry IND-127 

I-249 Jerry Anonymous IND-128 

I-250 Harry Branch IND-129 

I-251 Jason Montogomery IND-130 

I-252 John Rosenberg IND-131 

I-253 Paula Holroyde IND-134 

I-254 Nancy Gaston IND-134 

I-255 Pamela Mullins IND-134 

I-256 Kenneth Zych IND-134 

I-257 Barbara Smith IND-135 

I-258 Kristin Stewart IND-135 

I-259 Kerry Mill IND-135 

I-260 Karen Bray IND-135 
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I-261 Evan Enright  IND-136 

I-262 Blake Maresh IND-136 

I-263 Kristy Jack IND-136 

I-264 Anonymous Anonymous IND-137 

I-265 Ann Vandeman IND-137 

I-266 Bob Seeley IND-137 

I-267 Charles Schooler IND-137 

I-268 Roz Jenkins IND-138 

I-269 Anonymous Anonymous IND-138 

I-270 James Hanson IND-138 

I-271 Judith Schaeffer IND-138 

I-272 Robert Morse IND-139 

I-273 Gayle Newsom IND-139 

I-274 Kenneth Estes IND-140 

I-275 Gregory Flothe IND-140 

I-276 Carol Miller IND-141 

I-277 Judy Louderback IND-141 

I-278 David Bartruff IND-142 

I-279 Trent Kelly IND-142 

I-280 Charles Barlow IND-143 

I-281 Stanley Jackson IND-143 

I-282 Jane Stone IND-143 

I-283 John James IND-143 

I-284 Denis Langhans IND-144 

I-285 Karen Verrill IND-144 

I-286 Michael Sullivan IND-145 

I-287 Kathryn and Patrick 
Townsend 

IND-146 

I-288 Stacie Lerchie IND-146 

I-289 Valerie Krull IND-147 

I-290 Bette Shultz IND-148 

I-291 Doug Maxwell IND-148 

I-292 Yvonne Thompson IND-148 

I-293 David Bellefeuille-Rice IND-149 

Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-294 Joel Finch IND-149 

I-295 Randall Graham IND-149 

I-296 Robyn Cloughley IND-150 

I-297 Sharon Fasnacht IND-151 

I-298 Joy and Jerry Anonymous IND-152 

I-299 William Meeker IND-152 

I-300 Ellen Vaughn IND-152 

I-301 Valerie Lange IND-153 

I-302 Alex Kistler IND-153 

I-303 Jay Paulson IND-154 

I-304 Valerie Estes IND-154 

I-305 Josh Boisvert IND-154 

I-306 Melissa Griffus IND-155 

I-307 Alicia Boisvert IND-155 

I-308 Daniel McCartan IND-156 

I-309 Brad Stephens IND-156 

I-310 Derek Hoffman IND-156 

I-311 Bradley Proctor IND-157 

I-312 Phyllis Farrell IND-157 

I-313 Ty Karney IND-158 

I-314 Wison Hancock IND-162 

I-315 Paula Holroyde IND-163 

I-316 Ruth King IND-163 

I-317 Tom Dyer IND-163 

I-318 Michael Thompson, MD IND-164 

I-319 Robert Gundlach IND-164 

I-320 Polly Taylor IND-165 

I-321 Brad Tower IND-166 

I-322 Maureen Wells IND-166 

I-323 Scott McLain IND-167 

I-324 Scott McLain IND-168 

I-325 Robert Cook IND-169 

I-326 Marc Barber IND-169 
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I-327 Heather Pens IND-169 

I-328 Linda Lamb IND-170 

I-329 George and Linda Lamb IND-171 

I-330 Jody Disney IND-171 

I-331 Chris Chambers IND-172 

I-332 Tyler Clemens IND-173 

I-333 Charlie Saibel IND-174 

I-334 Dave Davis IND-175 

I-335 Joseph Hiss IND-175 

I-336 Annabel Kirschner IND-176 

I-337 Judy Artley IND-176 

I-338 Wison Hancock IND-177 

I-339 Allyson Zipp IND-178 

I-340 Ryan Hollander IND-178 

I-341 Henry Carson IND-179 

I-342 Marcy Anholt IND-179 

I-343 Joyce Baldwin IND-180 

I-344 Jon Bennett IND-181 

I-345 Charlotte Brame IND-181 

I-346 Geoff Browning IND-182 

I-347 Barbara Buchan IND-182 

I-348 Felicia Carroll IND-183 

I-349 Art Costantino IND-183 

I-350 Peter Crowley IND-184 

I-351 Stephen Curry IND-184 

I-352 Thad Curtz IND-185 

I-353 Gloria Davis IND-185 

I-354 Brenda Duncheon IND-185 

I-355 Nancy Young IND-186 

I-356 Michael Grieb IND-186 

I-357 Thomas Hargrove IND-186 

I-358 Carol Horner IND-187 

I-359 Bonnie and Marc Jones IND-187 
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ID 
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I-360 Robin Kramer IND-188 

I-361 Terry Krembs IND-188 

I-362 Julia McLaughlin IND-188 

I-363 Karen Mensinger IND-189 

I-364 Ed Molash IND-189 

I-365 Allen Mote IND-190 

I-366 Kerri Neathery IND-190 

I-367 Pete Plumley IND-191 

I-368 Tina Ramsey IND-191 

I-369 William Workman IND-192 

I-370 William Workman IND-192 

I-371 William Workman IND-192 

I-372 William Workman IND-193 

I-373 William Workman IND-194 

I-374 William Workman IND-195 

I-375 William Workman IND-196 

I-376 William Workman IND-196 

I-377 William Workman IND-197 

I-378 William Workman IND-198 

I-379 William Workman IND-199 

I-380 William Workman IND-200 

I-381 William Workman IND-200 

I-382 William Workman IND-201 

I-383 William Workman IND-201 

I-384 George Comstock IND-201 

I-385 William Workman IND-202 

I-386 William Workman IND-202 

I-387 William Workman IND-203 

I-388 William Workman IND-203 

I-389 William Workman IND-204 

I-390 William Workman IND-204 

I-391 William Workman IND-205 

I-392 William Workman IND-205 
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I-393 William Workman IND-205 

I-394 William Workman IND-206 

I-395 William Workman IND-207 

I-396 William Workman IND-207 

I-397 Diana Moore IND-208 

I-398 William Workman IND-208 

I-399 William Workman IND-209 

I-400 William Workman IND-209 

I-401 William Workman IND-210 

I-402 William Workman IND-210 

I-403 William Workman IND-211 

I-404 William Workman IND-211 

I-405 William Workman IND-212 

I-406 William Workman IND-212 

I-407 William Workman IND-213 

I-408 William Workman IND-213 

I-409 William Workman IND-214 

I-410 William Workman IND-214 

I-411 William Workman IND-215 

I-412 William Workman IND-215 

I-413 William Workman IND-216 

I-414 William Workman IND-216 

I-415 William Workman IND-217 

I-416 William Workman IND-217 

I-417 William Workman IND-217 

I-418 William Workman IND-218 

I-419 Johanna Roth IND-218 

I-420 Max Denise IND-218 

I-421 Frances Lench IND-219 

I-422 Linda Nicholas IND-219 

I-423 Penny Witt IND-219 

I-424 Nancy Young IND-220 

I-425 Sydney Hann IND-220 
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I-426 William Workman IND-221 

I-427 William Workman IND-221 

I-428 William Workman IND-222 

I-429 William Workman IND-222 

I-430 William Workman IND-223 

I-431 Troy Fortmann IND-223 

I-432 William Workman IND-224 

I-433 William Workman IND-224 

I-434 William Workman IND-225 

I-435 William Workman IND-225 

I-436 William Workman IND-226 

I-437 William Workman IND-227 

I-438 William Workman IND-228 

I-439 William Workman IND-229 

I-440 Abdi Fatemi IND-230 

I-441 William Workman IND-230 

I-442 William Workman IND-230 

I-443 William Workman IND-231 

I-444 William Workman IND-231 

I-445 Mary Mulholland IND-232 

I-446 Linda Dahmen IND-232 

I-447 David Heywood IND-232 

I-448 Jessica Rose IND-233 

I-449 Brent Swift IND-233 

I-450 Pam Smith IND-233 

I-451 Laura Hurtado Webb IND-234 

I-452 John and Gail Nispel IND-234 

I-453 Leanne Whitesell IND-235 

I-454 Jonathan Lindsay IND-235 

I-455 William Workman IND-235 

I-456 William Workman IND-237 

I-457 Becky Liebman IND-238 

I-458 William Workman IND-239 
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I-459 William Workman IND-239 

I-460 Beverly Torguson IND-240 

I-461 William Workman IND-240 

I-462 William Workman IND-240 

I-463 Mark Holm IND-241 

I-464 Jennifer Laine IND-241 

I-465 William Workman IND-242 

I-466 William Workman IND-242 

I-467 William Workman IND-243 

I-468 William Workman IND-243 

I-469 William Workman IND-244 

I-470 William Workman IND-244 

I-471 William Workman IND-245 

I-472 William Workman IND-245 

I-473 William Workman IND-246 

I-474 William Workman IND-246 

I-475 William Workman IND-247 

I-476 William Workman IND-247 

I-477 Esther and Warren 
Kronenberg 

IND-248 

I-478 William Workman IND-249 

I-479 William Workman IND-249 

I-480 William Workman IND-250 

I-481 William Workman IND-250 

I-482 William Workman IND-251 

I-483 William Workman IND-251 

I-484 Jeb Maki IND-252 

I-485 Blaine Wheeler IND-252 

I-486 McKenzie Ervin IND-253 

I-487 Michael Berger IND-253 

I-488 Shilo Delacruz IND-254 

I-489 Kenneth Estes IND-255 

I-490 Frank Turner IND-256 

I-491 Dana Madsen IND-257 
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I-492 Jeanette Dickison IND-258 

I-493 Susan McRae IND-259 

I-494 Cheryl Sebaska IND-259 

I-495 Judith Cichowicz IND-260 

I-496 Bill Cogswell IND-260 

I-497 Judy O'Looney IND-260 

I-498 Gary Wiles IND-261 

I-499 Harry S Griffith Iii IND-261 

I-500 Doug Hansen IND-261 

I-501 Parker MacCready IND-262 

I-502 Maxine Dunkelman IND-262 

I-503 David McDorman IND-262 

I-504 Frederick Timmer IND-262 

I-505 Paul Brice IND-263 

I-506 Ryan Troy IND-263 

I-507 Lois Ward IND-264 

I-508 David Field IND-264 

I-509 Rebecca Claxton IND-265 

I-510 Chuck Pfeil IND-265 

I-511 Gary Merz IND-265 

I-512 Michael Scholl IND-265 

I-513 Michele Burton IND-266 

I-514 Barbara Buchan IND-267 

I-515 Victoria Loveland IND-267 

I-516 Fay Wright-Bjorgen IND-268 

I-517 Robert Evashenk IND-268 

I-518 Howard Nanto IND-269 

I-519 Joseph Chiveney IND-273 

I-520 Cory Miller IND-273 

I-521 Denis Ganey IND-273 

I-522 Lee Ann Gekas IND-274 

I-523 Alice Johnson IND-274 

I-524 Marc Sulik IND-275 
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I-525 Tom Giesecke IND-275 

I-526 Elizabeth McNagny IND-276 

I-527 Doug Buster IND-276 

I-528 Kimberly Abbey IND-277 

I-529 Katy Pratt IND-277 

I-530 Joslyn Trivett IND-278 

I-531 James Stewart IND-278 

I-532 Abby Kelso IND-278 

I-533 Steve Russell IND-279 

I-534 Casey Vaughn IND-279 

I-535 Jessica Revelas IND-280 

I-536 Lois Wheeler IND-280 

I-537 James Vaupel IND-281 

I-538 William Workman IND-281 

I-539 William Workman IND-282 

I-540 William Workman IND-283 

I-541 William Workman IND-284 

I-542 Linda Kunze IND-285 

I-543 Barbara Buchan IND-285 

I-544 Kathy Leitch IND-286 

I-545 Annie Cubberly IND-288 

I-546 Edwin Metcalf IND-289 

I-547 Oscar Soule IND-290 

I-548 William Workman IND-291 

I-549 Mary Carney IND-292 

I-550 Judy Artley IND-292 

I-551 Renee Boaglio IND-293 

I-552 Zach Zimmerman IND-293 

I-553 Glen Anderson IND-293 

I-554 Desdra Dawning IND-294 

I-555 Robert Barnoski IND-294 

I-556 Lauri Vigue IND-295 

I-557 Gary Reid IND-296 
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ID 
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I-558 William Workman IND-296 

I-559 Emily McCartan IND-297 

I-560 William Workman IND-298 

I-561 William Workman IND-299 

I-562 William Workman IND-300 

I-563 Carolyn Samson IND-300 

I-564 Julie Watson IND-301 

I-565 Tom Laurie IND-302 

I-566 Jennifer Bammert IND-302 

I-567 Jennifer Johnson IND-303 

I-568 Ashlynn Strode IND-303 

I-569 Bruce Campbell IND-304 

I-570* Tom Schrader IND-306 

I-571 Ellen Cholski IND-307 

I-572 Kim Gubbe IND-307 

I-573 Paul Knight IND-307 

I-574 Gary Johnston IND-308 

I-575 Gary Lehmann IND-308 

I-576 John Alley IND-308 

I-577 Stuart Johnston IND-308 

I-578 Julia Talerico IND-308 

I-579 Dennis Cheasebro IND-309 

I-580 Shaun Stapleton IND-309 

I-581 Steven Sortais IND-309 

I-582 Brea Hronek IND-309 

I-583 David Childers IND-309 

I-584 Donna Ogden  IND-309 

I-585 David Dinsmore IND-310 

I-586 Colleen Gillespie IND-310 

I-587 Khalsa Joslin IND-310 

I-588 Judith Joslin IND-310 

I-589 Michele Merrill  IND-311 

I-590 Terrence Drochak IND-311 
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I-591 David Elliott IND-312 

I-592 Gary Proctor IND-312 

I-593 Kimbal Austin IND-313 

I-594 Edith Hitchings  IND-313 

I-595 Matthew  IND-313 

I-596 Aaron Vanalstine IND-314 

I-597 Terry Otness IND-314 

I-598 Angelina Wood IND-315 

I-599 Heidi Lambert IND-315 

I-600 Rdiall Akira IND-315 

I-601 Katherine Cox IND-316 

I-602 Brian Burdon IND-318 

I-603 David Kelley IND-318 

I-604 David Prescott IND-318 

I-605 H Weinberg IND-319 

I-606 Kathleen and Bryan Davis IND-320 

I-607 Glen Hunter IND-320 

I-608 Tom Schrader IND-321 

I-609 Matt Kluh IND-321 

I-610 Catthi Olson IND-321 

I-611 Linda Newland IND-322 

I-612 Sue Geiger IND-323 

I-613 Teri Wright IND-323 

I-614 Terence Getchman IND-323 

I-615 Beth Ketah IND-324 

I-616 Brynjar Halldorsson IND-325 

I-617 Deborah Stuart IND-325 

I-618 William Workman IND-326 

I-619 Tim Whipple IND-327 

I-620 Jeannine Sielinski IND-328 

I-621 Thomas Weissenberger IND-328 

I-622 Matthew George IND-329 

I-623 Stephen Frahm IND-329 

Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-624 Becky Russell  IND-329 

I-625 Pamela Ward IND-329 

I-626 Naomi Oppenheimer IND-330 

I-627 Meg Town IND-330 

I-628 Sally Dayton IND-330 

I-629 Paul Clerget IND-331 

I-630 Donna Rice IND-331 

I-631 Barbara McMichael IND-332 

I-632 Nature  IND-332 

I-633 Iesha Molnes IND-332 

I-634 Douglas Drees IND-333 

I-635 Rebecca Reuter IND-333 

I-636 Chris Johnson IND-334 

I-637 Alan Muller IND-334 

I-638 Willie Rhodes IND-334 

I-639 Nila Williamson IND-335 

I-640 Bryan Perrenod IND-335 

I-641 Joel McCune IND-335 

I-642 Jim Byrne IND-336 

I-643 Jim Byrne IND-336 

I-644 Maradel Gale IND-336 

I-645 Deidre Pearson IND-337 

I-646 B. Paull IND-337 

I-647 Earl Hughes IND-338 

I-648 Barbara Buchan IND-338 

I-649 John Demeyer IND-339 

I-650 Bor Las IND-343 

I-651 Leo Scott IND-343 

I-652 Walter Johnson IND-344 

I-653 Laurell McCann IND-344 

I-654 Kate and Steve Schroder IND-345 

I-655 Dennis Demoor  IND-346 

I-656 Martin McCallum IND-347 
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Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-657 Lindsey Larock IND-348 

I-658 Kendall Brown IND-348 

I-659 Sam E IND-348 

I-660 Benjamin Alterman IND-349 

I-661 Ruben Nunez IND-349 

I-662 Bob Jacobs IND-350 

I-663 William Workman IND-351 

I-664 William Workman IND-352 

I-665 William Workman IND-353 

I-666 Scott Goddard IND-353 

I-667 Mark Pearson IND-354 

I-668 Paul Pickett IND-356 

I-669 Myles West IND-356 

I-670 Rob Penney IND-356 

I-671 Rob Penney IND-359 

I-672 William Workman IND-360 

I-673 Deborah Alterman IND-361 

I-674* Allen Miller IND-362 

I-675 William Workman IND-367 

I-676 Bob Jacobs IND-368 

I-677 William Workman IND-369 

I-678 Patrick Stack IND-370 

I-679 Scott Woodard IND-370 

I-680 William Workman IND-371 

I-681 Steven Byers IND-371 

I-682 Brian Combs IND-372 

I-683 Nathan Brown IND-373 

I-684 Christi Johnson IND-373 

I-685 Cj Gruber IND-374 

I-686 Maree[ Quade IND-374 

I-687 Laurence Reeves IND-375 

I-688 Jules James IND-376 

I-689 Helen Thornton IND-376 

Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-690 Steven Aksamit  IND-376 

I-691 Erika Fehr IND-377 

I-692 Eloina Monchilov IND-378 

I-693 Thomas Johnson IND-378 

I-694 Anna Wahler IND-379 

I-695 Lyna Ray IND-379 

I-696 Georgene Abbott IND-380 

I-697 Janet Wiley IND-380 

I-698 Kate Rosengard IND-381 

I-699 Loretta Seppanen IND-382 

I-700 Edwin Pole Ii IND-383 

I-701 Alicia Elliott IND-383 

I-702 Shannon Lambson  IND-384 

I-703* Zoltan Grossman IND-385 

I-704 Douglas Ryan IND-391 

I-705 Wendy Vance IND-392 

I-706 Matthew Karas IND-393 

I-707 Gerald Cichlar IND-394 

I-708 Gary Franklin IND-395 

I-709 Paul Allen IND-396 

I-710 Anita Thomson IND-399 

I-711 David Moon IND-399 

I-712 Kelsey Jenkins  IND-400 

I-713 Lisa Winiecki IND-400 

I-714 Buffy Turner IND-400 

I-715 Kristin Voth IND-402 

I-716 Carol Middleton IND-403 

I-717 Jamie Sullivan IND-403 

I-718 Williamr Fenton IND-403 

I-719 Charles Rosengard IND-404 

I-720 Norval Goe IND-404 

I-721 John Kelly  IND-404 

I-722 Torren Valdez IND-404 
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Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-723 Lisa Ceazan IND-405 

I-724 Bradley Andrews IND-406 

I-725 Kelli Carmony IND-406 

I-726 Susan McRae IND-407 

I-727 Greg Black IND-407 

I-728 Elizabeth Filep IND-408 

I-729 Michael Leierer IND-409 

I-730 Richard Hovde IND-409 

I-731 Laureen Brian IND-410 

I-732 Carl Dexter IND-411 

I-733 Ronan Craft IND-412 

I-734 Pam Dittloff IND-412 

I-735 Rob Penney IND-412 

I-736 Sandia Slaby IND-419 

I-737 Charlotte Persons IND-420 

I-738 Brookelle Riley IND-421 

I-739 Brookelle Riley IND-421 

I-740 Amy Troyer-Karas IND-422 

I-741 Edward Whitesell IND-423 

I-742 Philip Goff IND-425 

I-743 Philip Goff IND-425 

I-744 Kevin Maltz IND-426 

I-745 Mark Keith IND-426 

I-746 Michael Smith IND-426 

I-747 Sue Danver IND-426 

I-748 Jonathan M Rily IND-434 

I-749 Justin Rose IND-434 

I-750 Mike Dice IND-434 

I-751  Carole Bark IND-434 

I-752 Earl Strausbaugh IND-435 

I-753 Andrea Wilbur-Sigo IND-435 

I-754 Barbara Carry IND-435 

I-755 Dale Armstrong IND-437 

Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-756 Malorie Kennedy IND-438 

I-757 Joseph Johnson IND-438 

I-758 Guy Winkelman  IND-439 

I-759 Mary Condon IND-439 

I-760 Lisa Dias IND-440 

I-761 Nancy Stevenson IND-440 

I-762 Monica Anney IND-441 

I-763 Robert and Patricia Patrick IND-442 

I-764 Steve Shanewise IND-442 

I-765 Pam Panowicz IND-453 

I-766 Crystal Trigg IND-455 

I-767 Pam Panowicz IND-455 

I-768 Philip Pearson IND-456 

I-769 Diana Flannery IND-456 

I-770 Rodger Cummings IND-457 

I-771 Ulla Giesecke IND-458 

I-772 Anthony Walker IND-458 

I-773 Kezia Wentworth IND-459 

I-774 Irene Osborn IND-459 

I-775 Dick Binns IND-459 

I-776 Nancy Partlow IND-462 

I-777 Sean Foley IND-463 

I-778 Wendy Gerstel IND-464 

I-779 Maurice Major IND-465 

I-780 Judith Radloff IND-476 

I-781 Helen Wheatley IND-477 

I-782 Patricia Wenger IND-498 

I-783 Robert Jensen IND-499 

I-784 Allen Mote IND-500 

I-785* E.J. Zita IND-501 

I-786 Christine Djafarian IND-503 

I-787 Gregory Quetin IND-503 

I-788 Amelia Sohler IND-503 
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Comment 
ID 

Name of 
Commenter Page 

I-789 Katie Woodland IND-504 

I-790 Chance Asher IND-507 

I-791 David Risvold IND-510 

I-792 Sarah O'neal IND-510 

I-793 Robert Panowicz IND-513 

I-794 Anthony Hemstad IND-513 

I-795 Nora Jordin IND-513 

I-796 Susan and George 
Bredensteiner 

IND-514 

I-797 Michele Geyer  IND-515 

I-798 Rick Applegate IND-516 

I-799 Rachael Hemstad IND-517 

I-800 Mary Lane IND-517 

I-801 Thomas Anney IND-517 

I-802 Nathaniel Jones IND-518 

I-803 Sue Hedrick IND-520 

I-804 Alan Reichman IND-520 

I-805 Allen Mote IND-521 

I-806 Wanda Hedrick IND-523 

I-807 Marla Byrne IND-523 

I-808 JJ Lindsey IND-523 

I-809 William Graeber IND-525 

I-810 Greg Falxa IND-528 

I-811 Anthony Smith IND-531 

I-812 Karen Smith IND-532 

I-813 Eliza Ghitis IND-532 

I-814 Allan Flannery IND-538 

I-815 Kris Klohe IND-539 

I-816 Chris Hemstad IND-539 
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Responses to Comments from Individuals 
I-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-1-1 Comment noted. The commenter does not raise issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy or completeness of the Draft EIS. 
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I-2 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-2-1 Comment noted; this comment is a statement and does not affect the 
environmental analysis in the EIS. 
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I-3 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-3-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-4-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-5 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-5-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-6 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-6-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-7 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-7-1 Comment noted. 
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I-8 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-8-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-8-2 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 

I-8-3 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 
 

 
I-9 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-9-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-10 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-10-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-11 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-11-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. Please refer to Section 3.7 and 4.7 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 for the analysis of odor impacts. 
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I-12 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-12-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-13 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-13-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-14 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-14-1 Thank you for your comment. This comment does not affect the 
environmental analysis in the EIS. 
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I-15 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-15-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 

 

 
I-16 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-16-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-17 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-17-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-18 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-18-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-19 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-19-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-20 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-20-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-21 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-21-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-22 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-22-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-23 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-23-1 Comment noted. 

I-23-2 Comment noted. 

I-23-3 Comment noted. Please refer to Attachment 21, which provides an overview 
of the Preferred Alternative identification process and the evaluation of 
alternatives relative to evaluation criteria, such as cost and environmental 
sustainability. 
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I-24 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-24-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-25 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-25-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-26 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-26-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-26-2 Comment noted. 

I-26-3 As described in the Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Discipline Report 
(Attachment 8), Capitol Lake would be treated to significantly reduce 
populations within the waterbody, which reduce the risk of potential spread 
during construction. The reintroduction of saltwater into the basin under the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would have a substantial benefit by reducing 
AIS, because most of the AIS in Capitol Lake are intolerant to higher salinity 
levels. There would be no significant change to the number and type of AIS 
under the Managed Lake Alternative. 

All alternatives would include an AIS Adaptive Management Plan including 
monitoring, treatment, and other measures. Decontamination stations would 
also be installed, along with informational signage, to prevent the spread of 
AIS outside of the Project Area. 

There are no known methods to eradicating the New Zealand mudsnail. 
The New Zealand mudsnail population would be substantially reduced under 
the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives because of the saltwater environment. 

 

 
I-27 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-27-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-28 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-28-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-29 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-29-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-30 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-30-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-31 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-31-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-32 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-32-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-33 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-33-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-34 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-34-1 Comment noted. The issues raised are outside the scope of an EIS which is to 
evaluate potential environmental impacts of the project alternatives and to 
inform decision-makers and the public of reasonable alternatives and 
mitigation measures that could avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance 
environmental quality. Enterprise Services is not able to act as a direct service 
provider, alter operations to add new services not authorized by statute, or to 
divert agency resources. See also the Global Response for Land Management. 

 

 
I-35 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-35-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. See also the Global 
Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-36 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-36-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-37 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-37-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-38 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-38-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-39 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-39-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-40 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-40-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-41 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-41-1 Comment noted. 
 

 
I-42 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-42-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-43 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-43-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-44 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-44-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-44-2 Comment noted. 

I-44-3 The shantytown "Little Hollywood" is described in Section 3.9.3.2 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 3.0, and Section 4.3.2 of the Cultural Resources Discipline 
Report (Attachment 13). 

I-44-4 Comment noted. Consistent with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
rules, an environmental impact statement must evaluate potential significant 
environmental impacts to the natural and built environment. For this project, 
implementation of the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives could have a significant 
impact to the Olympia Yacht Club and other private marinas in West Bay. The 
analysis discloses potential impacts to those built environmental resources, 
and opportunities to avoid significant impacts from sediment deposition. 

I-44-5 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-44-6 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-45 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-45-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-46 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-46-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-47 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-47-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-48 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-48-1 Comment noted. The trails around the lake would be retained under all the 
alternatives and new recreational amenities are proposed to improve 
community use of the resource. The approach to restoring recreation is similar 
across all of the long-term management alternatives. See also the Global 
Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-49 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-49-1 Comment noted. 
 

 
I-50 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-50-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-51 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-51-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-52 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-52-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-53 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-53-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-54 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-54-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-55 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-55-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-56 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-56-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-57 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-57-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-58 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-58-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-59 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-59-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-60 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-60-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-61 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-61-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-62 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-62-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 

 

 
I-63 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-63-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-64 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-64-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-65 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-65-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-66 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-66-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-67 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-67-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-68 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-68-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-69 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-69-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-70 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-70-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-71 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-71-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-72 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-72-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-73 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-73-1 The Draft EIS and Final EIS evaluate long-term management alternatives that 
were developed to meet project goals. The alternatives incorporate several 
components put forward in comments received during EIS scoping that were 
found to have regulatory and technical feasibility. The alternative suggested in 
this comment has been considered, but would not achieve project goals, such 
as active recreational use. Please also see the Global Response for 
Alternatives Design. 

 

 
I-74 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-74-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-75 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-75-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-76 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-76-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-77 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-77-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-78 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-78-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-79 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-79-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-80 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-80-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-81 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-81-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-82 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-82-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-83 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-83-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative, 
the Preferred Alternative Identification Process, and for Land Use, Shorelines, 
and Recreation. 

 

 
I-84 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-84-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-85 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-85-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
identification process. 
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I-86 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-86-1 Existing conditions, and potential impacts and benefits related to aquatic 
invasive species were evaluated, and are described in Sections 3.4, 4.4, and 
5.4 of EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0. As described in Section 3.3.1 
of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Capitol Lake is affected by a complex and 
continually changing interaction between physical, chemical, and biological 
characteristics. However, none of the data reviewed for the EIS suggests that 
the water quality in the lake presents a health hazard. 

Regarding the commenter's support for the Estuary Alternative, this response 
acknowledges the commenter’s position. The comment does not raise issues 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy or completeness of the Draft EIS. 

 

 
I-87 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-87-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-88 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-88-1 See Section 4.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 for a description of long-term 
water quality impacts and benefits of the alternatives. As described in this 
section, with continued plentiful nutrient inflow from greater Puget Sound 
and the Deschutes River, Budd Inlet would continue to experience algal 
blooms of approximately the same extent and frequency as occur under 
existing conditions. In summary, the Estuary Alternative is expected to result 
in no change to minor to or moderate benefit to dissolved oxygen 
concentrations in Budd Inlet and no change in water quality conditions related 
to algal blooms and aquatic plants. 

 

 
I-89 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-89-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s alternative preference. For 
information regarding odor (smell) refer to the Global Response for Air Quality 
& Odor. 
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I-90 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-90-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-91 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-91-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-44 

I-92 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-92-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-93 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-93-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-94 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-94-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-95 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-95-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-96 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-96-1 See Section 2.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 for a description of how the 
alternatives were developed. A range of concepts and alternative variations 
(including different dredging concepts) that were proposed through past 
planning projects and through the scoping period at the beginning of the EIS, 
were evaluated through a Measurable Evaluation Process. See Attachment 19 
for more information on the concepts that were screened through this 
process. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-97 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-97-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-47 

I-98 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-98-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-99 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-99-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-100 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-100-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-101 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-101-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-102 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-102-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. Please refer to EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.7 
regarding the analysis of odor impacts. 

I-102-2 The existing railway trestle and pedestrian bridge will remain under all 
alternatives. 

I-102-3 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 
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I-103 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-103-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-104 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-104-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-105 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-105-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-106 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-106-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-107 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-107-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-108 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-108-1 Please see the Global Response for Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport 
for clarifications around the flooding potential under the alternatives. Under 
an extreme flood, the Hybrid Alternative’s barrier wall would reduce the 
depth and extent of flooding in areas of Heritage Park and along Powerhouse 
Road SW when compared to the other alternatives. Quantifying potential 
flood-damage costs and cost savings is outside the scope of the EIS. 

 

 
I-109 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-109-1 See EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.5 (Fish and Wildlife) for a 
description of the potential long-term impacts and benefits to salmon under 
the project alternatives. See EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0, Section 5.5 for a 
description of the anticipated short-term impacts during construction. For 
more information, see the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report (Attachment 9). 
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I-110 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-110-1 As described in Appendix E of the Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7), an adaptive water quality management plan would need to 
be developed to maintain water quality in the freshwater reflecting pool. 
Consultant costs to prepare an adaptive management plan and to obtain 
permits for the intended treatment typically cost between $50,000 and 
$100,000. The total annual cost for a buffered alum treatment would be 
approximately $5,000 for one annual dose to inactivate 50 ug/L TP for the 
best-case scenario, and would cost approximately $20,000 for two doses per 
year to inactivate 330 ug/L TP for the worst-cast scenario. Whole-lake 
Phoslock treatments would likely cost approximately 25% more than buffered 
alum treatments. These costs would be further refined during design and 
permitting, if the Hybrid Alternative was selected for long-term management. 
Planning-level cost estimates for the barrier wall needed to develop the 
reflecting pool for the Hybrid Alternative are approximately $11.5 million. 
There are other differences in the planning-level cost estimates for the Hybrid 
Alternative and the Estuary Alternative, and that information can be found in 
the supplementary material provided on the project website: 
https://capitollakedeschutesestuaryeis.org/library. 

 

 
I-111 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-111-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-112 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-112-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-113 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-113-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-114 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-114-1 This suggestion was evaluated by the technical team and it was determined 
that given the flow dynamics, establishing landscaped islands along the wall 
would be impractical from an erosion perspective. 
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I-115 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-115-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-116 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-116-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-117 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-117-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-118 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-118-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-119 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-119-1 Please see Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-120 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-120-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-121 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-121-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-122 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-122-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-122-2 See Global Response for Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport regarding 
sea level rise projections used in the analysis modeling. 
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I-123 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-123-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-124 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-124-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-124-2 See the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 
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I-125 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-125-1 For a description of potential impacts to the Olympia Yacht Club and other 
private marinas, see the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6). That 
analysis provides the potential increase in annual sediment deposition within 
West Bay as a result of the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, based on 
hydrodynamic and sediment transport numerical modeling conducted for the 
EIS. It also describes annual sediment monitoring that would be conducted, 
and maintenance dredging that would occur, to avoid significant impacts to 
the marinas. Significant impacts are defined as over 10% of vessels at any 
single marina unable to access leased moorage due to shallowed water depth 
caused by sediment deposition. 

Please also refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for additional information 
regarding funding from the Funding and Governance Work Group for dredging 
of the increased sediment that would be deposited in West Bay under the 
Estuary Alternative. 

Three months following the spring 2022 announcement of the Estuary 
Alternative being the likely Preferred Alternative, Enterprise Services initiated 
coordination with the Olympia Yacht Club and West Bay marinas specific to 
the funding and governance approach for maintenance dredging. 
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I-126 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-126-1 See the Global Response for Economics. 
 

 
I-127 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-127-1 Thank you for your comment. The lease that Martin Marina has with the 
Washington Department of Natural Resources allows the three floating homes 
to remain through the end of the lease term (2049), as outlined in Exhibit B of 
the lease. As outlined in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, Enterprise Services 
has worked with the Funding and Governance Work Group to develop an 
agreement for shared funding and governance of the dredging that would be 
needed to remove the increased sediment that would deposit along the 
eastern shoreline of West Bay as a result of the Estuary Alternative. The 
duration of this agreement is expected to be through 2050, with opportunity 
for extension. This maintenance dredging is intended to avoid significant 
impacts to the private marinas in West Bay and to the Port of Olympia. Please 
see Chapter 7.0 for additional detail. 
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I-128 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-128 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-128-1 Comment noted, please see the responses below to the specific comments 
included in your letter. 

I-128-2 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources regarding Determinations of 
Eligibility received from DAHP following the release of the Draft EIS and 
related updates in the Final EIS. See also the Global Response for Cultural 
Resources regarding updates in the Final EIS related to the Tumwater Historic 
District. Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Sections 4.9.5 and 4.9.6 and Sections 
5.5.2.2 and 5.6.2.2 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 
13), have been updated to address impacts and benefits to the Tumwater 
Historic District under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, including the 
historic brewery complex and how a return to an estuary setting would 
provide a setting more compatible with the historic waterfront character of 
Tumwater and the brewery. The Final EIS and discipline report have also been 
updated to address the view potential of the historic brewery complex along 
the new boardwalks in the South Basin. 

I-128-3 Yes, the EIS Project Team was aware of the previous archaeological 
investigations in the area, including the investigation mentioned in this 
comment. In response to comments on the Draft EIS, additional information 
and clarifications have been added to the Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, 
Section 3.9.1.2, and Section 4.1.3 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report 
(Attachment 13), related to the presence of recorded archaeological sites and 
the likelihood for as-yet undiscovered archaeological sites. 
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I-128 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-128-4 Thank you for your comments. In the context of a SEPA analysis, the EIS 
analysis focuses on project changes relative to existing conditions. Therefore, 
the No Action Alternative represents the appropriate baseline for analysis. 
Under either the Estuary or Hybrid Alternative, the South Basin, would return 
to an estuary condition, and tidal flow would reestablish natural sediment 
transport. See Figure 4.1.3 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS for information about 
the sediment transport patterns expected. Over time, the South Basin would 
also see changes in high tide levels with relative sea level rise. From a visual 
standpoint, the conditions at high tide would closely resemble existing 
conditions, except for changes in shoreline vegetation due to saltwater. It is 
acknowledged that an informed viewer would know that the water in the 
South Basin was contiguous with and part of Puget Sound, even though the 
connection to Budd Inlet would only be visible at a great distance and from a 
few locations in the South Basin. 

I-128-5 See Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines and Recreation regarding links 
to regional trails. 

I-128-6 Comment noted. 
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I-129 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-129-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-130 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-130-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-131 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-131-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-132 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-132-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-133 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-133-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-133-2 Thank you for your comment. As outlined in the Final EIS, Enterprise Services 
has identified the Estuary Alternative as the Preferred Alternative for long-
term management because it best meets project goals, and stakeholders have 
identified it as the alternative that is most likely to achieve long-term support. 
Also outlined in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, is an approach to avoid 
significant impacts to the private marinas in West Bay, which includes shared 
funding and governance for the increased sediment that would be deposited 
in West Bay under the Estuary Alternative. The duration of this agreement is 
expected to be through 2050, with opportunity for extension. It is expected 
that the private marinas would also contribute funding toward maintenance 
dredging. 

 

 
I-134 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-134-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-135 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-135-1 Comment noted. Also see Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-136 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-136-1 Comment noted. Please see Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative, which 
has been updated in the Final EIS to include a groundwater-fed freshwater 
reflecting pool. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-137 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-137-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-138 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-138-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 

I-138 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-139 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-139-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-140 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-140-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-72 

I-141 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-141-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-141-2 Thank you for your comments. 

Regarding continued tourism connected with Lakefair it is unknown at this 
time how implementing the Estuary Alternative would change the events and 
community gatherings currently centered around the Lake. It is possible that 
they could transform along with the Lake and provide a similar level of value 
to the community, in the form of tourism and quality of life for residents. 

These events provide economic value in at least two ways: through tourism, 
which supports economic activity in the region, and in the form of social 
capital—in this case the "glue" of shared identity, traditions, and culture that 
brings people together and contributes to quality of life. The Estuary 
Alternative would require an initial investment to redefine events that have 
an identity tied to the Lake, in the form of both monetary cost and non-
monetary cost of time and energy. These are short-term costs and once the 
transformation has occurred the annual value could continue to materialize at 
similar levels. 

In response to this comment, discussion has been added to Sections 5.5.2.3 
and 5.5.2.4 of the Economics Discipline Report (Attachment 18) to 
acknowledge this potential short-term cost of the Estuary Alternative. 

I-141-3 EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.5 discusses impacts on bats. See also the 
Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for information on how potential 
impacts on bats were clarified in the Final EIS. 
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I-142 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-142-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-143 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-143-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 
 

 
I-144 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-144-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-145 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-145-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-146 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-146-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-147-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-148 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-148-1 The road that would be constructed to connect Deschutes Parkway SW to 
Olympic Way would gain elevation as it travels north. The highest point would 
be the connection point at Olympic Way, which would be an elevation similar 
to where Olympic Way crosses the railroad right-of-way. Based on the current 
conceptual design, the proposed roadway ramp appears to be below your 
property elevation; therefore, the road is not expected to block the view of 
the waterbody. Design would be further developed during the design phase of 
the project. 
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  I-149-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-150 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-150-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-151 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 
 

  I-151-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-152-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-153 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-153-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-154 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-154-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-155-1 Comment noted. 
 

 
I-156 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-156-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-157 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-157-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-158-1 Capitol Lake is currently separated from Budd Inlet by the 5th Avenue Dam. 
However, debris discharges through the dam under existing conditions, during 
high river flow events. This has provided an opportunity for New Zealand 
mudsnails to spread into Budd Inlet since their establishment in Capitol Lake 
more than a decade ago. 

In a letter submitted by WDFW on the Draft EIS, WDFW opined that the 5th 
Avenue Dam does not function as a barrier preventing the spread of New 
Zealand mudsnails into Budd Inlet, and the removal of the dam is not 
expected to create additional colonization opportunities beyond what 
currently exists. 

In response to comments submitted on the Draft EIS and to support analysis 
in the Final EIS, a study was commissioned to investigate whether New 
Zealand mudsnails are currently present in Budd Inlet (Johannes 2022). The 
study occurred in April 2022 and investigated 21 sites, 16 of which were 
previously surveyed in 2011 and included several sites adjacent to various 
freshwater inputs. Most sites collected in Budd Inlet had marine fauna 
present, indicating conditions would allow for colonization if New Zealand 
mudsnails were tolerant to salinities. No New Zealand mudsnails were found 
during this survey, and the study concluded it is likely that year-round salinity 
levels are too high anywhere in Budd Inlet for New Zealand mudsnails to 
survive. 

There are limited data, Best Available Science studies, or literature regarding 
New Zealand mudsnail salinity tolerance; however, available studies indicate 
the New Zealand mudsnail may be tolerant of salinities above 30 parts per 
thousand (ppt or practical salinity unit). Although the salinity within Budd Inlet 
(between 23 and 28 ppt) is within the tolerance range for New Zealand 
mudsnails, the recent survey conducted by Johannes (2022) found no New 
Zealand mudsnails in Budd Inlet. And, as indicated above, given movement of 
debris through the 5th Avenue Dam under existing conditions, New Zealand 
mudsnails would have colonized in Budd Inlet since their introduction into 
Capitol Lake more than 10 years ago, if conditions were suitable. 

New Zealand mudsnail salinity tolerance is dependent on temperature and 
the rate of acclimatization to the higher salinity (LeClair and Cheng 2011). A 
study of New Zealand mudsnails in the Columbia River estuary found the 
mudsnails from brackish environments are more tolerant of acute salinity 
stress with LC50 values (lethal concentration causing 50 percent mortality) 
averaging 38 ppt salinity versus only 22 ppt salinity for mudsnails from a 
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freshwater source (Devils Lake) (Hoy et al. 2012). The results of the study of 
salt-tolerant New Zealand mudsnails in the Columbia River estuary also found 
that, although the species was surviving, they were not thriving in a way that 
would significantly impact native populations. The lack of New Zealand 
mudsnails observed in Budd Inlet is likely indicative of their salt tolerance and 
the LC50 value of 22 ppt salinity for mudsnails from a freshwater source like 
Capitol Lake. 

