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30 April 2020
Mr. Gordon White
SEPA Responsible Official
Washington State Department of Ecology, and
Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project EIS
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
Mr. White,
The Washington Coast Sustainable Salmon Partnership (hereafter Coast Salmon Partnership), an alliance
of local partners and scientific experts formed in 2007 in response to the Washington State Salmon
Recovery Act, appreciates the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project. The geographic range for
our organization spans nearly four million acres on the outer coast of Washington State and includes all
watersheds that flow directly into the Pacific Ocean, including the Chehalis River.
Our detailed analysis of this proposal is included with this letter, but we want to especially emphasize
four crucial points:
•

The Proposed Project will exacerbate current stresses on salmon in the Chehalis River and set
back more than two decades of effort and monetary investment to protect and restore
salmon habitat;

•

Mitigation is uncertain and the DEIS offers very little detail on how to mitigate the Proposed
Project, or if mitigation is even feasible;

•

The DEIS fails to adequately evaluate the Local Action alternative;

•

The DEIS underestimates impacts of the Proposed Project on Southern Resident Killer Whales

The Coast Salmon Partnership agrees with the many citizens and officials who believe a comprehensive
strategy is needed to address the needs of people, communities and fish and wildlife that inhabit the
Chehalis River basin. Further, we recognize that the salmon entering the ocean from this river are of
importance to people and communities at a far broader geographic scale. But, we also agree with the
conclusion of the DEIS: the FRE will have probable significant adverse and unavoidable environmental
impacts. Loss of a major spawning area for spring Chinook salmon, one of the most imperiled salmon
species in the Chehalis River Basin and important food for the endangered South Resident Killer Whales,
should be unacceptable to the people of Washington.
Flooding in the Chehalis River basin is a problem for people and fish; solutions to these problems also
need to be solutions for people and fish. Alternatives that provide solutions for people but exacerbate
problems for fish will not offer a true solution for the Chehalis River basin. Similarly, alternatives that
provide solutions for fish but exacerbate problems for people also fall short of a true solution. The Coast
Salmon Partnership encourages continued work to find solutions that will address the complex problems
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facing flooding, farming, and fisheries in the Chehalis River basin. As described in this letter, we have
significant concerns that the Proposed Project will not support long-term needs of fish or people in the
basin and that the DEIS has not adequately explored alternatives that may provide better solutions than
the Proposed Project. Thank you for considering our comments.
Sincerely,
Mark Swartout, Chair
Coast Salmon Partnership
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COMMENTS OF COAST SALMON PARTNERSHIP
Interested Party Background
The Coast Salmon Partnership is a regional salmon recovery organization formed in response to the
Salmon Recovery Act (RCW 77.85) passed by the Washington State legislature in 1999. The geographic
range for our organization spans nearly four million acres on the outer coast of Washington State and
includes all watersheds that flow directly into the Pacific Ocean, including the Chehalis River.
The Coast Salmon Partnership brings together diverse local partners and scientific experts to protect and
restore salmon runs of Washington’s outer coast, which has some of the best remaining salmon
populations in the contiguous United States. Our work is guided by the Washington Coast Sustainable
Salmon Plan which has the primary goal to “prevent additional ESA listings of Washington Coast salmon
and further diminished salmon populations through sustainability instead of ESA recovery planning”
(WCSSP 2013). We put people to work with on-the-ground habitat restoration and protection projects,
aiming to ensure the long-term health of our state’s iconic salmon while creating local family-wage jobs.
Summary of Comments
The Chehalis River basin has been a home for people, fish, and wildlife for millennia. This river was the
source of abundant wild salmon runs that supported tribal fishing, including treaty fishing rights, as well
as recreational and commercial fisheries. Current salmon runs are severely reduced in number, often
resulting in closures of these fisheries. The floodplains and lands of the river valley support agriculture
and timber production, outdoor recreation, local economies, interstate commerce and habitat for
aquatic species. Flooding has been a part of the Chehalis River basin for millennia and plays an
important ecological function for this watershed. Winter floods have also been the source of substantial
damage to the people and communities who have settled and established homes in the floodplains of
the Chehalis River basin.
The Coast Salmon Partnership agrees with the many citizens and officials that believe a comprehensive
strategy is needed to address the needs of people, communities and fish and wildlife that inhabit the
Chehalis River basin. Further we recognize that the salmon entering the ocean from this river are of
importance to people and communities at a far broader geographic scale. The currently Proposed
Project to build a flood retention expandable facility (FRE) in the headwaters of the Chehalis River and to
augment the existing Chehalis-Centralia airport levee warrants a careful examination. Assuming the
stated significant impacts are accurate, the information provided in the DEIS helped clarify our
understanding of the benefits and costs of the proposed action. Based on this understanding, we note
that a substantial amount of flood damage will continue even if the FRE is constructed and offer the
following summary of our concerns:
The DEIS concludes the FRE will have probable significant adverse and unavoidable
environmental impacts. We agree with this conclusion. The Proposed Project will increase
the water temperatures downstream of the facility and temporarily block access to
juvenile salmon seeking cool water upstream of the facility. Alternative actions, which
may be far less environmentally harmful, have not been developed with enough detail to
understand their benefits. There is a great uncertainty whether mitigation could
successfully replace what has been lost if the Proposed Project goes forward. Among
those losses will be a major spawning area for spring Chinook salmon. Spring Chinook
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salmon are the most imperiled salmon species in the Chehalis River basin and important
food for the endangered South Resident Killer Whales, an icon of Pacific Northwest
culture. In sum, we have significant concern whether the Proposed Project will contribute
to a solution that meets the long-term needs, for people or fish, of the Chehalis River
basin.
We offer the following specific concerns regarding the Proposed Project and the DEIS:
•