Additional salinity data and New Zealand mudsnail distribution within Budd 
Inlet have been added to Section 4.2.1.1 of the Aquatic Invasive Species 
Discipline Report (Attachment 8) under subsections describing Distribution 
and Abundance Within the Study Area and Management Approaches, and in 
Sections 5.3.2, 5.5.2.2, and 5.6.2 of that report. 

Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, New Zealand mudsnails may 
continue to persist in areas of freshwater input, including the Deschutes River, 
Percival Creek, and stormwater outfalls. Those mudsnails would be washed 
into Budd Inlet during storm events, but likely at much lower rates due to the 
smaller numbers in the smaller freshwater area. It is possible for New Zealand 
mudsnails to spread to nearby freshwater streams that also drain to Budd 
Inlet. But there has been an apparent lack of colonization by New Zealand 
mudsnails in Budd Inlet from the large population in Capitol Lake, and that 
suggests that smaller populations that may remain in the freshwaters draining 
to the basin under the Estuary or Hybrid Alternative may not colonize Budd 
Inlet either. They are also not expected to thrive in the brackish environment 
if they are able to colonize Budd Inlet. 

Given the existing New Zealand mudsnail presence and distribution, control 
measures are suggested for all alternatives to reduce density and numbers 
prior to any actions within Capitol Lake. Although it is unlikely that control 
measures can eradicate the AIS completely, as New Zealand mudsnails can 
repopulate from a single living organism, control measures would significantly 
reduce the population size and potential spread. 
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  I-159-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-160 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-160-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-161-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-162-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-163-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-163-2 Comment noted. The commenter does not raise specific issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIS. 

 

 
I-164 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-164-1 Comment noted. 

I-164-2 Please see Section 1.9 of EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0 for discussion of project 
goals. Boardwalks are one of several design elements included in the action 
alternatives to achieve the goal of enhancing community use of the resource. 
The boardwalks would be integrated with the habitat islands to allow closer 
interaction with these habitat features. 
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  I-165-1 Comment noted. 
 

 
I-166 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-166-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-166-2 See response to Comment I-163-2. 
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  I-167-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-168 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-168-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-169-1 Under the Estuary (and Hybrid) Alternative, the 5th Avenue Dam would be 
removed, along with the earthen berm, to create the 500-foot-wide opening. 
The 5th Avenue Dam and earthen berm are on property owned by the State of 
Washington. 

The cost of replacing the 5th Avenue Bridge is included in the planning-level 
cost of the Estuary Alternative (see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, Planning-
Level Costs, Funding Recommendations, & Other Considerations). 

See Sections 4.2 and 5.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapters 4.0 and 5.0 for 
information on impacts and mitigation related to boat navigation and 
moorage. See also Sections 3.1 and 4.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0 
and 4.0 for information on sediment transport and deposition impacts in West 
Bay. 

 

 
I-170 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-170-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-171-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-172-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-173 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-173-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-174-1 EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 includes a description of the project alternatives. 
The objectives of the project are described in Chapter 1.0. See also the Global 
Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-175 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-175-1 All long-term management options are expected to restore community use, 
which is one of the project's primary goals. Regarding concerns with 
unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for Land Management. 

 

 
I-176 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-176-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-177-1 The area surrounding Capitol Lake has a high density of artesian wells that 
contribute, still, to the total inflow to the lake. Following the hydrologic 
budget presented in Entranco (1984), ground water input was estimated as 10 
wells each at 30 gallons per minute (gpm). The magnitude of these flow rates 
was validated based on measurements taken by the EIS Project Team at two 
nearby wells in 2020 that were estimated to discharge at rates of 10 and 35 
gpm. This data was incorporated into the water budget used for the water 
quality analysis. See the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7). 

 

 
I-178 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-178-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-179 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-179-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
  



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake  Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project

Page IND-92 

I-1 80 

I-180  
COMMENT   RESPONSE

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Capitol lake-Deschutes 
Estuary Draft EIS. I have significant personal and professional background on 
this issue from living and working in the Olympia area for 15 years in the 
environmental sciences for both public sector agencies and environmental 
non-profit organizations. I have a BS in Marine Biology, an MS in 
Environmental Science and 35 years professional experience throughout the 
coastal US as well as educational travel to several foreign countries to study 
models of fish and wildlife conservation and restoration of large scale 
landscapes. In particular, I served on a science team for the Puget Sound 
Nearshore Ecosystem Restoration Project (PSNERP) during my tenure as a 
habitat and wetlands specialist at Puget Sound Action Team and Senior 
Scientist at People For Puget Sound as well as serving on one of the earlier 
Deschutes Estuary evaluation teams. PSNERP developed process-based 
restoration methodologies, support documents and funding criteria for Puget 
Sound investments made by several state and federal grant programs. The 
principles identified and tested throughout Puget Sound's shorelines by that 
process underscore my comments. Capitol Lake as it exists now is the 
quintessential disruption of natural hydrologic and sediment transport 
processes responsible for degradation of Puget Sound's nearshore 
environment and it must be restored. Therefore, I support the Estuary 
alternative as the most ecologically sustainable and cost-effective alternative. 
The Draft EIS is comprehensive, detailed and fair in its assessment of the 
alternatives. The comparisons of short-term construction and long term 
maintenance costs in table form was particularly compelling as the State of 
Washington considers the long term investment in any of these alternatives. 
It might also have been useful to project the costs of the no action alternative 
alongside the 3 action alternatives as doing nothing still has a significant cost 
now and into the future. In my review of the DEIS and my knowledge of the 
Budd Inlet watershed, the estuary alternative seems to support the goals best 
because it's the only alternative that protects water quality and native living 
resources throughout the basin while still maintaining a viable recreational 
amenity for the Capitol Campus and the Cities of Olympia and Tumwater. 

Moreover, the State of Washington has a duty to honor tribal treaty rights 
with the Squaxin Tribe and the general public who would benefit from 
restored salmon runs and other native fish and wildlife. As with all 
impounded basins, the destiny is to fill up with sediments and become 
stagnant sinks of nutrients that can be liberated by storm flows in an 
uncontrolled fashion degrading downstream waters like Budd Inlet. I spend 
quite a bit of my time now that I am here in the Chesapeake dealing with the 
legacy water quality and fish passage issues of the Conowingo Dam on the 

  I-180-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-180-2 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-180-3 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

        I-180-1

I-180-2
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Susquehanna river. Capitol Lake was a perfect microcosm and crucible for 
those issues as the Conowingo Dam creates all the same problems at a multi-
state scale. The DEIS scoping of alternatives was wise to identify that even a 
restored estuary will need some structural modifications such as a dredged 
channel and reconstructed tidal marshes to reverse the simplification of the 
lake bottom and prevent overwhelming offshore migration of fine sediments. 

I believe the New Zealand Mud Snail infestation can best be remedied or at 
least minimized by regular tidal flushing with saline water and the estuary 
alternative is the only one that will positively affect Budd Inlet circulation 
across an expanded tidal domain addressing persistent dissolved oxygen 
problems. I understand the desire by many to go back to the "good old days 
of Capitol lake". This attitude denies the scientific reality of this and every 
other freshwater impoundment in tidal wetlands and people will be 
reckoning with the poor decisions of yesteryear for decades to come as the 
realities of sea level rise affect our relationship with the coast. 

Sincerely, 

Doug R. Myers 

(responding as a concerned citizen and life-long defender of Puget Sound) 
Maryland Senior Scientist Chesapeake Bay Foundation 

 
I-181 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-181-1  
 

   I-180-2

       I-180-3
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  I-182-1  As described in Section 3.3.2 of the Fish & Wildlife Discipline Report 
(Attachment 9), the assessment of potential adverse impacts considered 
several factors, including whether an alternative would eliminate or make 
non-viable a species group or species of regional importance within the 
Capitol Lake Basin or West Bay, through the loss of suitable habitat. See also 
the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife for additional information on the bat 
analysis and related updates in the Final EIS. 

 

 
I-183 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-183-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 

I-184 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-184-1 Please see EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 of the EIS for a description of how 
alternatives were developed. 
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  I-185-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 

 

 
I-186 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-186-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 
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  I-187-1 See the Global Response for Water Quality regarding how the findings of the 
2015 Ecology Water Quality Improvement Report were considered in the EIS. 
In response to comments on the Draft EIS, the water quality analysis has been 
expanded to include summary statements regarding potential regulatory 
compliance for the alternatives, based on Ecology’s interpretation of their 
model findings. This includes supplemental information regarding potential 
compliance with both numeric and narrative dissolved oxygen water quality 
standards. These updates better align the Final EIS with Ecology’s 
determination of regulatory compliance based on the 2015 Water Quality 
Improvement Report. These additions have been included in Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.3 and in Section 5.0 of the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7). 

I-187-2 The alternatives presented in the EIS are based on a conceptual level of design 
as is appropriate for a SEPA analysis, which should be completed early in 
project planning to inform later design efforts. If the Hybrid Alternative is 
selected for long-term management, more detailed assessments of the hybrid 
wall would occur during the design and permitting phase and could include 
modifications to the wall shape to incorporate minimized sediment deposition 
as one of the design parameters. The shape of the wall could have some 
impact but would not substantially change sediment deposition. 

I-187-3 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 
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  I-188-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-189-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-190 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-190-1 The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. 

 

 
I-191 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-191-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-192-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-193-1 Regarding the analysis of long-term impacts, analysis of long-term impacts for 
each alternative is included in EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. Additional 
information can be found in the Discipline Reports attached to the Final EIS 
(Attachments 5 through 18). Achievement toward project goals is discussed in 
the relevant environmental disciplines (e.g., water quality, aquatic invasive 
species. fish and wildlife) for each of the alternatives. Long-term impacts and 
benefits of the alternatives, and their ability to meet project goals, were also 
carefully considered in the process to identify the Preferred Alternative, as 
described in more detail in Attachment 21. 

The project name (Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary Long-Term Management 
Project) acknowledges that historically, what is now known as Capitol Lake 
was part of the Deschutes Estuary. The Deschutes Estuary has long-standing 
cultural and spiritual significance to local tribes, particularly the Squaxin Island 
Tribe. 

I-193-2 The commenter is correct that the analysis of sediment transport in the EIS 
presents the findings that assume no rise in sea level. This is because, based 
on the numerical modeling, these results are more conservative as they result 
in more sediment deposition. 

I-193-3 The cumulative effects analysis (EIS Supporting Chapter 6.0) considers future 
projects. As described in Section 6.6.1.2, some of these future projects would 
result in localized changes to sediment transport (decrease or increase 
depending on the project). The influence of these on overall sediment 
transport is likely minor and would have no clear effect on modeling input 
parameters. 
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  I-193-4 As described in Section 2.2 and in Section 4.3.4 of EIS Supporting Chapters 2.0 
and 4.0, the Managed Lake Alternative includes an adaptive management 
approach that would be adopted to integrate water quality, aquatic plant, 
algae, invasive species, and habitat management. 

Adaptive management will be responsive to actual water quality conditions. 

Management actions would be taken to meet a range of objectives identified 
for the Managed Lake, including 

 Controlling nuisance or toxic algae blooms if they become 
problematic 

 Controlling aquatic plants to improve aesthetics and boating access, 
and reduce fall and winter nutrient release to Budd Inlet 

 Controlling invasive species 

 Supporting beneficial uses (fish and wildlife habitat, fishing, small 
nonmotorized watercraft, aesthetics, reflecting pool, and other 
noncontact recreation uses) 

 Supporting work to reduce nutrients and contaminants as identified 
in the Deschutes River TMDL and draft Budd Inlet TMDL. 

 Enhancing ecological value 

However, notably, Ecology has determined that the Managed Lake is not likely 
to meet water quality standards or recent TMDL allocations, regardless of 
management approach. This has been described in Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0, Section 4.3.5. 

I-193-5 Ecology’s modeling effort has identified a number of human-caused sources 
for the high oxygen depletion to Budd Inlet, including existing pollution 
sources such as wastewater, tributary inputs, and others and also Capitol 
Lake. The modeling indicates that Capitol Lake influences Budd Inlet oxygen 
depletion through both its effect on the hydrodynamics, or flushing of Budd 
Inlet, as well as its impact on TOC. Therefore, to some extent the model 
indicates that the oxygen depletion rate is impacted by flushing. This is 
described in Section 4.1.5 and 4.2 of the Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7). The impact/benefit of removal of the dam on oxygen 
depletion in Budd Inlet is embedded in Ecology’s model results and described 
in the discussion of impacts of alternatives. 
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I-193-6 SEPA requires analysis of project change relative to existing conditions. As 
described in EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.6, wetland habitat 
conditions under the Managed Lake Alternative would improve with a 
transition from deepwater to vegetated freshwater wetlands and an increase 
in habitat complexity, providing a minor beneficial effect. Wetland habitat 
conditions under an Estuary Alternative, and to a lesser degree under a Hybrid 
Alternative, would reintroduce valuable estuarine wetland and tideflat 
habitats, now rare in the region because of historical development patterns. 
The reestablishment of estuarine wetlands by reintroducing saltwater and 
tidal influences to the Capitol Lake Basin was found to provide a substantial 
beneficial effect. 

The description of WDFW's PHS designation in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
3.0, Section 3.5.2.1 has been changed to clarify that WDFW considers 
biodiversity areas as areas within a city or an urban growth area that contain 
habitat that is valuable to fish or wildlife and is mostly comprised of native 
vegetation. 

Also, see Attachment 21 for more detail on how overall ecological function of 
the alternatives were considered in the Preferred Alternative identification 
process. 
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  I-193-7 Section 4.4.1 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report describes the fish use in 
the Project Area. As there are no naturally reproducing populations of 
Chinook salmon or bull trout in the Deschutes River or Percival Creek, none of 
the Alternatives would change this. However, additional text addressing the 
likely use of Capitol Lake for growth and feeding by ESA-listed Chinook salmon 
and other salmon species spawned in other river basins (under the Estuary 
and Hybrid Alternatives) has been added in Section 5.5.1.2 of the Fish and 
Wildlife Discipline Report. 

I-193-8 Section 3.6.1.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 has been modified to 
describe there is no mapped eelgrass within West Bay. Eelgrass is not typically 
found in southern parts of Puget Sound and it would be speculative for the EIS 
to describe future development of eelgrass beds in the study area as a result 
of this project. 

I-193-9I-
193-10 

Enterprise Services recognizes the value the Squaxin Island Tribe, and others, 
place on the Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary area. Please see the Global 
Response for Cultural Resources for a response. 

Regarding the values others place on restoring the area to an estuarine 
condition, this was described in Section 4.14.3.4 of the Draft EIS. In this 
section, it was acknowledged that the Estuary Alternative (and the Hybrid to a 
lesser extent) would enhance cultural values for populations that prefer the 
restoration of naturally functioning ecosystems. It has been clarified in the 
Final EIS that this encompasses educational values as well. Conversely, the 
Managed Lake Alternative would preserve values for people who prefer 
maintaining the more recent historic condition of the basin. 

As described in Section 4.3.4 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, there are expected 
to be minor to moderate beneficial effects related to algae reductions under 
the Managed Lake Alternative; this is not due to chemical applications but due 
to long term improvements in watershed management, stormwater 
treatment, and other activities associated with implementation of the TMDL. 
Substantial benefits are expected related to aquatic plant reductions due to 
control efforts that would be implemented under the alternative. Under the 
Managed Lake Alternative, a lake management plan would be developed that 
would define lake management goals and strategies for meeting those goals; 
including the strategy that would be implemented to control aquatic plants. It 
is unknown at this time what activities might be selected to control aquatic 
plants or the extent to which they might be used. It is assumed the control 
strategy selected would be balanced against possible impacts to algae.  
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I-193 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-193-11 As described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.3.5.2, the analysis 
does describe that concentrations of dissolved oxygen would improve in Budd 
Inlet under an Estuary Alternative, though water quality conditions for cold 
water fish would not substantially change. Minor to moderate benefits are 
anticipated. 

I-193-12 Comment noted. 

As described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, Section 1.12, resiliency to 
climate change was considered as part of 'environmental sustainability', which 
was one of the key criteria used to identify the Preferred Alternative. During 
the scoring process, the Estuary Alternative scored highest relative to other 
alternatives for environmental sustainability (see Attachment 21). 

I-193-13 The EIS evaluates the alternatives for their ability to meet project goals. While 
improving ecology functions is one of the goals, designing a system that is as 
natural as possible is not a goal of the project. 

I-193-14 See the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for information on an expanded 
review of relevant literature and studies on bats that was conducted following 
the publication of the Draft EIS, and related updates in the Final EIS. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-105 

I-194 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-194-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-194-2 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 
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I-195 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-195-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-196 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-196-1 Comment noted. 
 

 
I-197 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-197-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-198 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-198-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-199 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-199-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-200 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-200-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-201 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-201-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-202 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-202-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-203 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-203-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-203-2 As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, a non-vehicular bridge would be 
constructed for the Managed Lake Alternative south of 5th Avenue for 
pedestrian, bikes, and other modes of transportation (except vehicles). 
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I-204 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-204-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-205 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-205-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-205-2 Under the Managed Lake Alternative, a non-vehicular bridge would be 
constructed south of 5th Avenue for pedestrian, bikes, and other modes of 
transportation (except vehicles). Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, a 
separated bike lane would be included in both directions on the new 5th 
Avenue Bridge, along with a multi-modal path and sidewalk. For additional 
information, see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 for additional details. 

 

 
I-206 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-206-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 

I-205-1

I-205-2
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I-207 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-207-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 

 

 
I-208 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-208-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-209 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-209-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-210 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-210-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-210 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-210-2 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-211 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-211-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-212 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-212-1 While shellfish die-off during heat waves may cause odors in South Sound 
estuaries and inlets, including Budd Inlet, any odors caused by shellfish die-off 
in the basin under the Estuary or Hybrid Alternative would be similar in nature 
to those produced in other tideflat areas of Budd Inlet. The odor would be 
infrequent, temporary in nature, and would not be expected to contribute 
substantially to overall odor. Please also see the Global Response for Air 
Quality & Odor. 

I-212-2 The EIS included hydrodynamic and sediment transport numerical modeling to 
evaluate the change in sediment deposition for each of the alternatives. See 
EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.1, and the Hydrodynamics and Sediment 
Transport Discipline Report (Attachment 5) for more information. Annual 
sediment monitoring and maintenance dredging is proposed to avoid 
significant impacts to the private marinas and the Port of Olympia from the 
increased sediment deposition in West Bay as a result of the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives. Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for additional 
detail on the agreement related to funding and governance of the future 
maintenance dredging. 

Please also see EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.5, for an analysis of the 
impacts and benefits to fish and wildlife for each alternative, and the finding 
that the Estuary Alternative would result in substantial beneficial effects. The 
analysis concludes that there would be an increase in suitable habitat and 
positive changes in the types of prey available for shorebirds and wading birds 
from conversion to estuarine habitat. 

I-212-3 Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a description the proposed 
approach to funding maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 
Members of the Funding and Governance Work Group would provide shared 
funding for dredging of the increased sediment that would be deposited along 
the eastern shoreline of West Bay. Maintenance dredging and annual 
sediment monitoring are proposed to avoid significant impacts to the private 
marinas and to the Port of Olympia. The agreement for funding and 
governance of the maintenance dredging is expected to be through 2050, with 
opportunity for extension. The initial duration through 2050 aligns this 
agreement with the longest existing lease term of the private marinas. 
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I-213 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-213-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-214 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-214-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-214-2 See the Global Response for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, which 
describes changes to the 5th Avenue Bridge design that includes a new traffic 
circle and dedicated walking and biking facilities at Deschutes Parkway. The 
new 5th Avenue Bridge would also have a separated bike lane on either side, 
along with a sidewalk and multimodal path. Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 
includes figures of the proposed changes. The improvements have been 
designed in coordination with the City of Olympia and in accordance with their 
prioritization of the 5th Avenue corridor for non-vehicular movement. 
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I-215 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-215-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-216 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-216-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 

 

 
I-217 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-217-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-218 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-218-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-219 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-219-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-220 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-220-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-221 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-221-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-222 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-222-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-223 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-223-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-224 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-224-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-225 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-225-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-226 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-226-1 The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. Please see Table 2 and 3 of the Final EIS 
Summary for a summary of key findings. 

I-226-2 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-227 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-227-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-228 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-228-1 Comment noted. 
 

 
I-229 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-229-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-230 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-230-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-231 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-231-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-232 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-232-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-233 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-233-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-234 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-234-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-235 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-235-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-236 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-236-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-237 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-237-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-238 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-238-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s alternative preference. All long-
term management options are expected to restore community use, which is 
one of the project's primary goals. Regarding concerns with unauthorized 
camping, see the Global Response for Land Management. 
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I-239 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-239-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-240 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-240-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-241 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-241-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-242 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-242-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-126 

I-243 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-243-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-244 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-244-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 

 

 
I-245 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-245-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-246 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-246-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-247 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-247-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-248 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-248-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-248-2 Thank you for your comment. Enterprise Services worked with a Community 
Sounding Board, a group of 25 members of the community selected through 
an application process to represent a range of views, to understand the 
potential recreational use and interest for each project alternative. 

A survey beyond that focus group discussion has not been conducted, nor is 
one required under SEPA. Commenting on a SEPA EIS is not a "vote" for one 
alternative over another. Nonetheless, information provided in the comments 
can influence the final decision because SEPA does require the decision-maker 
(Enterprise Services) be informed of the environmental impacts (and benefits) 
of their decisions. Potential impacts and anticipated changes in community 
and recreational use are described in EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.8. 
See also EIS Supporting Chapter 8.0 that describes how the Community 
Sounding Board has been involved with the EIS process. 
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I-249 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-249-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-250 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-250-1 See the Global Response for Water Quality regarding the study area for the 
water quality analysis. The study area for the water quality analysis includes 
Capitol Lake and its major inflow sources of the Deschutes River and Percival 
Creek, as well as West Bay and East Bay of Budd Inlet, as defined in Section 3.1 
of the Water Quality Discipline Report and Section 1.4 of EIS Supporting 
Chapter 1.0. 

I-250-2 It is acknowledged that continued contamination will occur if source control of 
contaminated sediments in West Bay is not implemented. Source control is 
expected to be a primary component of the Port of Olympia-led remediation 
in Budd Inlet. 

Section 4.2 of the Environmental Health Discipline Report has been revised to 
include the following information in response to this comment. 

Clean-up actions taken by the Port of Olympia from 1990 to 2008 at the 
Cascade Pole site included dredging approximately 40,000 cubic yards of 
contaminated sediments from the area to the north-northeast, placing the 
dredged sediments in a confined disposal facility in an adjacent upland area 
that is covered with pavement, and backfilling the dredge area with clean 
materials. Two steel sheet pile walls were installed to stop the flow of 
contamination into Budd Inlet. In addition, a slurry wall was installed to 
prevent off-site movement of contamination, and a groundwater treatment 
system was installed to remove some contamination. 

Sediment samples were collected within and outside of the backfill area 
during the 2017 compliance monitoring event (Landau Associates 2017). 
Concentrations of PAHs and dioxins were below the project cleanup action 
levels in both areas, and concentrations had decreased since previous 
sediment monitoring events in 2002, 2007, and 2012, showing that source 
control actions have been effective. 

I-250-3 The Hybrid and Estuary Alternatives include stabilization of the slope on 
Deschutes Parkway to resist erosive forces and additional pressure that would 
occur during tidal cycles. During the design phase, a geotechnical analysis 
would be conducted to determine the extent of the shoreline stabilization 
that would be required and whether additional or alternate measures are 
more appropriate/cost effective to avoid potential adverse impacts and to 
increase seismic resistance of Deschutes Parkway. 
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I-250 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-250-4 It is acknowledged that some water sources such as the artesian spring will 
have some impact on the sedimentation in the East Bay area but would not 
substantially change the sediment deposition due to the relatively low 
discharge (around 0.13 cfs). This discharge amount is multiple orders of 
magnitude smaller than Deschutes River (with a 1-year return period daily 
discharge around 2,119 cfs, per Table 2-6 of the Hydrodynamics and Sediment 
Transport Discipline Report) and Percival Creek discharge (with a 1-year return 
period daily discharge around 93.2 cfs, calculated using a scaling factor 
approach). 

I-250-5 Based on coordination with Ecology, the Port of Olympia, and USACE, 
remediation of known contaminated sediment is expected to occur in the 
2020s, and would occur before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam. 

In summer 2022, after identification of the Estuary Alternative as the likely 
Preferred Alternative, Enterprise Services began researching funding 
opportunities for project construction. Construction funding is likely to include 
funds from a variety of sources, including federal, state, and potentially 
philanthropic. 

I-250-6 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-251 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-251-1 Please see EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for planning-level cost estimates for the 
Managed Lake, Estuary, and Hybrid Alternatives. Please see EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0 for a broad range of analyses describing the potential long-term 
impacts and benefits of the project alternatives. 
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I-252 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-252 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-252-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-252-2 Comment noted. 

I-252-3 Thank you for your comments. For information on how tribal values were 
considered in the EIS, please see the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 
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I-252 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-252-4 In summer 2022, after the Estuary Alternative was identified as the likely 
Preferred Alternative, Enterprise Services began exploring opportunities for 
construction funding to reduce funds that would be required from the 
Washington State Legislature. Construction funding is likely to rely on funds 
from a variety of sources, including federal, state, and potentially 
philanthropic funds, including funding that is available for estuary restoration 
projects. The Final EIS has been updated as needed with the clarification that 
the State of Washington would be responsible for construction funding, but 
that funding would likely be diversified and would reduce the state 
contribution. 

I-252-5 Comment noted. Thank you for summarizing this finding. 

I-252-6 The objective of the Draft EIS and Final EIS is to provide a comparative 
evaluation of the different alternatives and to provide that evaluation in a 
context that is meaningful and understandable to a public audience. For this 
reason, the EIS makes comparisons using lake, river, and estuarine reference 
points. Note that the Estuary Alternative has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

Please also see the Global Responses for Water Quality and for Cultural 
Resources. 
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I-253 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-253-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-254 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-254-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-255 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-255-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-256 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-256-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-257 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-257-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-258 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-258-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-259 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-259-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 

 

 
I-260 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-260-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-261 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-261-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 

 

 
I-262 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-262-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-263 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-263-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-264 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-264-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-265 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-265-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-266 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-266-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-267 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-267-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-268 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-268-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-269 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-269-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-270 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-270-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. This comment is a 
statement and does not affect the environmental analysis in the EIS 

 

 
I-271 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-271-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-272 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-272-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-273 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-273-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-274 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-274-1 As described in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, the numerical model that was used 
to illustrate water levels used historical and current bathymetry (underwater 
topography) data; streamflow, tide, weather, and stream measurements both 
upstream and downstream of the dam; historical records of dam operations; 
flooding and climate change projections related to sea level rise; and 
sediment measurements. See Sections 3.1 and 4.1 of EIS Supporting 
Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 for more information. 

I-274-2 As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, Section 1.11, seismic and 
geotechnical hazards (including ground shaking, liquefaction, landslides, and 
other hazards) are present throughout the area; however, impacts under all 
action alternatives would be less than significant with regulatory compliance, 
and with implementation of industry standards, geotechnical 
recommendations, and best management practices (BMPs). 

I-274-3 This comment correctly describes the increased sediment deposition that 
would occur in West Bay under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. Please 
see the Navigation Discipline Report provided as Attachment 6 of the Final EIS 
for a detailed analysis of the increased sediment deposition, potential impacts 
to the private marinas and Port of Olympia, and the proposed approach to 
avoiding significant impacts. 

I-274-4 Please see the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 
 

I-275 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-275-1 The Draft EIS and Final EIS evaluate long-term management alternatives that 
were developed to meet project goals. The alternatives incorporate several 
components put forward in comments received during EIS scoping that were 
found to have regulatory and technical feasibility. 

Following the EIS evaluation, and in consideration of other factors important 
to decision-making (see Attachment 21), Enterprise Services has identified the 
Estuary Alternative as the Preferred Alternative. 

The Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, the state agency with 
authority to designate habitat areas, could consider special designation of the 
Estuary Alternative in the future. Related to this, the Estuary Alternative 
would include dredging, but that dredging would occur in deep waters of 
West Bay used for navigation, rather than in the tidal flats that would be 
restored during project construction. 
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I-276 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-276-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 

 

 
I-277 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-277-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-278 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-278-1 The Draft EIS and Final EIS evaluate long-term management alternatives that 
were developed to meet project goals. The alternatives incorporate several 
components put forward in comments received during EIS scoping that were 
found to have regulatory and technical feasibility. The alternative suggested 
in this comment has been considered, but would not achieve project goals at 
a lower environmental cost as directed under SEPA rules (WAC 197-11-
440). Additionally, this concept was considered but eliminated during the 
process used to optimize alternatives as described in Attachment 19: 
Concepts Screened through the Measurable Evaluation Process. 

 

 
I-279 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-279-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-280 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-280-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-281 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-281-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-282 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-282-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-283 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-283-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-284 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-284-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-285 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-285-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-286 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-286-1 Comment noted. See Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 for an updated 
description of the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, which includes a new 
design for the 5th Avenue Bridge that avoids a long-term closure during 
construction. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-286-2 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-287 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-287-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-288 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-288-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-289 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-289-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-290 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-290-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 

 

 
I-291 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-291-1 Comment noted. Low and high tide simulations were included in Draft EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.10 and in the Visual Resources Discipline 
Report (Attachment 14). Low tide simulations have been added to the Final 
EIS Summary. 

Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.7, for a summary of 
the Air Quality & Odor analysis, which concluded that any increase in odors 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, even though naturally occurring 
from tideflats, may be considered a significant impact by a portion of the 
population with low tolerance for odor. For other portions of the population, 
naturally occurring odor from tideflats may not be objectionable, as is 
evidenced by the vibrant waterfront community along West Bay where tide 
flats are also exposed daily. 

 

 
I-292 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-292-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. The comment does 
not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or completeness of the 
Draft EIS. See EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.7.1, for a discussion of the 
existing odor conditions in the Project Area. 
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I-293 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-293-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-294 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-294-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-295 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-295-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-296 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-296-1 It is likely that you observed an annual die-off of minnow-sized stickleback. 
This type of mortality, which particularly effects male fish naturally occurs 
following spawning activities of the species in the spring of the year. The life 
span of many sticklebacks is only a single year. 

I-296-2 Enterprise Services actively manages trash in and around the lake. Active 
management will continue under any future management option. 
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I-297 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-297-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-297-2 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis in 
the Draft EIS. Please also see the Global Response for Transportation. 
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I-298 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-298-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-299 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-299-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-300 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-300-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-301 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-301-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-302 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-302-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-303 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-303-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-304 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-304-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-305 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-305-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-306 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-306-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-307 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-307-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-308 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-308-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-309 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-309-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-310 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-310-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-311 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-311-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-312 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-312-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-313 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-313-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-313-2 Comment noted. Although the project goals are to support non-motorized 
boating access, other specific uses and management could be considered in 
the future. Note that in Olympia, Shoreline Management Plan (SMP) policies 
for the Waterfront Recreation Environment support low-intensity and non-
motorized boating (Policy 2.8.B). 

I-313-3 Management approaches are described in Section 4.2.1.1 of the Aquatic Invasive 
Species (AIS) discipline report, and it is acknowledged that freezing, heat and 
desiccation, saltwater backflush, depth and water temperature, presence of 
structures, substrate grain size, calcium concentration and water hardness, and 
introduced chemical agents are potential management approaches that could be 
used to control for New Zealand mudsnail density and distribution. A range of 
management approaches, potentially including burning exposed New Zealand 
mudsnail, could be considered as part of a future AIS Adaptive Management Plan. 
Despite these approaches, New Zealand mudsnails are incredibly resilient to 
extreme stress and can repopulate from a single individual making complete 
eradication extremely difficult, if not impossible. For example, some mudsnails 
may survive brush burning if a small area is missed in the burning or they are 
buried deep in the sediment by walking across the exposed soft sediments. Also, 
some organisms may be present in the residual waters left in the lake after it is 
lowered, under thick mats of submersed plants, or among emergent plants 
growing along the shoreline. Saltwater backflush is not likely to kill every 
organism because it is likely that some organisms will be in freshwater inputs 
from the Deschutes River, Percival Creek, and storm drains that will provide 
sufficient freshwater flow to minimize exposure to saline waters. 

I-313-4 Annual sediment monitoring and maintenance dredging is proposed to avoid 
significant impacts to navigational uses in West Bay. See Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0, Section 4.2, for additional information. Please also see the 
Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report, provided as 
Attachment 5, for additional information on potential mitigation measures 
that were evaluated and eliminated from further review, such as a settling 
trap in the Capitol Lake basin. 

The other improvements recommended in this comment are not related to 
long-term management of the Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary, and have not 
been included in any alternative because they would not help to achieve 
project goals. 
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I-313 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-313 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-313 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-314 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-314-3 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis 
in the Draft EIS. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-314-1 As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, Section 2.3.1.1, both the Estuary 
and Hybrid Alternatives would include initial dredging in the Middle and North 
Basins to minimize the amount of sediment that would otherwise be 
transported into West Bay after the 5th Avenue Dam is removed. See also EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.2.5.2, for more information. 

I-314-2 Please refer to EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, which includes cost estimates for 
in-water and upland disposal of dredged sediment for each action alternative. 
Both in-water and upland disposal options were estimated given the inherent 
uncertainty in the quality of dredged sediment, and whether state standards 
can be achieved for a determination of suitability for in-water disposal. 
Chapter 7.0 also describes an agreement that has been developed with the 
Funding and Governance Work Group for shared funding to dredge the 
increased sediment in West Bay under the Estuary Alternative, in order to 
avoid significant impacts to the private marinas and the Port of Olympia. The 
agreement duration is expected through 2050, with opportunity for extension. 
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I-315 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-315-1 The analysis of fish impacts and benefits considered expected changes in 
habitat condition, extent, and availability, as described in Section 3.3 of the 
Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report (Attachment 9). For fish, the analysis 
considered changes in wetted area, bathymetry, salinity, tidal inundation, 
freshwater inputs, migratory conditions, water quality, and sediment 
distribution. 

 

 
I-316 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-316-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-317 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-317-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-318 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-318-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-319 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-319-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-320 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-320-1 The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. Mandating the formation of a Deschutes 
Watershed Council is beyond the scope of this EIS. However, Enterprise 
Services recognizes the importance of a watershed scale approach to 
improving the health of the larger Deschutes River Watershed. 

Each of the alternatives were considered relative to climate resiliency, and 
this was a component of the Preferred Alternative identification process, as 
described further in Attachment 21. 

I-320-2 The characterization of fish use provided in the Draft EIS provides enough 
discernable information for decision makers to weigh the project alternatives, 
including their potential impacts (and likely benefits), feasible mitigation 
measures to reduce impacts, and their ability to meet the proposed project 
objectives. 

I-320-3 During future I-5 bridge upgrades, WSDOT would be required to meet all 
current stormwater requirements. This would be a WSDOT led effort. 
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I-321 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-321-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-322 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-322-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-323 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-323-1 Comment noted. See also Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-323-2 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 
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I-324 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 

  

  I-324-1 See response to I-323-1. 

I-324-2 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 
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I-325 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-325-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-326 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-326-1 The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. 

 

 
I-327 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-327-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-328 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-328-1 We're sorry you experienced difficulty accessing the public meeting. A 
recording of the meeting and multiple avenues for providing comment were 
provided during the comment period. 

I-328-2 Comment noted. See Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.5.1.2, for 
information on fish migration through the dam and fish ladder. 

I-328-3 Comment noted. Also, see the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for more 
information on how bats were addressed in the Final EIS. 
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I-329 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-329-1 We're sorry you experienced difficulty accessing the meeting. A recording of 
the meeting and multiple avenues for providing comment were provided 
during the comment period. 

I-329-2 See response to Comment I-328-2. 

I-329-3 Comment noted. Also, see the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for more 
information on how bats were addressed in the Final EIS. 

 

 
I-330 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-330-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-331 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-331-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-332 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-332-1 As described in Attachment E of the Water Quality Discipline Report, an 
adaptive water quality management plan would need to be developed to 
maintain water quality in a freshwater reflecting pool of the Hybrid 

Alternative. Consultant costs to develop an adaptive management plan and to 
obtain permits for the recommended treatments typically range from $50,000 
to $100,000. The total annual cost for a whole-lake buffered alum treatment 
would be approximately $5,000 for one annual dose to inactivate 50 ug/L TP 
for the best-case scenario, and would cost approximately $20,000 for two 
doses per year to inactivate 330 ug/L TP for the worst-cast scenario. Whole-
lake Phoslock treatments would likely cost approximately 25% more than 
buffered alum treatments. 

If the Hybrid Alternative was selected for long-term management, these 
maintenance costs would be further refined during design and permitting, but 
are not likely to result in an order of magnitude change to the existing 
planning level cost estimates. 

Please note that the Estuary Alternative has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative for long-term management. 

I-332-2 Please see response to Comment I-332-1. Also, as described in EIS Supporting 
Chapter 2.0, swimming and swimming facilities are not a project component 
and therefore are not analyzed in the EIS. 
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I-333 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-333-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-175 

I-334 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-334-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-335 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-335-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-336 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-336-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-337 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-337-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-338 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-338-3 See response to Comment I-314-3. 

I-338-1 Refer to see response to Comment I-314-1. 

I-338-2 Please see response to Comment I-314-2. 
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I-338 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 
I-339 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-339-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-340 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-340-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-341 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-341-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-342 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-342-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-343 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-343-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-343-2 Comment noted. The issue raised is outside the scope of the EIS. 
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I-344 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-344-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-345 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-345-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-346 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-346-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-347 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-347-1 Comment noted. 
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I-348 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-348-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-349 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-349-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-350 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-350-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-351 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-351-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-352 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-352-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-353 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-353-1 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis 
in the Draft EIS. 

 

 
I-354 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-354-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-355 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-355-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-356 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-356-1 This response acknowledges the commenter's position. 
 

 
I-357 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-357-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-358 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-358-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-359 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-359-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-360 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-360-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-361 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-361-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-362 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-362-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-363 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-363-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-364 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-364-1 See the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 
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I-365 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-365-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-365-2 The issue raised is outside the scope of an EIS which is to evaluate potential 
environmental impacts (and benefits) of the project alternatives and to inform 
decision-makers and the public of reasonable alternatives, including 
mitigation measures that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or 
enhance environmental quality. However, this response acknowledges the 
commenter’s concern, which has been shared with Enterprise Service's 
grounds staff who actively work to keep the parks safe and clean for public 
use as part of regular operations. 

 

 
I-366 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-366-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-367 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-367-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-368 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-368-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-369 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-369-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 

 

 
I-370 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-370-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 

 

 
I-371 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-371-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 
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I-372 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-372-1 The purpose of the EIS, as defined by SEPA, is to provides decision-makers and 
the public with a complete and impartial discussion of the proposed project, 
existing site conditions, probable significant adverse environmental impacts, 
and reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures that would avoid or 
minimize adverse impacts. Attachment 21 describes the process and 
evaluation criteria used to identify the Preferred Alternative, which included 
equity considerations. Future actions by the state would comply with federal, 
state, and local laws. 
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I-373 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-373-1 As described in Section 4.4 of the Air Quality & Odor Discipline Report 
(Attachment 11), methane emissions are produced in all marsh systems where 
anaerobic conditions allow microbes to decompose organic matter. However, 
studies have shown that freshwater systems produce more methane than 
brackish systems, and saline wetland systems produce negligible amounts of 
methane. It is recognized that the net effect of these systems on greenhouse 
gases can vary widely from a net negative to a net positive, depending on the 
salinity and biomass of the system. As described in the Text Box on Page 4-94 
of the Draft EIS and in Section 5.5.4 of the Air Quality & Odor Discipline 
Report, the increased salinities under the Estuary Alternative suggest that less 
methane would be released compared to the No Action or Managed Lake 
Alternatives. 

Regarding the statement that "...none of the action alternatives would affect 
the magnitude or extent of climate change impacts," this was intended to 
explain that none of the action alternatives would cause the magnitude of 
climate change effects (e.g., temperature increases, sea level rise) to increase 
in the Project Area. This sentence in Section 4.3.3 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0 has been revised to state that the GHG emissions associated with 
construction and operation of the action alternatives contribute to climate 
change but would not measurably change the magnitude of climate change 
effects in the Project Area. It is also true that the impacts from one project, 
such as this project, would have no discernable effect on increasing or 
decreasing global climate change. However, any project contributes 
cumulatively to GHG emissions. See also EIS Supporting Chapter 6.0, Section 
6.6.6.2 (Cumulative Effects). 
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I-374 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-374-1 Planning-level cost estimates were prepared for both in-water and upland 
disposal due to the inherent uncertainty in the quality of dredged material. 
These cost estimates are provided for each alternative and included in EIS 
Supporting Chapter 7.0. 

A determination is made in coordination with the Dredged Material 
Management Program before dredging begins, to determine whether 
sediment is suitable for in-water disposal or not. This determination is based 
on sediment sampling in the proposed dredging area and the sampling must 
occur relatively close to the proposed dredging. Because maintenance 
dredging would not occur in West Bay until the late 2030s or early 2040s, a 
suitability determination cannot be made during the EIS process. However, 
sediment was sampled for the EIS and that sediment, which is representative 
of the sediment that would be dredged in the future, does meet chemical 
quality criteria for in-water disposal. 

The EIS assumes that in-water disposal would occur at the permitted 
Anderson/Ketron non-dispersive disposal site. 
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I-375 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-375-1 Please refer to Section 3.3.2 of the Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Discipline 
Report (Attachment 8), which defines substantial beneficial effects for this 
analysis to occur if there would be decreases in AIS abundance inside or 
outside of the Project Area. Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, the 
reintroduction of tidal water to the basin would significantly reduce the 
number of AIS and their abundance in the Project Area, as described in 
Sections 5.5.2.2 and 5.6.2. WDFW is the state agency that classifies species as 
invasive, nuisances, or other; and the AIS Discipline Report follows those 
classifications. 

 

 
I-376 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-376-1 As described in Section 4.2.3 of the Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7), the sediments in Budd Inlet currently have the highest organic 
content of all of the sediment monitoring stations in Puget Sound, and the 
existing sediments are already largely derived from the river/lake. Therefore, 
the quality of the incoming sediment under the Estuary Alternative is 
expected to be similar to what currently exists. 
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I-377 

I-377   

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-377-1 These statements have been reviewed by the EIS Project Team; they are 
correct and remain as written. 

Transportation of aquatic invasive species (AIS) by aquatic conveyance is 
prohibited by state law RCW 77.135 and may require an AIS prevention 
permit. Aquatic conveyance means transportable personal property having 
the potential to move an aquatic invasive species from one aquatic 
environment to another. Aquatic conveyances include, but are not limited to, 
vessels and associated equipment, float planes, construction equipment, fish 
tanker trucks, hydroelectric and irrigation equipment, personal fishing and 
hunting gear, and materials used for aquatic habitat mitigation or restoration. 

Migration of AIS occurs through the 5th Avenue Dam under existing 
conditions during high flow events. These discharges of AIS or the potential 
movement of AIS under an estuarine environment is not prohibited by law 
and does not require a permit. Aquatic conveyance of New Zealand mudsnail 
would be addressed through mitigation or minimization measures that include 
construction equipment decontamination and monitoring, treatment and 
monitoring of dredged sediments prior to off-site transport, and installing 
educational signage and decontamination stations to reduce the potential 
spread of AIS during operations. 

The AIS Discipline Report addresses the potential impacts associated with 
each alternative and the effect of construction and operation on the density 
and distribution of AIS. Included in the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives is the 
removal of the 5th Avenue Dam, which is not an existing barrier to New 
Zealand mudsnail movement, and the dredging and disposal of sediment 
material in open water. Under these alternatives, the sediment dredged 
during operation for maintenance dredging would be from deeper water 
areas in West Bay (not in the Capitol Lake Basin). Those sediments would be 
sampled for New Zealand mudsnails and purple loosestrife seeds, and if there 
are no AIS present, as would be expected from this deep, saltwater 
environment, the sediment would be considered suitable for placement at an 
open-water disposal site in Puget Sound in accordance with RCW 77.135 and 
the AIS prevention permit. The environmental agencies with jurisdiction 
would have to approve the disposal location prior to transport. Because there 
is inherent uncertainty in dredged material management, planning level costs 
were provided for both in-water and upland disposal for the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives. 
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I-377   

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

In response to comments on the Draft EIS, the sediment management costs 
for the Managed Lake Alternative have also been updated to include in-water 
disposal. Although environmental conditions and environmental regulations 
prohibit in-water disposal of dredged material with New Zealand mudsnails, 
in-water disposal costs have been prepared in case environmental regulations 
change in the future or environmental conditions change as a result of new 
management practices. 

 

 
I-378 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-378-1 As described in the EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.5.5, removing the 
dam would improve migration conditions and re-establish estuarine habitat in 
the basin (approximately 275 acres) where none currently exists, including 
sub-tidal, intertidal tideflat, and marsh habitats. Additional information is 
included in Section 4.5.5 and in Section 5.5.1.2 of the Fish and Wildlife 
Discipline Report (Attachment 9) on the habitat functions provided by 
estuaries, such as providing natural salinity gradients that facilitate 
osmoregulation of smolts and protection from predators, as well as 
anticipated benefits for salmon. In addition, removal of the dam would 
improve habitat for Chinook salmon and other salmon species that were 
spawned in other watersheds around Puget Sound, as described in Section 
5.5.1.2 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report. 
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I-379 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-379-1 Regarding the use of the term "substantial beneficial effects" on page 4-77 of 
the Draft EIS and "substantial ecological benefits" on page ES-17 and 4-85 of 
the Draft EIS, these terms were used in reference to the discussion of 
estuarine habitats. As described in Section 4.6.5 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, 
estuarine wetlands provide additional functions that are not available in 
freshwater deepwater habitats. Compared to freshwater wetlands, estuarine 
wetlands are considered relatively rare in the region. In addition to supporting 
key ecological processes, estuarine conditions would provide productive 
habitat for shellfish, salmon, other anadromous species, and marine fish in the 
area, potentially including Endangered Species Act-listed Chinook salmon 
(non-hatchery) and steelhead trout. 

It is also acknowledged in the EIS, as the comment points out, that there 
would be potentially significant impacts on certain species or species groups 
that currently use Capitol Lake (such as the Woodard Bay trestle bat 
populations and freshwater fish). Many of these freshwater fish species 
currently in the lake are introduced, with some known to prey upon salmonids 
(e.g., bass and northern pikeminnow). While under historical conditions 
Tumwater Falls served as a fish passage barrier to anadromous species (as 
discussed in Section 4.1 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report), the current 
Tumwater Falls Hatchery releases substantial numbers of Chinook salmon and 
naturally spawned coho salmon that also utilize the Project Area during 
outmigration. The multiple benefits of estuarine habitat to juvenile salmon 
outmigrants is discussed in Section 5.5.1.1 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline 
Report. In addition, estuarine habitats are frequently utilized by juvenile 
salmon, both native and hatchery stock, that originate in other watersheds in 
Puget Sound. 
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I-380 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-380-1 The commenter is correct that the relative magnitude of adverse impacts is 
categorized as "less than significant" or "significant" in the EIS. While the 
identification of "significant" adverse impacts, including those that cannot be 
mitigated, is the focus of SEPA, the analysis also evaluated the potential 
magnitude of beneficial effects. SEPA allows, but does not require, that 
beneficial effects be described in an EIS. However, for this EIS, Enterprise 
Services determined that both adverse and beneficial effects would be helpful 
information in evaluating the alternatives. Long-term beneficial effects were 
described as "minor" "moderate" or "substantial" in order to differentiate 
from the adverse environmental impacts described in the EIS, and to avoid 
potential confusion between the identification of an adverse impact versus a 
beneficial effect. The criteria used to define these impact findings are 
provided in detail in each discipline report, and are summarized in the side 
bars throughout EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. 

 

 
I-381 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-381-1 The different statements about mud flat estuary habitats being rare in the 
region and also being common within close proximity to the Project Area are 
both correct in as far as they are using different space and time scales as their 
benchmarks. The wetland statements (page 4-77 of the Draft EIS) are reflecting 
broad historical trends at a regional scale and the odor statements (page 4-91 
of the Draft EIS) are looking at proximal sources of odor present today. 

As described in Section 5.5.2.1 of the Wetlands Discipline Report (Attachment 
10), Puget Sound has experienced a dramatic loss of tidal wetlands across the 
Puget Sound region compared to historic conditions (Simenstad et al. 2011). It 
has been estimated that for the Puget Sound region overall, 56% of all 
estuarine wetlands historically present in the 16 large deltas studied have 
been eliminated. The South Puget Sound basin, which includes the Project 
Area, has experienced similar levels of wetland losses, including 40% of 
emergent marshes, 81% of low salinity marshes, and 84% of tidal freshwater 
wetlands. At the same time, as noted in the Odor section, there are several 
remnant estuaries near the project that may provide some context for 
understanding potential odor levels and odor tolerances in the study area. 
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I-382 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-382-1 This has been corrected in the Final EIS from "carbon" to "carbon dioxide" 
where appropriate. 

 

 
I-383 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-383-1 In response to this comment, a few clarifications have been made in the Final 
EIS. Sections 4.7.5.3 and 4.7.6.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 have been 
clarified to explain that the primary GHG reduction benefit of the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives is related to reduced methane production from the 
increased salinity in the system. The commenter is correct that the carbon 
sequestration potential is related to the vegetated marsh areas, which are 
expected to be along the fringe only. The description has been revised 
accordingly. 

 

 
I-384 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-384-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-385 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-385-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 

 

 
I-386 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-386-1 As described in Sections 4.1 and 4.8 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, and in the 
Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report (Attachment 5), all 
alternatives will experience periodic flooding during extreme river flows and 
extreme high tides. Maximum overland flooding under the No Action and 
Managed Lake Alternatives is driven by extreme river flooding, and maximum 
overland flooding under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives is driven by 
extreme tide conditions (with sea level rise). Importantly, many of the areas 
that are susceptible to flooding adjacent to the basin are the same areas of 
Olympia that will experience flooding regardless of the alternative 
implemented for this project. These areas include portions of downtown 
Olympia and Heritage Park east of the 5th Avenue Dam that are flooded from 
Budd Inlet. The flooding extents are described in Section 4.1 of EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0, and maps of the maximum water levels for all alternatives are 
shown in Figures 4.1.1 and 4.1.2. Additional information is included in the 
Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report (Attachment 5). 
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I-387 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-387-1 See response to Comment I-386-1. 
 

 
I-388 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-388-1 Sections 4.9.4 and 5.9.4 of Final EIS Supporting Chapters 4.0 and 5.0 have 
been revised to clarify that dredging would target recently accumulated 
sediments and are not expected to disturb intact native sediments that may 
be found at greater depths than the dredging limits, and therefore, no effects 
to pre-contact archaeological resources are likely during maintenance 
dredging. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-204 

I-389 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-389-1 As described in Section 2.16.1 of the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport 
Discipline Report (Attachment 5), sea level rise projections were developed 
for the State of Washington by the Washington Coastal Resilience Project 
(Miller et al. 2018). These projections incorporated new science, accounting 
for local dynamics (such as subsidence and uplift). 

 

 
I-390 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-390-1 The definition of invasive species and other terminology are provided in 
Section 2.1 of the Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Discipline Report. The 
presence or spread of species outside their natal range, often through human 
interaction and intervention, may increase competition with native species for 
resources, and their prolific growth often cause economic impacts. Invasive 
species presence and spread are regulated through Washington State 
legislature by WDFW and the Washington State Department of Agriculture. 
The AIS analysis reflects characterization and other regulations set by those 
state agencies with jurisdiction. 
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I-391 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-391-1 Substantial environmental analysis was provided on Aquatic Invasive Species 
and Fish & Wildlife as included in the Draft EIS and Final EIS and in the Aquatic 
Invasive Species Discipline Report (Attachment 8) and the Fish & Wildlife 
Discipline Report (Attachment 9). Enterprise Services has determined that the 
analysis in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, together with additional information 
and analysis provided in the Final EIS, meet the requirements of SEPA and are 
sufficient to make a reasoned decision. Please refer to Attachment 21 for 
additional detail on how the overall ecological function of each alternative 
was considered in the Preferred Alternative identification process. 

 

 
I-392 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-392-1 The overall ecological function of the alternatives was considered during the 
Preferred Alternative identification process. Refer to Attachment 21 of the 
Final EIS for more detail. 

 

 
I-393 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-393-1 Since the issuance of the Draft EIS, the Washington Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) has issued a formal 
determination of eligibility and has determined that Capitol Lake is not eligible 
for listing in the National Register of Historic Properties. There is also no 
preference articulated in local land and shoreline use policies toward 
maintaining Capitol Lake as an impounded lake. In fact, restoration, including 
removal of dams and other impoundments or barriers, is a common policy 
objective. The paragraph described by the commenter is in Section 4.8.5.3 of 
EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, and documents how the Estuary Alternative is 
considered consistent with established local plans and policies. 

It should be noted that it is not uncommon for agencies to update plans or 
develop new plans for previously developed areas. 
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I-394 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-394-1 Detailed information on the planning-level cost estimates was posted to the 
project website during the Draft EIS comment period, in response to 
comments received on the Draft EIS and to provide opportunity for closer 
review by engaged stakeholders. 

It is assumed that the sediment removed during maintenance dredging in the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would be disposed at an allowable in-water 
location within the Puget Sound. This assumption is based on the suitable 
chemical quality of the Deschutes River sediment, which was sampled as part 
of the EIS analysis to get a representative understanding of sediment quality. 
The Deschutes River sediment would be naturally deposited in West Bay 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives and removed during recurring 
dredge events to avoid significant impacts to navigation and to maintain a 
working waterfront and recreational boating. Because sediment dredged 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would be in a saltwater 
environment, there is low potential for freshwater aquatic invasive species 
persistence in deeper waters where dredging would occur. To evaluate the 
validity of this assumption, a survey was conducted for the Final EIS to 
determine whether New Zealand mudsnail have established in Budd Inlet, 
given their transport through the 5th Avenue Dam during high flow events. No 
New Zealand mudsnail were found during this survey. See the Aquatic Invasive 
Species Discipline Report (Attachment 8) for additional analysis and rationale 
that support the assumption that in-water disposal of dredged material from 
the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would not pose a risk relative to spreading 
invasive species. 

Before future dredge events, sampling for chemical quality and invasive 
species would occur, in coordination with the DMMP, to confirm suitability of 
the dredged material for in-water disposal. Because there is inherent 
uncertainty in the quality of future dredged material, planning-level cost 
estimates are provided for both in-water and upland disposal, and both of 
these disposal options may be used during future dredge events. 
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I-395 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-395-1 The Draft EIS and Final EIS evaluate long-term management alternatives that 
were developed to meet project goals. The alternatives incorporate several 
components put forward in comments received during EIS scoping that were 
found to have regulatory and technical feasibility. The alternative suggested in 
this comment has been considered, but would not achieve project goals (as 
described in Section 4.4 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, eradication of the New 
Zealand mudsnail in the Project Area is not expected to be feasible). 

Enterprise Services began the process of seeking necessary permits to dredge 
accumulated sediment in 2013, following the passage of ESHB 5035. During 
that process Enterprise Services learned that permitting agencies and tribes 
would not authorize any maintenance dredging or other work until a plan for 
maintenance was established. In addition, dredging and disposal, rather than 
reuse in the waterbody, would substantially increase costs because all 
sediment would require upland disposal. 

Regarding the question in this comment on the authority of this EIS, 
maintenance is not "enabled" until permits are obtained from the agencies 
with jurisdiction for the proposed actions, in the next project phase. Please 
see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for additional detail on the plan for 
shared funding of maintenance dredging in West Bay, and see EIS Supporting 
Chapter 9.0 for the list of permits and approvals that are needed before 
construction and long-term maintenance of the Preferred Alternative. 

 

 
I-396 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-396-1 Regarding concerns about public safety, see the Global Response for Land 
Management. 
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I-397 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-397-1 Comment noted. The characterization of climate change impacts, and the 
characterization of carbon sequestration potential under the project 
alternatives in the Draft EIS and Final EIS provides enough discernable 
information for decision makers to weigh the project alternatives, including 
their potential impacts, feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts, and 
their ability to meet the proposed project objectives. Please see Attachment 
21 for additional detail on how the alternatives were evaluated relative to 
overall environmental sustainability, which considered climate resiliency, 
during the Preferred Alternative identification process. 

 

 
I-398 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-398-1 Please refer to Attachment 23 of the Final EIS for a Memorandum of 
Understanding for shared funding to be provided by the Funding and 
Governance Work Group for increased maintenance dredging costs, through 
2050. Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 also provides a summary of the 
proposed funding strategy for the long-term management project. 
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I-399 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-399-1 Please refer to Section 4.3.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and Section 
5.5.2.2 of the Water Quality Discipline Report, which states that the Estuary 
Alternative would have significant impacts on water quality in the lake basin 
compared to existing conditions. However, although these impacts would be 
significant compared to existing conditions, they would reflect conditions that 
are similar to what is experienced in other inlets in South Puget Sound and 
reflect typical estuary conditions. 

 

 
I-400 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-400-1 Enterprise Services convened the Funding and Governance Work Group 
following direction from the Washington State Legislature to evaluate and 
identify an option for shared funding and governance for long-term 
management of the Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary. The Funding and 
Governance Work Group is made up of tribes and governmental partners with 
jurisdiction and/or taxing authority in the Project Area. These entities would 
provide shared funding for increased maintenance dredging under the Estuary 
Alternative. 

The current approach to shared funding for maintenance dredging does not 
require the marinas or other entities to provide funding beyond what would 
be needed for dredging under the No Action Alternative. And, Enterprise 
Services is actively engaged with the private marinas on this topic. 

The US Army Corps of Engineers has statutory responsibility to maintain 
navigation in Budd Inlet. Funding would be requested from the USACE for 
maintenance dredging. The maintenance dredging would be relatively 
consistent with historic dredging that was conducted by the USACE in the 
Federal Navigation Channel to support commercial navigation in the 
Deschutes Estuary before the 5th Avenue Dam was built. 
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I-401 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-401-1 Annual sediment monitoring is proposed under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives to increase certainty that maintenance dredging is responsive to 
actual environmental conditions. It is assumed that maintenance dredging 
may be needed at an average frequency of 6 years under the Estuary 
Alternative and 5 years under the Hybrid Alternative. 

Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a description of a 
Memorandum of Understanding among members of the Funding and 
Governance Work Group for shared funding to dredge the increased sediment 
above existing conditions under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. The term 
of this agreement is anticipated through 2050, with opportunity for extension. 
This agreement also assumes governance for the Dredging Program, to 
include oversight of the design, permitting, and contract management for 
sediment management and maintenance dredging throughout West Bay. 
Often, federal permits for maintenance dredging programs can be obtained 
for a 10-year duration. 

The Navigation analysis included in Section 4.2 of the EIS Supporting Chapter 
4.0 and in Attachment 6 describes that implementation of this Dredging 
Program could avoid chronic shallowing that occurs in West Bay, and this 
could be a beneficial effect. 

 

 
I-402 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-402-1 Climate change including global warming and Relative Sea Level Rise (RSLR) is 
considered in the EIS. Section 3.1.7 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 discussed 
the effects of climate change on Capitol Lake in terms of RSLR, rainfall 
patterns, and river flow rate. Section 3.2.2.3 mentioned the potential impacts 
from RSLR on water levels, current velocities, and sedimentation rate. It is 
noted that there are several climate change model projections, and the 
analysis of impacts focused on the worst-case scenarios such as the 
sedimentation rates without RSLR. It should also be noted that RSLR is 
occurring gradually over multiple decades and the EIS needs to consider the 
short-term impacts before extensive RSLR has occurred. 
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I-403 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-403-1 The Draft EIS and Final EIS provide analysis and disclosure of potential 
environmental impacts associated with the Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project, as described in Section 1.4 of EIS Supporting 
Chapter 1.0. Analysis of other issues, including those listed by the commenter, 
is beyond the scope of analysis for this EIS. 

 

 
I-404 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-404-1 The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. 
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I-405 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-405-1 Figure 4.1.3 on Page 4-13 of the Draft EIS demonstrates larger sedimentation 
rate in locations closer to the 5th Avenue Dam such as the Olympia Yacht Club 
than the Port of Olympia. That is because large amount of sediment from 
Capitol Lake and upstream Deschutes River will be deposited in those 
locations immediately downstream of the 5th Avenue Dam due to a sudden 
reduction of current velocities and a relatively deep area. It is acknowledged 
that the Navigation Channel and Turning Basins in the Port of Olympia are 
deeper than those locations. However, sediments will fill up locations such as 
Olympia Yacht Club in a larger rate before they reach equilibrium state. 
Afterwards, sedimentation rate in the Port of Olympia will be increased 
significantly. 

The numerical modeling software package used in the Hydrodynamics and 
Sediment Transport Discipline Report is a state-of-the-art process-based 
model that captures physics of the underlying processes (tides, waves, river 
flow, and salinity) resulting in sediment transport for a complex system such 
as the Deschutes River. A swimming pool (no significant currents with 
relatively uniform water depth) is not analogous to a river system where river 
flow/tidal currents and variable bathymetry control fate of sediments. 

 

 
I-406 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-406-1 Please refer to the response to Comment I-677-1. 
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I-407 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-407-1 A 100-year event does not mean the event will occur exactly once every 100 
years, or that it will not happen again for another 100 years. For 
meteorologists, the one in 100-year event is an event of a size that will be 
equaled or exceeded ‘on average’ once every 100 years. This means that over 
a period of 1,000 years you would expect the one in 100-year event would be 
equaled or exceeded ten times. But several of those ten times might happen 
within a few years of each other, and then none for a long time afterward.The 
1-year river flow is the largest flow that would be equaled or exceeded ‘on 
average’ once a year. In other words, the 1-year flow event describes the 
largest flow event that will occur with 100% likelihood in any given year. 

 

 
I-408 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-408-1 The 5th Avenue Dam does not currently provide a barrier for movement of 
aquatic invasive species (AIS) into Budd Inlet; debris and sediment with AIS are 
discharged through the 5th Avenue Dam during high flow events. In response 
to comments on the Draft EIS, a survey was conducted in Budd Inlet to 
evaluate whether New Zealand mudsnails have colonized as a result of this 
discharge for more than a decade. No New Zealand mudsnails were found 
during the survey. 

AIS are not expected to be present in the Deschutes River sediment that 
accumulates under the marinas. The sediment would be tested prior to 
dredging and disposal. 

Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a discussion of the joint 
funding that is proposed for the maintenance dredging under the Estuary 
Alternative. The maintenance dredging would avoid significant adverse 
impacts to the marinas. 
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I-409 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-409-1 Correct. Pile removal and reinstallation does require a suite of environmental 
permits and approvals. This activity, however, would be a function of the 
proposed maintenance dredging and therefore, would be a component of the 
design and permit applications for the proposed maintenance dredging. It 
would not be a separate project on its own. 

As described throughout EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and in the Navigation 
Discipline Report, a Dredging Program could result in a minor beneficial effect 
given that the design and permitting effort could be coordinated across the 
entities in West Bay, which would alleviate any single entity having to 
complete the design and permitting for a single dredge event. 

 

 
I-410 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-410-1 The commenter is correct that economic analysis is not a required element of 
SEPA. This EIS includes an economic analysis based on direction from the 
Washington State Legislature. See Section 1.10 of EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0 
for more information. 

Regarding the qualifications of the team to complete the economics analysis, 
the lead analyst for economics is a professional in her field and the Economics 
Discipline Report and its methodology were reviewed by an independent 
third-party expert. Third party review is not required under SEPA but was 
considered an opportunity to provide independent review of the technical 
analyses conducted by the EIS project team that is also made up of members 
with expertise in the disciplines that are being studied. 

Regarding the remainder of the comments, the Economic Analysis does not 
characterize construction or dredge-related spending as an economic benefit, 
because the commenter is correct—it is not. Pages 4-180 and 4-181 make a 
distinction between economic impacts and benefits or beneficial effects, taking 
care to acknowledge separately "economic activity and changes in economic 
value" whenever discussing project-related impacts. The Economics Discipline 
Report provides a detailed methodology which explicitly describes the 
difference between economic contributions of spending and economic benefits: 
Section 3.3.1, for example, states "Economic Impacts are not benefits or costs 
because they only measure levels of spending, not changes in social welfare." 
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I-411 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-411-1 The EIS analysis utilized hydrologic modeling of extreme river flood events and 
sea level rise projections to determine maximum flood elevations. The sea 
level rise projections used for the EIS are consistent with those included in the 
Olympia Sea Level Rise Response Plan. It is unknown if and how extreme river 
flood events were considered in the Olympia Sea Level Rise Response Plan. 
Responding to questions about the Olympia Sea Level Rise Response Plan is 
outside the scope of this EIS. 

 

 
I-412 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-412-1 As clarification, Section 4.13.4 on page 4-177 of the Draft EIS stated that 
overland flooding of low-lying areas around the Capitol Lake Basin could 
damage utilities or interrupt service. The methodology used to describe 
potential impacts on utilities from flooding was based on the maximum 
flooding elevations identified in numerical modeling conducted for the 
project. It is acknowledged that this represents a high degree of simplification, 
as the area of overland flooding will be influenced by site topography. This 
degree of simplification is consistent with the overall resolution of a utilities 
analysis in support of a SEPA EIS, and informs decision makers of potential 
impacts on utilities and utility service. To clarify a point made by the 
commenter, the EIS acknowledges the potential for damage or interruption to 
utility service (based on these predicted flood elevations), but does not 
purport to identify impacts on specific utilities. Identifying specific utility 
impacts would commonly occur during design of the selected alternative. In 
response to this comment, Section 4.13.4 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 
has been revised to clarify that stormwater utilities and above-ground utility 
structures would be the utilities most at risk. 
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I-413 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-413-1 See response to Comment I-412-1. 
 

 
I-414 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-414-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 
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I-415 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-415-1 Comment noted. Visual impacts of the barrier wall under the Hybrid 
Alternative were discussed in Section 4.10.6 of the Draft EIS and were found 
to be significant. As described in Section 4.10.5 for the Estuary Alternative, 
tidal fluctuations, a defined river channel, exposed tideflats, and habitat areas 
would change the appearance of the basin, but the landscape would remain 
unified and harmonious with the natural setting, and impacts were found to 
be less than significant. 

 

 
I-416 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-416-1 While reintroduction of tidal flow into the basin would change the dynamics 
of the fresh/salt groundwater interface underlying the basin, that change is 
not expected to propagate any significant distance inland. The deep, artesian 
aquifers in the area would not be expected to be affected as these aquifers 
are well below tide level and, being artesian, they have a positive pressure 
that would resist intrusion of saltwater. Prior to 5th Avenue Dam 
construction, and starting in the mid-1800s when the basin was an estuary, 
artesian wells were used as the primary source of drinking water for Olympia. 

 

 
I-417 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-417-1 Please see response to I-416-1. 
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I-418 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-418-1 While reintroduction of tidal flow into the basin would change the dynamics 
of the fresh/salt groundwater interface underlying the basin, that change is 
not expected to propagate any significant distance inland under the upland 
areas where municipal wells are located. The surficial aquifers capable of 
delivering saltwater from the Project Area are generally not connected over 
the distance to the nearest well (Allison Springs - 3+ miles away). 

The deeper aquifers in the area would not be expected to be affected as these 
aquifers are well below tide level and, being artesian, they have a positive 
pressure that would resist intrusion of saltwater. 

 

 
I-419 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-419-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-420 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-420-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-421 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-421-1 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis 
in the Draft EIS. 

 

 
I-422 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-422-1 Comment noted. See also Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-423 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-423-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-424 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-424-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-425 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-425-1 See the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation regarding 
differences in water-based recreation opportunities amongst the alternatives, 
and regarding future recreational opportunities, such as swimming. 
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I-426 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-426-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 

 

 
I-427 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-427-1 Before future dredge events, sampling for chemical quality and invasive 
species would occur, in coordination with the DMMP, to confirm suitability of 
the dredged material for in-water disposal. Because there is inherent 
uncertainty in the quality of future dredged material, planning-level cost 
estimates are provided for both in-water and upland disposal, and both of 
these disposal options may be used during future dredge events. 

Representative sediment sampling was conducted as part of the EIS process 
and was found to be suitable for in-water disposal. Additionally, a survey was 
conducted for the Final EIS to determine whether New Zealand mudsnail have 
established in Budd Inlet, given their transport through the 5th Avenue Dam 
during high flow events. No New Zealand mudsnail were found during this 
survey. Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for further discussion. 
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I-428 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-428-1 Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a description the proposed 
approach to funding maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 
Members of the Funding and Governance Work Group would provide shared 
funding for dredging of the increased sediment that would be deposited along 
the eastern shoreline of West Bay, as outlined in a Memorandum of 
Understanding that is provided as Attachment 23 of the Final EIS. 
Maintenance dredging and annual sediment monitoring are proposed to avoid 
significant impacts to the private marinas and to the Port of Olympia. 

Please also see an updated analysis in Section 4.2 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0 and the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6), which 
describes potential impacts to the private marinas and to the Port of Olympia 
if funding lapses or maintenance dredging is delayed. 

 

 
I-429 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-429-1 See response to I-372-1. 
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I-430 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-430-1 Maintenance dredging and monitoring of impacted areas of West Bay are 
included as part of the Estuary Alternative (and Hybrid Alternative) to avoid 
potential impacts on private marinas and the Port of Olympia. Land use 
impacts, such as those raised by the commenter, would be less than 
significant with assumed maintenance dredging and monitoring. See Section 
4.8.5.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 for more information, including 
mitigation measures available to reduce impacts. 

 

 
I-431 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-431-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-432 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-432-1 Please refer to Tables 2 and 3 in the Final EIS Summary for a summary of 
potential impacts and benefits of the project alternatives, including the Hybrid 
Alternative. 

Please see Attachment 19 of the Final EIS for a description of the process used 
to develop the action alternatives. 

 

 
I-433 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-433-1 The Draft EIS comment period provides an opportunity for engaged 
stakeholders and regulatory agencies to comment on the accuracy and 
completeness of the environmental analysis, the methodology used in the 
analysis, and the need for additional information and/or mitigation measures, 
so that improvements to the EIS can be made before it is finalized. The EIS 
Project Team and Enterprise Services have reviewed all comments received on 
the Draft EIS and have made changes throughout the analyses, as needed, for 
the Final EIS. 
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I-434 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-434-1 Please refer to response to Comment I-618-2. 

Sediment sampling was conducted during the EIS to get a representative 
understanding of the quality of sediment that would move into West Bay 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. Based on these data, chemical 
quality of this Deschutes River sediment would be suitable for in-water 
disposal; it is not contaminated like the sediment that currently exists within 
West Bay. The known contaminated sediment in Budd Inlet is expected to be 
remediated in the next 10 years, before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, based on coordination with the 
Port of Olympia. Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for additional 
detail. 

 

 
I-435 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-435-1 Enterprise Services expanded the Funding and Governance Work Group to 
include LOTT, following written request from LOTT. 

As documented in the Final EIS, potential avoided, delayed, or deferred 
regulatory compliance costs for LOTT and its ratepayers could potentially be 
avoided or minimized (compared to the No Action and Managed Lake 
Alternatives), associated with improved water quality in Budd Inlet under the 
Estuary Alternative, which has been identified as the Preferred Alternative for 
long-term management. 
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I-436 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-436-1 The Draft (and Final) EIS included cost estimates for both in-water and upland 
disposal of dredged sediment for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives given 
the inherent uncertainty in sediment quality (chemical quality and potential 
AIS presence). Both cost estimates were considered in the Preferred 
Alternative identification process, documented in Attachment 21, and have 
been evaluated by the Funding and Governance Work Group, which is 
negotiating a Memorandum of Understanding for joint funding of the 
maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

In response to comments on the Draft EIS, the EIS Project Team has developed 
cost estimates for in-water disposal of dredged material under the Managed 
Lake Alternative. Existing environmental conditions and environmental 
regulations would prohibit material from the Managed Lake from being 
disposed at an in-water disposal site; but cost estimates were prepared 
because these conditions and regulations could change. 
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I-437 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-437-1 Under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, dredging in Capitol Lake is not 
assumed because it would have an impact on the proposed habitat elements 
that are planned for the Middle and North Basins, and would affect ecological 
function of the restored estuary. Additionally, dredging downstream of West 
Bay is more cost effective due to the presence of deep-water areas and ability 
to bring dredge equipment into the site. 

The most frequent location for maintenance dredging in West Bay would be 
the Olympia Yacht Club, where the frequency of dredging is estimated at 
approximately once every 6 years (or 5 years under the Hybrid Alternative), up 
from once every 23 years as assumed under the No Action Alternative. 
Dredging could affect about 20% of the slips and take approximately 2 months 
to complete, as described in Section 4.2 of the Draft EIS. In other locations, 
maintenance dredging would occur approximately every 12 years. This type of 
dredging has occurred in the past in these areas, and with proper 
coordination, is not unusually disruptive to these operations. It is recognized 
that maintenance dredging could result in a temporary disruption to 
recreational use and navigation if careful scheduling and phasing is not 
incorporated (i.e., dredge only impacted areas and phase dredging of different 
areas of the marina so that a smaller percentage of vessels and boathouses 
would need to be temporarily relocated at any one time). Marinas often 
include this type of scheduling and phasing as part of their maintenance 
activities and plan for temporary vessel/boathouse relocation as part of their 
efforts to minimize disruptions and slip vacancies. This is further described in 
the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6) and the Land Use, Shorelines, 
and Recreation Discipline Report (Attachment 12). As described in Section 4.2, 
of the Draft EIS, this maintenance dredging in West Bay is proposed to avoid 
or minimize impacts to navigation and would ensure that each entity is able to 
maintain operations and continue to generate economic value for the local 
and regional population and economy. 

The Navigation Discipline Report does describe that dredging consistent with 
existing conditions would continue to occur under the Managed Lake 
Alternative. That dredging, which does not constitute zero impact as 
suggested in the comment, would be the responsibility of the marinas, Port of 
Olympia, and USACE, and there would not be involvement from other entities 
as would occur under the Estuary Alternative. See Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 7.0 for planning level costs for these activities and a description of 
how maintenance dredging would be funded. 
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I-438 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-438-1 This statement has been updated in the Final EIS to say that New Zealand 
mudsnails have become acclimatized to saline environments in other 
locations, such as the Columbia River estuary. 
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I-439 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-439-1 Please refer to the Global Responses for Sediment Quality. 

Also note that cost estimates for in-water and upland disposal of dredged 
sediment have been developed for all alternatives given the inherent 
uncertainty in sediment quality in the future. The cost estimates in the Draft 
EIS included escalation to account for the maintenance dredging occurring in 
the future. 
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I-440 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-440-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-441 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-441-1 See response to Comment I-541-1. 
 

 
I-442 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-442-1 See the Global Response for Water Quality regarding TMDL allocations. Draft 
Budd Inlet TMDL allocations have been issued by Ecology since release of the 
Draft EIS. Ecology has stated that the Managed Lake Alternative “may not 
deplete dissolved oxygen levels in Budd Inlet at any time or location beyond 
the impact of the natural estuary condition.” Ecology has also stated that the 
determination of the amount of dissolved oxygen depletion under the 
Managed Lake Alternative would need to be made using a mechanistic model 
using the same assumptions as the TMDL, unless another approach is 
approved through administrative order. This key determination by Ecology has 
also been included as part of the regulatory compliance discussion in Section 
4.3.4.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. The EIS project team is not aware 
of any proposed changes to regulations or agency policies that indicate 
permits under USACE and state or local permitting authorities would not be 
obtainable for maintenance dredging in West Bay. Please also note that under 
the proposed governance structure, which is outlined in Attachment 23 of the 
Final EIS, the state would obtain permits for the future maintenance dredging 
at the marinas under the Estuary Alternative, rather than the Olympia Yacht 
Club as suggested here. 
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I-443 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-443-1 As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, during past efforts to obtain 
environmental permits required to dredge accumulated sediments from 
Capitol Lake, it was understood by Enterprise Services that permits would not 
be issued by the governmental and agency partners until a preferred long-
term management approach was identified and selected through an EIS 
process. This was further reinforced by the Washington State Legislature in 
Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill (ESSB) 6095 and 6248, and because there 
could be significant impacts as a result of project implementation. See 
Chapter 1.0 for further information. 

 

 
I-444 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-444-1 See response to Comment I-541-1 for information on why the draft Budd Inlet 
TMDL allocations are applicable to the analysis of utility impacts in the EIS. 
Please note that the draft TMDL for Budd Inlet was issued by Ecology in June 
2022 and was available for a 30-day public comment period. The Ecology 
website provides additional information to describe results of their modeling, 
which show Capitol Lake as contributing to dissolved oxygen depletion in 
Budd Inlet. The TMDL for Deschutes River, which includes actions upstream to 
address water quality impairments, was approved in 2020 and is available on 
Ecology's website. 
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I-445 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-445-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-446 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-446-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-447 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-447-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-448 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-448-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-448-2 Please refer to the Global Responses on Aquatic Invasive Species. 
 

 
I-449 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-449-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-450 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-450-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-451 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-451-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-452 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-452-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-453 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-453-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-454 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-454-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-4 55 

I-455   

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
According to the EIS, both the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives are dam-removal 
scenarios which will require dredging of West Bay with a 5-6 year interval 
between dredging. However, the EIS fails to address the following issues for this 
dredging: 

a. What is the stable and sustainable funding source being proposed for 
the additional dredging of West Bay with the dam removed? Dredging 
on a 5-6 year interval does not appear to be funded. Will the 
Department of Enterprise Services volunteer to pay the additional 
cost of dredging West Bay, or attempt to transfer the additional costs 
to private industry or the Federal government? 

  I-455-1 a. Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a description the proposed 
approach to funding maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 
Members of the Funding and Governance Work Group would provide shared 
funding for dredging of the increased sediment that would be deposited 
along the eastern shoreline of West Bay. The agreement for funding and 
governance of the maintenance dredging is expected to be through 2050, 
with opportunity for extension. The initial duration through 2050 aligns this 
agreement with the longest existing lease term of the private marinas. Please 
refer to the Memorandum of Understanding, provided as Attachment 23 of 
the Final EIS for more detail on the shared funding approach.

             I-455-1
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I-455   

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
b. 

-Action Alternative, as if the Estuary 
Alternative does not include any dredging by others. That is false. 

c. Has the US Army Corps of Engineers been contacted for comment? 
They must be specifically asked how permitting and dredging West 
Bay on a 5-6 year interval fits into their schedule and budget. 
Alternatively, if this effort is neither scheduled nor budgeted, then the 
entire process should be put on hold until the funding sources are 
identified. 

d. In addition to the cost of dredging West Bay, there will be significant 
recurring costs just to obtain environmental permits for dredging 
which are not shown in any line item. Who pays those future costs? 

e. Dam-
to push or pump Capitol Lake silt a short distance to create an 
immediately adjacent island. No actual removal of soil is being 
proposed for island construction. It can be safely assumed that this is 
due to the cost of hauling and permitting which is thereby saved. 
However, the businesses in Bud Bay will not have this luxury for the 
dredge spoils they need to remove. Someone will need to pay for 
hauling (and permitting for hauling) to the disposal location as well as 
dredging the navigable channel. The islands take up volume which 
could be used for storage of sediment. The islands will then become 
sources of sediment themselves when they get washed into West Bay 

f. Future dredging permits will be obtained under future environmental 
regulations, not current regulations. The EIS contains 30-year 
dredging scenarios without any consideration of the fact that 
compliance with environmental regulations becomes more difficult 
with every change. In the future, new regulations will be invented 
which ECY, DNR, WDFW, USEPA, DOH, USACE, USCG, and the Squaxin 
Tribe have not even thought of yet. The process will continue to get 
more difficult and expensive over time, similar to all other types of 
environmental permits. Just obtaining timely comments from all 
those agencies is already a months-long process. Over time, 
permitting has reached the point where the requirements from one 
agency directly contradict the requirements from other agencies, 
which prohibits obtaining permits. 

b. This notation is correct because under the No Action Alternative, dredging 
would be conducted by others and not a project-action. 

c. During development of the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services engaged the 
USACE as part of the Technical Work Group to review regulatory feasibility of 
the action alternatives. In these meetings, the change to sediment conditions 
in West Bay was described; maintenance dredging was proposed to avoid 
significant impacts to navigation; and historic dredging in the Budd Inlet 
Federal Navigation Channel to support commercial navigation in the 
Deschutes Estuary was acknowledged. Under the Estuary Alternative, 
maintenance dredging is estimated to occur at an approximately 6-year 
frequency, though dredging in the Federal Navigation Channel and turning 
basin is only estimated to be needed at an approximately 12-year frequency. 
It should be noted that the average dredge frequency of the Federal 
Navigation Channel and turning basin in the Deschutes Estuary, before 
construction of the 5th Avenue Dam, was approximately 11-years. Additional 
coordination would occur with the USACE as part of the federal permitting 
process, and in the future, when federal funding is needed for dredging in the 
federal navigation channel. 

d. The State of Washington or Port of Olympia would obtain permits for 
needed dredging in West Bay, at least through 2050 as per the areas of 
agreement outlined in the Memorandum of Understanding, provided as 
Attachment 23 of the Final EIS. A coordinated permitting effort for needed 
dredging in West Bay would result in a beneficial effect given the complexity 
of the process that is now completed by each individual entity as dredging is 
needed. 

e. The beneficial reuse of sediment onsite during construction to create the 
habitat areas would avoid construction costs associated with hauling the 
material off-site and disposing of it upland. This is assumed for all action 
alternatives, though, there would be some export and upland disposal of 
construction-dredged material under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 
The habitat areas would be designed to withstand certain river flows and 
could be armored as needed to improve stability. 

f. The agency backlog and permitting duration would need to be accounted 
for in future efforts to obtain authorizations for maintenance dredging under 
all action alternatives. This has become a multi-year process. Note that some 
federal authorizations can be issued programmatically to provide 
authorization for multiple dredge events. 

           I-455-1
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I-455   

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
g. Environmental rules are already sufficiently-complex that obtaining 

permits could require a 6-year time frame. In other words, each 
subsequent permit cycle may need to start before the previous 
dredging is complete. Dredging West Bay would then become a 
never-ending money-spending process. 

The EIS presents future dam-removal scenarios which are impractical, unlikely, 
unworkable, unsustainable, and therefore guaranteed failures. The EIS must 
therefore proposed mitigation for what happens when these scenarios fail. 

 

 
 

g. Please see the response above about pursuing programmatic 
authorizations for maintenance dredging. Please see the updated analysis in 
Section 4.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the Navigation Discipline 
Report (Attachment 6) for potential impacts if maintenance dredging is 
delayed or funding lapses. 

 

I-456 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-456-1 As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives would be dredged during construction. This dredging would 
reduce sediment deposition by up to 49% in some areas of West Bay. 

After construction, dredging would only occur in impacted areas of West Bay 
that are used for navigation. Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a 
description of a Memorandum of Understanding among members of the 
Funding and Governance Work Group for shared funding of maintenance 
dredging of the increased sediment under the Estuary Alternative. 
Maintenance dredging is proposed to avoid significant impacts to navigation 
and to maintain a working waterfront and recreational boating in West 
Bay. The agreement for shared funding and governance is anticipated through 
2050, with opportunity for extension. 

Please see the updated analysis in Section 4.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
4.0 and the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6) for potential impacts 
if maintenance dredging is delayed or funding lapses. 

 

 

     I-455-1
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I-457 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-457-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-458 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-458-1 Please see Attachment 23 of the Final EIS for a Memorandum of 
Understanding between the Funding and Governance Work Group for shared 
funding of increased maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

 

 
I-459 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-459-1 Please see the Global Responses for Sediment Quality. 
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I-460 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-460-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-461 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-461-1 See Section 7.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 for recommendations for 
funding construction and long-term management. The Funding and 
Governance Work Group, made up of state, local and tribal government 
stakeholders, has pledged support for long-term management, including 
maintenance dredging in Budd Inlet under the Estuary Alternative. Specifics of 
future management and operations will be considered further during design 
and permitting of the long-term management project. 

 

 
I-462 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-462-1 This response acknowledges the commenter's position. The comment is a 
statement and does not affect the environmental analysis in the EIS. 
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I-463 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-463-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-464 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-464-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-465 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-465-1 For more information on the authority delegated to Ecology relative to water 
quality improvement, and the process to develop a water quality 
improvement project for impaired water, please see Ecology's website, 
here: https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Water-quality/Water-
improvement/Total-Maximum-Daily-Load-process. 

More information on Ecology's Budd Inlet Dissolved Oxygen Draft TMDL can 
be found here: https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Water-
quality/Water-improvement/Total-Maximum-Daily-Load-process/Directory-
of-improvement-projects/Deschutes-River-watershed-area-Budd-Inlet. 