The Proposed Project will exacerbate existing poor conditions in the Chehalis River basin,

•

The DEIS fails to adequately evaluate the Local Action alternative,

•

The DEIS underestimates impacts of the Proposed Project on Southern Resident Killer Whales,
and

•

Mitigation is uncertain and the DEIS offers very little detail on how to mitigate the Proposed
Project, or if mitigation is even feasible.

We provide a more detailed explanation for each of these comments below.
Detailed Comments
The Proposed Project will exacerbate existing poor conditions in the Chehalis River basin. Environmental
conditions of the Chehalis River basin are already degraded. The recent 10-year abundances of salmon
and steelhead are far below historical values from the early 1900s (DEIS p. E-141). Floodplain
development, culvert fish barriers, historical splash dams and clearing of large trees, dynamic ocean
conditions, and the establishment of non-native fish species have degraded salmon habitat. Climate
change is predicted to intensify stress on salmon populations in the future. Our organization works with
restoration groups across the Chehalis River basin to improve fish habitat and offset the anticipated
impacts of climate change. We are concerned that the Proposed Project will exacerbate current
stresses on salmon in the Chehalis River and set back more than two decades of effort and monetary
investment to protect and restore salmon habitat.
Specifically, the Proposed Project will impact the amount of water (quantity), the water temperature
(quality), and the ability of juvenile salmon to access cold water (fish passage):
•

Water quantity. Summer stream flows in the vicinity of the FRE facility (Doty) are currently
below minimum instream flow threshold required under WAC-173-522 (DEIS p. N-48).
Construction of the FRE facility will remove an additional 75 to 150 million gallons of water from
the river with 80% of the water removal occurring in a 10 to 20-month period (DEIS p. N-47).
These additional water withdrawals will influence both fish and the farming communities
downstream. When minimum instream flows are not met in the basin, landowners with junior
water rights may be required to stop withdrawing water. For example, 2019 was the fifth
consecutive year that the Washington State Department of Ecology issued curtailment orders to
93 junior water right holders in the Chehalis Basin to stop diverting water from the Chehalis,
Newaukum, Satsop, and Wynoochee rivers for irrigation purposes (DEIS p. N-21).

•

Water quality. The Chehalis River basin has warm summer stream temperatures that restrict
summer rearing habitat for salmon to the upper extremes of each sub-basin (Winkowski et al.
2018). Washington Department of Ecology determined that 70% of streams in the upper
Chehalis Basin are not currently meeting water quality standards (DEIS p. N-22). By the end of
the century, summer stream temperatures are predicted to increase 3°C to 4°C in the vicinity of
the FRE facility (DEIS p. N-50) and the FRE facility will cause an additional stream temperature
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increases of 2°C to 3°C in response to trees removed from the riparian areas surrounding the
temporary reservoir (DEIS p. N-24). Temperature increases caused by the FRE facility will extend
up to 20 miles downstream.
•

Fish passage. There are more than 1,300 known culvert fish passage barriers in the Chehalis
River basin (https://geodataservices.wdfw.wa.gov/hp/chehalisprioritization/index.html). Fish
passage barriers impact both juvenile and adult salmon by restricting access to needed habitat.
The DEIS mentions recent studies that demonstrated upstream movements of juvenile salmon
through the proposed FRE location (Winkowski and Zimmerman 2017) but does not explain that
these movements are thought to occur because juvenile salmon seek cooler water
temperatures during the summer season when downstream temperatures approach lethal
limits. During construction of the FRE facility, there will be limited to no upstream fish passage
for juvenile salmon during the 24-month period when the river is diverted through the bypass
tunnel portals. This will block juvenile salmon access to the cool waters they need, compounding
the already substantial impacts of both culvert fish barriers and warm stream temperatures in
the basin.