The TMDL identifies several specific sources of pollution that result in Budd 
Inlet’s DO impairment, the largest of which is Capitol Lake; this is the reason 
why Capitol Lake receives a wasteload allocation. 

 

 
I-466 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-466-1 This statement has been revised as follows: the lake basin currently has 
extensive aquatic plant growth, and further loss of open-water areas, in the 
absence of active lake management, is expected to result in a significant 
impact on water quality. 

 

 

https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Water-quality/Water-improvement/Total-Maximum-Daily-Load-process
https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Water-quality/Water-improvement/Total-Maximum-Daily-Load-process
https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Water-quality/Water-improvement/Total-Maximum-Daily-Load-process/Directory-of-improvement-projects/Deschutes-River-watershed-area-Budd-Inlet
https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Water-quality/Water-improvement/Total-Maximum-Daily-Load-process/Directory-of-improvement-projects/Deschutes-River-watershed-area-Budd-Inlet
https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Water-quality/Water-improvement/Total-Maximum-Daily-Load-process/Directory-of-improvement-projects/Deschutes-River-watershed-area-Budd-Inlet
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I-467 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-467-1 Please see response to Comment I-442-1. 
 

 
I-468 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-468-1 Sections 4.3.5 and 4.3.6 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 describe that under the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, concentrations of nitrogen will increase with 
dam removal, but concentrations of TOC and phosphorus will decrease. These 
changes reflect the existing differences between water quality in the 
Deschutes River as compared to the lake. If the dam is removed, future 
changes in nutrients will be driven by changes in the river. The EIS mentions 
the potential improvements to river water quality if the Deschutes River TMDL 
is successfully implemented. However, this watershed-scale management 
effort will be implemented regardless of which alternative is selected for 
implementation in the Capitol Lake basin, and implementation activities are 
not directly or indirectly impacted by the project alternatives. Therefore, 
while they are mentioned they are not evaluated as part of the impact or 
benefits resulting from implementation of the project. 
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I-469 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-469-1 Please refer to Section 5.5 of the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 
7) for a detailed analysis of potential changes to water quality under the 
Estuary Alternative; this is also summarized in Section 4.3 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0. Please also see response to Comment O14-1-18. 

 

 
I-470 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-470-1 Please see response to Comment I-465-1. 
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I-471 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-471-1 Please see response to Comment I-465-1. 
 

 
I-472 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-472-1 Please see the Global Responses to water quality comments regarding the 
characterization of Capitol Lake water quality as good, and the additional 
analysis of the ability of the alternatives to meet water quality standards and 
TMDL allocations. 
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I-473 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-473-1 Please see response to Comment I-465-1. Please also see Section 4.13.2.2 of 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 (page 4-175 of the Draft EIS, as referenced in 
this comment), which has been updated to reflect the Draft TMDL for Budd 
Inlet, which was issued by Ecology in June 2022. 

 

 
I-474 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-474-1 The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. 
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I-475 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-475-1 Under the Managed Lake Alternative, there is a high likelihood that new TMDL 
allocations (provided by Ecology in the Draft Budd Inlet TMDL, released in 
June 2022) could shift additional responsibilities for nutrient reduction to 
wastewater and stormwater dischargers. LOTT would almost certainly need to 
invest in treatment capacity, with increased costs for ratepayers. There is also 
a potential small increased risk and cost associated with reduced capacity to 
regulate floods for Deschutes River flows. 

Under the Estuary Alternative, regulatory compliance costs for LOTT and its 
ratepayers could potentially be avoided or minimized (compared to the No 
Action and Managed Lake Alternatives), because of improved water quality in 
Budd Inlet. 

 

 
I-476 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-476-1 Please see the Global Response to water quality comments regarding adaptive 
management methods, including chemical applications. 
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I-477 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-477-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-478 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-478-1 As described in the Draft EIS, regulatory actions taken by Ecology and others 
through implementation of the Deschutes TMDL and other efforts are 
expected to improve water quality in the Deschutes River over the long term, 
which should result in improvements to water quality in the Project 
Area.Please also see response to Comment I-465-1. 

 

 
I-479 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-479-1 This is an existing condition that would not change as a result of the action 
alternatives. 

The water quality analysis provided in Sections 3.3 and 4.3 of EIS Supporting 
Chapters 3.0 and 4.0, and in the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 
7) include data from water quality samples collected from the Deschutes 
River. The analysis describes changes to water quality as it moves into and 
through Capitol Lake, following review of several years of data. 

With full implementation of the Deschutes River TMDL, led by Ecology, there 
would be a continuing trend in water quality improvement in the Project Area. 
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I-480 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-480-1 Please see the see the Global Responses to water quality comments regarding 
lake management methods. 

Please also see Section 4.3.4.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, which describes 
that under a Managed Lake Alternative, an adaptive lake management plan 
would be developed to achieve water quality objectives and enhance 
beneficial uses. These management actions would include development of an 
action threshold for the summer mean concentration of total phosphorus. 
This threshold would be used to identify when management actions are 
needed to reduce the frequency and extent of recreation impacts from algae, 
aquatic life impacts from high pH and dissolved gas in shallow waters, and low 
dissolved oxygen in deeper waters. An aquatic plant management plan would 
be developed to maintain a healthy aquatic plant community that does not 
impair recreation or aquatic life uses. The adaptive lake management plan 
would specify water quality and aquatic plant monitoring procedures for 
evaluating whether the objectives are being met or need to be modified based 
on changes in water quality conditions or lake uses. 

 

 
I-481 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-481-1 Please refer to response to Comment I-480-1. 
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I-482 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-482-1 Please see Table 3.3.6. of the Draft EIS and Final EIS, which summarizes the 
water quality characteristics of Budd Inlet, including dissolved oxygen levels, 
from 2010 to 2014. Please also refer to Figure 3.3.7 of the Final EIS which 
shows Ecology-modeling of dissolved oxygen depletion in 2006, 2008 and 
2014. 

Please also note that Enterprise Services developed a decision-making process 
for identifying the Preferred Alternative that considered a wide range of 
information, including performance against project goals, other 
environmental impacts and benefits, environmental and economic 
sustainability, construction impacts, and feedback from engaged stakeholders 
(referred to as Decision Durability). The decision-making process goes beyond 
findings from the water quality analysis. Please refer to Attachment 21 which 
provides more detail on the Preferred Alternative identification process and 
the findings from this evaluation. 

 

 
I-483 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-483-1 Please see response to Comment I-472-1. Please also note that Enterprise 
Services does not have authority or oversight over articles published in The 
Olympian. 
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I-484 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-484-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-485 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-485-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-486 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-486-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-487 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-487-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-488 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-488-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-489 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-489-1 See the Global Response for Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport 
regarding seal level rise projections used in the analysis. 
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I-490 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-490-1 As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, a new 5th Avenue Bridge would be 
constructed under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. The Final EIS includes 
a construction approach that would allow the new 5th Avenue Bridge to be 
constructed to the south of the existing 5th Avenue Bridge, which would avoid 
long-term closure of the corridor and associated transportation delays that 
were anticipated during the Draft EIS. 

The design and configuration of the bridge and new connections between 
4th and 5th Avenues and Deschutes Parkway would be refined during the 
design and permitting phase. Also see the Global Response for Transportation. 

I-490-2 In response to public comments received on the Draft EIS, the Hybrid 
Alternative was revised to include a freshwater reflecting pool. Please see the 
Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative. 

I-490-3 Costs associated with maintenance dredging were estimated for a 30-year 
duration after construction, consistent with the 30-year project time horizon. 
See Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, Planning-Level Costs, Funding 
Recommendations, & Other Considerations, for more information. 

I-490-4 The EIS analysis included numerical modeling to identify future water levels, 
flooding extents, and sediment deposition under the alternatives. This 
modeling incorporated relative sea level rise projections used in the Olympia 
Sea Level Rise Response Plan. See Section 4.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, 
and the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report 
(Attachment 5) for more information. See also the Global Response for 
Hydrodynamics & Sediment Transport for more information on how sea level 
rise was considered in the analysis. 

I-490-5 Please see response to Comment I-476-1. 
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I-491 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-491-1 Visualizations at low-tide are depicted in the Draft EIS and Final EIS (see 
Figures 4.10.5, 4.10.8, 4.10.11, and 4.10.13). 

I-491-2 Section 4.11.10 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 includes a discussion of 
potential impact of each alternative on nuisance mosquito populations. The 
conclusion is that the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives could result in a species 
replacement of freshwater-breeding mosquitos (primarily Culex pipiens) in 
some areas by saltwater breeding mosquitoes (Ochlerotatus dorsalis) or 
freshwater species that have some tolerance for salinity (C. tarsalis). There is 
no evidence that the potential shift in mosquito species would pose an 
increase in human disease risk. 

I-491-3 See the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 

I-491-4 All opportunities to reduce cost would be explored during construction, by the 
governing body before and during future maintenance dredging. If the 
sediment is determined to be suitable for beneficial reuse, this could result in 
meaningful cost savings under all alternatives, as suggested in this comment. 
Notably, beneficial reuse of dredged sediment would require stockpiling on 
land for drying and chemical testing, and associated costs. 

Cost reduction opportunities vary widely and are not evaluated in the EIS 
because of the duration between the first potential maintenance dredging 
event, which would not occur before the late 2030s or early 2040s. Projecting 
cost saving measures this far into the future would be speculative. 
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I-492 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-492-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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I-493 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-493-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-494 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-494-1 The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-260 

I-495 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-495-1 See the Global Response for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 
 

 
I-496 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-496-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-497 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-497-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-498 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-498-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-499 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-499-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-500 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-500-1 Comment noted. Boating and fishing would be restored in the basin under all 
action alternatives. 
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I-501 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-501-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-502 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-502-1 See the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation regarding 
future recreational opportunities, such as swimming. 

 

 
I-503 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-503-1 Refer to the Sediment Quality Discipline Report for discussion of existing 
sediment quality in the Project Area. Section 3.2 of the Sediment Quality 
Discipline Report describes cleanup that was conducted by Ecology to 
remediate PCBs that were released into Capitol Lake from the Olympia 
Brewery transformer oil spill. Section 4.1 of the Sediment Quality Discipline 
Report describes that sediment in Capitol Lake meets nearly all applicable 
sediment quality standards, and sediment chemical concentrations are low. 

 

 
I-504 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-504-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-505 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-505-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-506 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-506-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-506 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 
 

    

 
I-507 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-507-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-508 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-508-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-509 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-509-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-510 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-510-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-511 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-511-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-512 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-512-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-513 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-513-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-514 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-514-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-515 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-515-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-516 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-516-1 A new 5th Avenue Bridge would be constructed under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives, and a construction approach has been developed to avoid the 
long-term closure that was evaluated in the Draft EIS during construction. 
Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 for more information. 

Please see Section 4.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, which describes water 
level elevations that would occur under relative sea-level rise and describes 
that the highest maximum water levels and greatest extent of flooding would 
occur under the Managed Lake Alternative during extreme river floods. 

See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 

 

 
I-517 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-517-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-269 

I-518 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-518 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-518-1 Enterprise Services appreciates commenter's detailed review of the Draft 
EIS. See Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, which describes the planning-level 
cost estimates for the project alternatives and the project funding approach 
based on ongoing negotiations with the Funding and Governance Work 
Group. 

I-518-2 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-518-3 Comment noted 
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I-518 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-518-4 The comment does not present any specific issues to address. 

I-518-5 Comment noted. No additional analysis has been identified as being 
warranted for the purpose of evaluating the ability of the alternatives to 
improve ecological functions. 
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I-518 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-518-6 Comment noted. 

I-518-7 See the Global Response for Hydrodynamics & Sediment Transport. 

I-518-8 Section 4.1.2.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 as well as Section 4.3.3 of the 
Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report describe in detail 
the role of 5th Avenue Dam operations during storm events such as extreme 
(100-year) river flow and extreme (100-year) tide events. Model results in 
terms of flooding for all four alternatives with and without future RSLR are 
presented and discussed in Section 4.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and 
Section 4.6 of Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report. 

An EIS analysis intends to describe changes that would result from 
implementation of the alternatives, against existing conditions and against the 
other alternatives, rather than compared to historical conditions. 
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I-519 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-519-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-520 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-520-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-521 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-521-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-522 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-522-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-523 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-523-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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I-524 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-524-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-525 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-525-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-526 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-526-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-527 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-527-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-528 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-528-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-529 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-529-1 Comment noted. Regarding the trail at the railway trestle along the southern 
end of the North Basin, this trail would remain under all alternatives. 
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I-530 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-530-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-531 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-531-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-532 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-532-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-533 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-533-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and 
Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-534 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-534-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-280 

I-535 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-535-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-536 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-536-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Responses for Air Quality and Odor and 
the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-537 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-537-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-538 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-538-1 See response to Comment I-418-1. The artesian wells in downtown Olympia 
would not be expected to be influenced by saltwater from the Project Area. 
Artesian aquifers have positive pressure, which generally resists intrusion of 
seawater. Prior to 5th Avenue Dam construction, and starting in the mid-
1800s when the basin was an estuary, artesian wells were used as the 
primary source of drinking water for Olympia. 
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I-539 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 
 

  I-539-1 See response to Comment I-418-1. 
 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-283 

I-540 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-540-1 See response to Comment I-418-1. 
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I-541 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-541-1 SEPA requires the consideration of both direct and indirect impacts. SEPA 
WAC 197-11 does not limit the evaluation of impacts to physical infrastructure 
only. Based on information received from Ecology and LOTT on this issue, the 
potential impacts were not merely "speculative". Since release of the Draft 
EIS, Ecology has issued the draft TMDL with proposed allocations. It has 
described that Enterprise Services may not deplete dissolved oxygen levels in 
Budd Inlet at any time or location beyond the impact of the natural estuary 
conditions. If these conditions are not met, LOTT would be required to 
construct additional significant treatment to reduce the contribution of 
human actions that are resulting in dissolved oxygen depletion in Budd Inlet 
much sooner than would otherwise be needed. This would result in incurred 
costs and therefore increased rates to rate payers. 

In response to this comment, it has been clarified in Section 4.13.2.2 of Final 
EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 that the increased costs associated with meeting 
future waste load allocations could be an impediment to accessing sewer 
utility service for some people due to those costs being passed down to 
ratepayers. See also the Global Response for Economics. 

I-541-2 See response to Comment I-541-1 for information on why TMDL allocations 
are applicable to the analysis of utility impacts. Please note that the draft 
TMDL for Budd Inlet was issued by Ecology in June 2022 and was available for 
a 30-day public comment period. The Ecology website provides additional 
information to describe results of their modeling, which show Capitol Lake as 
contributing to dissolved oxygen depletion in Budd Inlet. The TMDL for 
Deschutes River, which includes actions upstream to address water quality 
impairments, was approved in 2020 and is available on Ecology's website. 
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I-542 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-542-1 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis 
in the Draft EIS. 

I-542-2 See the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife. 

I-542-3 Implementation of any of the action alternatives is a substantial public 
investment toward meeting the project goals, which includes enhancing 
community use of the resource. It is common for projects with a large 
restoration component to provide access for educational and recreational 
benefits. 

The EIS Project Team solicited input from the Work Groups and Community 
Sounding Board (CSB) on the potential components of the alternatives and 
understood through that coordination that the type of access that a 
boardwalk would provide was very important to the success of the project. 
Similar to the boardwalk that was constructed in the estuary at the Billy Frank 
Jr. Nisqually National Wildlife Refuge, the boardwalk would be designed to 
minimize site disturbance and fill in the aquatic environment, while providing 
public access. The boardwalks would be designed to accommodate changes in 
water elevation across the alternatives, and would be approved by the 
regulatory agencies during permitting. As described in Section 4.6 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0, the boardwalks would have some shading impacts 
along its length, and would introduce benthic fill to the aquatic environment, 
but effects on fish and wildlife habitat from these boardwalks would be 
localized and offset by the other project improvements. 

 

 
I-543 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-543-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-286 

I-544 

I-544   

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-544-1 The planning-level costs were developed by civil, environmental, and coastal 
engineers on the EIS Project Team and are considered a Class 4 estimate, by 
standards established by the Association for the Advancement of Cost 
Engineering based on the preliminary nature of the design elements in this 
EIS process. They reflect an accuracy variation of -25% and +35%. 

The planning-level costs include estimates for: 

1. Design, permitting, and construction; and 

2. Maintenance dredging after construction (estimated for 30-years, 
consistent with the project time horizon). 

Cost estimates would be refined during design and permitting, as design 
advances. 

Costs have been assumed for potential eminent domain that would be 
needed as a result of the Deschutes Parkway reconfiguration. Property 
acquisition is not expected to be required on 5th Avenue, at Bayview parking 
lot or adjacent properties. 

The maintenance dredging costs assume work at the Olympia Yacht Club and 
other private marinas to temporarily remove piles and floats for the dredging 
that will be needed to maintain navigation. Those costs have been estimated. 

I-544-2 Please refer to the Global Response for Cost Estimates and Shared Funding 
related to Maintenance Dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

I-544-3 The estimated cost to construct a new 5th Avenue Bridge has been included 
in the cost estimates for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. The Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives were modified in the Final EIS to construct the new 5th 
Avenue Bridge south of the existing 5th Avenue Bridge and dam. This allows 
the new bridge to be constructed and connected to the transportation 
system before demolition of the existing 5th Avenue Bridge and dam, and 
therefore avoids a long-term closure to the 5th Avenue corridor. A temporary 
bridge is no longer needed. 

I-544-4 Remediation in lower Budd Inlet is a critical part of the ongoing effort to 
improve health of the Deschutes River Watershed; but it is a separate project 
from the management planning for Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary. The 
Port’s remediation project is required by the Model Toxics Control Act to 
restore the health of the marine environment, and to protect the health of 
consumers of fish and shellfish; whereas, the Capitol Lake – Deschutes 
Estuary long-term management project is being implemented to improve 
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I-544   

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

water quality and ecological functions, to restore active community use, and 
to manage future sediment deposition. 

Based on coordination with the Port of Olympia through the EIS process, it is 
assumed that dredging to remediate known contaminated sediment and 
restore authorized dredge depths in navigational areas of West Bay will occur 
within the next 10 years. This timing would ensure that those actions were 
taken before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam. Costs for that separate project 
are not included in the planning-level cost estimates for this project. 

Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a figure that generally 
describes when the work will occur and the anticipated durations. 

I-544-5 The Table in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 outlines the most likely cost 
estimates based on data collected and surveys conducted for the EIS. And 
because there is inherent uncertainty in the quality of future dredged 
material, planning-level cost estimates are provided for both in-water and 
upland disposal. 

Before future dredge events, sampling for chemical quality and invasive 
species would occur to confirm suitability of the dredged material for in-
water disposal. This would occur in coordination with the Dredged Material 
Management Program (DMMP). The DMMP is an interagency approach to 
managing dredged material. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is the lead 
agency, working in coordination with the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Ecology, and the Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources. These agencies evaluate the suitability of dredged material to be 
placed at open-water disposal sites in Puget Sound, and authorization must 
be obtained from the DMMP agencies prior to any in-water placement of 
dredged material. Primary factors in a suitability determination include 
chemical quality of the dredged material, potential presence of invasive 
species, and sediment characteristics (i.e., grain size). Please see Final EIS 
Supporting Chapters 2.0 and 7.0 for more detail. 

I-544-6 This statement has been updated in the Final EIS to include a reference to the 
Aquatic Invasive Species Discipline Report (Attachment 8) which provides the 
analysis and rationale that support this conclusion. 

I-544-7 Please refer to the Global Responses for Navigation, which includes a 
description of coordination with the Port of Olympia and U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, and rationale for the assumption that navigational depths would 
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I-544   

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

be restored within West Bay before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam under 
the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 

Please see also the DAMP navigation analysis, which is provided in Section 
4.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the associated discipline report 
(Attachment 6) with the full analysis. This includes further discussion on 
potential impacts to the Port of Olympia if initial or planned maintenance 
dredging does not occur. 

I-544-8 The Draft EIS was issued and circulated to federal, state, and local agencies, 
affected tribes, and the public for review according to SEPA requirements 
(see WAC 197-11-455 for specific requirements). Several state agencies 
provided comments on the Draft EIS. In accordance with SEPA, these 
comments were considered in the development of the Final EIS, and 
responses to these comments are included in the Final EIS. See Attachment 22. 

I-544-9 Visual simulations were developed for the alternatives, including the Estuary 
and Hybrid Alternatives at low tide levels, to provide representative views 
that illustrate what the basin could look like. These simulations were 
prepared using both Mud Bay and Nisqually as examples for depicting 
tideflats. The visual simulations are included in Section 4.10 of EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0. 

I-544-10 See the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 
 

 
I-545 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-545-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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I-546 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-546-1 The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. Potential impacts to salmon are described in 
Section 4.5.2 and visual impacts are described in Section 4.10 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0. 
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I-547 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-547-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-548 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-548-1 Please see response to I-466-1. 

Please also note that based on the Draft TMDL for Budd Inlet, issued by 
Ecology in June 2022, it would be very difficult to maintain any lake under any 
management scenario and achieve compliance with the TMDL and water 
quality standards. 

Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.3, for a summary 
description of the potential changes to water quality in the Project Area as a 
result of the long-term management alternatives. 

The EIS analysis, which was conducted independent to the 2015 Ecology 
Water Quality Improvement Report, concludes that under the Estuary 
Alternative any changes in dissolved oxygen concentrations are expected to 
result in a no change to minor or moderate benefit to dissolved oxygen 
concentrations in Budd Inlet and no change in water quality conditions related 
to algal blooms and aquatic plants. 
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I-549 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-549-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-550 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-550-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-551 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-551-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-552 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-552-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-553 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-553-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-554 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-554-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-555 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-555-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-556 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-556-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-556-2 See the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife. 

I-556-3 See the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation regarding 
regional trail linkages. 

I-556-4 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-557 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-557-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-558 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-558-1 Please see response to Comment I-442-1 and response to Comment I-465-1. 
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I-559 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-559-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-559-2 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-560 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-560-1 Please refer to response to Comment I-439-1. 
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I-561 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-561-1 Figure 4.1.3 on Page 4-13 of the Draft EIS demonstrates larger sedimentation 
rates in locations closer to the 5th Avenue Dam such as the Olympia Yacht 
Club than the Port of Olympia. That is because large amounts of sediment 
from Capitol Lake and upstream Deschutes River will be deposited in those 
locations immediately downstream of the 5th Avenue Dam due to a sudden 
reduction of current velocities and a relatively deep area. It is acknowledged 
that the Navigation Channel and Turning Basins in the Port of Olympia are 
deeper than those locations. However, sediments will fill up locations such as 
Olympia Yacht Club in a larger rate before they reach equilibrium state. 
Afterwards, the sedimentation rate in the Port of Olympia will be increased 
significantly. 

The numerical modeling software package used in the Hydrodynamics and 
Sediment Transport Discipline Report is a state-of-the-art process-based 
model that captures the physics of the underlying processes (tides, waves, 
river flow, and salinity) resulting in sediment transport for a complex system 
such as the Deschutes River. A swimming pool (no significant currents with 
relatively uniform water depth) is not analogous to a river system where river 
flow/tidal currents and variable bathymetry control fate of sediments. 
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I-562 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-562-1 The Hybrid and Estuary Alternatives include stabilization of the slope on 
Deschutes Parkway to resist erosive forces and additional pressure that would 
occur during tidal cycles. During the design phase, a geotechnical analysis 
would be conducted to determine the extent of the shoreline stabilization 
that would be required and whether additional or alternate measures are 
more appropriate/cost effective to avoid potential adverse impacts and to 
increase seismic resistance of Deschutes Parkway. 

 

 
I-563 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-563-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 

I-563-2 Comment noted. See the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and 
Recreation regarding future recreational opportunities, such as swimming. 

The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. 
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I-564 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-564-1 Comment noted. 

I-564-2 Thank you for your comment. The characterization of recreational amenities 
in the EIS provides enough discernable information for decision-makers to 
weigh the project alternatives, including their potential impacts, feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts, and their ability to meet the proposed 
project objectives. Refinements to these amenities would occur during the 
design phase for the selected alternative. 

I-564-3 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 

I-564-4 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-565 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-565-1 Common measures of ecosystem function, in terms of species use, include 
species abundance and species diversity, which in itself is a measure of 
biodiversity. While such measures can be useful in assessing the ecological 
function or "health" of a specific system, they are not as useful in directly 
comparing the functions and values of two separate and distinct ecosystems 
(i.e., lake vs. estuary). 

For example, estuaries have relatively low species diversity compared to 
freshwater systems and fully saline systems. However, even though estuaries 
usually have low species biodiversity, they maintain a highly productive 
environment for invertebrate fauna, in particular, and provide rich feeding 
opportunities for a range of anadromous and marine fish. In addition, 
estuaries provide unique salinity gradients and habitat types and have been 
impacted and lost at a high rate in Puget Sound. 

Environmental sustainability of each of the alternatives, which incorporated 
ecosystem function, was considered during the Preferred Alternative 
identification process, as described in more detail in Attachment 21. 

 

 
I-566 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-566-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-567 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-567-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-568 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-568-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-569 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-569-1 Please see the Global Response for Alternatives Design. 
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I-569 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

I-569 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-569 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 
I-570 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-570-1 Please see the Global Responses for Air Quality and Odor and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-307 

I-571 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-571-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-572 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-572-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-573 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-573-1 See Section 2.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 for information on how the 
alternatives were developed. This comment is a statement and does not affect 
the environmental analysis in the Draft EIS. As described in Section 1.11 of the 
EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, project components, including the Hybrid barrier 
wall, would be designed to meet industry standards, geotechnical 
recommendations, and best management practices in consideration of seismic 
and geotechnical hazards present at the site. 

I-573-2 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-574 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-574-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-575 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-575-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-576 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-576-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-577 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-577-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-578 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-578-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-579 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-579-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-580 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-580-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Responses for Land Use, Shorelines, and 
Recreation and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-581 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-581-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-582 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-582-1 Please refer to the Global Responses for Aquatic Invasive Species. 
 

 
I-583 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-583-1 See the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation regarding 
future opportunities, such as swimming. 

 

 
I-584 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-584-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-585 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-585-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-586 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-586-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-586-2 The potential impacts on downtown economic activity were analyzed and are 
described in Section 4.14 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, and in the Economics 
Discipline Report (Attachment 18). 

 

 
I-587 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-587-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-588 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-588-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-589 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-589-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. Section 4.10 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 recognize that the aesthetic value a viewer places on 
the landscape is subjective; some viewers prefer views of the open water of a 
lake to that of an estuary, and the reverse is true for other viewers. This is 
illustrated in the range of opinions expressed on the aesthetics of the project 
in the comments on the Draft EIS, and in other public processes before the 
EIS. See also the Global Response for Visual Resources. 

 

 
I-590 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-590-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 



I-592-2
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I-593 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-593-1 As discussed in Sections 3.7.1 and 4.7.5.1 of EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 
4.0, historical and anecdotal evidence of pre-dam odors (prior to 1951) is not 
reliable because they cannot be attributed to specific odor sources given the 
changes to discharges into the waterbody since that time. 

See also the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 
 

 
I-594 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-594-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-595 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-595-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-596 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-596-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-597 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-597-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-598 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-598-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 

 

 
I-599 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-599-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-600 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-600-1 The Draft EIS and Final EIS evaluate long-term management alternatives that 
were defined based on project goals, and that incorporate several 
components put forward in comments received during EIS scoping, that were 
found to be feasible ways to meet the project's goals. The alternative 
suggested in this comment has been considered but would not achieve 
project goals at a lower environmental cost as directed under SEPA rules 
(WAC 197-11-440). 

Enterprise Services has identified the Estuary Alternative as the Preferred 
Alternative. The decision-making process is outlined in more detail in 
Attachment 21. Construction of the Preferred Alternative would result in 
removal of the 5th Avenue Dam. 
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I-601 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-601-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Responses for the Estuary Alternative 
and Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 

I-601 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-601 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-318 

I-602 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-602-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-603 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-603-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-604 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-604-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-605 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-605-1 See the text box on Page 4-101 of the Draft EIS for an explanation of why 
formal swimming facilities are not included under any of the project 
alternatives. Also, see the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and 
Recreation for a description of how future opportunities for swimming are 
discussed in the Final EIS. 
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I-606 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-606-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-606-2 Please refer to the Global Response for Cost Estimates and Shared Funding 
related to maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

 

 
I-607 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-607-1 Section 4.5 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 addresses impacts on wildlife. More 
information on impacts on wildlife is included in the Fish and Wildlife 
Discipline Report (Attachment 9) 

I-607-2 Please refer to the Global Response for Shared Funding and Governance for 
Maintenance Dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 
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I-608 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-608-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for Air Quality and Odor 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-609 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-609-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-609-2 Enterprise Services has engaged a Funding and Governance Work Group to 
consider shared funding and governance for maintenance. Under the Estuary 
Alternative, the Funding and Governance Work Group would provide funding 
for dredging associated with the increased sediment. Funding provided by the 
marinas would be consistent with the No Action Alternative. 

Please refer to Attachment 23 of the Final EIS for the Memorandum of 
Understanding that outlines the approach for shared funding and governance. 

Enterprise Services also notes the stated preference in this comment for the 
Managed Lake Alternative, and the suggestion for resale of dredged material. 

 

 
I-610 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-610-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-611 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-611-1 Two key project design features that avoid and minimize impacts to vessel 
navigation have been incorporated into the project under both the Estuary 
and Hybrid Alternatives: 

 Initial dredging at Capitol Lake before the 5th Avenue Dam is 
removed is proposed for both the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives 
and was shown by the numerical model developed for the EIS to be 
effective in reducing future sediment deposition in Budd Inlet. 
Sediment deposition at the Olympia Yacht Club, for example, 
reduces by approximately 48% when initial dredging is assumed. 
Both the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives include initial dredging 
that would be completed in Capitol Lake. 

 Annual sediment monitoring would be conducted and maintenance 
dredging would occur in West Bay under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives. The purpose of the maintenance dredging is to avoid 
significant impacts to Port of Olympia and marina facilities and 
provide for continued navigation in West Bay. Sediment monitoring 
would allow the dredging to be responsive to actual environmental 
conditions. 

As described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, shared funding and 
governance is proposed for maintenance dredging of increased sediment that 
would despot in West Bay under the Estuary Alternative. Recurring 
maintenance dredging would avoid chronic shallowing that occurs under 
existing conditions, and this may result in a beneficial effect to the private 
marinas and Port of Olympia.  

I-611-2 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0, Section 4.10, recognizes that the aesthetic value a viewer places 
on the landscape is subjective; some viewers prefer views of the open water 
of a lake to that of an estuary, and the reverse is true for other viewers. This is 
illustrated in the range of opinions expressed on the aesthetics of the project 
in the comments on the Draft EIS, and in other public processes before the 
EIS.  
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I-612 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-612-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-613 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-613-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-614 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-614-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-615 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-615-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 

I-615 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-616 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-616-1 Thank you for your comment; improving water quality is a project goal. Please 
also see the Final EIS Summary which includes additional information on the 
nexus of this project with other water quality improvement efforts led by the 
Washington State Department of Ecology. 

 

 
I-617 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-617-1 Please refer to EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 for an overview of the project 
alternatives. As described in Chapter 2.0, the 5th Avenue Dam would be 
removed under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives to restore tidal flow to the 
basin. 

Enhancing community use is one of four project goals, as described in Section 
1.9 of EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0. The action alternatives include features to 
restore active community use, including boat launches for hand-carried 
vessels and fishing docks. There may be incidental use of the Project Area by 
motorized vessels, but this is not an intended use. 

Existing conditions are described in EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, including 
descriptions of existing environmental impairments, commercial and 
recreational uses throughout the Project Area, fish and wildlife species that 
use Capitol Lake and Budd Inlet, and water and sediment quality. 

Dredging requirements for each alternative are described in Sections 4.1 and 
4.2. of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. Dredging is not expected to eradicate the 
New Zealand mudsnail. The approach to manage and control the potential 
spread of aquatic invasive species under each alternative is described in detail 
in Attachment 8, though there is no known approach to eradication of the 
New Zealand Mudsnail under any alternative. 

Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for planning-level costs for 
construction and maintenance. 
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I-618 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-618-1 Footnotes have been added to the table in the Final EIS Summary to describe 
increase in potential costs if sediment dredged under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives must be taken upland rather than disposed of in-water. 

All footnotes associated with Table 7.1.1 have been revised and renumbered 
as needed. 

I-618-2 As described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, the assumption regarding in-
water disposal for dredged sediment under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives is based on suitable chemical quality of the Deschutes River 
sediment, which was sampled as part of the EIS analysis to get a 
representative understanding of sediment quality. The Deschutes River 
sediment would be naturally deposited in West Bay under these alternatives. 
Because sediment dredged under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would 
be in a saltwater environment, there is low potential for freshwater aquatic 
invasive species persistence in deeper waters where dredging would occur. A 
survey was also conducted for the Final EIS to determine whether New 
Zealand mudsnail have established in Budd Inlet given their transport through 
the 5th Avenue Dam during high flow events. No New Zealand mudsnails were 
found during this survey. 

Before future dredge events, sampling for chemical quality and invasive 
species would occur to confirm suitability of the dredged materials for in-
water disposal. As described in Chapter 7.0 and provided through the range of 
costs estimated for this project, if the sediment is determined unsuitable for 
in-water disposal, upland disposal would more than double the disposal costs. 

Upland disposal is the only currently feasible disposal option for material 
dredged under the Managed Lake Alternative because invasive species are 
expected to persist in the freshwater environment, at high densities similar to 
existing conditions. 

The EIS Project Team has consulted with WDFW on these assumptions and 
findings. 

I-618-3 Please see response to Comment I-618-1. 
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I-619 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-619-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-619-2 Please refer to response to Comment I-609-2. 
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I-620 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-620-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-621 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-621-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-622 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-622-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative, 
which has been updated to include a freshwater reflecting pool. 

 

 
I-623 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-623-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-624 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-624-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-625 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-625-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-626 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-626-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-627 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-627-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-628 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-628-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-629 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-629-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and 
Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-630 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-630-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-631 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-631-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-632 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-632-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-633 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-633-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-634 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-634-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-635 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-635-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-636 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-636-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-637 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-637-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-638 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-638-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-639 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-639-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-640 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-640-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-641 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-641-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-641-2 Given the location of Marathon Park and the alignment of the Deschutes River 
in the middle of the North Basin, it would be a challenge to provide hand-
carried boat launch access across all tidal cycles. Across the Puget Sound, the 
functionality of many boat ramps is limited due to the tidal cycle. This is not 
uncommon. 

During design, the cost/benefit of extending the ramp will be evaluated and 
Enterprise Services, in coordination with stakeholders, will determine the 
extent of the boat ramp. If the boat ramp does not provide access to boaters 
at low tides, proper signage will be placed to inform/educate boaters. 

I-641-3 As described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, the Estuary Alternative has 
been updated to include a new 5th Avenue Bridge that would be constructed 
south of the existing 5th Avenue Dam and Bridge. The new bridge would 
include a vehicle lane, bike lane, and sidewalk in each direction, with the 
sidewalk on the south side providing a dedicated recreational trail connection. 
This bridge would be constructed and connected to the transportation system 
before the existing 5th Avenue Dam and Bridge are removed. The new bridge 
would provide a connection for pedestrians and bicyclists between the 
existing pathways at Heritage Park to existing pathways along Deschutes 
Parkway. 

Regarding access from the boat launch to the main channel during low tides, 
see the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation. 
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I-642 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-642-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-643 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-643-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-644 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-644-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-644-2 The reference has been fixed to reflect partial Panamax rather than large 
Panamax ships. Projected vessel type is based on ongoing coordination with 
the Port of Olympia through the EIS process and their planning documents. 
The Port of Olympia would have final decision on vessel and vessel types that 
may call at their facilities. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-645-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-646 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-646-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-338 

I-647 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-647-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-647-2 Please refer to the Global Response for Cost Estimates and Shared Funding 
related to maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative.  

 

 
I-648 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-648-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-649   

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-649-1 The photos included in the Executive Summary are intended to illustrate the 
environmental impairments that would be addressed by implementation of 
the long-term management project. The four project goals that would address 
these environmental impairments were established in 2016 by a broad group 
of stakeholders, prior to the EIS analysis (refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
1.0 for more information on this process). 

Please see Section 4.3.4 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, which does 
describe that aquatic plants would be controlled under a Managed Lake 
Alternative to improve aesthetics and boating access (beneficial uses), and to 
reduced fall and winter nutrient release to Budd Inlet. An adaptive lake 
management plan would maintain a healthy aquatic plant community that 
does not impair recreation or aquatic life uses. The adaptive lake management 
plan would include measures such as mechanical harvesting of aquatic plants. 

I-649-2 Based on this and other comments, the full set of visual simulations has been 
added to the Final EIS Summary. See also Global Response for Visual 
Resources. 

I-649-3 Regarding the assumed upland disposal for material dredged under the 
Managed Lake Alternative in future dredging events, existing environmental 
conditions and environmental regulations prohibit sediment from the 
Managed Lake from being disposed of in-water disposal due to the presence 
of the New Zealand mudsnail. In response to comments, cost estimates have 
been developed for in-water disposal of sediment dredged under the 
Managed Lake Alternative. Environmental conditions and/or environmental 
regulations would have to change for the sediment to be considered suitable 
for in-water disposal. Dredging would not occur sooner than the 2050s under 
the Managed Lake Alternative, and conditions could change in that time, 
although there is no current indication of changes in that direction. 

The planning-level costs associated with upland disposal assume transport to 
the upland site by truck, rather than by rail. However, transport by rail is not 
precluded. The Draft EIS described that the close proximity of the Olympia & 
Belmore Railroad offers an opportunity for the dredged material to be hauled 
by rail instead of truck. This is further described in EIS Supporting Chapters 4.0 
(Section 4.12.3) and 7.0. The feasibility of rail transport from the maintenance 
dredging events would depend on a number of factors, including equipment 
availability and whether or not the upland disposal location is adequately 
served by rail. Additionally, transport by rail requires a significant amount of 
land for temporary storage where dredged material would be placed and then 
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loaded onto rail cars as they are available. Given that maintenance dredging 
would not occur for several decades, the availability of nearby suitable land 
could not be assumed, and neither could equipment availability or rail access. 
Transport by rail would be reevaluated in the future prior to maintenance 
dredging, where upland disposal is assumed, because it could reduce the 
estimated costs of sediment transport for disposal.  

I-649-4 In response to the comments on tidal elevations on Page 2-9 of the Draft EIS, 
these figures are intended to help explain the dynamic nature of a tidal 
environment. The vertical numerical scale used in the figures uses NAVD 88 
datum, with the average tidal information (MLLW, MSL, and MHW) 
represented as dashed lines. These figures are not intended to show all 
conditions and should not be read to indicate that no tideflats would be 
visible at tides above 0.0 NAVD 88. The figure has been updated to more 
clearly indicate that 0.0 NAVD 88 is the "average elevation of mudline in the 
North Basin under the Estuary Alternative" to help readers in understanding 
that there would be mudline elevations above and below this. Tideflats would 
occur at elevations between -4.0 and +6.6 (NAVD 88) (see Figure 2.2.3 in the 
Draft EIS and Final EIS). 

In response to this comment, visual simulations of the Estuary Alternative at 
high and low tide have been added to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0. 

With regard to tides during summer months, when the number of park users 
is highest, it would be more correct to say that both high and low tides would 
occur during daylight hours almost every day between the spring and autumn 
equinoxes. The graphic has been updated to include this statement. Section 
4.8 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 has also been updated to describe that 
tides tend to be lower during the summer, when boating is most popular, and 
that lower tides would limit boat use during certain summer daytime hours. 

Regarding the Hybrid barrier wall design, see the Global Response for Visual 
Resources. Also, the Hybrid Alternative has been updated to include a 
groundwater-fed freshwater reflecting pool rather than a saltwater reflecting 
pool, so exposure of the wing walls would not occur with the updated design 
since there would not be tidal fluctuation in the reflecting pools. The wing 
walls would only be on the eastern side of the barrier wall and would not be 
seen from Deschutes Parkway. The exposed height of the barrier wall, as 
viewed from Deschutes Parkway would range from approximately 18 feet to 
28 feet given the variation in bottom elevation of the North Basin. 
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I-649 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-649-5 Yes, a barrier wall can be designed with adequate seismic resistance capacity 
to withstand a design earthquake of the magnitude provided in this comment. 
As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, Section 1.11, future design under 
any of the alternatives would include consideration of seismic and 
geotechnical hazards present at the site. 

I-649-6 Table 3.3.5 summarizes the difference in nitrogen concentrations between the 
Deschutes River and Capitol Lake where average summer water quality 
conditions in the river and lake are compared to each other. The comparison 
between nitrogen inputs in the Deschutes River and Capitol Lake has been 
expanded in Section 3.3.3.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 to include a 
comparison of nitrogen loading. These results further support the findings of 
Ecology’s modeling and the EIS team’s analysis that nitrogen inputs to Budd 
Inlet will increase with dam removal. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-649-7 Please see Section 3.3.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, which states that 
Capitol Lake exhibited improving water quality from 2004 to 2014 based on 
significant improvement in temperature, total phosphorous, chlorophyll-a, 
Secchi depth, and fecal coliform bacteria (emphasis added). 

The Budd Inlet Vessel Traffic Pattern figure accurately reflects the Port's 2019 
cargo vessel call based on AIS data for 2018 to 2019. The AIS data includes 
other vessels, not calling at the Port, representing a sample of the vessel 
traffic for vessels where AIS reporting is optional. The figure provides a 
summary representation of larger vessel use of Budd Inlet into West Bay. The 
observable patterns reflect areas where larger vessel traffic generally occurs. 
Areas not shaded may have occasional transits and should not be interpreted 
as indicating a complete absence of vessel traffic (areas with 5 or fewer vessel 
passes per year are not shaded and many recreational vessels do not have AIS 
that can be recorded by the system). Vessel navigation was observed to be 
highest within the authorized FNC and turning basin and throughout the east 
side of West Bay closest to the Port, local private marinas, and marina access 
areas along the east shore of West Bay. The figure also notes the limitations of 
the vessel data in the bottom legend. 

I-649-8 This is explained in additional detail in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, 
Section 4.3.5.2. 

I-649-9 Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for additional detail on the 
approach to shared funding for increased maintenance dredging under the 
Estuary Alternative. As outlined in a Memorandum of Understanding 
(Attachment 23 of the Final EIS), this funding would be provided by the 
Funding and Governance Work Group through 2050, with opportunity for 
extension. 

In response to comments on the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services met with the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to confirm assumptions included in the Final EIS 
regarding sediment deposition and maintenance dredging. In this meeting, 
Enterprise Services also described that the Estuary Alternative would restore 
sediment loading, similar to conditions that existed before the 5th Avenue 
Dam was constructed. For many decades before 5th Avenue Dam 
construction, the USACE dredged the federal navigation channel to support 
commercial navigation at the Port of Olympia. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-649-10 Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.3.3, which provides a 
figure to compare total nitrogen and DIN concentrations in the Deschutes 
River and Capitol Lake. As shown, the concentrations are consistently lower in 
the lake during the growing season, and they steadily decrease relative to the 
river as the growing season progresses. This indicates that the lake basin acts 
as a ‘sink’ for nitrogen; that is nitrogen is removed and therefore there is less 
nitrogen entering Budd Inlet. The decrease in TN and DIN over the growing 
season has been attributed to uptake by plants and algae in the lake (Ecology 
2015b). 

I-649-11 Please refer to the Global Response for Cost Estimates and Shared Funding 
related to maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

 

 
I-650 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-650-1 Comment noted. 
 

 
I-651 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-651-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-652 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-652-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 

 

 
I-653 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-653-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-654-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-655-1 Please see the Global Response to comments on Aquatic Invasive Species. 

I-655-2 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-656-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-657-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Responses for Air Quality and Odor and 
the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-658 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-658-1 Thank you for your comment. 
 

 
I-659 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-659-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-660-1 Comment noted, the pedestrian bridge and trail, and the railroad trestle will 
remain under all alternatives. 

I-660-2 As described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, a new 5th Avenue Bridge 
would be constructed under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. Chapter 2.0 
includes graphics that show the proposed connections of the new 5th Avenue 
Bridge to Deschutes Parkway and to 5th Avenue SW. The conceptual design of 
the new 5th Avenue Bridge has been developed in coordination with the City 
of Olympia. Design and configuration of the bridge and new connections 
between 4th and 5th Avenues and Deschutes Parkway would be further 
refined during the design and permitting phase. Please also see the Global 
Response for Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 

 

 
I-661 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-661-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-662-1 The Final EIS Summary has been edited to clarify that high bacteria levels were 
near the swimming beach. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-662-2 The Final EIS Summary has been updated to note that water clarity was a 
factor in closure of the lake to swimming. 

 

 
I-663 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-663-1 Comment noted. The main findings of the EIS are included in the Final EIS 
Summary for all alternatives (see Tables 2 and 3). Information on how the 
alternatives were developed is included in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, Section 
2.1. 
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  I-664-1 It is assumed that the sediment removed during maintenance dredging in the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would be disposed at an allowable in-water 
location within the Puget Sound. This assumption is based on the suitable 
chemical quality of the Deschutes River sediment, which was sampled as part 
of the EIS analysis to get a representative understanding of sediment quality. 
The Deschutes River sediment would be naturally deposited in West Bay 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives and removed during recurring 
dredge events to avoid significant impacts to navigation and to maintain a 
working waterfront and recreational boating. Because sediment dredged 
under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would be in a saltwater 
environment, there is low potential for freshwater aquatic invasive species 
persistence in deeper waters where dredging would occur. To evaluate the 
validity of this assumption, a survey was conducted for the Final EIS to 
determine whether New Zealand mudsnail have established in Budd Inlet, 
given their transport through the 5th Avenue Dam during high flow events. No 
New Zealand mudsnail were found during this survey. See the Aquatic Invasive 
Species Discipline Report (Attachment 8) for additional analysis and rationale 
that support the assumption that in-water disposal of dredged material from 
the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would not pose a risk relative to spreading 
invasive species. 

Before future dredge events, sampling for chemical quality and invasive 
species would occur to confirm suitability of the dredged material for in-water 
disposal. Because there is inherent uncertainty in the quality of future 
dredged material, planning-level cost estimates are provided for both in-water 
and upland disposal, and both of these disposal options may be used during 
future dredge events. The description of uncertainty and the presentation of 
both costs have been maintained throughout the EIS; please refer to EIS 
Supporting Chapter 7.0 for more detail. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-665-1 Comment noted, Enterprise Services engaged the USACE as part of the 
Technical Work Group during development of the Draft EIS to review 
regulatory feasibility of the action alternatives. After the Draft EIS, Enterprise 
Services met with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to confirm assumptions 
included in the Final EIS regarding sediment deposition and maintenance 
dredging. In this meeting, Enterprise Services also described that the Estuary 
Alternative would restore sediment loading, relatively similar to conditions 
that existed before the 5th Avenue Dam was constructed. For many decades 
before 5th Avenue Dam construct, the USACE dredged the federal navigation 
channel to support commercial navigation, including at the Port of Olympia. 

Formal engagement with the U.S. Army Corps will occur during the design and 
permitting phase for the Preferred Alternative. As described in EIS Supporting 
Chapter 9.0, U.S. Army Corps authorization would be required for all action 
alternatives, and there would be a specific review under Section 408 for the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternative to evaluate the effect of those projects on 
other "federal projects," which include the Federal Navigation Channel. 

 

 
I-666 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-666-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-667-1 Please refer to the Global Response for Cost Estimates and Shared Funding 
related to maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. Please also 
refer to the Final EIS Summary, which has been updated to include additional 
historical photos. 
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I-667 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-356 

I-668 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-668-1 Please see the Global Responses to water quality comments. Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 (Section 4.3) and the Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7) have been revised to include a regulatory compliance section 
that describes the ability of the alternatives to meet water quality standards 
and TMDL allocations. 

 

 
I-669 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-669-1 Please refer to the Global Responses for Aquatic Invasive Species. 
 

 
I-670 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-670-1 Enterprise Services appreciates the commenter's detailed review of the Draft 
EIS. 
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  I-670-2 The Draft EIS and Final EIS text is correct, the Project Area extends north as 
described, encompassing all of West Bay because project actions would 
occur in West Bay under some of the alternatives. Please see Figure 1 in the 
Final EIS Summary. 

I-670-3 All action alternatives have the ability to achieve the project goals. The 
approach to achieving the project goals is outlined in EIS Supporting 
Chapter 2.0. Regarding the improvement of ecological functions and 
recreation; note that all action alternatives would include habitat areas 
constructed throughout the basin and boardwalks would be constructed 
over and around these habitat areas. Doing this will support the project 
goals of improved ecological functions and recreation. 

As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, Section 1.9, the goals are given 
each separate consideration. Improving ecological functions is not prioritized 
over enhancing community use of the resource. It is recognized that the 
alternatives vary to the degree to which they achieve the project goals. 

I-670-4 As described in the Draft EIS, regulatory actions taken by Ecology and others 
through implementation of the Deschutes TMDL and other efforts are 
expected to improve water quality in the Deschutes River over the long term, 
which should result in improvements to water quality in the Project Area. 

However, the EIS evaluates direct or indirect water quality impacts 
associated only with implementation of the project alternatives. Those 
impacts will only occur within the Capitol Lake Basin and Lower Budd Inlet, 
and will have no influence on conditions upstream of Tumwater Falls. 
Because project implementation will not impact the area upstream of 
Tumwater Falls, the EIS does not include a discussion of potential changes 
to water quality upstream as a result of actions by others. 

I-670-5 Comment noted; boardwalks are referenced under Community Use for all 
action alternatives. 

I-670-6 The Hybrid barrier wall (in the left distance) and the reflecting pool are 
visible on Figure ES-4 but not in Figure ES-2 of the Draft EIS. From this 
vantage point, the North Basin under the Managed Lake and the reflecting 
pool under the Hybrid Alternative would look similar, except for the barrier 
wall in the distance. 

I-670-7 The visual simulations included in the EIS provide a snapshot of how the 
basin could look at various tide levels. It's recognized that the tide cycle is 
dynamic and that at certain times the basin will present as primarily 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-358 

I-670 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

tideflats with water in the river channel only. The Final EIS clarifies that 
during summer months, both low tides and high tides tend to be lower 
than average, with the result that more tideflat would be exposed during 
summer months than during winter months. And, on average over the 
course of a calendar year, water will be present across most of the North 
Basin under the Estuary Alternative. 

I-670-8 As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.3.1, water quality in 
Capitol Lake is influenced by the presence of the 5th Avenue Dam and 
impoundment of Deschutes River water, inputs to the river and lake from 
various sources (e.g., stormwater outfalls), lake treatments, accidental 
spills, and a range of other factors. As a result, Capitol Lake has historically 
experienced various water quality problems including aquatic weed 
infestations, algal blooms, and high bacteria concentrations that resulted in 
closure of the previous swimming area and restrictions on boating and 
other beneficial uses. In 2009, because of the presence of invasive New 
Zealand mudsnails, Capitol Lake was closed to all public water-oriented 
uses, including boating and fishing. 

Although the project would improve water quality, additional actions would 
be necessary for the North Basin to be considered suitable for formal 
swimming facilities. High bacteria and pollutant levels in the lake have 
historically been traced to stormwater and combined sewer outfalls or 
periodic spills that would not change as a result of any of the project 
alternatives, so periodic or continued violations of water quality standards 
for primary contact could mean that the area remains unsuitable for formal 
swimming facilities. 

I-670-9 This section has been updated to describe that the Squaxin Island Tribe has 
stated that the Estuary Alternative is the only alternative that they support. 
This input and potential effects to tribal resources were considered in the 
Preferred Alternative identification process, as described in more detail in 
Attachment 21. 

I-670-10 The planning-level costs are considered a Class 4 estimate, by standards 
established by the Association of the Advancement of Cost Engineering 
based on the preliminary nature of the design elements in this EIS process. 
They reflect an accuracy variation of -25% to +35% and are not intended to 
be represented as more precise. The planning-level cost estimates would 
continue to be refined in the design and permitting process as design 
progresses. 
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  I-671-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-672-1 Comment noted. As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, Enterprise 
Services understands through coordination with governmental partners and 
agencies that neither dredging or other short-term actions nor a long-term 
management alternative can be implemented until an EIS is completed and a 
Preferred Alternative is selected. As a result, the Washington State Legislature 
directed Enterprise Services to complete this EIS. 

The recommended approach described in this comment as a fifth option is 
very similar to the Managed Lake Alternative, which includes repair of the 5th 
Avenue Dam, dredging on a 20-year frequency, and actions to better manage 
invasive species. The fifth option recommended in this comment does not 
provide additional recreational opportunities that are included in the 
Managed Lake Alternative and therefore does not achieve all project goals 
established by a broad group of stakeholders in 2016. 

Section 4.4 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 describes various potential 
treatments for aquatic invasive species, none of which are likely to result in 
eradication of all freshwater invasive species. 

Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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I-672 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-672-2 Please refer to the Global Responses for Aquatic Invasive Species. 

I-672-3 The water quality analysis provided in Sections 3.3 and 4.3 of EIS Supporting 
Chapters 3.0 and 4.0, and in the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 
7) include data from water quality samples collected from the Deschutes 
River. The analysis describes changes to water quality as it moves into and 
through Capitol Lake, following review of several years of data. 

With full implementation of the Deschutes River TMDL, led by Ecology, there 
would be a continuing trend in water quality improvement in the Project Area. 

The fifth alternative described in this comment is very similar to the Managed 
Lake Alternative, which includes repair of the 5th Avenue Dam, dredging on an 
estimated 20-year frequency, and actions to better managed invasive species. 
The fifth alternative recommended here does not provide additional 
recreational opportunities that are included in the Managed Lake Alternative 
and therefore does not achieve all project goals established by a broad group 
of stakeholders in 2016. 

 

 
I-673 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-673-1 Comment noted, the trail on the BNSF trestle will remain under all 
alternatives. 
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I-674 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-674 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-674-1 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. Heritage Park and associated 
elements including the Arc of Statehood, the Western Washington Inlet, the 
Eastern Washington Butte, the North Campus Trail, the Lawn Amphitheater, 
the City Fountain, and the seasonal ice and roller rinks in the Isthmus Park are 
not 50 years of age and not considered eligible for historic register listing or 
designation. 
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I-674 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-674 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-674-2 Existing environmental conditions and environmental regulations prohibit 
sediment from the Managed Lake from being disposed of in-water disposal 
due to the presence of the New Zealand mudsnail. 

However, in response to comments received on the Draft EIS, cost estimates 
have been developed for in-water disposal of sediment dredged under the 
Managed Lake Alternative. Environmental conditions and/or environmental 
regulations would have to change for the sediment to be considered suitable 
for in-water disposal. Dredging would not occur sooner than the 2050s under 
the Managed Lake Alternative, and conditions could change in that time, 
although there is no current indication of changes in that direction. 

Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for more detail on the 
approach to shared funding for increased maintenance dredging under the 
Estuary Alternative. In coordination with the Funding and Governance Work 
Group, as documented in Chapter 7.0, they suggested that costs should be the 
responsibility of the state of Washington (solely) under the Managed Lake 
Alternative given consistency with the status quo. 

Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 also describes that remediation of 
contaminated sediment in Budd Inlet is expected to occur before removal of 
the 5th Avenue Dam. 

There is no known state or federal law that has been violated by lack of 
maintenance on the existing Capitol Lake; however, Ecology modeling has 
shown that Capitol Lake itself (with or without maintenance) would likely 
result in continued violations of state water quality standards.

 

 

  I-674-1
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I-674 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-674-3 Thank you. Exhibits are acknowledged. 
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I-675 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-675-1 Please see response to Comment I-394-1. 

I-675-2 As described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0, sampling for chemical and 
invasive species would occur to confirm suitability of the dredged material for 
in-water disposal before future dredge events. Because there is inherent 
uncertainty in the quality of future dredged material, planning-level cost 
estimates are provided for both in-water and upland disposal, and both of 
these disposal options may be used during future dredge events. 

I-675-3 Planning-level cost estimates and technical analyses were prepared for both 
in-water and upland disposal due to the inherent uncertainty in the quality of 
dredged material, which relates to chemical quality and presence (or absence) 
of aquatic invasive species. Before dredging begins, a determination is made 
in coordination with the Dredged Material Management Program to 
determine whether sediment is suitable for in-water disposal or not. This 
determination is based on sediment sampling in the proposed dredging area 
and the sampling must occur relatively close to the proposed dredging. 
Because maintenance dredging would not occur in West Bay until the late 
2030s or early 2040s, a suitability determination cannot be made during the 
EIS process. However, sediment was sampled for the EIS and that sediment, 
which is representative of the sediment that would be dredged in the future, 
does meet chemical quality criteria for in-water disposal. Additionally, a 
survey was conducted in Budd Inlet, following the Draft EIS, to determine 
whether a New Zealand mudsnail population had established given the 
transport of sediment and material over the 5th Avenue Dam in high flow 
events. New Zealand mudsnail were not found during this survey. 
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I-676 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-676-1 The planning-level costs were developed by civil, environmental, and coastal 
engineers on the EIS Project Team and are considered a Class 4 estimate, by 
standards established by the Association for the Advancement of Cost 
Engineering based on the preliminary nature of the design elements in this EIS 
process. They reflect an accuracy variation of -25% and +35%. The planning-
level costs include estimates for: 

 Design, permitting, and construction; and 

 Maintenance dredging after construction (estimated for 30-years, 
consistent with the project time horizon). 

Cost estimates would be refined during design and permitting, as design 
advances. 

More detailed information on the planning-level costs is available on the 
project website and in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0. 

I-676-2 Please see the Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative, which has been 
updated to include a freshwater reflecting pool. 
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I-676 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-676-3 See the Global Responses for Sediment Management & Disposal and 
Transportation. 

 

 
I-677 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-677-1 The reference to navigational servitude in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, 
Section 4.2, has been modified. 

Please see responses to Comments F-1-1, F-1-2, and F-1-3. 
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I-678 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-678-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-679 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-679-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-680 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-680-1 Please see response to Comment I-482-1. 

The Executive Summary does describe that water quality conditions have 
been improving in Capitol Lake in terms of physical and chemical 
characteristics important to aquatic life. It also describes that under an 
Estuary Alternative, there would be no change to minor to moderate 
improvements in water quality in Budd Inlet due to removal of the 5th Avenue 
Dam and that dissolved oxygen conditions would not result in substantive 
changes for cold water fish, though overall habitat conditions would improve. 

Ecology has stated that the Estuary Alternative is the only alternative that 
could meet water quality standards because it would constitute a ‘natural 
estuary’ condition. 

 

 
I-681 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-681-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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I-682 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-682-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-683 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-683-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-684 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-684-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-684-2 Thank you for your comment. The water quality analysis did evaluate data 
from the Deschutes River because of its input to Capitol Lake. 

I-684-3 The study area varies for specific technical disciplines as described in EIS 
Supporting Chapter 3.0. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 



  
I-685-2
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I-687 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-687-1 Potential impacts (and benefits) on ESA-listed species, including ESA-listed 
Chinook salmon, steelhead, and orcas, were discussed in EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0, Section 4.5. The commenter does not raise specific issues 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIS. 

I-687-2 Resiliency to climate change effects were considered in Section 4.8.2.3, 
4.8.4.3, 4.8.5.3, and 4.8.6.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 in terms of the 
alternatives consistency with goals set out in the Thurston Climate Adaptation 
Plan. Flood resilience benefits were considered as part of the hydrodynamics 
analysis included in Section 4.1. The carbon sequestration potential of each 
alternative was considered in Section 4.7 (see sidebar text boxes "Carbon 
Sequestration Potential"). 

Importantly, climate change effects will occur over many decades, and the 
analysis for this EIS and potential impacts are constrained at 30 years. 

These factors were considered in the decision-making process for identifying 
the Preferred Alternative relative to the environmental sustainability of the 
alternatives, see Attachment 21 of the Final EIS. 

I-687-3 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

I-687-4 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-688 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-688-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-689 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-689-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-690 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-690-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-691 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-691-1 The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. 
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I-691 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 
I-692 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-692-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-693 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-693-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for Air Quality and Odor 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-694 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-694-1 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife for a 
description of changes in the analysis of bats in the Final EIS. 

 

 
I-695 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-695-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for Air Quality and Odor, 
Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-696 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-696-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-697 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-697-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-698 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-698-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-699 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-699-1 Thank you for your comment. Section 4.14.3.4 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 
describes how the project alternatives may enhance cultural values for some, 
or maintain status quo for others, as part of the evaluation of impacts and 
benefits related to the value of ecosystem services. Clarifications have been 
made in the Final EIS to more fully capture the range of values (cultural, 
heritage, spiritual, and educational) placed on the ecosystem services 
provided under the alternatives. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-699-2 See response to Comment I-699-1 regarding consideration of the different 
values associated within the Project Area. As described in Section 4.9.7 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0, a mitigation measure is included to develop an 
interpretive plan for the Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary in conjunction with 
the Interpretive Center that could be jointly led by the Olympia Heritage 
Commission and the Tumwater Historic Preservation Commission and 
undertaken in coordination with the Squaxin Island Tribe, the Nisqually Tribe, 
the Washington State Archives, the Washington State Historical Society, the 
Olympia Historical Society, and other stakeholders. This would support 
ongoing interpretive work at the Interpretive Center and existing parks and 
new work along the boardwalks within the South and Middle Basins. 

 

 
I-700 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-700-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-701 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-701-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-384 

I-702 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-702-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-703 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-703 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-703 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-703-5 Thank you for your comment preface. See responses below to specific 
comments. 

I-703-1 Section 3.1.7 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 mentions the potential impacts 
from climate change on Capitol Lake, and the numerical model and EIS 
incorporate climate change projections related to sea level rise and extreme 
river flows as part of the future conditions for all alternatives including the 
Hybrid Alternative (Section 3.1). It is acknowledged that “climate change” is 
not specifically mentioned in Section 4.1.6 about the long-term conditions 
under the Hybrid Alternative, but the hydrodynamic and sediment transport 
model results have already included the impact from climate changes such as 
increased flow rates, higher tidal levels, and a difference in sediment 
transport relative to existing conditions. Refer to the Hydrodynamics and 
Sediment Transport Discipline Report (Attachment 5), which describes that 
the numerical model looked at the changes to water levels and sediment 
transport under scenarios that considered both existing conditions and 
relative sea level rise. 

The Hybrid Alternative would no longer have tide gates because the design 
was updated to include a freshwater, groundwater-fed reflecting pool rather 
than a saltwater reflecting pool within the eastern portion of the North Basin. 
The freshwater reflecting pool would have a constant discharge to the 
estuary. The western portion of the North Basin would still serve the purpose 
of an estuary system. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-703-2 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-703 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-703-3 Thank you for your comments. The EIS acknowledges the social justice and 
equity concerns associated with maintaining a lake (see the Final EIS Summary 
and Section 4.14 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0). See also the Global 
Response for Cultural Resources on how tribal values and resources were 
considered in the EIS. Finally, tribal values and resources were incorporated 
into the process to select a Preferred Alternative as described in Section 1.12 
of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, and the Preferred Alternative 
Identification (Attachment 21): 

 Each alternative was evaluated relative to tribal resources, which 
considered abundance of species protected by tribal treaties, access 
to usual and usual and accustomed fishing areas, and access to 
areas of cultural and spiritual significance. 

 Each alternative was also evaluated relative to cultural resources, 
which considered whether precontact landscapes would or would 
not be restored or preserved. 

 The Squaxin Island Tribe was asked to provide numeric and narrative 
feedback on their ability to support each of the alternatives. 

I-703-4 This response acknowledges the commenter's position. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-704 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-704-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-705 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-705-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-705-2 The new 5th Avenue Bridge under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives 
includes a roundabout at its west-end intersection with Deschutes Parkway 
SW and Olympic Way. This would allow direct vehicle movements between 
Deschutes Parkway SW and Olympic Way that are not accommodated by the 
existing 5th Avenue Bridge. This proposed roadway configuration has been 
developed in coordination with the City of Olympia, and the new 5th Avenue 
Bridge is proposed as a low-trestle design to match grade of its east and west 
connections. Concepts would be further refined during the design and 
permitting phase following completion of the Final EIS. Also see the Global 
Response for Transportation. 
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I-706 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-706-1 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis in 
the EIS. 

I-706-2 Please see the Global Responses to water quality comments regarding the 
study area. 

I-706-3 Please see the Global Responses to water quality comments regarding the 
study area. 

I-706-4 Please see the Global Responses to water quality comments regarding the 
comparison of Capitol Lake to other lakes in Thurston County. 

I-706-5 Please see the Global Responses to water quality comments. Section 4.3 of 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7) have been revised to include a regulatory compliance section 
that describes the ability of the alternatives to meet water quality standards 
and TMDL allocations. 

Please also see responses to the comments submitted by DERT, LOTT, and the 
City of Olympia. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-707-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-708 

I-708   

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-708-1 The Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13) of the EIS includes a 
detailed description of the Historic Development Context of Capitol Lake, 
including the work of Wilder & White and the Olmsted Brothers. The Des 
Chutes Basin Project was recommended as a historic district, in part due to its 
association with the pattern of events described by this comment. A formal 
determination of eligibility has since been received from the State Historic 
Preservation Officer and Washington State Department of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation, and it was found not to be eligible. The Final EIS has 
been updated to reflect this determination. 

See the Global Response for Cultural Resources related to the comments on 
the Capitol Campus Historic District. 

I-708-2 As described in Section 3.8 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, a park user survey 
was conducted at parks adjacent to Capitol Lake during high usage periods in 
the summer of 2019 to gauge activities park users currently engage in, and the 
activities they are likely to participate in the future, among other information. 
Similar input was also collected from the Community Sounding Board. 

It is acknowledged that the survey was based on a simple survey 
methodology. This degree of simplification is consistent with the overall 
resolution of a recreational analysis in support of a SEPA EIS. See Section 4.22 
and 4.2.2.1 of the Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation Discipline Report 
(Attachment 11) for more information. 

With regard to the economic value of Capitol Lake and how the project could 
affect the local economy, please see Section 4.14 of EIS Supporting Chapter 
4.0. 

I-708-3 As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, Section 2.1, the action alternatives 
were developed through a Measurable Evaluation Process to identify 
optimized versions of the Managed Lake, Estuary, and Hybrid Alternatives that 
would best achieve project goals. Through this process, Enterprise Services 
determined that maintenance dredging required to maintain the middle and 
south basins in a lake configuration were less environmentally and 
economically sustainable compared to other approaches to sediment 
management (see Attachment 19: Concepts Screened through the 
Measurable Evaluation Process). Conducting only dredging also would not 
achieve the project goals relative to improved water quality, restored 
recreation or enhanced ecological functions. 
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I-708   

COMMENT  RESPONSE 
I-708-4 In response to comments received on the Draft EIS, additional detailed 

information regarding the planning-level cost estimates were posted to the 
project website and are available for the public to review. 

Please also note that the planning-level costs were developed by civil, 
environmental, and coastal engineers on the EIS Project Team and are 
considered a Class 4 estimate, by standards established by the Association for 
the Advancement of Cost Engineering based on the preliminary nature of the 
design elements in this EIS process. They reflect an accuracy variation of -25% 
to +35%. The cost estimates would be further refined in the design and 
permitting phase, as design progresses. 

I-708-5 In response to this comment, Section 5.7.4 and 5.7.5 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 5.0 have been revised to acknowledge that freshwater fish extirpated 
as a result of a transition to saltwater would decompose within the basin or 
be flushed from the basin as a result of tidal action. Any odor impacts would 
be temporary. 

See response to Comment I-491-2 regarding mosquito vector risks. 
 

 
I-7 09 

I-709   
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

I strongly support removal of the 5th Ave dam and restoration of the 
Deschutes Estuary. I have followed this project for years and the only thing 
that has changed is the Capitol Lake reservoir continues to fill with sediment 
and the water quality in the reservoir continues to degrade. 

Several studies clearly show that Deschutes Estuary restoration is the most 
economical long term solution as well as the best way to improve water 
quality and the habitat for salmon and other threatened endangered species. 

Please move forward with recommending Deschutes Estuary restoration so I 
can see this happen in my lifetime. 

More than enough time has passed. It is time to act by restoring Deschutes 
Estuary. I wrote the following comments in 2010. Please demonstrate the 
effectiveness of government by moving forward with the estuary restoration 
process. 

Dear polisci committee members, 

  I-709-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-709   
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

Please excuse the long post. There are several facets affecting Deschutes 
Estuary restoration that I discuss below. I am trying to be brief so this email 
jumps among several points without much segue. 

I have followed the CLAMP process for many years, attended many meetings 
and ALL the CLAMP study component presentations by the consultants 
directly to CLAMP and the evening public presentations that followed. 

I have to say the CLAMP process was the most open and inclusive public 
process I have witnessed. There was ample opportunity for the public to add 
their comments at the CLAMP meetings, regardless of validity. There were 
several public presentations of the Deschutes Estuary Feasibility Study (DEFS) 
results as each study component was completed. Formal public testimony as 
well as informal Q&A for the public occurred. 

Ninety seven percent of the people I speak to about this decision favor 
Deschutes Estuary restoration. I have not surveyed Ron Rants who developed 
the buildings by the port and farmers market. I have not surveyed the vocal 
minority of yacht owners or yacht salespeople who are now subsidized by WA 
State taxpayers via the 5th Ave. dam which, as Bob J. mentioned, serves as a 
sediment trap upstream from their marinas. 

I personally know members of the Olympia Yacht Club (OYC) who favor 
Deschutes Estuary restoration. On the other hand, the OYC board is looking 
out for their own financial interests which lead them to favor retaining the 
dam. The lake is immaterial to their concerns. 

There are others in Olympia who favor retaining Capitol Lake reservoir purely 
based on their own personal aesthetic preference. 

Over the last few years, informal polls in the Olympian, typically among local 
residents, show a nearly 50:50 split lake vs. Deschutes Estuary restoration. 

I agree with Bob Jacobs that 10 years ago, general public opinion was more in 
favor of retaining Capital Lake than it is now, among OLYMPIA area residents. 

The reason behind this shift is a growing awareness among the general public 
of the huge cost of maintaining Capitol Lake reservoir as well as the worsening 
health of Puget Sound. 

Ongoing public education campaigns are a must if Puget Sound is to be 
protected. The general public must see the benefit of spending their tax 
dollars on protecting Puget Sound and the environment around them or the 
legislature will continue to put environmental concerns on the back burner, 
underfunded and under supported.
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We all know it will take another 5-10 years for the Deschutes Estuary 
restoration process to succeed. In 5-10 years, kids now aged 8-13 will be 
eligible to vote. Their influence may be key in affecting future legislators 
desire to protect Puget Sound by restoring Deschutes Estuary. This means we 
need a significant educational component focusing on school age youth. 
During our enviro lobby day meeting with Representative Kathy Haigh, D-
35th, she vehemently expressed this need to educate our youth for these very 
reasons. 

It is pertinent to know that CLAMP consultants said studies show that, in 
general, the majority of US citizens favor protecting our environment and are 
willing to spend some money to do so, even if they will never visit the area 
they are protecting. The implication for us is that, outside of Olympia, a 
majority of state residents (taxpayers) will probably favor estuary restoration 
as the best, most economical and environmentally sound choice for the future 
of Capitol Campus. 

Deschutes Estuary restoration involves state land only. No private holdings 
need to be acquired to make this happen. Federally money is likely available 
for estuary restoration but not maintaining Capitol Lake by dredging. Federal 
money will act as an economic stimulus to the Olympia area as the dam is 
removed, a new wider, safer bridge is built across the newly reclaimed 
Deschutes Estuary, pedestrian walkways are enhanced, etc. 

As mentioned, the science is clear in that Deschutes Estuary restoration will 
result in significantly greater water quality, wildlife habitat, benefit for at-risk 
species, etc., as compared to maintaing Capitol Lake as a reservoir. 

It is relevant to note that Budd Inlet (the portion of South Puget Sound 
adjacent to Capitol Lake/5th Ave. dam), has some of the worst water quality 
of any of the estuaries tested in WA State based on scientific studies by 
Ecology. 

Scientific modeling indicates that Capitol Lake/5th Ave. dam causes harm to 
the water quality in Budd Inlet, particularly regarding dissolved oxygen. I will 
defer specifics to our science officer, Doug. 

I agree it is important to have a local organization promoting Deschutes 
Estuary Restoration. I am a board member of Deschutes Estuary Restoration 
Team (DERT) which will serve in that role. However, it is incredibly important 
for groups like People for Puget Sound to play a significant role promoting 
Deschutes Estuary restoration as part of our plan to promote restoration and 
protection of wetlands around Puget Sound. 
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Ideally, a coalition of groups favoring Puget Sound restoration and protection 
will form to help move this process through the political arena. 

A few years ago, an American Rivers <http://www.americanrivers.org/> 
representative publicly testified on behalf of that organization in support of 
Deschutes Estuary restoration. They have expressed ongoing support to me. 

I also contacted Restore Americas Estuaries <https://www.estuaries.org/>, 
PugetSoundKeepers Alliance <http://www.pugetsoundkeeper.org/> and a few 
other organizations in the past, that may help garner their respective member 
support for this project. 

Thanks for letting me share my thoughts. 

Best, 

Paul Allen 

 
 

 
I-710 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-710-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 

 

 
I-711 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-711-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-712 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-712-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 

 

 
I-713 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-713-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-7 14 

I-714  

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
As an Indigenous woman and marine ecologist living in Olympia, I support 
removal of the dam, and restoration of a healthy, free-flowing Deschutes River. I 
agree that: 

"Estuary habitat conditions reestablished by dam removal would result in 
substantial beneficial effects for salmon, other anadromous species, and marine 
fish. Due to historical declines, estuary habitat is a scarce and valued habitat... as 
compared to freshwater ponds and lakes, which remain relatively abundant" 
(DEIS, 4-68). 

"Tribal populations would experience disproportionately adverse impacts from 
the managed lake alternative, raising environmental justice concerns. Removal of 
the 5th Ave Dam under the Estuary Alternative... would have beneficial effects for 
ecological, cultural, heritage, spiritual, and educational value for tribes" (DEIS, 
19). 

  I-714-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

I-714-2 See response to Comment T-2-23 regarding the EIS Project Team's 
coordination with the Squaxin Island Tribe. 

For other aspects of this comment, see the Global Response for Cultural 
Resources. 

I-714-3 Thank you for your comment. Please see the Global Responses to water 
quality comments. 

I-714-4 The Project Area as defined in Section 1.4 and Figure 1.1.1 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 1.0 generally describes the geographical scope of the 
project, to include the 260-acre Capitol Lake Basin that the Department of 
Enterprise Services manages under long-term lease agreement, and West 
Bay, where project actions would occur under some of the 

      I-714-1
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 
"Aquatic invasive species that are intolerant to saltwater (e.g., New Zealand 
mudsnail, Eurasian watermilfoil, curly pondweed) would be largely eradicated 
from the area with the transition from freshwater to saltwater" (4-69). 

When combining the costs of construction plus 30-years of management, the 
Estuary alternative is the most cost effective alternative, while a managed lake is 
the most expensive alternative by a significant margin. 

However, DES and the consultant team did not speak with many state and local 
agencies with extensive knowledge of the project area, but instead expects the 
relevant agencies to respond to the DEIS. This is an inefficient and unprofessional 
approach. DES and the consultant team apparently did not speak with staff at the 
Squaxin Tribe regarding cultural resources and historic uses of the Deschutes 
River and Estuary. 

There is a lack of attention in the Executive Summary given to Tribal cultural 
resources such as the Steh-Chass, the indigenous name for the lower Deschutes 
River and estuary, the effect being to privilege the recent landscape architecture 
of colonial settlers over millennia of Indigenous cultural landscapes. 

There appears to be significant picking and choosing of data to support an 
apparent outcome. For instance, the DEIS notes that Thurston County had 
ongoing water quality data from 2004-2014, but for purposes of the DEIS, only 
water quality data from 2010 to 2014 was used because there was a "trend" in 
that five-year period. 

The DEIS acknowledges that the "Lake" does not meet the regulatory standards 
for a Lake, and is therefore subject to water quality standards for rivers. Yet the 
DEIS repeatedly compares data from Capitol "Lake" to other lakes in the region. 
Why? Similarly, water quality in Budd Inlet is compared with others in South 
Sound, despite the fact that none of them have a freshwater river flowing into 
them. 

The project area includes only West Bay, ignoring the impacts of the 5th Ave Dam 
on East Bay and the rest of Budd Inlet. The project area must be expanded to 
reach Boston Harbor. 

The DEIS has very little discussion of the impacts of climate change on the project 
area and the potential for climate change mitigation under each alternative. 
Estuaries are very effective at sequestering carbon and this value should be 
quantified in the study. 

 

alternatives. Discipline specific study areas differ from the Project Area 
to include areas that would be impacted (beneficially or adversely) by the 
project alternatives. Study areas are described in EIS Supporting Chapter 
3.0, some of which extend north to Boston Harbor and are further defined 
in the attached Discipline Reports. 

I-714-5 See the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor related to the evaluation of 
carbon sequestration potential under the alternatives. 

 

    I-714-5

   I-714-4

         I-714-3

   I-714-2

    I-714-1



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake  Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project

Page IND-402 

I-715 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-715-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-716 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-716-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-717 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-717-1 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 

 

 
I-718 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-718-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-718-2 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public safety, see the 
Global Response for Land Management. 
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I-719 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-719-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-720 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-720-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-721 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-721-1 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 

 

 
I-722 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-722-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-723 

I-723  

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-723-1 Comment noted. The study area for each environmental discipline varies and, 
where appropriate, includes a larger geographic area to capture the range of 
potential impacts and benefits in the analysis. Discipline-specific study areas are 
described in EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0. This allows Enterprise Services to 
understand the potential scope of changes from the project alternatives, and 
consider this in the decision-making process relative to the ability of the alternatives 
to meet project goals, or to result in other environmental impacts or benefits. 

I-723-2 Final EIS Supporting Chapter 8.0 describes engagement activities, including the 
Squaxin Island Tribe and Washington State Department of Natural Resources. 
Consistent with State Environmental Policy Act requirements, Enterprise 
Services consulted with tribes, state and federal agencies, local jurisdictions, and 
stakeholders throughout development of the EIS. Regarding Panamax vessels, 
the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6) has been revised to correct this 
error, which came from early consultation with the Port of Olympia about future 
operational needs. 

I-723-3 Comment noted. Please see the Preferred Alternative Identification Process 
Global Response. 

I-723-4 The purpose of an EIS is to identify probable significant impacts. See the Global 
Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification Process for how Tribal 
Resources were considered in the process to identify a Preferred Alternative, 
and a description of the process that Enterprise Services followed to solicit 
feedback from the Squaxin Island Tribe (and other stakeholders). 

I-723-5 The SEPA process requires that the EIS evaluate changes to existing conditions, 
regardless of whether the existing conditions are natural or anthropogenic. 
Importantly, the Water Quality Discipline Report describes that the detention 
time for water in the Capitol Lake Basin range from 0.6-7.9 days. In Washington 
State, detention time is used to define the difference between lakes and rivers. 
A waterbody with a mean detention time greater than 15 days is treated as a 
lake for use designation. Therefore, by definition, Capitol Lake is classified as a 
river and held to the applicable water quality criteria. 

For other analyses, like Land Use, Shorelines and Recreation, the waterbody 
current acts more like a lake and so it is more appropriate to describe it in that 
context. 

I-723-6 Comment noted. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

I-723-7 Thank you for your comment. Economic sustainability was a primary 
consideration in the identification of the Preferred Alternative, as outlined in 
Attachment 21 of the Final EIS. 

I-723-8 Comment noted. The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIS. 

 

 
I-724 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-724-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-724-2 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 

 

 
I-725 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-725-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-726 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-726-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-7 27 

I-727  

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
I favor the hybrid alternative. Here are my comments. 

From the Executive Summary page 12, "Despite what has been perceived to be 
worsening conditions in Capitol Lake, monitoring data indicate that water 
quality conditions have actually been improving in the lake and are relatively 
good in terms of physical and chemical characteristics important to aquatic life. 
" This shows that a primary reason for an estuary (to improve water quality that 
violates state water standards) is not as severe as previously thought. 

Further I only saw a minor reference to the water quality of the Deschutes River 
upstream to its source from the project area. From the Executive Summary page 
23 "For example, if the TMDL goal for total phosphorus in the Deschutes River is 
achieved, it would result in a substantive reduction in nutrients in the Project 
Area, which would reduce algal blooms and improve dissolved oxygen 
concentrations." I understand that this is not part of the project area, but no 
plan or methodology to achieve the TMDL leaves out a huge factor in water 
quality at the mouth. This is a major gap. 

Given that water quality is not the driving factor it once was, other cultural, 
environmental, and popular public use amenities become more prominent. I 
understand that tribes and others are in favor of the estuary. I understand that 
the estuary is likely to improve the ecological conditions at the mouth. 

The hybrid alternative fulfills both of those while keeping a reflecting pool for the 
Capitol. The additional amenities are also significant. There would be a way to walk 
around the lake portion increasing hiking options which would be attractive to 
many. It would have a relatively calm and stable water level for appropriate water 
craft. It would provide a new and interesting landscape view of the entire area. It 
would draw locals and tourists in to visit and linger. And it would eliminate 
flooding In Heritage Park and along Powerhouse Rd. if not also on Water St. 

  I-727-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

I-727-2 Thank you for your comment. Please see the Global Responses for Water 
Quality. 

I-727-3 Please see the Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative, which has been 
updated to include a freshwater reflecting pool. Please see Land Use, 
Shorelines, and Recreation Global Response for discussion of swimming. 
Adaptive management plan(s) are developed during design and permitting 
to specifically address the selected alternative and its needs relative to 
meeting agency requirements and performance standards.

I-727-4 Comment noted. Please see Attachment 21 of the Final EIS for a 
description of the process to identify a Preferred Alternative for long-term 
management, including an evaluation of the alternatives against a broad 
range of criteria. 

I-727-5 Comment noted. 
 

I-727-3

I-727-2

I-727-1
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 
I understand that there are springs on the east portion of the area. These could 
supply enough fresh water to have a continual overflow out thus keeping the lake 
from becoming stagnant and providing sufficient water turnover, There was no 
discussion of what the adaptive management plan would be. I understand that 
having a swimming area was specifically not considered being left up to the City. 
This should be part of this project and would be a most welcome amenity by many. 

I recognize that the hybrid may have higher construction and maintenance costs 
than the estuary. However the increased attractiveness of the fresh water 
hybrid would bring many more people to the area who would be spending their 
money generating an increase in taxes received which could help defray the 
increased costs. It would increase the vitality downtown and add to its vibrancy 
more than the other alternatives. 

The fresh water hybrid with swimming would create a new destination in the 
Olympia area and would likely please almost all who are interested in this 
project. It would add a remarkable attraction to downtown Olympia for many 
years to come. 

Finally the separation of improving water quality in the Deschutes River, the 
Capitol Lake  Deschutes Estuary Long- Term Management Project, and the 
Olympia Sea Level Response Plan may be a way to manage the work. But this 
distinct separation creates silos in areas that overlap and therefore could have 
unintended adverse consequences. Please keep this in mind. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

 
I-728 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-728-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

       I-727-5

I-727-4

I-727-3
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I-729 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-729-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-730 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-730-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-731 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-731-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-732-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-733 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-733-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-734 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-734-1 This response acknowledges the commenter's position. See also the Global 
Response for Air Quality & Odor. 

 

 
I-735 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-735-1 Comments noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-735 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-735 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-735 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-417 

I-735 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-735 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-736 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-736-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-737-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-737-2 Please see response to Comments I-747-16 through I-747-21. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-738-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and 
Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-739 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-739-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-740-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-741 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-741-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-741-2 Thank you for your comment. Tribal values and resources were incorporated 
into the process to select a Preferred Alternative as described in Section 1.12 
of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0 and the Preferred Alternative Identification 
(Attachment 21): 

 Each alternative was evaluated relative to tribal resources, which 
considered abundance of species protected by tribal treaties, access 
to usual and usual and accustomed fishing areas, and access to areas 
of cultural and spiritual significance. 

 Each alternative was also evaluated relative to cultural resources, 
which considered whether precontact landscapes would or would 
not be restored or preserved. 

 The Squaxin Island Tribe was asked to provide numeric and narrative 
feedback on their ability to support each of the alternatives. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 
I-742 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-742-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-743 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-743-1 The visual simulation showing mean tide conditions for the Estuary Alternative 
in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 have been supplemented with the high and low 
tide visual simulations. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-744-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-745 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-745-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-746 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-746-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-747 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-427 

I-747 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-747-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-747-2 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-747-3 Please see the Final EIS Summary for a description of the work being 
conducted by the Washington State Department of Ecology to improve water 
quality in the Deschutes River and Budd Inlet, which include requirements to 
state agencies and other municipalities for improved stormwater discharges. 