The Local Action alternative lacks enough detail to be evaluated in the DEIS. The Local Action alternative
includes actions that may reduce flood damage with minimal environmental impact. The list includes
land use management, floodproofing existing structures, buy-out of at-risk properties or structures,
floodplain storage improvements including riparian restoration, afforestation, floodplain reconnection,
and water flow abatement, channel migration protection, and early flood warning systems (DEIS N-80).
Unfortunately, the actions on this list are not defined with enough detail to support anything more than
a minimal and qualitative analysis of their impact (DEIS p. E2-36). This limited analysis of the Local Action
alternative contrasts with the extensive and quantitative analyses conducted for the Proposed Project
and No Action alternative. Without a list of Local Actions that have been developed with a
commensurate level of detail to the Proposed Project, there is really no way to compare between
these two alternatives.
In addition to the level of analysis, the Local Action alternative should be evaluated with an additional
set of metrics. Notably, many of the local actions manage flood risk and minimize property damage
rather than reducing the amount of floodwater. Metrics such as the number of damaged structures or
the economic cost of damages would have been a more appropriate metric than depth of flooding
when evaluating impacts of Local Action alternatives such as floodproofing.
There are compelling reasons to want a side-by-side comparison of the flood damages expected under
the Local Action alternative versus the Proposed Project. A previous analysis conducted for the
Programmatic EIS found that “approximately 75% of the residential homes in the Chehalis River
floodplain could feasibly be elevated or floodproofed” and assumed that “25% of other buildings
(commercial, industrial, government, schools), in the 100-year floodplain of the Chehalis River could
feasibly be raised, retrofitted, or floodproofed by constructing flood barriers or walls” (DEIS p. 1-43). In
comparison, the Proposed Project would reduce structural damage by just 29% under a late-century
major flood and 43% under a late-century catastrophic flood (DEIS Exhibit 5.7-2 and 5.7-3). Although the
analyses in the Programmatic and Project EIS are not intended to be parallel, the Project EIS was
intended to build on the Programmatic EIS and provide more detail and analysis. A first glance at these
numbers would suggest that the Proposed Project may not offer additional flood protection beyond that
of the Local Action alternative. And, it would be expected that the Local Action alternative would have
much less impact to aquatic species and their habitat. The public has a right to an equal evaluation of
the alternatives included in the DEIS process.
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Mitigation is uncertain and the DEIS offers very little detail on how to mitigate the Proposed Project, or
if mitigation is even feasible. The collective wisdom gained from 20 years of salmon recovery in
Washington State is that protecting existing habitat is far more certain and less costly than restoring
degraded habitat. The outcome of any mitigation is uncertain and the recovery of fish numbers, once
lost, is hard to quantify and impossible to guarantee. Therefore, we have substantial concerns whether
mitigation for the Proposed Project could be either ecologically effective or cost effective. In some
cases, such as water quality standards required to obtain a Clean Water Act Section 401 (Water Quality
Certification) permit, we are unclear how the temperature standards could possibly be met with the
Proposed Project in place and the DEIS offers no guidance. In other cases, the DEIS offers insufficient
guidance on the content of the mitigation plans to address significant and adverse effects. We are most
concerned about the lack of specific guidance associated with the Fish and Aquatic Species and
Habitat Mitigation Plan (FISH-1). In the first five years of construction, salmon numbers upstream of the
FRE facility are predicted to decline by more than 1,000 fish (DEIS Figure E-13 to E-24). The FISH-1
mitigation would require the applicant to achieve “no net loss for the riparian and stream habitats
impacted by construction and operational activities” (DEIS, p. 73). However, the standards associated
with “no net loss” are not defined (e.g., no details of habitat location, amount, or quality), making
accountability for this type of mitigation impossible to evaluate. Further, there is absolutely no
certainty that mitigating for habitat loss will translate into recovery of salmon numbers that have
declined due to construction of the FRE facility.
The DEIS underestimates impacts of the Proposed Project on Southern Resident Killer Whales (SRKW).
The SRKW feed in the vicinity of Grays Harbor during winter months and spring Chinook salmon are their
primary prey. The Proposed Project will degrade one of just three currently important spawning areas
for spring Chinook salmon in the Chehalis River basin, putting the SRKW at increased risk of insufficient
prey resources. Further, actions that degrade spring Chinook salmon in the Chehalis River basin pass the
burden and cost of rebuilding SRKW populations to other rivers and other communities across the
Pacific Northwest.
The Proposed Project is likely to have a far greater impact on SRKW than identified in the DEIS. For
example, the DEIS states that the Washington coast is not part of the SRKW critical habitat (DEIS p. E-54)
and fails to mention that NOAA Fisheries is currently considering a proposed rule to revise SRKW critical
habitat to include coastal waters from Washington to California (84 FR 49214). Further, the DEIS
concludes that the impact to SRKW will be moderate because Chehalis River Chinook salmon are not
currently a significant dietary source for the SRKW (DEIS p. 76). If one considers the relative numbers of
spring Chinook salmon currently produced by the Chehalis River, this conclusion appears to be
supported. However, the rationale is faulty when put into proper context. A proper context for the DEIS
should start with the observation that SRKW numbers are currently depleted and that prey availability is
one of the key factors contributing to their endangered status (Southern Resident Orca Task Force
2019). Increased availability of spring Chinook salmon from the Chehalis River should benefit the SRKW,
especially when the SRKW feed near Grays Harbor. Conversely, further depletion of the spring Chinook
salmon from the Chehalis River should have a significant adverse effect on these endangered marine
mammals.
Summary
Nearly two decades ago, Governor Locke stated that “Extinction is not an option” for salmon in
Washington State and initiated the statewide strategy for salmon recovery. That motto – extinction is
not an option – has fueled a huge investment in salmon across Washington state, including more than
$40 million invested in the Chehalis River alone. The significant and adverse impacts of the Proposed
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Project on fish and wildlife will work counter to the significant investment already made to restore the
Chehalis River basin and will increase the cost and uncertainty of future investments.
Flooding in the Chehalis River basin is a problem for people and fish; solutions to these problems also
need to be solutions for people and fish. Alternatives that provide solutions for people but exacerbate
problems for fish will not offer a true solution for the Chehalis River basin. Similarly, alternatives that
provide solutions for fish but exacerbate problems for people also fall short of a true solution. The Coast
Salmon Partnership encourages continued work to find solutions that address the complex problems
facing flooding, farming, and fisheries in the Chehalis River basin. As described in this letter, we have
significant concerns that the Proposed Project will not support long-term needs of fish or people in the
basin and that the DEIS has not adequately explored alternatives that may provide better solutions than
the Proposed Project. Thank you for considering our comments.
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Message:
Steve Verhey
Environment and Climate Caucus Washington State Democrats
eccwadem@gmail.com
Washigton State