The Final EIS Summary also includes information on the Port-led remediation 
of contaminated sediment in Budd Inlet, which is expected to occur before 
removal of the 5th Avenue dam. 

Enterprise Services does not have decision-making authority over all of the 
environmental elements and areas described in the comment, but 
acknowledges the interconnectedness of the system and is making decisions 
relative to a long-term management project that will 
improve environmental conditions in the Project Area. 
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COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-747-4 Thank you for your comment. Enterprise Services does not have decision-
making authority over Moxlie Creek, but does have jurisdiction over the 
Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary given its long-term lease agreement with the 
Department of Natural Resources. 

The Draft EIS provides analysis and disclosure of potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Capitol Lake  Deschutes Estuary Long-Term 
Management Project. Analysis of other issues within the Deschutes 
watershed, including those listed by the commenter, is beyond the scope of 
analysis for this EIS. Enterprise Services acknowledges the interconnectedness 
of the system and is making decisions relative to a long-term management 
project that will improve environmental conditions in the Project Area.

I-747-5 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis 
in the Draft EIS. 

I-747-6 The numerical modeling did include the entire Capitol Lake Basin and Budd 
Inlet (both West and East Bays) to Gull Harbor. This is described in Sections 
1.4, 4.3, and 5.4 of the Hydrodynamics & Sediment Transport Discipline 
Report (Attachment 5). Figures 5-28 through 5-31 (in Attachment 5) show the 
erosion/deposition that would be expected in this area based on the modeling 
results. These results were the basis for identifying maintenance dredging 
needs in West Bay (see Section 4.2, Navigation, in EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 
for information on maintenance dredging). 

I-747-7 Additional content has been added throughout the Final EIS to describe the 
dredging and remediation that is needed in West Bay and must occur before 
removal of the 5th Avenue Dam. Please refer to EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for 
a timeline that attempts to overlay the Port of Olympia-led efforts in West Bay 
with the Enterprise Services-led efforts related to this project. 
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  I-747-8 A pilot study of hydraulic dredging impacts in Lake Lawrence in Thurston 
County was conducted in the 1990s (Hartman 1995). During that study water 
quality measurements were taken from mid-depth in the water column 
approximately 5 feet from the cutter head. Measurements were made during 
dredging and 1 hour after dredging ceased. Turbidity increased from 2.4 to 14 
nephelometric turbidity units (NTU) during dredging but decreased to 6 NTU 
within an hour. TSS increased from 4.6 to 24 mg/L during dredging and 
decreased to 10 mg/L within an hour. There was no measured impact on DO. 
This is described in additional detail in Section 5.3 of the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7). 

The primary purpose of an EIS is to provide impartial discussion of significant 
environmental impacts, and reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures. 
Accordingly, the EIS focuses on the most significant issues. Potential 
temporary and nominal changes to dissolved oxygen conditions as a result of 
dredging are not considered potentially significant, and are not typically a 
concern in the process to obtain permits for dredging. Importantly, additional 
best management practices would be implemented throughout construction 
and dredging to avoid and minimize potential impacts to fish and other 
aquatic species. 

I-747-9 Comment noted. Dredging impacts on fish and wildlife are addressed in EIS 
Supporting Chapter 5.0, Section 5.5. 

I-747-10 Maintenance dredging within the deposition areas of West Bay is an 
important part of the Estuary and Hybrid alternatives to manage sediment 
accumulation resulting from removal of the 5th Avenue Dam, as described in 
the Draft EIS. Please refer to response to Comment I-747-8. Please also note 
that the Department of Natural Resources has been including new conditions 
in the marina leases to require that a minimum water depth is maintained, 
which reduces shoaling and associated impacts. 

I-747-11 Although the EIS does not preclude marina relocation in the future, relocation 
is not proposed as part of the project. Rather, maintenance dredging is 
proposed to maintain a working waterfront and recreational boating in West 
Bay, which provides a public (and private) benefit. Members of the Funding 
and Governance Work Group have agreed to provide funding for the 
increased maintenance dredging through 2050, which aligns with the 
latest/longest current lease term that the private marinas have with the 
Department of Natural Resources. 
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Maintenance dredging should not preclude the possibility of future actions in 
East Bay, and it would not be conducted in the existing intertidal habitat area 
along the western shoreline of West Bay. It is only proposed in the deeper 
waters that are used for navigation. 

I-747-12 The TMDL for Budd Inlet, released by Ecology in 2022, has stormwater 
allocations for municipal stormwater permitees, including the cities of Lacey, 
Olympia and Tumwater, Thurston County, Washington Department of 
Transportation, and Enterprise Services. The TMDL assigns municipal 
stormwater allocations for all months, with reductions for each jurisdiction. 

Allocations were developed for four parameters (TN, DIN, TOC and BOD5). 

As described in the Draft EIS and Final EIS, regulatory actions taken by Ecology 
and others through implementation of the Deschutes River and Budd Inlet 
TMDLs are expected to improve water quality in the Project Area over the 
long term. 
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  I-747-13 Thank you for this comment. Please see response to Comment I-747-12, which 
describes Ecology as the lead agency with jurisdiction over stormwater input 
to the Project Area, and that implementing actions as required under the 
TMDL will improve water quality in the Project Area. 

Please also see the Final EIS Summary, which describes Ecology's work to 
improve water quality; and the Port of Olympia's work to remediate 
contaminated sediment in the Project Area. 

I-747-14 Thank you for your comment. We appreciate this perspective. As described in 
Section 3.3.2 of the Fish & Wildlife Discipline Report (Attachment 9), the 
assessment of potential adverse impacts considered several factors, including 
whether an alternative would eliminate or make non-viable a species group or 
species of regional importance within the Capitol Lake Basin or West Bay, 
through the loss of suitable habitat. Further, SEPA requires analysis of project 
changes relative to conditions that would occur under the No Action 
Alternative. Therefore, the No Action Alternative represents the appropriate 
baseline for analysis. See the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife for additional 
information on the bat analysis and related updates in the Final EIS. 

I-747-15 See the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife for information on the bat analysis 
and identification of potential mitigation measures, and related updates in the 
Final EIS. 

I-747-16 Removing the 5th Avenue Dam requires a suite of permits from federal, state 
and local regulators, which are based on a proposed design and construction 
plan. Design and permitting cannot be circumvented. 

During construction, there are a number of activities that must occur before 
removal of the 5th Avenue Dam. To provide one example, many stakeholders 
have suggested that a long-term closure of the 5th Avenue corridor is 
unacceptable. To avoid that impact, a new 5th Avenue Bridge must be 
constructed before the existing 5th Avenue corridor is closed for dam 
removal. 

Enterprise Services acknowledge that existing conditions within the Project 
Area must be address through project implementation. 

I-747-17 Streamlined permitting processes can often be pursed for restoration 
projects; however, a range of federal consultations and other state and local 
processes must still be completed before the required environmental permits 
can be issued. Given that the Estuary Alternative has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative, the long-term management project may qualify for the 
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available streamlined permitting processes and Enterprise Services would 
explore that at the beginning stages of design and permitting. At the earliest, 
funding could be provided by the Washington State Legislature for design and 
permitting in the 2023-2025 biennium. 

I-747-18 Please refer to EIS Supporting Chapter 9.0 for a full list of permits that would 
be required to construct the action alternatives. 

The applicable discipline specific analyses also provide more information on 
potential management approaches that could be used. For example, the 
water quality analysis (Section 4.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0) for the 
Managed Lake describes that the focus for a lake management plan would be 
on aquatic plants and mechanical harvesting could be used. There are a 
variety of management techniques also described in the aquatic invasive 
species analysis (Section 4.4) to support ecological functions. 

Specific management approaches would be confirmed through coordination 
with the regulatory agencies during the permitting process, and as 
performance standards are better defined. 

I-747-19 Please see response to Comment I-747-16. 

I-747-20 Please see response to Comment I-747-16. 
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  I-747-21 Beneficially reusing the dredged sediment onsite results in a significant cost 
savings compared to transloading the material upland and potentially to a 
landfill. Creating habitat areas with the dredged sediment would also improve 
ecological functions, which is a primary project goal. 

Enterprise Services has consulted with the Technical Work Group, including 
agencies with jurisdiction, to confirm the assumption that the dredged 
sediments can be beneficially reused within the Capitol Lake Basin. This is 
allowable because the sediment will stay within the same system. 

The habitat areas would be designed to withstand certain river flows and 
could be armored as needed to improve stability. Notably, during the last 
major dredge event in Capitol Lake, sediment was placed at the south end of 
the Middle Basin, and is now the freshwater wetland habitat at the 
Interpretive Center Park.  

I-747-22 The comment "The EIS must provide comparisons to other dammed lowland 
river impoundments, not lakes" does not provide enough information to 
discern issues with the adequacy, accuracy or completeness of the Draft EIS 
analysis or the ability to analyze the different impacts and benefits across the 
project alternatives. 

Regarding requests to develop overflow channels and other floodplain 
enhancements, while that might reduce flooding under a Managed Lake 
Alternative, flood management is not a part of the project purpose and need. 
However, because water elevations would change across the alternatives, the 
numerical model did evaluate flood conditions to inform decision making 
relative to potential impacts and benefits. 

The action alternatives do include development of an Adaptive Management 
Plan to maintain water quality, improve ecological functions, and manage 
invasive species. A Habitat Enhancement Plan would also be implemented. 

The Habitat Enhancement Plan would include adaptive management 
strategies to ensure native plant survivability and to manage invasive species 
during establishment of the habitat areas. This is further described in EIS 
Supporting Chapter 2.0, Section 2.2. 

I-747-23 This paragraph has been deleted from the Final EIS. 

I-747-24 Comment noted, please see responses to specific comments. 
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  I-748-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-749 
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  I-749-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-750 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-750-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-751 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-751-1 Please refer to the Global Responses for Aquatic Invasive Species. 

I-751-2 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-752-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-753-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-754-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process and responses to individual comments. 

I-754-2 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding use of the 2004-
2014 data set. Please also note that the Water Quality Discipline Report was 
independently reviewed by a 3rd party expert to ensure the technical analysis 
was conducted using industry-recognized best practices and included a 
reasonable level of analysis to allow for the comparison of alternatives, 
consistent with the requirements of the State Environmental Policy Act 
(SEPA). 

I-754-3 The trend analysis was performed on the main north basin site which has 
been monitored by Thurston County in the past and, therefore, has a long- 
term data record. Section 4.1.2 of the Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7) and the title of Table 4.1 have been clarified in response to 
this comment. 

I-754-4 The appendix has been revised to include site locations in the graphs. 

I-754-5 Please refer to Section 4.1 of the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 
7) for updated tables and figures. Please also refer to Appendix D of the Water 
Quality Discipline Report for Kendall's Tau Correlation Analysis Plots. 

I-754-6 To support the EIS analysis, additional data was collected in 2021. The Water 
Quality Discipline Report has been updated with these data. Please see the 
Global Responses for Water Quality regarding use of the 2004-2014 dataset. 

The Water Quality Discipline Report was reviewed by an independent 3rd 
party expert to ensure technical analyses are conducted using industry-
recognized best practices and include a reasonable level of analysis to allow 
for the comparison of alternatives, consistent with the requirements of the 
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). 
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  I-754-7 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-755 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-755-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-756-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-757 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-757-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-757-2 Comment noted. The commenter does not raise issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy or completeness of the Draft EIS. 

I-757-3 The analysis of potential odor effects of the Estuary Alternative is described in 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.7.5. The analysis of potential 
economic impacts on downtown Olympia is described in Section 4.14. 

I-757-4 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-758-1 Comment noted. See Sections 3.7 and 4.7 of EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 
4.0 for information on odor. Also see the Global Response the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

 
I-759 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-759-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-760-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-761 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-761-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-761-2 Comment noted. 

I-761-3 Comments noted. The characterization of impacts, benefits, and costs 
provided in the EIS, provides enough discernable information for decision 
makers to weigh the project alternatives, including their potential impacts, 
feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts, and their ability to meet the 
proposed project objectives. 

As noted in the Final EIS, the Hybrid Alternative has been modified to include 
a freshwater reflecting pool, which would improve water quality conditions if 
adaptatively managed. 

I-761-4 See the Global Response for Visual Resources regarding the design of the 
barrier wall. 
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  I-762-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-763-2 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-763-1 Please see the Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative, which has been 
updated to include a freshwater reflecting pool. 

 

 
I-764 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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  I-764-1 Please see the Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative, which has been 
updated to include a freshwater reflecting pool. 
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  I-764-2 Please see the Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative, which describes 
that Hybrid Alternative has been modified to include a groundwater-fed 
freshwater reflecting pool. As such, the analysis summarized in this comment 
has been removed from the Final EIS. 
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  I-764-3 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative, which describe 
that Hybrid Alternative has been modified to include a groundwater-fed 
freshwater reflecting pool. As such, the analysis summarized in this comment 
has been removed from the Final EIS. 

I-764-4 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative, which describe 
that Hybrid Alternative has been modified to include a groundwater-fed 
freshwater reflecting pool. 

Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 4.3.6, has been updated to describe 
that the freshwater reflecting pool would be managed to reduce the very high 
phosphorus concentration in the groundwater to concentrations reflective of 
a mesotrophic lake, to support all beneficial uses of the pool. Groundwater 
and stormwater nutrient inputs to Budd Inlet from the pool drainage basin 
would be reduced through activities such as nutrient inactivation of the inflow 
and enhanced stormwater treatment in the watershed to reduce 
development of algae blooms. Algae and aquatic plants would still be present 
at quantities that would impact (increase) DO concentrations due to 
photosynthesis. Aquatic plants would be managed to support all beneficial 
uses of the pool and to minimize impacts to Budd Inlet. 

I-764-5 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative, which describe 
that Hybrid Alternative has been modified to include a groundwater-fed 
freshwater reflecting pool. As such, the analysis summarized in this comment 
has been removed from the Final EIS. 
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  I-764-6 At this time, the upcoming 2024 stormwater permit is not expected to include 
a requirement for phosphorus treatment in stormwater treatment facilities 
beyond what currently occurs, such as in cases where enhanced treatment is 
required as defined in Ecology’s 2019 Stormwater Management Manual for 
Western Washington. With full implementation of the Deschutes River TMDL 
and the Draft Budd Inlet TMDL, additional stormwater treatment will be 
required regardless of the alternative selected. 

I-764-7 The freshwater pool may stratify during the summer because it is deep 
enough, wind-induced mixing will be low, and the inflow of cool groundwater 
will be relatively high. The maximum pool depth would be approximately 15 
feet and small ponds can stratify and form a thermocline at depths as shallow 
as 3 feet. under calm conditions. The wind fetch is only about 1,500 feet along 
the north-south axis., which would not allow for the development of 
substantial waves and vertical mixing during summer storms. Groundwater 
inflow is expected to be relatively high and cool and would flow along the pool 
bottom to the cooler bottom waters underlying a thermocline in the summer 
months. 

Thermal stratification of the freshwater pool would not be a negative impact 
and may be beneficial to pool water quality Groundwater monitoring data 
indicate that inflowing groundwater would be high in phosphorus and 
nitrogen. The inflow of groundwater to the bottom layer of water in the pool 
would reduce the nutrient supply to algae growing in the surface layer of 
water during the summer growing season. Vertical mixing of pool waters 
would increase the supply of nutrients supporting algae growth in the pool, 
which would happen during the fall for a stratified pool or throughout the 
summer and fall for an unstratified pool. 

I-764-8 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative, which describe 
that Hybrid Alternative has been modified to include a groundwater-fed 
freshwater reflecting pool. As such, the analysis summarized in this comment 
has been removed from the Final EIS. 

I-764-9 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative, which describe 
that Hybrid Alternative has been modified to include a groundwater-fed 
freshwater reflecting pool. 
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  I-764-10 Based on comments received on the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services revised the 
Hybrid Alternative to include a freshwater reflecting pool that would not 
include tide gates. A saltwater pool is no longer being considered. The 
description of the Hybrid Alternative has been revised accordingly in Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 2.0, Section 2.2.3. 

I-764-11 The Draft EIS and Final EIS describe that formal public swimming facilities are 
not included as part of any of the action alternatives. Consistent with this, the 
Economics analysis does not consider the impact of formal swimming facilities 
on downtown economic vitality. It does recognize the option value of 
potential future swimming opportunities, made possible because of the 
changes in water quality under the Managed Lake alternative. It also 
recognizes the more limited option value related to swimming under the 
Estuary Alternatives. This discussion, which was included in the Economics 
Discipline Report, has also been added to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, 
Section 4.14. Also added to Section 4.14, is a characterization of the option 
value specifically under the Hybrid Alternative. The discussion of option value 
of swimming in the EIS provides sufficient discernable information for 
decision-makers to weigh the potential impacts and benefits of the project 
alternatives. 

I-764-12 Comment noted. Following review of comments received on the Draft EIS, the 
Hybrid Alternative was modified to include a groundwater-fed freshwater 
reflecting pool. Groundwater availability and permitted use would need to be 
verified during design and permitting. 

I-764-13 The description of the process to obtain water rights for use in a groundwater-
fed reflecting pool was informed by consultation with the Department of 
Ecology. Please see the Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative, which 
documents that the Hybrid Alternative has been modified to include a 
freshwater reflecting pool. 
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  I-764-14 The Hybrid Alternative has been updated in the Final EIS to include a 
groundwater fed reflecting pool. If the Hybrid Alternative were selected for 
implementation, the design and permitting process would include additional 
studies to confirm feasibility of this groundwater use and to complete the 
public interest test in order to obtain required permits. 

I-764-15 In the Final EIS, the description of the Hybrid Alternative has been updated to 
include a groundwater-fed freshwater pool. As a result, the barrier wall would 
no longer include tide gates. The commenter is correct that the Draft EIS 
incorrectly described that there would be fish access through the barrier wall 
if the pool is freshwater. This has been corrected in the Final EIS. 

I-764-16 Section 3.5.2.2 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and Section 4.2 of the Fish and 
Wildlife Discipline Report describe waterfowl use of the existing lake. A 
number of updates have been included in the Final EIS related to the change 
from a saltwater pool to a groundwater-fed freshwater pool under the Hybrid 
Alternative (see Section 4.5.6 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0). Regarding 
the referenced section of the Executive Summary, benefits to birds were not 
described for the Managed Lake Alternative because bird use of the lake 
would remain similar to existing conditions. As a result of the changes to the 
Hybrid Alternative, and in response to this comment, the impacts and benefits 
to wildlife have been clarified in the Final EIS Summary. 

I-764-17 The discussion of potential impacts on bats under the Hybrid Alternative has 
been revised to reflect that this alternative now includes a freshwater, not a 
saltwater pool. While 45 acres of open, freshwater habitat would be retained, 
given that the majority of open, freshwater habitat would be eliminated, it 
was conservatively determined that impacts would potentially be significant 
on Yuma myotis and little brown bats at the Woodard Bay trestle colony. 
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  I-764-18 The Hybrid Alternative now includes a freshwater, not a saltwater pool as 
described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0. Regarding habitat value of the 
Hybrid Alternative's freshwater pool to raptors, it has been clarified in the 
Final EIS that fish production in the pool would likely be lower than that of the 
estuary portion of the basin, but that overall, there would be no impacts on 
raptors. 

I-764-19 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis 
in the Draft EIS. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-451 

I-764 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-764-20 The typical height of the barrier wall would be approximately 18-feet. This is 
measured from the average mudline in the estuary (0’ NAVD-88) to the top 
elevation of the barrier wall, which would be approximately 18’ NAVD-88. The 
barrier wall would make landfall at the north and south ends and so the 
height would decrease in these areas. The exact points of connection with the 
shoreline and resulting height would be determined during future design 
work. These estimates are based on conceptual design. Please see the Global 
Response for the Hybrid Alternative for discussion of the barrier wall design 
(rock vs. steel pile). Please also note that the EIS recommends that concrete 
panels could be hung from the barrier wall to improve aesthetics. 

I-764-21 Please see the Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative. 

I-764-22 The results of high-resolution sediment modeling did not show that there 
would be meaningful erosion of the habitat islands. In the next phase of the 
project after the EIS, design criteria would be developed for the habitat 
islands. The design criteria would establish a design event (threshold) beyond 
which erosion may occur. The habitat islands would be designed (engineered) 
to this design event so that erosion would only occur during events exceeding 
that threshold. Coordination with local stakeholders will continue during this 
design and permitting phase. 

Creating habitat using dredge spoils provides a way to utilize the dredged 
materials. More detailed assessments of re-usage of dredge spoils such as 
which wetland plants are suitable with the dredge spoils and evaluation of 
erosion mitigation needs/measures will be addressed during the design phase. 

I-764-23 The proposed areas of initial dredging are not limited to places north of 4th 
Avenue. As listed in Table 2.3.1 of the Draft EIS, initial dredging to construct 
the Estuary Alternative and Hybrid Alternative would occur in the North and 
Middle Basins. 

In the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, the North Basin (and Middle Basin to a 
lesser degree) would partially act as a sediment trap and would capture some 
of the sediments before the Deschutes River enters West Bay of Budd Inlet. 

It is correct that frequent dredging within the Middle and North Basins, 
proposed in this Draft EIS comment, would make those basins deeper and 
increase their capacity to capture some of the sediments that could end up in 
West Bay. However, dredging downstream of the 5th Avenue Dam is more 
cost effective (due to presence of deep-water areas and ability to bring dredge 
equipment into the site) and would best support the project goal of improving 
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ecological functions in the basin. Continued dredging in the Middle Basin 
would have an impact on the proposed habitat elements and ecological 
function. 

 

 

I-764 
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  I-764-24 In response to comments received on the Draft EIS, the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives have been modified to avoid long-term closure of the 5th Avenue 
corridor. To avoid this closure, a new 5th Avenue Bridge would be constructed 
south of the existing bridge and connected to the transportation system 
before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam and bridge. 

Full removal of the 5th Avenue Dam best supports project goals relative to 
improved water quality and enhanced ecological functions, and is most 
compatible with estuary restoration. Regulatory agencies and tribes have also 
advocated for this larger opening and this is consistent with modeling 
performed by the Washington State Department of Ecology. 

Federal funding opportunities may also be increased with dam removal, rather 
than tide-gate-opening only. 
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  I-765-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Responses for Air Quality and Odor and 
the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 

I-765-2 Please refer to the Global Response for Shared Funding and Governance for 
Maintenance Dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

Please also note that several authorizations would be needed from the USACE 
before removal of the 5th Avenue Dam; their agreement must be obtained 
before construction can begin. 

Please see planning-level cost estimates that are provided in Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 7.0 for more detail on cost implications if the New Zealand 
mudsnail are in the sediment to be dredged. However, because sediment 
dredged under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would be in a saltwater 
environment, there is low potential for freshwater aquatic invasive species 
persistence in deeper waters where dredging would occur. To evaluate the 
validity of this assumption, a survey was conducted for the Final EIS to 
determine whether New Zealand mudsnail have established in Budd Inlet, 
given their transport through the 5th Avenue Dam during high flow events. No 
New Zealand mudsnail were found during this survey. 

Before future dredge events, sampling for chemical quality and invasive 
species would occur, in coordination with the DMMP, to confirm suitability of 
the dredged material for in-water disposal. The USACE leads the DMMP and 
would be consulted regarding disposal options in this process. 

There is no known restriction on USACE-participation in dredging sediment 
with aquatic invasive species. 

I-765-3 The Budd Inlet Vessel Traffic Pattern figure in the Draft EIS's Navigation 
Discipline Report accurately reflects the Port’ of Olympia's cargo vessel call 
based on aquatic invasive species (AIS) data for 2018 to 2019. The AIS data 
include other vessels, not calling at the Port of Olympia, representing a sample 
of the vessel traffic for vessels where AIS reporting is optional. The figure 
provides a summary representation of larger vessel use of Budd Inlet into 
West Bay. The observable patterns reflect areas where larger vessel traffic 
generally occurs. Areas not shaded may have occasional transits and should 
not be interpreted as indicating a complete absence of vessel traffic (areas 
with 5 or fewer vessel passes per year are not shaded and many recreational 
vessels do not have AIS that can be recorded by the system). Vessel navigation 
was observed to be highest within the authorized Federal Navigation Channel 
and turning basin and throughout the east side of West Bay closest to the Port 
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of Olympia, local private marinas, and marina access areas along the east 
shore of West Bay. Figure 4.4 also notes the limitations of the vessel data in 
the bottom legend and additional text has been added to the analysis for 
clarity. 

Please note that the Port of Olympia and Olympia Yacht Club were both 
established in their existing location before the 5th Avenue Dam was 
constructed in 1951. Navigational uses (recreational and commercial) existed 
throughout this lower portion of the Deschutes Estuary and maintenance 
dredging supported those uses. Maintenance dredging is also assumed as part 
of the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives to avoid potential significant impacts to 
the Port of Olympia and private marinas in West Bay as a result of increased 
sediment deposition (compared to existing conditions). 

Please see Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for a description of a 
Memorandum of Understanding among members of the Funding and 
Governance Work Group for shared funding to dredged the increased 
sediment above existing conditions under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. 
The term of this agreement is anticipated through 2050, with opportunity for 
extension. 

Please also see Attachment 21 for a description of the process used to identify 
a Preferred Alternative, which included a comprehensive evaluation of the 
potential impacts and benefits of each alternative. 

I-765-4 Section 4.1 of the Air Quality Odor Discipline Report (Attachment 11 to the 
Draft EIS) describes that sulfide concentrations arising from tideflats, salt 
marshes, and decomposition more generally do not approach toxic levels. A 
review of the Toxicological Profile published by the Agency for Toxic 
Substances & Disease Registry (ATSDR) found that the concentrations from 
naturally derived sulfide emissions do not rise to the level of a health concern. 

See also the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor. 
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  I-766-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-767 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-767-1 In response to this and other comments, it has been clarified in the Final EIS 
that tides tend to be lower during the summer months. Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0, Section 4.10.5, describes that water levels would be at mean tide 
or higher approximately 43% of daytime hours in the period between May and 
September, the peak recreational season, covering 80% or more of the North 
Basin. It is estimated that the channels in the North and Middle Basins would 
be at depths that would support shallow draft boating, such as kayaking, 
approximately 70% of the daylight hours during the months of May through 
September (see Section 4.8.5.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0). 

The Tidal Conditions graphic included in Chapter 2.0 that is referenced in this 
comment has been clarified in the Final EIS. 

Boating in West Bay would not be affected by changes to tidal conditions in 
the Capitol Lake Basin. 
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  I-768-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-769 
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  I-769-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-770-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative 
and Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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  I-771-3 Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping, see the Global Response for 
Land Management. 

I-771-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-771-2 The Estuary Alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative for 
long-term management. Please refer to Attachment 21 for more detail on the 
decision-making process. 

If the Washington State Legislature provides funding for the next project 
phase, Enterprise Services could begin to pursue grant funding opportunities 
for project implementation. Construction funding is likely to include funds 
from a variety of sources, including federal, state, and potentially 
philanthropic. 

 

 
I-772 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-772-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-773-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-774 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-774-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-775 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-775-1 Thank you for your comments. Your comments are addressed below. 
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  I-775-2 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. The commenter does 
not raise any specific issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIS to provide a response. 

I-775-3 Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.3.3.1, acknowledges that nitrogen, 
both in the form of total nitrogen (TN) and dissolved inorganic nitrogen (DIN), 
decreases between the river and the lake, indicating that the lake is a sink for 
nitrogen. As a result of this, and as described in Section 4.3.5.2 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0, nitrogen discharged to Budd Inlet is expected to 
increase with dam removal. Section 3.3.4.2 has been modified to emphasize 
the increased nitrogen input in light of the pending nitrogen reduction 
program for Puget Sound. The comparison between nitrogen inputs in the 
Deschutes River and Capitol Lake has been expanded in Section 3.3.3.1 to 
include a comparison of nitrogen loading. These results further support the 
findings of Ecology’s modeling and the EIS team’s analysis that nitrogen inputs 
to Budd Inlet will increase with dam removal. 

I-775-4 See the Global Response for Land Use, Shorelines, and Recreation. 

I-775-5 Please refer to the Global Response for Cost Estimates and Shared Funding 
related to maintenance dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

I-775-6 As described in Section 4.2.5 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, the removal of the 
5th Avenue Dam would increase sediment deposition to West Bay as 
sediments are transported farther downstream, as indicated by the deposition 
pattern modeled for the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives. Higher deposition 
rates would occur on the east side of West Bay (where maintenance dredging 
is proposed) due to a shallow intertidal habitat area on the west side of West 
Bay. No change in tideflat exposures in lower Budd Inlet during low tides is 
anticipated. 
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  I-775-7 Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for more information on 
planning-level cost estimates and the assumption that remediation of known 
contaminated sediment in Budd Inlet would occur before removal of the 5th 
Avenue Dam. 

A key finding of the economic analysis conducted for the EIS is that long-term 
impacts on downtown development would be positive under action 
alternatives (including the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives), as long as they 
are implemented in a way that is well-planned, thoughtfully designed, and 
accessible. Overall, other economic factors likely have more influence on 
market conditions for development in downtown Olympia than changes in the 
Capitol Lake Basin. 

Please refer to Attachment 21 of the Final EIS for more information on the 
Preferred Alternative identification process, which considered a range of 
criteria including the ability of each alternative to achieve project goals, to 
result in other environmental impacts or benefits, relative economic and 
environmental sustainability, construction impacts, and durability of the 
decision with stakeholders. 

I-775-8 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 
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Note: If supplied links don't work, please cut and paste the links into a search 
engine to access their content. Thanks: 

Here are my comments on the Capitol Lake/Deschutes Estuary DEIS: 

When the 5th Avenue dam was installed 70 years ago, the area south of the 
dam was essentially turned into a freshwater wetland, which it has been 
functioning as ever since. Over these seventy years the area behind the dam 
has gained more and more wetland characteristics, to the extent that it is now 
a vibrant freshwater wetland ecosystem. Signs of this are everywhere. A 
thriving dragonfly population breeds in the lake, as I wrote about in a nature 
blog a few years back: 

http://olypollinators.blogspot.com/2016/09/here-be-dragons_6.html 

Many species of warblers call, breed and feed on the massive number of lake-
breeding insects within this fabulous freshwater habitat. Here is a video I took 
of a Yellow-rumped warbler at Capitol Lake: 
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B3Z2Zna5U7U 

Here is another blog I wrote that mentions the chironomid flies and caddislies 
that breed in the lake, and their importance as a food source for wetland-
associated bird species: 

http://olypollinators.blogspot.com/2016/04/a-wild-success-food.html 

No wetland assessment or classification appears to have been made of the lake 
as part of the EIS process. I believe it is important that such an assessment be 
conducted. If the 260-acre lake does qualify as a freshwater wetland under 
state guideline, its loss as such (even to an estuary which is a much different 
ecosystem) may be required to be mitigated by the acquisition or creation of 
freshwater wetlands elsewhere, preferably in the upper Deschutes Watershed. 

One clear evidence that Capitol Lake is operating as a burgeoning fresh water 
wetland is the presence of freshwater mussels living on the bottom of the lake. 
No mention of this species of mussel, or the effects upon it of changing the lake 
to a marine environment, is mentioned in the Draft EIS. Every effort should be 
made to positively identify the mussel species living in the lake (and there may 
be more than one), since several species of freshwater mussels are critically 
endangered, and the loss of 260 acres of habitat could be important. 

Here is a video I took of freshwater mussel shells littering the bottom of Capitol 
Lake. The mussels were probably killed during a drawdown of the lake during a 
freezing period, or a hot spell: 

  I-776-1 As described in Section 3.6 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and in the 
Wetlands Discipline Report, a planning-level analysis was completed for 
the EIS in order to estimate the presence, extent, and type of wetlands in 
the study area. The commenter is correct that wetlands were not 
delineated, rated, or surveyed as part of the EIS. Wetland delineations 
most commonly occur during design and permitting of the selected 
alternative, which is the next project phase. 

The Draft EIS and Final EIS include acknowledgement that mitigation for 
wetland loss would be required if impacts cannot be fully avoided or 
offset through design of habitat features or implementation of the Habitat 
Enhancement Plan. Please note, however, that improving ecological 
functions over existing conditions is a key goal for all action alternatives. 
Mitigation for unavoidable direct and indirect impacts on wetlands would 
be compensated for at ratios determined by the permitting agencies, if 
necessary. Mitigation could include replacing existing wetlands in-kind 
onsite, or offsite if replacement cannot be supported within the Project 
Area. With consideration of improved habitat functions and self-
mitigating functions of the alternatives, it is possible that the need for 
compensatory mitigation may be reduced to zero. Wetland mitigation 
requirements would be identified in coordination with jurisdictional 
agencies during design and permitting of the selected alternative. 

Regarding freshwater mussels, see the Global Response for Fish and 
Wildlife. 

I-776-2 Section 4.6.5 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and Section 5.5.2.1 of the 
Wetlands Discipline Report (Attachment 10) acknowledge that changes in 
habitat would occur from the reintroduction of saltwater and tidal flow. 
As the comment notes, previous actions in the watershed -- unrelated to 
the project -- have also contributed to changes in habitat type and 
structure in the South Basin. With the Estuary Alternative, freshwater 
vegetated wetlands adjacent to the low-gradient river channel would 
convert due to tidal influence to low and high marsh wetland with a 
central area of exposed mudflat at low tide. Reintroducing tidal influence 
in this area will result in changes more similar to historic conditions. At 
the upper limit of tidal influence, the salinity would decrease to where 
salt-tolerant freshwater vegetation would become the dominant species. 
In the South Basin, this transition is estimated to occur approximately 
where the Deschutes River begins to narrow, adjacent to Tumwater 
Historical Park. Transitional wetlands would have characteristics of both 
fresh and saltwater habitats, as these wetlands would be at high enough 

     I-776-1

http://olypollinators.blogspot.com/2016/09/here-be-dragons_6.html
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=B3Z2Zna5U7U
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https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VP3psqRpU4k&list=UUG3jWO8v65u8iJuw
iX2blSA 

The southern end of the Deschutes Estuary was highly impacted by the 
installation of the 5th Avenue dam, but also by the creation of Interstate 5, 
which walled off the south basin and retained only a small opening for the river 
to pass through. The result is that sediments have built up in the south basin to 
the extent that the area north of the Old Brewhouse, which used to be open 
marine habitat, is now many acres of land growing a beautiful mixed forest of 
alder trees and other species. Tumwater Historical Park on the other side of the 
river similarly has a heavily forested shoreline that would be detrimentally 
impacted by tidal influences and the intrusion of salt water. This would be a 
major loss that should be assessed and mitigated. 

elevation that saltwater would not necessarily be the dominant source of 
hydrology. In response to this comment, it has been clarified in Section 
4.6.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and Section 5.5.2.1 of the 
Wetlands Discipline Report that approximately 14 acres of currently 
forested freshwater wetlands would convert to estuarine or transitional 
wetlands, which would directly impact trees currently growing in these 
areas. 

The addition of salt marsh habitat in this area is considered to be 
beneficial since salt marshes are relatively uncommon in this area. More 
detailed assessments of wetland impacts and impacts to both freshwater 
forested wetlands and forested uplands will occur during the design and 
permitting processes. Enterprise Services will follow mitigation 
sequencing, including avoiding, minimizing, and compensating impacts to 
wetlands, and would comply with local jurisdictions' critical areas 
ordinances. 

 

 
I-777 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-777-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 

         I-776-2

    I-776-1

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VP3psqRpU4k&list=UUG3jWO8v65u8iJuwiX2blSA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=VP3psqRpU4k&list=UUG3jWO8v65u8iJuwiX2blSA
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  I-778-2 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-778-1 Comment noted. 

I-778-3 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 
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  I-779-1 Regarding the sea level rise scenarios used in the modeling for the EIS, see the 
Global Response for Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport. 

I-779-2 In response to this comment, a summary of how the alternatives would affect 
tribal resources has been added to the row on "Fish & Wildlife" in Table 2 of 
the Final EIS Summary. See also Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, Section 
4.5.7, where long-term impacts to tribal resources are described. 

I-779-3 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

I-779-4 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

I-779-5 Thank you for your comment. This has been clarified in the Final EIS Summary 
and in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.9. 

I-779-6 See the response to Comment I-779-2 regarding the discussion of tribal 
resources in Table 2. The table also mentions benefits under the Estuary 
Alternative in the Economics row. Regarding the previously recommended 
historic district referred to by this comment, see the Global Response for 
Cultural Resources. Please note that the Final EIS Summary is a high-level 
summary of the major conclusions of the EIS analyses. Additional information 
can be found in the supporting chapters and in the Cultural Resources 
Discipline Report. 

I-779-7 In response to this and other comments, Section 3.9 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 3.0 and Section 4.1.3 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report 
(Attachment 13) have been updated with additional discussion of recorded 
and potential archaeological sites. Regarding the comment on Cultural 
Landscapes and Traditional Cultural Properties, see the Global Response for 
Cultural Resources. 
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  I-779-8 As described in Section 5.5.1.1 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report 
(Attachment 13), it was reasoned that the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives 
would have a greater risk of encountering unrecorded archaeological sites due 
to work in the upland areas along the Deschutes Parkway, which has a very 
high risk for precontact archaeological sites, and there are recorded sites 
along both sides of the parkway. 

I-779-9 As described in Section 5.9.6.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0, an archaeological 
survey may be recommended by reviewing parties (and conducted) in areas to 
be impacted by construction as identified during design and permitting, following 
the selection of an alternative for implementation. A survey was not conducted 
as part of the EIS, as this is typically not done for an EIS involving review of a 
range of conceptual-level alternatives. This approach is consistent with the 
overall resolution of a Cultural Resources analysis in support of a SEPA EIS. 

I-779-10 The commenter does not provide specific assertions about significant 
questions and data gaps in order to provide a response to this comment. 

I-779-11 Comment not understood. The initial paragraph of Chapter 1.0 in the Draft EIS 
does describe that originally the Project Area was part of the Deschutes Estuary. 

I-779-12 Comment noted. EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.9 (Cultural Resources), 
provides a description of the Indigenous context of the Project Area. 
Additional information is included in Section 4.1 of the Cultural Resources 
Discipline Report (Attachment 13). 

I-779-13 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

I-779-14 Thank you for your comment. This has been clarified in Sections 3.9 and 4.9.7 
of Final EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0. 

I-779-15 Thank you for your comment. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and potentially 
the State under Executive Order 21-02, will be engaged in the project and in 
tribal consultations during design and permitting, which is the phase after the 
EIS process is complete. The tribes will be engaged through several aspects of 
the federal permitting process led by the federal and state lead agencies. 

I-779-16 Section 3.9 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 has been updated to reflect that 
consultation could occur under both Section 106 and Executive Order 21-02. 

I-779-17 The methodology states that cultural resources review included a desktop 
analysis, which is further described in Section 3 of the Cultural Resources 
Discipline Report (Attachment 13). 
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  I-779-18 The description of cultural groups has been clarified in Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 3.0, Section 3.9.1.1. Orthographies were largely based on published 
literature. 

I-779-19 Thank you for your comment. Additional ethnographic information has been 
added to Section 4.1.2 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report 
(Attachment 13). 

I-779-20 In response to this comment, additional discussion of the shoreline setting 
and potential for encountering archaeological resources has been included in 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.9.1.2. 

I-779-21 The two-word "Des Chutes" spelling stemmed from language in House Bill 530 
approved by the 1937 state legislative session, which became Chapter 159 
(page 561) of the Session Laws of the State of Washington Twenty-Fifth 
Session and included the same two-word spelling. See the Global the 
Response for Cultural Resources for an explanation of changes in the Final EIS 
to provide a more balanced level of information on historic periods and 
perspectives. 

I-779-22 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources regarding determinations of 
eligibility received from the Washington State Department of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation following the release of the Draft EIS. 

I-779-23 The final paragraph noted in the comment has been revised in the Final EIS to 
include reference to Chinese-American settlement. Chinese-American history 
and settlement along the basin are described in EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, 
Section 3.9.3.2, and in the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 
13). Tribal use and values are described in EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 
3.9.3.1 and are further described in the Cultural Resources Discipline Report. 

See also the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

I-779-24 Historical visions that are readily available in historic literature and 
publications were presented in the Draft EIS as part of the historical 
development context to understand the potential for resources in the Project 
Area to meet criteria for National Historic Register eligibility. Please see the 
Global Response for Cultural Resources for information on determinations 
received from DAHP since the issuance of the Draft EIS, and related changes in 
the Final EIS. In discussions with local area tribes during development of the 
Draft EIS, the EIS Project Team was not made aware of any tribal visions or 
representations of tribal use areas in the Project Area. Also, tribes often 
consider their vision and other information held within the tribe, private. The 
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team recognizes that such information may be made available by tribes, or 
may be developed, as part of an inquiry into Traditional Cultural Properties 
(see the Global Response for Cultural Resources for information on identifying 
Traditional Cultural Properties). This typically involves an intensive 
ethnographic research inquiry in consultation with tribes and is typically 
undertaken as part of the formal consultation process that would occur during 
the design phase. In response to this comment, some usage of the word 
"vision" has been removed in the Final EIS were describing the historic 
context. 

I-779-25 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources regarding comments on the 
previously recommended Des Chutes Basin Project Historic District. 

In response to this comment, the list of archaeological sites included in Table 
4.3 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13) has also been 
included in Section 3.9.1.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0. 

Regarding the listing of historic districts that the commenter refers to on page 
3-97 of the Draft EIS, these are historic districts that are listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places and are commonly called out as such in the historic 
resource section of an EIS (note that the previously recommended Des Chutes 
Basin Project has been removed from the list in the Final EIS - see the Global 
Response for Cultural Resources). 

I-779-26 The recommended historic district was determined not eligible following 
release of the Draft EIS and is no longer included as a potential historic district 
in the EIS. See the Global Response for Cultural Resources regarding the 
identification of TCPs and for further information on the eligibility 
determination, and related updates in the Final EIS. 
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  I-779-27 Thank you for your comment. See the Global Response for Cultural Resources 
related to identification of Traditional Cultural Properties, Cultural Landscape, 
and/or Archaeological District. We recognize that further research into past 
use and resources could be part of a future evaluation under Section 106 
and/or EO 21-02; this is noted in the Cultural Resources Discipline Report. 