Comments:
Please see attached File
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May 18th, 2020
Mr. Gordon White
SEPA Responsible Official
Washington State Department of Ecology, and
Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project EIS
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
RE: Public comment on the draft state environmental impact statement for the proposed Chehalis River
Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project
Mr. White,
Please accept the following public comment from the Environment and Climate Caucus of the
Washington State Democratic Central Committee (ECC) on the draft state environmental impact
statement (EIS) prepared by the Washington State Department of Ecology for Chehalis River Basin Flood
Damage Reduction Project currently proposed by the Chehalis River Basin Flood Control Zone District
based in Lewis County, Washington. The Environment and Climate Caucus is a grassroots organization of
concerned citizens from across Washington State and appreciates the opportunity to comment on the
EIS for this proposed action.
The Chehalis River basin has been a home for people, fish, and wildlife for millennia. This river is the
source of abundant wild salmon runs and supports tribal fishing, including treaty fishing rights, as well as
recreational and commercial fisheries. The floodplains and lands of the river valley support farming,
outdoor recreation, local economies, and interstate commerce. Flooding has been a part of the Chehalis
River basin for millennia and plays an important ecological function for this watershed. Winter floods
have also been the source of substantial damage to the people and communities who have settled in
the floodplains of the Chehalis River basin.
The ECC believes a comprehensive strategy is needed to address the needs of people, communities and
fish and wildlife that inhabit the Chehalis River basin. Further we recognize that the salmon entering the
ocean from this productive river are of importance to people and communities at a far broader
geographic scale. The current Proposed Project to build a flood retention facility in the headwaters of
the Chehalis River warrants a careful examination. We were pleased to see that the EIS provided a
thorough analysis of the flood reductions that would be realized (or not) by the proposed action,
incorporated climate change projections into the analysis, and included impacts of the proposed action
on a full suite of fish and wildlife species. This information helped clarify our understanding of the
benefits and costs of the proposed action.:

The EIS concludes that the Flood Retention Expandable (FRE) will have probable significant adverse and
unavoidable environmental impacts. We agree with this conclusion. The Proposed Project will increase
the water temperatures downstream of the facility and temporarily block access to juvenile salmon
seeking cool water upstream of the facility. Alternative actions, which may be far less environmentally
harmful, have not been developed with enough detail to understand their benefits. Two decades of
salmon recovery tell us there is a great uncertainty whether mitigation will successfully replace what has
been lost if the Proposed Project goes forward. Further, the Proposed Project will destroy what was
once a major spawning area for spring Chinook salmon. Spring Chinook salmon are the most imperiled
salmon species in the Chehalis River basin and important food for the endangered Southern Resident
Killer Whales, an icon of Pacific northwest culture. In sum, we have significant concern whether the
Proposed Project will provide a solution to support long-term resiliency, for people or fish, of the
Chehalis River basin.
Nearly two decades ago, Governor Locke stated that “Extinction was not an option” for salmon in
Washington state and initiated the statewide strategy for salmon recovery. That motto – extinction is
not an option – has fueled a huge investment in salmon across Washington state, including more than
$40 million invested in the Chehalis River alone. The significant and adverse impacts of the Proposed
Project on fish and wildlife will work counter to the significant investment already made to restore the
Chehalis River basin and will increase the cost and uncertainty of future investments.
Flooding in the Chehalis River basin is a problem for people and fish; solutions to these problems also
need to be solutions for people and fish. Alternatives that provide solutions for people but exacerbate
problems for fish will not offer a resilient future for the Chehalis River basin. Similarly, alternatives that
provide solutions for fish but exacerbate problems for people also fall short of a true solution. The
Environmental Climate Caucus (ECC) encourages continued work to find solutions that will address the
complex problems facing flooding, farming, and fisheries in the Chehalis River basin. As described in this
letter, we have significant concerns that the Proposed Project will not support long-term resiliency of
fish or people in the basin and that the EIS has not adequately explored alternatives that may provide
better solutions than the Proposed Project. Thank you for considering our comments.
On behalf of the Environment and Climate Caucus of the Washington State Democrats
Chairman Steve Verhey PhD

verheys@hotmail.com
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Message:
Janet Strong, President
Grays Harbor Audubon Society
janet.strong4@gmail.com
Washington

Comments:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. the Grays Harbor Audubon Society, an allvolunteer non-profit in WA, is totally OPPOSED to the construction of a dam on the upper
Chehalis River above the town of Pe Ell for the following reasons: 1. The location for the dam
is in a fairly pristine, remote portion of the basin, home to spawning Chinook salmon,
steelhead trout, other aquatic organisms and easily disturbed wildlife such as cougar, bear, elk
and sensitive amphibians. The five year construction period's activities, with the dam site
itself, wider roads to accommodate heavy equipment, quarries, tunnel blasted through
bedrock, landing areas for equipment and worker headquarters, will so disrupt the ecosystem
as to probably drive out larger animals and destroy habitat for amphibians and fish. 2.
Permanently destroying 90% of the forest cover along over 6 miles of the Chehalis River or 13
miles of riparian zone and adjacent uplands (within the expected temporary reservoir area)
will have disastrous effects on this reach of the river, including increased incidence of
landslides, excessive sedimentation into the river, loss of shading and large woody debris
recruitment and thermal refugia, and temperature increase in the river estimated to be up to 9
degree F. Wildlife will lose a travel corridor and have an interruption in the KEY travel
corridor connecting the Cascades with the Willapa Hills and the coast. Amphibians especially
will lose the cool, moist habitat critical for their survival. 3. The negative effects to the river
within the 6 miles of forest removal will have many of the same effects on the river for several
miles downstream. The Chehalis River already is under a TMDL for temperature and the
increased temperature effect will exacerbate it. 4. This dam, destructive as it will be, will not
solve flooding problems completely in the area from Pe Ell to Centralia. It will have no
positive effect on all other areas of the Chehalis basin, in fact it will reduce salmon and
steelhead populations, already in decline in the basin. 5. The cost to Washington taxpayers
will be exorbitant, ranging from $628 Million to $1 Billion. The part of the basin benefiting is
relatively small, even including I-5. Additional measures will have to be taken to address
flooding problems. 6. For people in the lower basin, especially those who rely on fishing for
their livelihood, for the Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis and the Quinault Indian Nation,
this dam will greatly reduce the fishery resources upon which they depend. 7. Southern Orcas,
currently endangered and cruising the coast in search of Chinook salmon, their main food
supply, may suffer starvation and ultimate extinction partly because of reduced Chinook.
Our main reason for opposing the dam is its destructiveness to the immediate area, the huge
cost for only a portion of the basin's protection, and the lack of concentration for the rest of the
Chehalis Basin. The SOLUTION would be to use the estimated cost and devote it to building

resilience in the WHOLE basin through several measures: Reconnecting old oxbows to the
river, allowing the high waters to occupy the floodplain, moving threatened structures out of
danger areas, creating raised areas (out of the floodplain) for threatened residences and stock
animals. Also, buying out old floodplain areas, removing old dikes that hinder any river's
movement, enhancing wetlands and ponds as water storage areas. The most important step to
take is to STOP filling and additional development in floodplains throughout the basin. For
lower Chehalis and Centralia and I-5, there may be critical places where short dikes would
help existing homes, businesses and the interstate.
Thus we support Alternative 2 in essence and anticipate its development in greater detail.
Sincerely, Janet Strong, President of Grays Harbor Audubon Society
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Message:
Annie Cubberly
Great Old broads for Wilderness
anniecubberly@gmail.com
Thurston / Washington

Comments:
To Whom It May Concern,
The Great Old Broads for Wilderness is a national organization that engages and inspires
activism for the protection of wilderness and wild places. We stand with the Confederated
Tribes of the Chehalis and the Quinault Indian Nation to adamantly oppose to the construction
of a dam on the Chehalis River near Pe Ell, Washington.
From all the scientific reports that we have reviewed the proposed dam is not a sustainable,
effective or practical solution to end flooding. In fact the dam would only reduce flood
damage for a very limited number of residents in the basin. Most citizens and businesses in the
lower basin, and along other flood-prone Chehalis River tributaries would not receive any
benefit from the proposed dam. We believe that the expenditure of over $628 million in
Washington state funds to build a dam that will cause so many other serious environmental
problems is egregious!
It is a travesty that wild salmon and steelhead runs are nearing extinction across the Pacific
Northwest. The Chehalis Basin may be Washington’s last best chances to get salmon recovery
right. Construction of the proposed dam however, with its associated support infrastructure,
would decimate the opportunity for salmon in the Chehalis Basin to return to their once
thriving historic population levels. The dam would cause destruction of over 12 miles of
riparian habitats, elimination of critical spawning and rearing habitat for spring Chinook and
steelhead, and the increase of river temperatures to near lethal levels.
We are not just talking about Salmon it will also have significant impacts on wildlife species
and with campers, hikers, fisherman and hunters. During the proposed 5-year construction
period, there will be loss of breeding habitat and migratory corridors and a reduction in food
resources for the already endangered Southern Resident Killer Whales.
The Chehalis Basin has had periodic funds for over 100 years, it is the natural way that rivers
behave. It is just that now people are in the way and seek to control nature. We recognize that
there is not a one-size-fits all solution, but the science is clear that the dam will not solve the
problem We believe that implementation of comprehensive local actions may be just as
effective, while protecting the Chehalis river eco system.
Respectfully, Annie Cubberly.
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May 21, 2020
SEPA Draft EIS for the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
RE: Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Chehalis River
Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project under State Environmental Policy Act
These comments are submitted on behalf of the Twin Harbors Waterkeeper, North Sound
Baykeeper, Spokane Riverkeeper, and the Washington State South Sound Chapter of the Sierra
Club.
For the reasons provided below, based on its review of the DEIS, we oppose the proposed
Project to build an expandable flood control dam and levee. Our hope is that Ecology will deny
the project now, in order to save money, time, and effort.
We call particular attention to the positions and perspectives that have been presented by the
Quinault and Chehalis Tribes and their historical, cultural and economic connection to salmon
and other aquatic resources provided by the Chehalis River.
Separate the Projects:
The DEIS evaluates the impacts from 2 projects – the proposed dam and the airport levee. The
purpose of the dam will be to reduce flooding to a very small area of the Chehalis basin. The
purpose of the levee is to protect flood damage in the area protected by the elevated levee. The
presence of the levee actually increases flood damage to some areas of the basin. These projects are