I-779-28 The recommended historic district was determined not eligible following 
release of the Draft EIS and is no longer included as a potential historic district 
in the Final EIS. As a result, the removal of the dam (and pool) is no longer 
described as a significant impact in the Final EIS. See the Global Response for 
Cultural Resources for further information on the determination of eligibility 
and on this (and other) requests to include the identification of TCPs and 
cultural landscapes in the EIS. 

I-779-29 The previously recommended historic district was determined to be not 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, and the Final EIS 
has been revised to reflect this determination. See the Global Response for 
Cultural Resources. 

I-779-30 In response to this comment, the description of beneficial effects has been 
clarified as "substantial" and placed in bold font in the Final EIS 

I-779-31 See response to Comment I-388-1. 

I-779-32 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources for information about the 
previously recommended historic district and a response related to benefits to 
existing historic districts. Regarding the potential benefit of estuary 
restoration relative to historic districts, Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, 
Sections 4.9.5 and 4.9.6, have been updated to reflect the benefit for the 
Tumwater Historic District. 

I-779-33 The description of the Hybrid Alternative has been revised in the Final EIS to 
include a freshwater pool. See the new description of the Hybrid Alternative in 
Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0. The pool would be groundwater fed and not 
subject to sedimentation and maintenance dredging. 

I-779-34 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources regarding the previously 
recommended historic district. The description of impacts and mitigation has 
been revised accordingly in Section 4.9 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, 
including the statement mentioned by the commenter. 

I-779-35 See response to Comment I-779-9. 
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  I-779-36 Section 4.9.7.1 of the Draft EIS states that mitigation measures related to 
archaeological resources are described in Section 5.9.6.1. However, in 
response to this comment, these measures have also been added to Section 
4.9.7.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. 

I-779-37 Section 4.9.7 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 has been revised to clarify 
that the review process through City of Olympia Heritage Commission (per 
City of Olympia Municipal Code, Chapter 18.12 Historic Preservation) would 
be completed for changes to resources listed to the Olympia Heritage 
Register. 

I-779-38 In response to the comment, Section 4.9.7 has been revised to clarify the 
potential need for additional mitigation measures under EO 21-02. 

I-779-39 SEPA requires analysis of project change relative to conditions that would 
occur under existing conditions. Therefore, the No Action Alternative 
represents the appropriate baseline for analysis. Relative to the dam and 
reflecting pool, they existed at the time of the National Register listing of the 
Tumwater Historic District (listed in 1978) and the Olympia Downtown Historic 
District (listed in 2004). 

I-779-40 See response to Comment I-779-8. 

I-779-41 The Key Findings narrative has been clarified in the Final EIS in response to this 
comment. 

I-779-42 See response to Comment I-779-9. 

I-779-43 In response to this comment, Sections 3.9.1.2 and 5.9.2.1 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 5.0 (and Section 4.1.3. of the Cultural Resources 
Discipline Report [Attachment 13]) have been updated to note that very little 
of the Project Area has been surveyed. 

I-779-44 Thank you for your comment. Regardless of what archaeological studies are 
conducted prior to construction, jet grouting will cause non-observable 
subsurface disturbances. It will not be possible to document impacts on any 
archaeological deposits with any degree of specificity. 

I-779-45 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources for information on DAHP's 
determinations of eligibility provided following the issuance of the Draft EIS, 
and related changes in the Final EIS. 

I-779-46 Regarding the need for future survey / inventory, see response to Comment I-
779-9. The section referred to in this comment (Section 5.9.4.1 of EIS 
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Supporting Chapter 5.0) does state that significant impacts would only occur if 
construction impacted protected archaeological sites. These impacts are also 
described as "potentially significant" in the Key Findings section, and in the 
Final EIS Summary. The EIS characterizes the difference in potential to 
encounter buried archaeological resources under the project alternatives at a 
high-level, commensurate with the existing conceptual design level of the 
alternatives. While it's recognized that detailed survey and inventory of 
archaeological resources would provide more information, the 
characterization of impacts to archaeological resources in the EIS provides 
enough discernable information for decision-makers to weigh the project 
alternatives. Survey and inventory could occur after a Preferred Alternative is 
identified and design is advance to provide more detailed areas of potential 
impact. 
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  I-779-47 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

I-779-48 Section 5.9.6.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0 has been updated to 
acknowledge the potential for split federal/state regulatory nexus, including 
the role of a Site Alteration and Excavation Permit. 

I-779-49 See response to Comment I-779-9. 

I-779-50 Section 5.9.6.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0 has been updated to reflect 
that before constructing any of the action alternatives, Enterprise Services 
would consult with DAHP, affected tribes, and the lead federal agency to 
determine the types and locations of archaeological studies that are needed. 

I-779-51 Thank you for your comment. 

I-779-52 Section 5.9.6.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0 has been updated to 
acknowledge that before constructing any of the action alternatives, 
Enterprise Services would consult with DAHP, affected Tribes, and lead federal 
agency to determine the types and locations of archaeological studies that are 
needed. 

I-779-53 The last statement in Section 5.9.7.2 has been removed in the Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 5.0. 

I-779-54 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

I-779-55 Section 6.6.8.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 6.0 has been revised to explain 
that past and ongoing development and natural elements have likely reduced 
the information potential of some prehistoric- and ethnographic-period 
cultural resources. However, in some cases, past actions, such as placement of 
dredged fill, have helped to preserve sites. 

I-779-56 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 
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  I-779-57 Regarding the requested archaeological survey, see the response to Comment 
I-779-9. 

For all other aspects of this comment, see the Global Response for Cultural 
Resources. 

I-779-58 See Section 5.9.6.1 of EIS Supporting Chapter 5.0. The first mitigation measure 
listed recognizes that DAHP and affected tribes may request an archaeological 
survey in areas that will be impacted by construction. Section 5.9.6.1 has been 
revised to acknowledge that any efforts to avoid, minimize, document, or 
interpret any impacts on cultural resources are predicated on properly 
designed inventories/surveys as a precursor. 

I-779-59 In response to this and other comments, the regulatory authorities have been 
clarified in the introduction to Section 3.9 in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0. 
As the project proponent, the Department of Enterprise Services is the lead 
state agency. 
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  I-779-60 In response to this comment, an expanded discussion of this point has been 
included in Section 3.9.1.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 and in Section 
4.1.3 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13). 

I-779-61 Tribal values and resources were incorporated into the process to select a 
Preferred Alternative as described in Section 1.12 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 1.0 and the Preferred Alternative Identification (Attachment 21): 

 Each alternative was evaluated relative to tribal resources, which 
considered abundance of species protected by tribal treaties, access 
to usual and usual and accustomed fishing areas, and access to 
areas of cultural and spiritual significance. 

 Each alternative was also evaluated relative to cultural resources, 
which considered whether precontact landscapes would or would 
not be restored or preserved. 

 The Squaxin Island Tribe was asked to provide numeric and narrative 
feedback on their ability to support each of the alternatives. 

I-779-62 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

I-779-63 Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.9.1.2, has been updated to provide 
additional discussion of archaeological sites in the Project Area. 
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  I-780-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-780-2 Comment noted. 

I-780-3 Comment noted. 

I-780-4 Please see the Global Response for the Hybrid Alternative, which has been 
updated to include a freshwater reflecting pool. 
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  I-781-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-781-2 The characterization of visual impacts in the Visual Discipline Report is based 
on accepted frameworks for conducting visual assessments of the scale and 
character of a project. Visual impacts were assessed in terms of spatial 
dominance, scale, and contrast as described in Section 3.3.1.4 of the Visual 
Discipline Report. While the Estuary would represent a substantial change, 
this change was found to be harmonious with the surrounding landscape 
because it would maintain a unified naturalistic shoreline environment. 

The Economics Discipline Report's conclusions are consistent with the Visual 
Discipline Report, but broader. The economic analysis considers specifically 
how visual changes arising from implementing each alternative affect the 
value people derive from goods and services in the study area, rather than 
focusing on the end result of the visual change. This is consistent with how 
visual aesthetics contributes to economic value: it depends on the preferences 
of the individual and the environmental context within which they enjoy the 
view. 

Regarding the Hybrid Alternative, the Economics Discipline Report considers 
the change from the perspective of multiple positions: the view from 
downtown Olympia (the area most applicable to analysis of economic impacts 
on downtown Olympia) would be dominated by the reflecting pool and not 
the exposed barrier wall that would be seen from the west. It also 
acknowledges the barrier wall would produce fewer valuable experiences for 
some, while providing value to some who enjoy a new vantage point to 
experience views. 

I-781-3 Under all action alternatives, an Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Management 
Plan would be developed in coordination with other state agencies, the 
waterbody would be treated to reduce the New Zealand mudsnail population 
before construction to reduce potential spread during construction, all dredge 
material would be treated and covered prior to transport offsite, 
decontamination stations would be installed at strategic locations around 
Capitol Lake for recreationalists to use at entry and exit, boat and foot access 
would be focused to areas with decontamination stations to reduce the 
potential spread of AIS, and educational signage would be posted to warn the 
public of AIS presence. These measures have been implemented at freshwater 
lakes in Whatcom County and have been effective in preventing the 
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introduction of new invasive species and limiting the spread of existing AIS in 
local lakes. 

Separate from this project, New Zealand mudsnails have spread throughout 
urban streams in Western Washington and significant impacts from those 
populations have not been reported.  
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  I-781-4 Regarding the history of recreational use that predates the lake (swimming, 
boating, fishing), SEPA requires analysis of project change relative to existing 
conditions. Therefore, the EIS focuses on describing the existing recreational 
conditions in the study area, which represents the appropriate baseline for 
analysis (see EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 3.8.3). In response to this 
comment, the text box describing "History of Recreational Use on Capitol 
Lake" has been changed to read "History of Recreational Use in Capitol Lake 
Basin" to acknowledge that recreational use would have occurred prior to 
dam construction as well, and the description expanded to describe 
recreational fishing as a prior use. 

As described in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, all action alternatives include 
either a new non-vehicular bridge (Managed Lake) or a new 5th Avenue 
Bridge with multi-use lanes (Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives) that would 
support and improve pedestrian and bicycle travel through the corridor, and is 
considered a substantial transportation benefit of the project. 

Regarding the user survey, it is acknowledged that the recreational use survey 
methodology used to understand user preferences was based on the 
assumption that data collected from park users captured by the survey is 
representative of the broader community, and it is acknowledged that this 
represents a high degree of simplification. The degree of simplification is 
consistent with the overall resolution of a recreational analysis in support of a 
SEPA EIS. The characterization provides enough discernable information for 
decision-makers to weigh the project alternatives, including their potential 
impacts, feasible mitigation measures to reduce impacts, and their ability to 
meet the project goals. It should also be noted that similar data was included 
from the Community Sounding Board, the members of which may or may not 
visit the surrounding parks at this time. 

I-781-5 Enterprise Services is the lead agency for compliance with the Washington 
SEPA (Revised Code of Washington [RCW] Chapter 43.21C) and for 
preparation of this EIS. Enterprise Services serves in this role given its 
responsibility for stewardship, preservation, operation, and maintenance of 
the public and historic facilities of the Washington State Capitol Campus (RCW 
Chapter 79.24.720), which includes Capitol Lake. 

The aquatic lands of Capitol Lake are managed by Enterprise Services under 
long-term lease agreement from the Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR). Such leases are not regulatory. DNR requires that its lessees 
take primary responsibility for environmental stewardship. 
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With regard to the National Estuary Program, it is correct that the basin is part 
of the study area for the Puget Sound Restoration Program, one of the 28 
federal Estuaries of National Significance. However, the NEP is a non-
regulatory program. 

See also Final EIS Supporting Chapter 9.0 for information on permits and 
approvals required for project implementation. 
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  I-781-6 None of the alternatives would change the extent of shoreline jurisdiction. 
Under No Action Alternative, some open water would likely become 
vegetated, emergent wetlands, but the extent of ordinary high water would 
not be affected, except to the degree it would be affected by relative sea level 
rise. Under the Estuary Alternative, the habitat features would have some 
upland habitat but would be entirely within the area of the existing shoreline 
jurisdiction. Under the Hybrid Alternative, the barrier wall would be 
considered a shoreline modification, and would not establish a new shoreline. 

The comment regarding the statement in the EIS that none of the action 
alternatives would change land or shoreline uses does not provide enough 
information on what the commenter considers inaccurate about that 
statement to provide a response. 

Regarding the dam being part of the No Action Alternative, SEPA requires a No 
Action Alternative represent the conditions that would exist if the lead agency 
took no action. Since the dam is present, it must be considered part of the No 
Action Alternative. The effects of leaving the dam in place are described in the 
Draft EIS and Final EIS; thus, the commenter's concern that it is “an object that 
changes the environment” have been addressed. 

As defined under SEPA, No Action does not mean no change. 

I-781-7 Tables 2 and 3 (provided in the Final EIS Summary) summarize the key findings 
of the long-term and short-term environmental changes from the 
multidisciplinary impact analyses. A more complete summary of the findings is 
provided in the supporting chapters of the EIS, with the full technical analyses 
provided in the discipline reports that are attached to the EIS. 

We believe the report is appropriately titled. As described in Section 2.1 of the 
Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13), two main categories of 
cultural resources are reviewed as part of this analysis: 

 Archaeological resources, including human remains and cemeteries 

 Historic built environment resources (historic resources) 

Indigenous places and traditional cultural properties, sometimes referred to 
as areas of traditional cultural concern, were also reviewed. For further 
discussion of traditional cultural properties, see the Global Response for 
Cultural Resources. 
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  I-781-8 See Section 2.1.2 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13) 
for a description of "historic built environment resources." The term "historic" 
is applied to built environment resources under existing environmental 
regulations and refers to buildings, structures, and landscape features built by 
people and which remain functional. Section 2.1.1, Archaeological Resources, 
is not intended to describe Indigenous history. Please see Sections 4.1.1 and 
4.1.2 for a description of the precontact-era context and Indigenous context 
of the study area. It is acknowledged that this is a brief description of the 
Medicine Creek Treaty and the Boldt decision, and additional documentation 
of this important history could be expanded. The existing information was 
included to provide some background and context for the discussion of 
potential impacts and benefits on tribal resources, and recommended 
mitigation measures were included in the Cultural Resources Discipline Report 
including preparation of ethnographic studies in coordination with local tribes, 
data recovery and interpretation of archaeological sites and districts; and/or 
Historic American Landscapes Survey; and other mitigations. 

Tribal values and resources were incorporated into the process to select a 
Preferred Alternative as described in Section 1.12 of EIS Supporting Chapter 
1.0 and the Preferred Alternative Identification (Attachment 21): 

 Each alternative was evaluated relative to tribal resources, which 
considered abundance of species protected by tribal treaties, access 
to usual and usual and accustomed fishing areas, and access to 
areas of cultural and spiritual significance. 

 Each alternative was also evaluated relative to cultural resources, 
which considered whether precontact landscapes would or would 
not be restored or preserved. 

 The Squaxin Island Tribe was asked to provide numeric and narrative 
feedback on their ability to support each of the alternatives. 

I-781-9 For cultural resources, the SEPA review process requires project proponents 
to: (a) identify and describe any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, 
national, state, or local preservation registers known to be within or adjacent 
to the Project Area; (b) describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, 
archaeological, scientific, or cultural importance known to be within or 
adjacent to the Project Area; and (c) offer proposed measures to reduce or 
control project impacts, if any. 
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In response to these and other comments, Section 3.9 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 3.0 includes several changes that help provide a more balanced 
approach to the description of the Indigenous and of historic built 
environment context and history. Under the current SEPA rules, developed by 
the Washington State Department of Ecology, the review of probable 
significant impacts is addressed for each element of the environment, taken 
on their own. However, this does not preclude the decision-maker from 
considering the various impacts and benefits described in the EIS together in a 
holistic way. The commenter correctly notes that the Economics section of the 
EIS does address values associated with Ecosystem Services in a more 
contextual and holistic manner. 

See also response to Comment I-781-7 and the Global Response for Cultural 
Resources. 
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  I-781-10 In reviewing the sections of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report 
(Attachment 13) and Visual Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 14) 
relative to the comments on the reflective quality of an estuary, Section 5.5.2 
of the Visual Resources Discipline Report correctly described the anticipated 
reflecting quality of the estuary and is consistent with the evaluation of 
cultural resource impacts. It acknowledges that the open water of a lake 
provides a more uniform surface than an intertidal area that is subject to tidal 
fluctuations. It further describes that during low tide conditions, the reflective 
surface of water would be absent in much, if not all, of the North Basin 
shoreline area. 

Section 4.9 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and Section 5.0 of the Cultural 
Resources Discipline Report have been updated to reflect Washington State 
Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation’s (DAHP's) 
determination of the Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary and the Des Chutes 
Basin Project as not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places. See also the Global Response for Cultural Resources for information on 
DAHP's determination and related changes in the Final EIS. 

This response acknowledges the commenter’s position on cultural values and 
refers to the response to Comment I-699-1 for more information. 
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  I-781-11 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

I-781-12 Regarding the previously recommended Des Chutes Basin Project Historic 
District, see the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

For the comment on the presentation of individual historic properties in the 
Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 13), see Tables 4.7 through 
4.14 for the listing of these properties. Because the discipline report is 
intended to serve as the detailed technical report in support of the EIS, 
information has not been removed as requested by the commenter. Table 4.6 
in particular is important as a record of the previously unevaluated historic 
properties that were evaluated under this EIS effort. 

Section 4.2 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report has been updated to 
reflect Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation's determination of the Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary and the 
Des Chutes Basin Project as not eligible for listing in the National Register of 
Historic Places. The presentation of impacts in Section 5.0 of the Cultural 
Resources Discipline Report has also been updated to reflect these eligibility 
determinations. 
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  I-781-13 Regarding the previously recommended Des Chutes Basin Project Historic 
District, see the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

Since the issuance of the Draft EIS, the Washington State Department of 
Archaeology (DAHP) reviewed historic properties in the Project Area and 
found that some previously unevaluated historic properties are eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, including the 5th Avenue 
Dam and 5th Avenue Bridge mentioned in this comment. DAHP's review also 
determined that the Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary, Deschutes Parkway SW, 
and the Des Chutes Basin Project mentioned in this comment are not eligible 
for listing in the National Register. See Sections 3.9 and 4.9 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 for updates to the analysis as a result of 
DAHP's determinations of eligibility. 

For cultural resources review under SEPA, the process requires consideration 
of potential impacts on places or objects listed in, or proposed for historic 
registers. It also requires that potential impacts on any landmarks or areas of 
historic, archaeological, scientific, or cultural importance be addressed. Based 
on this and other comments, Sections 3.9 and 4.9 have been revised to 
provide a more balanced level of information on these resources. See the 
Global Response for Cultural Resources for information on how areas of 
cultural importance were considered. 

While SEPA only requires analysis of project change relative to conditions that 
would occur under existing conditions (or the No Action Alternative), the Draft 
EIS did describe how the project alternatives would or would not improve / 
support tribal values related to the estuary. See the Global Response for 
Cultural Resources for more information. 

For aspects of this comment that address cultural significance of the 
waterbody, see the responses related to tribal values and traditional cultural 
properties within the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 
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  I-781-14 For historic and cultural resources, the SEPA review process requires project 
proponents to: (a) identify and describe any places or objects listed on, or 
proposed for, national, state, or local preservation registers known to be 
within or adjacent to the Project Area; (b) describe any landmarks or evidence 
of historic, archaeological, scientific, or cultural importance known to be 
within or adjacent to the Project Area; and (c) offer proposed measures to 
reduce or control project impacts, if any. 

Section 4.14.3.4 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 does describe how the project 
alternatives may enhance cultural values for some, or maintain status quo for 
others, as part of the evaluation of ecosystem services impacts and benefits. 

Please also refer to Attachment 21 for more detail about the Preferred 
Alternative identification process. In that document, it is described that tribal 
values and resources were incorporated into the process to select a Preferred 
Alternative in three primary ways: 

 Each alternative was evaluated relative to tribal resources, which 
considered abundance of species protected by tribal treaties, access 
to usual and usual and accustomed fishing areas, and access to 
areas of cultural and spiritual significance. 

 Each alternative was also evaluated relative to Cultural Resources, 
which considered whether precontact landscapes would or would 
not be restored or preserved. 

 The Squaxin Island Tribe was asked to provide numeric and narrative 
feedback on their ability to support each of the alternatives. 
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  I-781-15 The Cultural Resources analysis in the Draft EIS provides analysis and 
disclosure of potential environmental impacts associated with the Capitol 
Lake-Deschutes Estuary Long-Term Management Project in accordance with 
SEPA requirements as described in the response to Comment I-781-14. The 
section of the Economics Discipline Report referred to in this comment is 
specifically related to "Values of Ecosystem Services" and, therefore, describes 
values as opposed to properties / places / sites, which is the focus of the 
cultural resources analysis. Although the recommended changes may be 
helpful for some, they are not required to provide a complete analysis for the 
SEPA EIS; the changes have not been made. 

This comment does not provide specific examples of where the Cultural 
Resources Discipline Report is inconsistent with the Economics Discipline 
Report or the Visual Resources Discipline Report referenced. 

I-781-16 The Draft EIS did include consideration of compliance with numerous federal 
regulations (and therefore, "federal interests") mentioned by the comment. 
See Sections 3.1 and 4.1, Hydrodynamics & Sediment Transport and Sections 
3.2 and 4.2 (USACE federal navigation channel); Sections 3.3, 4.3 and 5.3, 
Water Quality (CWA, TMDL, NPDES); Sections 3.5, 4.5 and 5.5, Fish & Wildlife 
(Endangered Species Act, Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 
Management Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, and others); Sections 3.6, 4.6, 
and 5.6, Wetlands (USACE Section 404), and Sections 3.9, 4.9 and 5.9 
(National Register of Historic Places / Section 106). See also EIS Supporting 
Chapter 9.0 that describes federal, state and local permits and approvals that 
would be required for the project. 

In summer 2022, after identification of the Estuary Alternative as the likely 
Preferred Alternative, Enterprise Services began researching funding 
opportunities for project construction. Construction funding would likely to 
include funds from a variety of sources, including federal, state, and 
potentially philanthropic; and as stated in this comment, more federal funding 
opportunities would be available for an Estuary Alternative than the other 
alternatives. 
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  I-781-17 See response to Comments I-781-7, I-781-9, I-781-14, and I-781-15. 
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  I-781-18 At the beginning of the Draft EIS process, the project team reached out to the 
Olympia Chinese-American Community and the Squaxin Island Tribe and 
asked whether the Study of Cultural & Spiritual Values (2009) was still a valid 
representation of their respective community and tribe values, and to identify 
any new information on history and ties to the area not already documented 
in the report. The Olympia Chinese-American Community and the Squaxin 
Island Tribe responded that the report is still a good representation and 
reasonable reference document; therefore, it was included as a reference to 
the Cultural Resources Discipline Report. The EIS Project Team has not heard 
otherwise from the Olympia Chinese-American Community and the Squaxin 
Island Tribe. 
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  I-781-19 Comment noted. Please see the previous responses to comments in this 
letter. See also the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

I-781-20 Thank you for your comments related to the designation of the lake as a 
"reflection" pool. While there may not be a historic or legislative record of the 
lake being called a reflecting pool, it has become known to many in the 
community as a reflecting pool, or at least appreciated for its reflective 
qualities. In response to this comment, the term "reflective" has been 
removed when used in reference to historic context. However, it is retained in 
other areas of the Final EIS where it refers to the waterbody in general. 

Sections 4.2 and 5.0 of the Cultural Resources Discipline Report (Attachment 
13) have been updated to convey the Washington State Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation's determination of not National 
Register eligible for the Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary and the Des Chutes 
Basin Project. See the Global Response for Cultural Resources for an 
explanation of changes in the Final EIS to provide a more balanced level of 
information on historic periods and perspectives. 

I-781-21 The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. 
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  I-781-22 To address how a loss of resources can be mitigated, Section 4.9.7 of Final EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0 has been revised to expand the role of developing an 
interpretive plan for the Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary. See the Global 
Response for Cultural Resources for an explanation of changes in the Final EIS 
to provide a more balanced level of information on historic periods and 
perspectives. 
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  I-781-23 Comment noted, and please see the separate disciplines for these discussions, 
consistent with standard SEPA format. 

Please also see Attachment 21, which provides a comprehensive evaluation of 
the alternatives relative to their ability to meet project goals, to result in other 
environmental impacts or benefits, their relative environmental and economic 
sustainability, cost impacts, and decision durability. 

I-781-24 Thank you for this added historical context; it has been reviewed by the EIS 
Project Team and Enterprise Services. 
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  I-781-25 The Budd Inlet Vessel Traffic Pattern figure in the Draft EIS Navigation 
Discipline Report accurately reflects the Port’s cargo vessel call based on AIS 
data for 2018 to 2019. The AIS data includes other vessels, not calling at the 
Port, representing a sample of the vessel traffic for vessels where AIS 
reporting is optional. The figure provides a summary representation of larger 
vessel use of Budd Inlet into West Bay. The observable patterns reflect areas 
where larger vessel traffic generally occurs. Areas not shaded may have 
occasional transits and should not be interpreted as indicating a complete 
absence of vessel traffic (areas with 5 or fewer vessel passes per year are not 
shaded and many recreational vessels do not have AIS that can be recorded by 
the system). Vessel navigation was observed to be highest within the 
authorized FNC and turning basin and throughout the east side of West Bay 
closest to the Port, local private marinas, and marina access areas along the 
east shore of West Bay. Figure 4.4 also notes the limitations of the vessel data 
in the bottom legend. 

Further details about the vessels calling at the Port are provided within 
Section 4.2.2 of the Navigation Discipline Report, stating that typical vessels 
calling at the Port include bulk cargo ships of about 600 ft LOA and beams of 
around 100 ft. Additional text has been included into Section 4.2.2 of the 
Navigation Discipline Report to summarize Port calls within the 2018 and 2019 
timeframe. “The Port usually sees between one and three cargo vessels at 
their facilities each month (Port of Olympia project communications, 2020).” 

Section 3.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 has also been updated to 
describe that navigational use of West Bay is significant and extends beyond 
what can be captured in a single figure that focuses on larger vessel trips 
tracked by AIS. 

I-781-26 Additional text has been included in Section 3.2 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 3.0 and Section 4.2.2 of the Navigation Discipline Report to further 
summarize Port calls within the 2018 and 2019 timeframe. “The Port usually 
sees between one and three cargo vessels at their facilities each month (Port 
of Olympia project communications, 2020).” 

I-781-27 Additional emphasis on the use of West Bay by recreational vessels has been 
included in the Navigation Discipline Report (Attachment 6). And, this 
additional qualitative emphasis on recreational use does not change the 
information used to analyze potential significant impacts from the proposed 
alternatives and support decision making. Significance criteria is not based on 
a specific number of vessels using West Bay or impacted, but rather is based 
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on vessel wait times and/or a percent access of impact to leased moorage at 
existing West Bay marinas. 

I-781-28 The reference has been fixed to reflect partial Panamax rather than large 
Panamax ships. The navigational needs outlined in Draft EIS and Navigation 
Discipline Report are based on current Port of Olympia planning documents 
and direct coordination with the Port of Olympia. 

An EIS analysis does not speculate on potential changes that are outside of 
long-range planning documents. 

I-781-29 Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process and EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, Section 1.12, for discussion of the 
process used to identify the Preferred Alternative. 
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  I-781-30 Regulatory feasibility in the Measurable Evaluation Process encompasses the 
ability of project components to be permitted by regulatory agencies. As 
described in Attachment 19: Concepts Screened through the Measurable 
Evaluation Process, a component was considered to have regulatory feasibility 
if (1) permits and approvals could be secured within the project schedule and 
budget and (2) it is within Enterprise Services’ jurisdiction to implement and 
there are no legal protections on land, or other similar restrictions that could 
affect the feasibility. Enterprise Services also engaged with the Technical Work 
Group, comprised of technical staff from the local governmental agencies and 
state resource agencies, to review regulatory feasibility of the action 
alternatives after they had been developed. See Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
8.0 for further discussion on this engagement with the Technical Work Group. 

I-781-31 The Final EIS Summary has been updated to describe the decision process. 
Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative Identification 
Process. 
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  I-782-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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Under the Shoreline Management Act, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
is inadequate under the law. 

Section Nine lists the permits required for the various alternatives. It identifies 
the shoreline master programs of Tumwater and Olympia. However, this is 
significantly misleading to the reviewer. It overlooks, the requirement for 
development to be consistent with the policies of the Shoreline Management Act. 
RCW 90.58.140(1)(2). 

Development means a use consisting of the construction or exterior alteration of 
structures; dredging; drilling; dumping; filling; removal of any sand, gravel, or 
minerals; bulkheading; driving of piling; placing of obstructions; or any project of 
a permanent or temporary nature which, interferes with the normal public use of 
the surface of the waters overlying lands subject to this chapter at any state of 
water level. RCW 90.58.030(a). 

Specifically, regarding the policies, RCW 90.58.020 begins with the following 
declaration: 

Legislative findings-State policy enunciated-Use preference. The legislature finds 
that the shorelines of the state are among the most valuable and fragile of its 
natural resources and that there is great concern throughout the state relating to 
their utilization, protection, restoration, and preservation. 

Later, this section contains the following language: 

This policy is designed to insure the development of these shorelines in a manner 
which, while allowing for limited reduction of rights of the public in the navigable 
waters, will promote and enhance the public interest. This policy contemplates 
protecting against adverse effect to the public health, the land and its vegetation 
and wildlife, and the waters of the state and their aquatic life, while protecting 
generally public rights of navigation and corollary rights incidental thereto. 

The section culminates as follows: 

Permitted uses in the shorelines of the state shall be designed and conducted in a 
manner to minimize, insofar as practical, any resultant damage to the ecology and 

the water. 

broadly construed in order to protect 

County, 89 Wn.2d, 16,20, 568 P.2d 783,786(1977). 

These provisions are mandatory. Restoration of the estuary is the only alternative 
which will satisfy them.

  I-783-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

 

        I-783-1
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  I-784-1 The cumulative effects analysis (EIS Supporting Chapter 6.0) considered future 
projects and localized changes to sediment transport (decrease or increase 
depending on the project). The influence of these on overall sediment 
transport is likely minor and would have no clear effect on modeling input 
parameters. Additionally, sediment management in the upper Deschutes 
Watershed has been evaluated by the Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Ecology), and there are specific actions and projects that will be 
implemented to minimize continued erosion from non-natural processes per 
the approved Total Maximum Daily Load that was issued for the Deschutes 
River, and for which Ecology is the state agency with jurisdiction. 

I-784-2 Although several management options have been attempted in the past in 
Capitol Lake, the New Zealand mudsnail population continues to exist. 
However, there are no indications that the New Zealand mudsnail has spread 
into Budd Inlet or nearby freshwaters. The containment approach 
implemented by WDFW (containing the lake and prohibiting public access) has 
been effective in preventing the spread of New Zealand mudsnails. 

Prior to project construction of any action alternative, the lake would be 
treated to minimize the existing density and distribution of New Zealand 
mudsnails. Management approaches are described in Section 4.2.1.1 of the 
Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Discipline Report that include freezing, heat, 
desiccation, saltwater backflush, and various chemical agents to treat the lake 
prior to construction and opening for recreational use. 

To minimize spread and control density of AIS after construction, all action 
alternatives would include an AIS Management Plan that would be approved 
by WDFW as an alternative to the existing containment system. The primary 
proposed measures include installation of decontamination stations at 
strategic locations around the waterbody for recreationalists to use upon 
entry and exit, posting educational signage to warn the public of AIS presence, 
and restricting boat and foot access to areas with decontamination to reduce 
the potential spread of AIS. These methods have been implemented in 
Whatcom County and have been effective in preventing the introduction of 
new invasive species and limiting the spread of existing AIS in local lakes. 

I-784-3 Please refer to the Global Response for Shared Funding and Governance for 
Maintenance Dredging under the Estuary Alternative. 

I-784-4 Comment noted. The EIS provides analysis and disclosure of potential 
environmental impacts associated with the Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
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Long-Term Management Project. Analysis of issues listed by the commenter, 
is beyond the scope of analysis for this EIS. 

 

 
I-785 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-785-4 Please refer to response to Comment 1-785-1. 
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  I-785-1 We appreciate the commenter bringing this new study to our attention. 

As described in Section 2.16.2 of the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport 
Discipline Report, there is considerable uncertainty surrounding the effects of 
climate change on precipitation and as a result, on streamflow. In addition, 
there is inherent uncertainty associated with predicting changes in water use 
and its potential impacts on river baseflow. According to the best available 
science on climate change, shifts in temperature and precipitation patterns 
due to climate change in the region are expected to impact streamflow. 
Projections of future flow conditions in the region indicate a shift toward an 
earlier freshet period, increases in late-winter and early-spring flows, and 
reduced streamflow during summer and early fall months. 

The new study mentioned by the commenter is titled "The Effect of 
Groundwater Pumping on Baseflow in the Deschutes River of Washington 
State” and seems to be predicting a possible reduction of baseflow due to 
groundwater pumping. As described in the Hydrodynamics and Sediment 
Transport Discipline Report, even during the wet season, the majority of 
sediment is not constantly delivered but rather arrives during large flood 
events (USGS 2006). Therefore, we do not anticipate that this new study 
would change approach/findings of the Hydrodynamics and Sediment 
Transport Discipline Report. 

That said, as mentioned in Section 4.2.5.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 “if a 
number of low flow events were observed for a period of time and low 
sediment deposition was observed, the time between maintenance dredging 
events could be extended.” An annual bathymetric survey would help to 
ensure that maintenance dredging occurs based on need relative to potential 
significant impacts, which could be more or less than the estimated average 
frequency. 

I-785-2 Please refer to response to Comment 1-785-1. 

I-785-3 Enterprise Services appreciates the commenter’s detailed review of the Draft 
EIS. This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental 
analysis in the Draft EIS. 
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I find this introductory paragraph misleading. 

"Historically, freshwater from the Deschutes River would mix with saltwater from 
Budd Inlet over expansive tidal flats. Between 1949 and 1951, a dam was 
constructed at 5th Avenue and, without the tidal exchange, the area was 
transformed into a freshwater lake, fed primarily by the Deschutes River. The 
newly formed Capitol Lake began to experience a range of environmental 
impairments after construction of the 5th Avenue Dam, eventually leading to 
community use restrictions that persist today." 

The dam was not built after the lake as the sentence implies. Nor was the lake an 
immediate recreation area, as it is understood by most of the present population, 

-  

The "...expansive tidal flats" statement is completely misleading. In addition to 
the tidal flats that were the outflow to the Deschutes River, tidal flats covered 
much of downtown Olympia from the south side of Legion Way and to the old 
boundary of Swan Town which was, I think, the east side of Plum Street. All the 
area of Olympia to the north has a little bit of bedrock sticking out into the bay, 
and extensive fill. The Deschutes River was not the only outflow into the bay and 
there are extensive mudflats under most of the rest of downtown Olympia. And 
the outlet to Bud Inlet from the Deschutes River was smelly and a mosquito 
nursery. Those who object to the occasional smell of the low tide mud flats on a 
hot day, would be shocked by the smell of the pre-lake aroma. 

No one is proposing to tear out downtown, but we need to understand that we 

tear out Capital Lake. It is, indeed, a convenient object to make ourselves feel 
better about the environment and climate change. But I do not believe the future 
high tide problems will be helped by installing a slough. I think it could easily 
make things worse. 

As it is, the bay around the west end of the downtown area, including Percival 
landing, is filling in (the Yacht Club paid for their own dredging and disposal which 
should be noted); and with the (proposed) slough runoff, the process will 
undoubtedly speed up, giving us the mudflats everyone seems to want. In addition, 
higher tides caused by global climate change, downtown Olympia is due for 
constant and messy pre Capital Lake flooding (Water Street was named "Water 
Street" for a reason). The dam allows us to hold back the river water and keep the 
tides from overfilling the lake causing the flooding that we used to often experience. 
This has made downtown flooding a t

  I-789-1 Comment noted. Enterprise Services acknowledges the history of 
the Project Area is much more complex than the summary 
presented in the EIS. However, the EIS provides enough discernable 
information for decision makers to weigh the project alternatives, 
including their potential impacts, feasible mitigation measures to 
reduce impacts, and their ability to meet the proposed project 
objectives. 

I-789-2 For a description of potential impacts on the Olympia Yacht Club 
and other marinas, see Section 4.2 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. 
For a description of monitoring and maintenance dredging to 
address sedimentation impacts, see Section 4.2.5.3. 

Regarding how flooding will be experienced under the project 
alternatives, see Sections 4.1 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. As 
noted in the EIS, all alternatives will experience periodic flooding 
during extreme river flows and extreme high tides. Maximum 
overland flooding under the No Action and Managed Lake 
Alternatives is driven by extreme river flooding, and maximum 
overland flooding under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives is 
driven by extreme tide conditions (with sea level rise). Importantly, 
many of the areas that are susceptible to flooding adjacent to the 
basin are the same areas of Olympia that will experience flooding 
regardless of the alternative implemented for this project. These 
areas include portions of downtown Olympia and Heritage Park 
east of the 5th Avenue Dam that are flooded from Budd Inlet. The 
flooding extents are described in Section 4.1, and maps of the 
maximum water levels for all alternatives, are shown in Figures 
4.1.1 and 4.1.2. Additional information is included in the 
Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport Discipline Report 
(Attachment 5). 

See also the Global Response for Hydrodynamics & Sediment 
Transport for more explanation of how flooding would be 
experienced under the alternatives, and the role the 5th Avenue 
Dam plays in helping to manage flooding in the basin. 

I-789-3 Section 3.11 of EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0 provides information on 
existing sediment quality. The EIS describes that, overall, Capitol 
Lake has high quality sediment, meeting nearly all applicable 
sediment criteria. Section 4.11 includes information on long-term 
impacts and beneficial effects associated with sediment 

      I-789-2

   I-789-1
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flooding problem will be abated in the future unless we build a higher wall around 
the slough. Which should be added to the initial projected cost. 

The State of Washington has taken little responsibility for the maintenance of 

maintenance and dredging required to keep the lake healthy. It has been 
completely ignored since then the last minimal efforts that ended during the 

1970's. Areas of the south lake basin have been filled in, for various reasons since 
then, and the north basin of the lake has become a convenient catch basin for the 
extensive runoff of sediments and chemicals. The sediments, from the last 50 
years of upstream runoff containing huge amounts of nitrogen and other 
chemicals from farming, golfing, cars, roads, and other uses need to be 
thoroughly addressed. 

There are also problems with the dollar figures attached to the dredging, 
repairing, and of the lake versions. There are also the ongoing maintenance issues 
the state always winds up putting off/ignoring (same as all other options). The 
complete cleanup of the tainted sediments that should be undertaken, no matter 
the option, is not included in any concrete way. There appears to be a lot of 
patching up  doing the minimum, but I have questions about actual clean 
up. Also, what about the long-term maintenance funding? With the lake option 
there is, at least in acreage, a limit to the dredging that must be done and a limit 
to the manmade damage to the bay. 

Everyone agrees, there must be specific, extensive, and expensive testing to 
determine how deep these sediments are and where they begin and end. And 
what, specifically, to do with them, not just professional guestimates. It would 
probably, as these things go, cost at least 2 or 3 times any amount listed in any of 

actual costs of clean up, dredging, installation, and maintenance of the 
installation both short and long term are considered. 

The cost of really solving the UPSTREAM runoff problems (ongoing costs are not 
included anywhere) and future maintenance of the slough. Will there be a budget 
crunch and will maintenance eventually be seen as too expensive at some point 
and put off in 10 or 20 years, based on the history of Capital Lake. This will result 
in the death of the south Bud Inlet area. Without the accessible catch-basin of the 
lake, we can look forward to an even more expensive bill for repairs. 

Ending the grade school/community/tourist salmon watches, the sightings of 
seals, the occasional endangered whale, and the other saltwater species that we 

quality. Refer also to the Sediment Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 15) for detailed data and analysis. 

I-789-4 Before future dredge events, sampling for chemical quality and 
invasive species would occur, in coordination with the DMMP, to 
confirm suitability of the dredged material for in-water disposal. 
Because there is inherent uncertainty in the quality of future 
dredged material, planning-level cost estimates are provided for 
both in-water and upland disposal, and both of these disposal 
options may be used during future dredge events. Detailed 
information on the planning-level cost estimates was also posted to 
the project website during the Draft EIS comment period, in 
response to comments received on the Draft EIS and to provide 
opportunity for closer review by engaged stakeholders. 

Please refer to the Global Response for Cost Estimates and Shared 
Funding related to maintenance dredging under the Estuary 
Alternative. 

The economic analysis in Section 4.14 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0 and in the Economics Discipline Report (Attachment 
18) include an evaluation of ecosystem services. Relative to the 
Estuary Alternative, which has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative, this analysis found that enhancements to trails, 
establishment of shoreline habitat, and restored water-based 
recreation would increase the value of recreation in the Capitol 
Lake Basin. Increased educational value would arise from 
opportunities for research and observation of ecosystem 
restoration, with the potential to improve the success and reduce 
costs of future estuary restoration projects throughout Puget 
Sound. The aesthetic impacts on the recreational experience for 
visitors would vary based on the individuals' preferences. The more 
dramatic visual change in the Estuary Alternative could reduce 
value for some recreational users. However, other recreational 
users who prefer a more natural environment setting may 
experience an increased value. Long-term impacts on downtown 
development would be positive, as long as they are implemented in 
a way that is well-planned, thoughtfully designed, and accessible. 

 

   I-789-4

I-789-3

I-789-2
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are still lucky to see from time to time both on the water and on the shore, would 
be a sad footnote. 

alternative is, in any way, more justified than the lake alternative. Personally, I 
would be very sad to see Capital Lake turned into something else. We are a town 
th

are going to make sure ther
 

I remember how proud we were, as kids, when we could take our out-of-town 
friends to the lake and swim, or paddle around the lake, or just sit and look at it 
while solving the problems of the world. There was Lakefair and fireworks. For a 
short period we had the greatest tourist attraction you could imagine; we were 

l up on the hill, and our 
state. I want a fabulous tourist attraction, meeting place, wedding venue, picnic 
spot, walking trail; a place where kids can gather, swim, engage in and with the 
community. I want (not prefer) a Lake. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Katie Woodland 

 
  

I-789-4



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake  Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project

Page IND-507 

I-7 90 

I-790 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft EIS for the 
Capitol Lake - Deschutes Estuary project. I appreciate how easy the document was 
to read with clear explanations, graphics, and references. My preference would be 
either alternative that allows some part of Capitol Lake to become an estuary. I 
have three comments: 1) A fatal flaw related to the lack of rigorous analysis of a 
sea level rise vulnerability assessment for each alternative that must be 
addressed, 2) a significant error related to assumptions on cost of dredged 
material management, and 3) a lack of sufficient analysis of biological impacts 
and/or benefits. They are detailed below. 