very different, and each should trigger the need for an EIS. We request that a separate EIS be
provided for each project.
There is no “plan B”:
SEPA regulations require that an EIS analyze reasonable alternatives. The “local actions”
alternative proposed in the DEIS is totally inadequate. Impacts of the Local Actions Alternative
should be examined in more detail. Instead, the DEIS states it would be up to local governments to
identify specific projects. Local actions could achieve the applicant’s objective, these actions could
include improving floodplain function, moving people out of harm’s way, buying out at-risk
properties, and increasing floodplain/water storage downstream from Pe Ell. Why weren’t these
actions to reduce flood damage fully analyzed? The SEPA is deficient in this realm.
Water Quality Impacts:
The Chehalis River already suffers from serious water quality impairment. Many reaches and
tributary areas are on the state’s most polluted waters list for low dissolved oxygen and high
temperature. A lot of the river is simply not habitable for salmon during the summer. Juvenile fish
need cool water; during the summer they get squeezed into the higher elevation streams across the
basin – including the area above the dam site.
The proposed dam will elevate the summer water temperatures by 5 to 9°F over more than 25
miles of river. This will happen in an area of the basin that is one of three key spawning areas for
spring Chinook salmon. This will happen in an area of the basin that supports 15% of the wild
steelhead run for the entire basin. The dam will cause increased summer temperatures because the
large trees need to be cleared from the reservoir areas to protect the dam infrastructure. These
trees currently shade and cool the river during the summer but wouldn’t into the future.
Temperature increases from the dam on top of climate impacts on the river could result in near
lethal temperatures for salmon in this area of the basin by the end of the 21st century.
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) water quality studies were conducted on the Chehalis River for
temperature and low dissolved oxygen in 2000 and 2001, respectively. These reports provide
detailed analysis of water quality impairments, and prescribe necessary steps about how to
improve water quality. Why doesn’t the DEIS mention these studies? How will water quality
standards be attained when water temperatures rise even higher? The proposed dam would
require a waste load allocation. This is a legal requirement. The DEIS should be revised to describe
the process, requirements, and likelihood of receiving a waste load allocation for the project.
In relation to the impacts of forest practices in the headwaters
Most of the headwaters in the South, East, and West forks of the Chehalis River are owned by the
Weyerhaeuser Corporation and are managed as industrial forest lands. Many have, or are about to
be logged for the third time. The soils in these areas are highly erodible. In the 2007 flood, there
were over 1,250 landslides in these areas. Based on a reconnaissance report and GIS data from WA
DNR, 98% of the mapped landslide processes were associated with forest practices that have
occurred within the last 50 years, and almost half were associated with forest practices that have
occurred in the last 15 years. In contrast, no landslides were mapped on stands over 50 years of
age. Based on the available evidence, it is clear that forest practices in the headwaters increased
the number and extent of landslides triggered by the December 2007 storm event.

Improved forestry practices, such as requiring that much more trees remain until they are at least
50 years old should be included in the Local Action Alternatives. Improving forestry practices in
the headwaters is imperative if flood resiliency is ever to be achieved. Why was the entire
component of forest practices in the headwaters area been left out of the Chehalis Basin process?
Water Quantity Impacts:
Ecology has established minimum instream flows for the Chehalis Basin (lower and upper) to
provide for the preservation of wildlife, fish, scenic, aesthetic and other environmental and
navigational values (Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 173-522). Data compiled in 2003
indicate that water allocations in the basin exceed the actual stream flow in the river between April
and October, which coincides with the construction window for the proposed dam. Furthermore,
for the 2018 water year at the Doty gage, instream flows were below the 31-cfs minimum
established for the nearby Elk Creek control station for most of the August 15 to September 15
period, with a recorded low flow of 24 cfs. Source: 2003 Chehalis Basin Water Quantity Evaluation,
Tetra Tech/KCM Inc.
During periods of water shortage junior water rights (issued after March 10, 1976) may be required
to stop withdrawing water. Uses of junior water rights during periods of water shortage are subject
to a priority of use, with rights for domestic use having priority over all other uses and earlierdated rights having priority over later-dated rights (WAC 173-522-040). In May 2019, Ecology
curtailed access to surface water for irrigation for junior water right holders in the Chehalis River
basin for the Chehalis, Newaukum, Satsop, and Wynoochee rivers and tributaries (Ecology Blogspot
2019).
Please revisit the amount of water and the impacts from water withdrawal in the upper basin that
are likely to occur during 5 years of dam construction. The Water Discipline Report N states that
water quantity impacts from construction will be “moderate to minor.” Please accurately describe
how much water will required for dam construction, and describe the month that the water will be
needed.
In relation to dams:
The era of dam building is over. Many, perhaps most, of the more than 90,000 dams in the country
are no longer serving the purpose that they were built to provide decades or centuries
ago. Information on 1,403 dams that were removed from rivers in the United States over the past
century is now available to the public. In Washington State, there are a total of 1,233 dams. Later
this year, four dams on the Klamath River in Oregon and California will be removed. The amazing
success of salmon return after the removal of the Elwha Dam was a massive win for salmon in the
Pacific Northwest, and has set off a societal shift towards seeing the value in river restoration. The
motto “extinction is not an option” has fueled a huge investment in salmon across Washington state,
including more than $40 million invested in the Chehalis River alone. So when we look at the
proposed dam for the Chehalis River, it raises many questions because this dam would destroy
river habitat while we are working so hard to improve it.
The Wynoochee River is an important tributary of the Chehalis River. A dam was built on the upper
Wynoochee River in 1972. There are reports that indicate that the upper Wynoochee basin
historically supported a population of spring Chinook. It is assumed that these fish no longer exist
due to a lost/disconnected critical habitat in the upper basin. Additionally, the Wynoochee dam