1) Issue  Insufficient analysis of climate change and sea level rise. The document 
includes cursory and inadequate analysis of water levels in Capitol Lake based on 
past tidal events, which is inappropriate for understanding future sea level rise 
projections and inundation scenarios. The science is well established that sea level 
rise to some extent is inevitable -- we are already seeing the impacts. However, 
there is no rigorous and in-depth analysis of sea level rise and how that will impact 
1) water levels in all Capitol Lake basins, Percival Cove, and Percival Creek, 2) 
flooding from upriver, 3) erosion of hillsides along the Middle Lake basin, Percival 
Cove, and Percival Creek where homes are located, 4) Marathon Park, 5) Heritage 
Park, and 6) Deschutes Way. Included in the draft EIS appendix is a sediment 
transport study with a brief and egregiously inadequate mention of increased 
discharge due to climate change from Deschutes river, but a thorough and 
scientifically rigorous vulnerability assessment from sea level rise by climate 
experts has not been done. This is a fatal flaw that affects each alternative and 
cannot be overlooked. 

l Sea Level Rise Viewer shows impact along the 
entirety of the shorelines and slopes in all Capitol Lake basins, Percival Cove, 
Percival Creek, Deschutes Way, Heritage Park, and Marathon Park even under one 
foot of sea level rise. See attached graphic and NOAA website: 
https://coast.noaa.gov/slr/#/layer/slr/1/-
13681743.127159342/5947325.405275516/14/satellite/none/0.8/2050/interHigh
/midAccretion. Of course, it is much worse as sea level rise increments increase. In 
addition, the University of Washington Climate Impacts Group has a sea level rise 
viewer to visualize the probabilities of sea level rise under different greenhouse 
gas emissions scenarios. See attached graphic and UW CIG website: 
(https://cig.uw.edu/our-work/applied-research/wcrp/sea-level-rise-data-
visualization/) 

  I-790-1 Comment noted; please see responses to specific comment. 

I-790-2 See the Global Response for Hydrodynamics & Sediment Transport 
for a response on how sea level rise and climate change were 
considered in the EIS analysis. The University of Washington Climate 

in the selection of the sea level rise scenario modeled for the Draft 
EIS, and the Climate Impact Group predictions formed the basis of 
the Olympia Sea Level Rise Response Plan. 

Regarding water levels in Capitol Lake, see Section 4.1 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0. Water levels and hydrodynamics in all 
basins of Capitol Lake were simulated using 2 feet of relative sea 
level rise in Budd Inlet, and this simulation was completed for each 
of the project alternatives. 

Regarding water levels in Percival Cove and Percival Creek, 
hydrodynamics were simulated in Percival Cove and Percival Creek 
flows and sediment loads were used as inputs to the model. See the 
Hydrodynamics & Sediment Transport Discipline Report 
(Attachment 5) for additional information. 

Regarding flooding from upriver, flooding from extreme river flood 
events was one of the scenarios modeled. See the Global Response 
for Hydrodynamics & Sediment Transport and the Hydrodynamics & 
Sediment Transport Discipline Report (Attachment 5) for additional 
information. Changes in discharge as a result of climate change were 
not directly simulated because projected discharge rates from the 
Deschutes River have considerable uncertainty. The EIS 
acknowledges that floods of greater magnitude are generally 
expected to occur more frequently in the future. Simulating a +100-
year fluvial flood event under current climate conditions is sufficient 
to investigate the comparative differences among the project 
alternatives, and to inform decision making. 

Regarding erosion and stability of hillsides along the Middle Basin, 
Percival Cove, and Percival Creek, see the Global Response for 
Hydrodynamics & Sediment Transport. 

Regarding flooding impacts to Marathon Park, Heritage Park, and 
Deschutes Parkway, see the Global Response for Hydrodynamics & 
Sediment Transport.

     I-790-1

   I-790-2

https://cig.uw.edu/our-work/applied-research/wcrp/sea-level-rise-data-visualization/
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This impact to shorelines will also impact the toe of the slopes surrounding the 
Capitol Lake basins, Percival Cove, and Percival Creek. This, in turn, will impact the 
stability of these slopes and the multitude of homes and infrastructure atop these 
slopes. 

Recommendation. Fill this data gap and fatal flaw by consulting with professional 
expert climate scientists (e.g., University of Washington Climate Impacts Group) 
and professional expert geologists (e.g., landslide specialists) and incorporate sea 
level rise projections and a scientifically rigorous vulnerability assessment into this 
analysis. Because this project will be considered long-term or permanent, the 
projections should be based on a conservative greenhouse gas emissions scenario 
(RCP 8.5). A thorough understanding of the risks to the land surrounding the lake, 
Percival Cove, and Percival Creek and the stability of the slopes and homes and 
infrastructure atop these slopes is critical. 

2) Issue  Insufficient analysis of disposal of dredged material. There is an 
assumption that dredged material from West Bay can be disposed of at an in-
water disposal site. This analysis appears incomplete for the following reasons: 

a. According to the Dredged Material Management Program (DMMP), the only 
option for in-water disposal of dredged material from Budd Inlet is the Anderson-
Ketron open water disposal site. Dredged material will not be allowed to be 
disposed at any other site in Puget Sound. In order to meet DMMP standards for 
disposal at the Anderson-Ketron open-water disposal site, concentrations of any 
contaminants would need to be at or below natural sediment background. See 
WA Departme
10-1 for natural background concentrations for Puget Sound 
(https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/SummaryPages/1209057.html). The 
draft EIS does not include sediment chemistry for either Capitol Lake or West 
Bay/Budd Inlet sediment so the assumption that dredged material is suitable for 
open-water disposal is not supported. 

b. Costs of open-water disposal of dredged material vs. upland disposal are widely 
different and this is not included in the analysis. 

Recommendation. Considering the recent cleanup of PCBs in Capitol Lake and the 
known contamination in West Bay/Budd Inlet, sediment chemistry for Capitol Lake 
and West Bay/Budd Inlet needs to be included in this analysis. The WA 
Department of Ecology Environmental Information Management database 
(https://ecology.wa.gov/Research-Data/Data-resources/Environmental-
Information-Management-database) has existing data for this area that can be 
easily downloaded for analysis. In addition, see WA Department of Ecology South 

I-790-3 Please refer to Sediment Quality Discipline Report for detailed 
information on sediment quality in the Project Area, which has 
supported the assumptions regarding sediment disposal options 
under the action alternatives. 

Please refer to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 7.0 for estimated costs 
related to upland or in-water disposal of the dredged material for 
each action alternative. 

I-790-4 Please see Sections 3.5, 4.5, and 5.5 of EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0, 
4.0 and 5.0, and the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report (Attachment 9). 

The commenter does not raise specific issues regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the analysis. 

 

     I-790-2

   I-790-3
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I-790 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
Puget Sound Regional Background publication 
(https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/SummaryPages/1809117.html) has 
information that shows existing sediment concentrations in this area. 

3) Issue  Insufficient analysis of biological impacts. The EIS includes insufficient 
analysis of biological impacts and/or benefits from each alternative. For example, 
impacts or benefits to salmon, benthic community, and marine and freshwater 
aquatic dependent wildlife (e.g., sea birds, bats). 

Recommendation. Consult with aquatic and wildlife experts to re-write the EIS to 
include a more thorough analysis. 

   I-790-3

I-790-4
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I-791 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-791-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-792 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-792-1 Thank you for your comments. The comment period for comments on the 
Draft EIS was from June 30 to August 29, 2021. The comment period was 
extended beyond the 30-day comment period required under SEPA. 
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  I-792-2 Enterprise Services appreciates commenter’s detailed review of the Draft EIS. 

I-792-3 Regarding the comment that the Draft EIS is insufficient with respect to its 
lack of identification of a Preferred Alternative, SEPA provides that a Preferred 
Alternative can be identified at any time in the EIS process - scoping, draft EIS 
or final EIS. In accordance with SEPA, opportunities for public comment on all 
alternatives were provided during scoping and after the release of the Draft 
EIS. For additional information, see the Global Response for the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 

Regarding the incorporation of fundamental principles of freshwater ecology, 
the analysis of impacts in the Draft EIS and Final EIS did consider existing and 
future ecological conditions and functions related to the SEPA element of the 
environment being addressed. Aspects of ecological functions are addressed 
in the Water Quality, Fish & Wildlife, and Wetlands sections of the Draft EIS 
and Final EIS. These were collectively considered as part of the overall 
evaluation of the alternatives in the Preferred Alternative identification 
process, relative to environmental sustainability. Enterprise Services has 
determined that the analysis in the Draft EIS, together with the additional 
analysis in the Final EIS, meets the requirements of SEPA and are sufficient to 
make a reasoned decision on EIS alternatives. 

Regarding consideration of indirect impacts, indirect impacts were considered 
alongside direct impacts in the analysis of short-term and long-term impacts. 
The commenter did not raise a specific concern regarding the inclusion or 
exclusion of a particular indirect impact of concern to provide a detailed 
response. 

Regarding the consideration of cumulative impacts, cumulative impacts were 
addressed in EIS Supporting Chapter 6.0. The commenter did not provide a 
specific concern related to cumulative impacts to provide a more detailed 
response. 

Regarding the length of the EIS, it's recognized that there is often an inherent 
conflict between the need to prepare sufficiently detailed and defensible EIS 
documents and the need to manage the size of the documents. A few things 
were done to manage the length of the main body of the EIS and to help the 
reader navigate to the sections of most interest to them. For example, the 
Executive Summary was provided to summarize information and conclusions 
presented in the EIS, with reference to specific sections of the EIS to find 
additional information. Detailed technical analysis was included in the 
discipline report attachments (Attachments 5 through 18), which allowed the 
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main body of the EIS to present a shortened summary of the technical 
analysis. 

I-792-4 Although the papers cited may be fundamental to the conceptual evaluation 
of stream and estuary ecosystems over both the landscape and over time, and 
they may inform the study of these systems, explicit discussion of these 
concepts is not required to complete a comparative evaluation of the 
alternatives based on the evaluation criteria and project goals established for 
this project, as outlined in the EIS. 

 

 

I-792 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-792-5 See response to Comment I-792-3 regarding the consideration of indirect and 
cumulative impacts in the EIS. The EIS included water quality data and findings 
from the Washington State Department of Ecology’s (Ecology’s) 2015 Water 
Quality Improvement Report as well as information from other sources such 
as other Ecology reports, water quality data and reports from Thurston 
County, and the water quality data collected by the EIS Project Team in 2019 
and 2021. In response to comments on the Draft EIS, after additional review of 
the data, the trend analysis in the Final Water Quality Discipline Report and 
Final EIS were revised to eliminate 2004 and include only the most recent 10 
years of data; 2005 to 2014, which is most reflective of existing/current 
conditions. 

See the Global Response for Water Quality for more information on water 
quality data used in the Draft EIS and Final EIS. Please also refer to Attachment 
21 for more detail on the decision-making process for identifying the 
Preferred Alternative, which also includes a summary of the alternatives 
relative to key criteria, like their ability to meet project goals, or relative to 
overall environmental sustainability. 
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  I-793-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-794 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-794-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-795 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-795-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-796-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page IND-515 

I-797 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-797-1 Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative and the Preferred 
Alternative Identification Process. 
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  I-798-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-798-2 Private parcels extend into the water along the eastern shoreline of the 
middle and south basins. An easement or acquisition of each of these parcels 
would be required in order to construct boardwalks in this area, which 
present significant challenges to the concept. Whereas, the western shoreline, 
where the boardwalks are proposed, is publicly owned. 
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  I-799-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-800 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-800-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-801 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-801-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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  I-802-1 Consistent with SEPA, the geographic study areas identified in the Draft EIS 
and Final EIS encompass the areas where the project could result in significant 
adverse environmental impacts. As such, the study areas varied by 
environmental resource in terms of geographic extent and of level of analysis. 
For most resources, the study area was defined to end at West Bay, and for 
some resources like Water Quality, also East Bay. Although it is correct that 
the EIS does not include analysis of impacts through the entirety of Puget 
Sound, there is no information that significant adverse impacts would result 
from the proposed project in that area. 
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  I-802-2 The Final EIS Summary has been prepared to distill the comprehensive 
analyses into a range of key points. Please see the Final EIS Summary for a 
description of improved ecological functions under the Estuary and Hybrid 
Alternatives. It states that these alternatives would reestablish estuarine 
wetland and tideflat habitats that have been greatly diminished and degraded 
because of historical development patterns. Estuarine wetlands provide water 
quality, hydrologic, and habitat functions that are particular to their position 
in the landscape. The mixing of freshwater and saltwater in estuarine 
environments creates some of the most productive and valuable habitat on 
earth. In addition to supporting key ecological processes, estuarine conditions 
would provide productive habitat for shellfish, salmon, other 
anadromous species, and marine fish in the area, potentially including ESA-
listed Chinook salmon (non-hatchery) and steelhead trout. 

The Final EIS Summary also describes that the Estuary Alternative is the only 
alternative that could meet water quality standards because it would 
constitute a 'natural estuary' condition. There is more on the regulatory 
compliance of the alternatives in Section 4.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 
4.0 and the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7). 

Please refer to Attachment 21 for a comprehensive review of the alternatives 
relative to their ability to meet project goals, to result in other environmental 
impacts or benefits, their relative environmental and economic sustainability, 
cost impacts, and decision durability. 

I-802-3 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-803 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-803-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-804 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-804-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Responses for the Hybrid Alternative 
and the Preferred Alternative Identification Process. 
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I-805 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 
RE CAPITOL LAKE PROPOSALS 

There appear to be several issues that either have not been considered or, at least, do not seem be 
addressed in the summary proposals. The most important are briefly addressed in Section 4. 

1. UPSTREAM EROSION MANAGEMENT. The State would seem to be in a position to manage or 
require the management of upstream erosion, rather than just continuing to dredge the result of the 
eroded materials filling Capitol Lake basin at taxpayer expense. How is this being addressed? 

2. SNAILS For many years Capitol Lake has been closed to public use for the stated reason of the 
te the Lake will be re-opened to public use. How is it now that 

the Lake will be opened to public use? My last research indicated that the snails have not been 
controlled or eliminated, but have spread further upstream, Is the State now stating that the snails 
are not an issue? Or is it a misstatement that the Lake will once again be open for public use? 

3. MAINTENANCE PLAN & FUNDING The Lake has not been well maintained. Will a permanent long-
tern maintenance fund be established to cover the next 50 years of maintenance, or in perpetuity, so 
the mess that exists now will not happen again? 

4. ABSENCE OF MEDICAL, SOCIOLOGICAL, MENTAL HEALTH, ETC., EXPERTISE IN PLANNING There are 
several significant issues not addressed in the proposals that dramatically impact the physical, 
mental, emotional, and spiritual health of residents of the local communities as well as that of many 
visitors. Following are a few. 

4A. Medical science has known for decades the dramatic impact of using ionizing machines to help 
hospitalized patients heal more rapidly, About 30% faster. Both physical and mental health 
conditions. The highest amount of healing ions in nature is around moving water. For centuries, 
indigenous peoples have used moving water as a healing environment for people suffering physical or 
mental distress. In the case of Capitol Lake, the waves moving across the water contribute to this 
health benefit. Capitol Lake is the only environment in the Olympia area that can provide this benefit. 

4B. Medical science has also known for decades the importance of light for the health of people. For 
many people the lack of adequate sunlight and the minimum daily requirement for lumens can lead 
to a medical diagnosis of SEASONAL AFFECTIVE DISORDER (SAD), both a physical and 
mental/emotional disorder. Many additional people suffer from what can be considered as low-grade 
SAD This illness not only impacts the level of well-being of those suffering from it, and their families, 
but is also correlated with loss of productivity, depression and suicide. In fact, it was a Dr. at the 

used worldwide, especially in areas where there is insufficient light for people to maintain health or 
to thrive. In Olympia, with the dark winters due to the cloud cover, and the predominance of forest 
canopy which further blocks natural light, there is not sufficient light/lumens available for many 
months out of the typical year. Capitol Lake is the only natural environment where the absence of 
tree canopy cover, can allow the full penetration of natural light from above (yes, even through the 

 I-805-1 See response to Comment I-784-1. 

I-805-2 Please see response to Comment I-784-2. 

I-805-3 Please refer to response to Comment I-784-3.

I-805-4 Comment noted. The EIS provides analysis and 
disclosure of potential environmental impacts 
associated with the Capitol Lake  Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project. Analysis of issues 
listed by the commenter, is beyond the scope of analysis 
for this EIS. 

 

   I-805-4

I-805-3

I-805-2

I-805-1
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I-805 
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clouds), and also reflects light from the surface of the water. These can significantly add to the 
required minimum daily requirement for lumens, and to the health and well-being of people. 

4C. As populations become more dense, electronic devises are used longer and more frequently, 
more people work and are seated in offices, traffic increases, life is more complicated, etc., there is a 

opportunities. As the pace of our society continues to increase, which adds stress to peoples lives, 
illness proliferates. Many health professionals will state that about 90% (or more) of illness is the 
result of stress. People need a natural place to unwind and remember who they really are. Many 
societies have built-in practices and places to mediate the toll of stress. The US really does not. Open 
spaces and moving water have a natural calming and restorative effect on people. Keeping the Lake 
as open and uncomplicated as possible, can help reduce the ill effects of stress, sedentary work, and 
add to the overall health, well-being, and productivity of people. 

4D. Open, VISUAL space, is a requirement for the health of a significant number of people. People 
who have grown up where they can see long distances, and whose brains and minds have adapted to 
that environment need to experience a regular amount of visual space to remain mentally healthy, 
which also means to remain physically healthy. Without that, these people, many without realizing it, 
will slowly begin to decline and experience reduced effectiveness in work and living, and health. This 
also applies to many 
extensive cloud cover. This has been recognized in other cultures for centuries. And, in fact, is used as 
a mental health therapy, when life gets too overwhelming (as also noted in 4C above), i.e., taking the 
distressed, ill person away from the the overwhelming aspects of their lives, to a place where they 
can see a far-
closest would be Capitol Lake if it were kept open, so people could experience the natural, calming, 
soothing, effects of moving water; uncomplicated open space; healing ions, breezes touching their 
skin; etc.; all helping them return to a natural and healthy human experience. 

4E. Summary: In essence, designing Capitol Lake to be as visually open as possible, with free moving 
wind and waves, would be the only source in Olympia for the optimal health and healing of people 
and thereby all aspects of he community. The State of Washington, has the opportunity to make a 
clear statement that the physical, mental, emotional, and spiritual health of citizens is not only 
important, but critical to their well-being and to the overall prosperity of the citizens. To address only 
the 3 proposed designs through engineering and earth science eyes would be not only be short-
sighted, but would discount the decades of medical, sociological, psychological, anthropological, etc., 
research and science, and what has been learned that makes peoples lives work well, feel a sense of 
fulfillment and happiness, and heal well when ill. Respectfully submitted, Dr. Allen Mote 3402 33rd 
Way NW Olympia, WA 98502 360-970-8943 

 
 

        I-805-4
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I-806 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-806-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-807 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 I-807-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-8 08 

I-808 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 
After reading the Deschutes Estuary Restoration Team's (DERT) comments....they 
are so comprehensive, covering so many of my concerns, that I can't imagine 
making any better case myself for the Estuary option, and why. But seeing as 
you'd likely count my comments here, with theirs, as just ONE total comment.....I 
now endeavor to put my own concerns forward. 

I believe the Estuary option is the only fully reasonable option we can carry into 
the future. As much as I dearly love to walk around Capitol Lake, and find the 
Lake a lovely visual.....I also know that it's existence is a false overlay which has 

 I-808-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

I-808-2 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. See also response to 
Comment T-2-23 regarding coordination with tribes during the development 
of the EIS. 

I-808-3 Comment noted. Please also see Attachment 21, which provides a 
comprehensive evaluation of the alternatives relative to their ability to meet 

      I-808-1



Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22  Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake  Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project

Page IND-524 

I-808 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 
come with many problems, expensive and environmentally unsustainable. I was 
much more hopeful about a combo lake/estuary option. But when I viewed the 
mock=ups and read about that proposal....it was unfortunately visually 
unacceptable, expensive, and would not accomplish the goals we need for these 
important bodies of water (Deschutes River, and Puget Sound's Budd Inlet. 

My main concerns: 

1) It is clear that the Steh Chass peoples of our region support returning this back 
to estuary.. There is an imperative for their voices to be dominating the narrative, 
and the outcome. I am concerned that it seems you did not consult them, to 
arrive at your proposal....how can this be? We have done irreparable and great 
harm to the tribes....our region is indistinguishable from the lands and uses they 
once had here. NOW, we have the opportunity to right one of those wrongs. The 
salmon and the health of Budd Inlet are crucial for that outcome. This should be 
of primary importance in this Draft EIS. Please make it so. We made promises to 
the Tribes, and if we do not keep those promises from treaties, we are worth 
nothing......certainly not self-respect. 

2) Nature's intelligence, and the costs we incur to ignore it. Capitol Lake has been 
pretty. But I want to live in and among a place which has as its central focus....the 
natural order of things. We screw things up when we try to 'manage' major 
waterways, cut mountaintops off to mine, pollute the air, the water, and the 
lands. In this case, NATURE dictates an estuary. We should listen to Nature. The 
tribes voices are so important because they always chose to live in this way, and 
we have much to learn from them....after so much time marginalizing that voice 
and that intelligence, to our peril. Follow nature's creation, the immeasurable 
truth of the tides, the cleansing and renewing perfection of water movement, 
estuarine mixing of fresh and salt water, the free flow of wild creatures following 
their timeless intuitive ways. Why is there never this voice included in documents 
like this? As if the world is a mechanism which we have somehow created, or 
even figured out We have not. Use Nature's intelligence to return this damaged 
waterway to its natural state of being. 

3) Costs.. These are all expensive options. Manipulating nature always bears 
these costs. Now, to fix it, it is a kind of mercy...a blessing that the cheapest 
alternative is the one which best restores the region. Let's not underestimate the 
costs which will be incurred for climate change adaptation, other restorations of 
all kinds, sea level rise, an endless list. Let's take the 'cheapest and best' option. 

4) There are many irregularities, somewhat biased framing, disagreement between 
the data and the Summary, underlying assumptions. I would refer you to DERT's

project goals, to result in other environmental impacts or benefits, their 
relative environmental and economic sustainability, cost impacts, and decision 
durability. 

I-808-4 Comment noted, please see responses to individual comments that describe 
revisions. 

I-808-5 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis 
in the Draft EIS. 

 

I-808-4

I-808-3

I-808-2

I-808-1
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points on this.....they cover the most important inconsistencies and problems. I 
was disappointed with a sense of opinion in a document which should be about 
presenting DATA. What we should be commenting on is the efficacy of the data, 
but we are left to comment on whether enough of it is contained in the Draft. 

5) Budd Inlet. 

We have as our waterfront, as our playground....one of the absolutely most toxic 
and dirty bodies of water in all of Puget Sound. Activities from our past created a 
toxic mess. Letting nature work a magic we can never hope to accomplish, we 
now have the opportunity to improve the water quality of the region. This is just 
so critically important. I should have made it number 1. 6) Salmon, salmon, 
salmon..... Orcas, The chain of life. Thank you for listening carefully to our 
concerns on this most important matter!! Sincerely, JJ 

 

 
I-809 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

   

 

          I-808-5

   I-808-4
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  I-809-6 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 

I-809-1 The project goals were developed during the Phase 1 planning process 
described in EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, and were established by the Work 
Groups as a common set of goals for long-term management across all 
alternatives. These goals would be achievable within the area that Enterprise 
Services manages, which is defined by a long-term lease agreement with the 
Department of Natural Resources. 

Please see the Final EIS Summary for added text regarding the intersection of 
this project with other agency efforts to improve the Deschutes River 
Watershed including the water quality improvement planning led by Ecology; 
the sea level rise planning led by Olympia, LOTT and the Port of Olympia; and 
sediment remediation in Budd Inlet led by the Port of Olympia. Please refer to 
Appendix 21 for more detail on how overall ecosystem function was 
considered as part of the Preferred Alternative identification process. 

Note that this project would not preclude future efforts as needed to mitigate 
sea level rise. 

As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 6.0, "foreseeable actions" in the 
context of a cumulative effects analysis in an EIS are other actions that may 
overlap in space and time with the proposed project that could result in 
cumulative effects on the environment. Addressing whether or not these 
foreseeable actions should occur or be changed is outside of the scope of this 
EIS. Though, interagency coordination is underway regarding overall health of 
the Deschutes Watershed and approach to climate resiliency. 

As is appropriate for a SEPA EIS, the analysis focused on that areas that could 
be most directly affected by construction or operation of the project 
alternatives, and it provides an impartial discussion of significant 
environmental impacts, and reasonable alternatives and mitigation measures 
that avoid or minimize adverse environmental impacts. 
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  I-809-2 Hydrodynamics and sediment transport numerical modeling conducted for 
this project did include Percival Cove and the lower portion of Percival Creek; 
refer to Attachment 5 of the Final EIS. This will support future design efforts 
that will consider hydrodynamics and sediment transport within Percival Cove 
and Percival Creek, to ensure that a hydrologic and ecological connection is 
maintained. This project does not preclude future work in Percival Cove and 
Percival Creek, and the regulatory agencies may require creek enhancements 
as a condition of project permits. 

I-809-3 As described in Section 4.5.5 and 4.5.6 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, the 
Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives would remove the 5th Avenue dam, which 
would improve migration for salmon and restore estuarine habitat conditions 
in the basin. As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, fishing and viewing is 
supported by project improvements under all alternatives, and interpretive 
signage may be installed throughout Project Area. While Percival Creek 
enhancements are not a part of the action alternatives, the project does not 
preclude future enhancements in Percival Creek that could be undertaken by 
a separate entity. 
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I-809 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-809-4 The Draft EIS (Section 4.5.6) acknowledged that for salmon, the estuary 
provided in the Hybrid Alternative would not be as beneficial when compared 
to the Estuary Alternative since the full range of estuarine functions would be 
not be developed over the entire North Basin area. 

I-809-5 Thank you for your comment. The comment does not affect the 
environmental analysis in the EIS. 

 

 
I-810 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-810 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-810-1 Thank you for your comments and perspective. In response to these and other 
comments, the EIS team conducted additional review of available data and re-
visited the analysis of impacts on bats. See the Global Response for Fish and 
Wildlife for information on the bat analysis, and related updates in the Final 
EIS. 

I-810-2 See the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for information on an expanded 
review of relevant literature and studies on bats that was conducted following 
the publication of the Draft EIS, and related updates in the Final EIS. 

I-810-3 See the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for information on an expanded 
review of relevant literature and studies on bats that was conducted following 
the publication of the Draft EIS, and related updates in the Final EIS. 
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I-810 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-810-4 The perspective this comment provides is noted and was taken into account in 
the context of available data and scientific information, and was considered in 
the impacts analysis. See also the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for 
information on an expanded review of relevant literature and studies on bats 
that was conducted following the publication of the Draft EIS, and related 
updates in the Final EIS. 

I-810-5 See the response to Comment I-810-4. 

I-810-6 See the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for information on an expanded 
review of relevant literature and studies on bats that was conducted following 
the publication of the Draft EIS, and related updates in the Final EIS. 

I-810-7 The Draft EIS and Final EIS do describe that significant impacts are considered 
to be "...elimination of a species group or species of regional importance." See 
Section 4.5.2 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, and also, Section 3.3.2 of the Fish 
and Wildlife Discipline Report. 

I-810-8 See response to Comment I-810-4. 
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I-810 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 
I-811 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-811-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-812 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-812-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-813 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-813-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-813 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-813-2 The characterization of impacts and benefits provided by the Draft EIS and 
Final EIS provides enough discernable information for decision makers to 
weigh the project alternatives, including their potential impacts, feasible 
mitigation measures to reduce impacts, and their ability to meet the proposed 
project objectives. The Draft EIS and Final EIS describe the goals and 
anticipated outcomes for adaptive management but does not prescribe 
specific management activities which are more appropriately defined in 
coordination with the regulatory agencies during permitting, and as 
performance standards are established in the design process. Integral to this 
approach is adapting management practices after construction, as needed, to 
meet performance standards and permit conditions. 
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I-813 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-813-3 The Draft EIS focused on the numerical model results without RSLR when 
discussing sedimentation because this is the more conservative scenario in 
terms of sedimentation (compared to RSLR). The numerical model and EIS 
incorporate climate change projections relative to potential impacts from sea 
level rise and extreme river flows as part of the future conditions for all 
alternatives for the other environmental analyses. Detailed results on the 
difference of water elevations under RSLR can be found in the Hydrodynamics 
& Sediment Transport Discipline Report. 

I-813-4 As noted in Section 4.6 of the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport 
Discipline Report, a +100-year Deschutes River flow was defined as Event #1. 
The ‘+100-year river flow’ means that the selected river flow was higher than 
a 100-year flow. Selection of a river flow higher than the 100-year flow was to 
represent potential increase in flow over the project planning horizon. 

Table 2.3.4 of the Draft EIS lists the recurring maintenance dredging 
information under the Managed Lake Alternative, and it acknowledged that 
dredge frequency is not fixed at 20 years and may increase due to increase of 
sedimentation in the North Basin after the South and Middle Basins have 
reached sediment equilibrium resulting in more sediment passing through the 
North Basin. The potential increase in river flow rates will also contribute to a 
more frequent dredging plan under the Managed Lake Alternative and that 
has been added to Table 2.3.4. 

I-813-5 During the project design and permitting phase, the proposed shoreline 
stabilization would be further refined to minimize wetland loss and to support 
ecological functions. Overall, under the Estuary and Hybrid Alternatives, these 
impacts are expected to be offset by the removal of the approximately 3.3 
acres of fill in Waters of the U.S. associated with removal of the 5th Avenue 
Dam. As described in Section 4.6.7 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0, mitigation 
for unavoidable direct and indirect impacts on wetlands would be 
compensated for at ratios determined by the permitting agencies, if it is 
determined that the alternative selected is not fully self-mitigating with its 
overall improvement to ecological function. 
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I-813 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-813-6 The 30-year time horizon was identified to provide a consistent evaluation 
period for all alternatives. This horizon allows enough time for each of the 
potential alternatives to be constructed, established, and have a period of 
long-term management that can be evaluated. This project time horizon does 
not forecast too far into the future, to avoid speculation. 

I-813-7 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding the use of the 
2004-2014 data set. 

I-813-8 The commenter does not raise issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy or 
completeness of the Draft EIS. Tribal treaty rights and treaty protected 
resources are discussed in Sections 3.5.3, 3.9.1.1, and 4.5.7 of EIS Supporting 
Chapters 3.0 and 4.0. 

Tribal values and resources were also incorporated into the process to select a 
Preferred Alternative as described in Section 1.12 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 1.0 and the Preferred Alternative Identification (Attachment 21): 

 Each alternative was evaluated relative to tribal resources, which 
considered abundance of species protected by tribal treaties, access 
to usual and usual and accustomed fishing areas, and access to 
areas of cultural and spiritual significance. 

 Each alternative was also evaluated relative to cultural resources, 
which considered whether precontact landscapes would or would 
not be restored or preserved. 

 The Squaxin Island Tribe was asked to provide numeric and narrative 
feedback on their ability to support each of the alternatives. 

I-813-9 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 
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I-813 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-813-10 The EIS is intended to provide a summary of the detailed analysis presented in 
the attached discipline reports. However, in response to this comment, this 
information has been included in the Final EIS Supporting Chapter 3.0, Section 
3.9, Cultural Resources. Also, see Sections 3.5 and 4.5, Fish & Wildlife, and 
Sections 3.6 and 4.6, Wetlands, of EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0 where 
the functions and values of estuarine systems are described. 

I-813-11 Please see responses to water quality comments regarding the focus of this 
analysis on dissolved oxygen and total organic carbon; and with respect to the 
additional regulatory compliance section that has been added to the Final EIS 
(see Section 4.3 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 and the Water Quality 
Discipline Report (Attachment 7)). 

I-813-12 See the Global Response for Water Quality. 

I-813-13 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding use of the 2015 
Ecology Water Quality Improvement Report. 
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I-813 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-813-14 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality regarding comparison of 
Capitol Lake to other lakes in Thurston County. 

I-813-15 Thank you for your comments. Following the publication of the Draft EIS, the 
EIS Project Team conducted additional evaluation of available and relevant 
literature and studies on bats. As part of the reconsideration of potential 
impacts to bats under all alternatives, the discussion of the No Action 
Alternative was updated to clarify that the transition to vegetated wetlands 
could reduce insect foraging opportunities for bats, but most of those impacts 
would be realized well beyond the 30-year time horizon for the project. As a 
result, the impacts were clarified to be less than significant under the No 
Action Alternative. Compared to this gradual transition, the loss of freshwater 
habitat following removal of the 5th Avenue Dam under the Estuary and 
Hybrid Alternatives, was determined to be a significant impact. See Section 
4.5.2 of Final EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0. 

See also the Global Response for Fish and Wildlife for information on an 
expanded review of relevant literature and studies on bats that was 
conducted following the publication of the Draft EIS, and related updates in 
the Final EIS. 

I-813-16 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-813 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 
I-814 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-814-1 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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I-815 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-815-1 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

 

 
I-816 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-816-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s position. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

    

 
 

H-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  H-1-1 This response acknowledges the commenter’s alternative preference. Please 
see the Final EIS Supporting Chapter 1.0, Section 1.12 for an explanation of 
the Preferred Alternative identification process. More specific details about 
project construction will be developed during the design phase. If any private 
property must be acquired to implement the project, Enterprise Services will 
work with the impacted property owners and follow appropriate legal 
requirements. Regarding concerns with unauthorized camping and public 
safety, see the Global Response for Land Management. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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H-1 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 
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H-1 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

   

 
 
H-1 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

 H-1-2 See the Global Response for Fish & Wildlife for information on the bat 
analysis, and related updates in the Final EIS. 

 

 

   H-1-1
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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COMMENT  RESPONSE 
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H-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  H-1-3 Enterprise Services appreciates the commenter's detailed review of the Draft 
EIS. 

H-1-4 Comment noted. Please see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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H-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  H-1-5 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis 
in the Draft EIS. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 

  

  H-1-6 Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  H-1-7 Thank you for your comments. The comments do not raise issues regarding 
the adequacy, accuracy or completeness of the Draft EIS. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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H-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 

  

  H-1-8 Thank you for your comment. The Hybrid Alternative has been modified to 
include a groundwater-fed freshwater reflecting pool, as described in further 
detail in Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 and the Global Response for the 
Hybrid Alternative. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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H-1 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

 

  

   

 
 
H-1 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

 

  

 H-1-9 The elements of Capitol Lake are not within the boundary of the Washington 
State Capitol Historic District. This prompted the review of Capitol Lake for 
both individual and historic district (Des Chutes Basin Project) eligibility based 
on the original design, its intended role relative to the Capitol Campus, and its 
relationship to the City Beautiful Movement conveyed in the design principles 
employed by Wilder & White and the Olmsted Brothers for the Washington 
State Capitol Campus Historic District. DAHP determined that neither the Des 
Chutes Basin Project nor the Capitol Lake  Deschutes Estuary are eligible for 
listing in the National Register of Historic Places, as they lacked integrity to 
convey their original design and intended role. See the Global Response for 
Cultural Resources for additional information. 
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Final EIS October 2022 Attachment 22 – Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS 

Capitol Lake – Deschutes Estuary 
Long-Term Management Project 

Page HEAR-17 

H-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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H-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 

  

  H-1-10 Following the Draft EIS, the State Historic Preservation Officer and 
Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
determined that Capitol Lake, as part of the Des Chutes Basin Project, is not 
eligible for listing on the National Historic Preservation Act. Please see the 
Global Response for Cultural Resources and Section 4.9 of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0 for more information. 
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H-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  H-1-11 In response to comments received on the Draft EIS, the Hybrid Alternative has 
been updated to include a freshwater reflecting pool. A saltwater reflecting 
pool has been eliminated from further consideration. 

Please see associated revisions to Final EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0 and 
associated updates in the Water Quality section of Final EIS Supporting 
Chapter 4.0 (Section 4.3) and in the Water Quality Discipline Report 
(Attachment 7). 
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H-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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H-1 

COMMENT  RESPONSE 

  

   

 

           H-1-11
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 H-1-12 Consistent with SEPA, the geographic study areas encompass the areas where 
the project could result in significant adverse environmental impacts. As such, 
the study areas varied by environmental resource in terms of geographic 
extent and of level of analysis. For most resources, the study area was defined 
to end at West Bay, and for some resources like Water Quality, the study area 
also included East Bay. Note that the Water Quality analysis evaluated data 
from the outer Budd Inlet station. 

Although it is correct that the EIS does not include analysis of impacts farther 
north, through the entirety of Budd Inlet, there is no information that 
significant adverse impacts would result from the proposed project in that 
area. 

 

 

  H-1-11
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H-1 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  H-1-13 See the Global Response for Economics. 

H-1-14 The 30-year time horizon was identified to provide a consistent evaluation 
period for all alternatives. This horizon allows enough time for each of the 
potential alternatives to be constructed, established, and have a period of 
long-term management that can be evaluated. This project time horizon does 
not forecast too far into the future, to avoid speculation. 

H-1-15 There is very limited data on the current abundance of coho salmon in 
Percival Creek. However, in response to this comment some additional 
information on abundance and distribution was added to Section 4.1 of the 
Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report. See also the Global Response for Fish and 
Wildlife. 

To the question of the origins of salmon in West Bay, there is information 
indicating juvenile salmon have been detected in the South Sound, including 
within Budd Inlet that originate from hatcheries as far north in Puget Sound as 
the Wallace River, a tributary to the Skykomish River. This is consistent with 
studies which have shown that both hatchery and wild origin juvenile Chinook 
salmon frequently migrate for long distances from there natal estuaries to 
non-natal estuaries. In response to this comment, additional text on estuary 
function, including use of estuaries by non-natal juvenile salmonids was added 
to Sections 3.5 and 4.5 of Final EIS Supporting Chapters 3.0 and 4.0, and 
Section 5.5.1.2 of the Fish and Wildlife Discipline Report. 

H-1-16 See the Global Response for Air Quality & Odor regarding the carbon 
sequestration potential of the alternatives. As described in Section 4.4.3 of EIS 
Supporting Chapter 4.0, none of the alternatives considered will affect the 
magnitude or extent of climate change impacts. Differences may occur in the 
opportunities for adaptation to climate change. 
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  H-1-17 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality. 
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  H-1-18 Please see Global Responses for Water Quality. 

As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 2.0, adaptive management plans 
would be developed to meet lake management standards under the Managed 
Lake and Hybrid Alternatives. The Final EIS also includes additional regulatory 
analysis to describe the ability of alternatives to meet TMDL allocations based 
on the recent Draft TMDL for Budd Inlet, released by Ecology in 2022 to 
address low dissolved oxygen conditions in Budd Inlet. 

H-1-19 Regarding the study area boundary, see the response to Comment H-1-12. 

Regarding consideration of non-point sources in the Deschutes River, previous 
studies, historical monitoring data, and recent data collected for this analysis 
were used to characterize the conditions in both Capitol Lake and Budd Inlet. 
Key studies reviewed include a 2012 Ecology study with modeling results, 
Ecology TMDL studies, Thurston County water quality monitoring in the 
Deschutes River and Capitol Lake, and Ecology water quality monitoring in 
Budd Inlet. The full description of methodology and information sources is 
presented in the Water Quality Discipline Report (Attachment 7). 

H-1-20 See the Global Response for Cultural Resources. 

H-1-21 This response acknowledges the commenter’s alternative preference. 
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  H-1-22 We appreciate the commenter bringing this new study to our attention. 

As described in Section 2.16.2 of the Hydrodynamics and Sediment Transport 
Discipline Report, there is considerable uncertainty surrounding the effects of 
climate change on precipitation and as a result, on streamflow. In addition, 
there is inherent uncertainty associated with predicting changes in water use 
and its potential impacts on river baseflow. According to the best available 
science on climate change, shifts in temperature and precipitation patterns 
due to climate change in the region are expected to impact streamflow. 
Projections of future flow conditions in the region indicate a shift toward an 
earlier freshet period, increases in late-winter and early-spring flows, and 
reduced streamflow during summer and early-fall months. 

The new study mentioned by the commenter is titled "The Effect of 
Groundwater Pumping on Baseflow in the Deschutes River of Washington 
State” and seems to be predicting a possible reduction of baseflow due to 
groundwater pumping. As described in the Hydrodynamics and Sediment 
Transport Discipline Report, even during the wet season, the majority of 
sediment is not constantly delivered but rather arrives during large flood 
events (USGS 2006). Therefore, we do not anticipate that this new study 
would change approach/findings of the Hydrodynamics and Sediment 
Transport Discipline Report. 

That said, as mentioned in Section 4.2.5.3 of EIS Supporting Chapter 4.0 “if a 
number of low flow events were observed for a period of time and low 
sediment deposition was observed, the time between maintenance dredging 
events could be extended.” 
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  H-1-23 Comment noted. See also the Global Response for the Preferred Alternative 
Identification Process. 

H-1-24 This comment is a statement and does not affect the environmental analysis 
in the EIS. Enterprise Services recognizes the need to provide a variety of 
options for the public to provide comments on the Draft EIS. 
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  H-1-25 The commenter does not raise specific issues regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIS to allow for a response. The EIS has 
been reviewed for subjective statements and revisions have been made to 
provide more objective language, as applicable. For example, the phrase 
"good sediment quality" was included in the Draft EIS because it was 
determined to clearly convey a finding and be understandable to a broad 
audience; however, the Washington State Department of Ecology 
recommended that this wording be removed due to its subjectivity and 
revisions have been made to state that the sediment in Capitol Lake "would 
not require cleanup relative to applicable standards." 

H-1-26 Please see the Global Responses for Water Quality. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  H-1-27 As described in EIS Supporting Chapter 8.0, Enterprise Services consulted with 
tribes and local, state, and federal entities throughout development of the EIS. 
Ecology, WDFW and DNR are members of the Technical Work Group and, 
therefore, have been consulted regularly throughout the EIS process. In 
response to comments on the Draft EIS, Enterprise Services also engaged in 
additional coordination efforts with these agencies on specific topics such as 
water quality, salmonid use of the Project Area, and potential effects to bat 
species. 

H-1-28 Please see response to Comment T-2-23. 
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