caused direct losses of spawning and rearing habitat, high mortality of out migrating juvenile
salmon and steelhead over the dam, and many other deleterious effects. Let’s not make the mistake
again.
In relation to salmon and southern resident orca whales:
In most years, the Chehalis River is the most productive salmon river in Washington, and
Washington’s largest producer of wild salmon. If a dam is built at the headwaters, the genetically
unique Chinook and Steelhead that spawn above the dam site will almost certainly become extinct.
These fish are already struggling, and their numbers, especially the numbers of Spring Chinook,
have declined drastically.
Salmon from the Chehalis River are listed among NOAA’s 15 priority stocks for Southern Residents.
These orcas are increasingly feeding on the Pacific Coast rather than the Salish Sea in their hunt for
food. The DEIS is deficient in describing the impacts of the proposed dam to the southern residents.
Why?
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this DEIS. Thank you in advance for considering our
comments.
Sincerely,
Lee First, Twin Harbors Waterkeeper
PO Box 751, Cosmopolis WA 98537

Phyllis Farrell, Washington State Chapter of the Sierra Club - Chair, South Sound Group
7600 Redstart Dr. SE, Olympia WA 98513
Jerry White Jr, Spokane Riverkeeper
35 W Main, Spokane WA 98201
Eleanor Hines, North Sound Baykeeper
2309 Meridian Street, Bellingham WA 98225
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May 21, 2020

SEPA Draft EIS for the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Avenue, Suite 2600
Seattle, Washington 98101
Dear Reviewers:
Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the outcome on the Draft Chehalis Basin Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). We appreciate that this is a very complex project and hope our input will be of assistance in
making decisions that will benefit the environment, visitors and residents of the Chehalis Basin Watershed.
FOGH is a broad-based 100% volunteer tax-exempt 501(c)(3) citizens group made up of crabbers, fishers, oyster
growers and caring citizens. The mission of FOGH is to foster and promote the economic, biological, and social
uniqueness of Washington’s estuaries and ocean coastal environments. The goal of FOGH is to protect the natural
environment, human health and safety in Grays Harbor and vicinity through science, advocacy, law, activism and
empowerment.
We incorporate by reference comments submitted by the Quinault Indian Nation, the Confederated Tribes of the
Chehalis Reservation, Audubon Washington, Grays Harbor Audubon Society, Citizens for a Clean Harbor, Twin
Harbors Waterkeeper, Earth Ministry, Wild Salmon Center, Conservation Northwest, South Sound Sierra Club,
Washington League of Women Voters, American White Water, Orca Network, Orca Conservancy, Pacific Rivers,
Coast Salmon Partnership, Wild Fish Conservancy, and Wild Steelhead Coalition.
As we have commented before, the Chehalis basin drains 2,660 square miles and is broken into two separate WIRAs, the upper 23 and lower 22, which empty into the Grays Harbor Estuary and the Pacific Ocean. It goes without
saying that what happens upstream affects the ecology of those waters downstream. As a result the water-quality,
water-quantity and timing of flow are of significant importance to the health and economic vitality of the region.
We are concerned that consideration is given to any sort of dam or water retention configuration and strongly oppose
that as a solution, partial or in whole. Dams have proven to be destructive to salmon and Steelhead runs and present
unintended consequences that cannot be mitigated. As Mark Cedergreen, former CEO of the Westport Charter Boat
Association and advisor to the Pacific States Marine Fisheries Commission stated, referring to the salmon run on
the Columbia River, “...its production today [is] about 10-15 percent of what it was pre-dam.” The Chehalis River
runs are smaller to begin with and they cannot suffer a decline from their present levels.
The treaty tribes, e.g., Quinault Indian Nation, and others such as the Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis and
Shoalwater Bay Tribe depend upon the delicate balance that nature provides to sustain their culture and sustenance.
The natural flow of waters during flood events depends upon healthy and natural storage of wetlands and riparian
areas. The data for “cooling” water temperatures as described in the permanent reservoir scheme is flawed. At most
the cool water would be available for about one mile downstream of the dam. Beyond that point the water temperature would increase the further it travels downstream along the agricultural lands that lack adequate riparian zones.
Any interruption of this natural process only exacerbates problems elsewhere - usually downstream.
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A comprehensive review of all zoning law and local SMPs (Shoreline Master Programs), exemptions and variances
shows that significant variance in and around the basin drainage area would have to be made. Stringent prohibitions
must be made to filling or modifying wetlands and riparian areas. Mitigation for projects should NOT be allowed
out of area or kind. If a proposed project would jeopardize existing functions and values then it should not go forward.
We are concerned that the DEIS identified 72 instances of “significant adverse impacts”, and yet the prospect of
the dam is still being considered. What alternatives have been studied? Has raising the I-5 corridor been seriously
addressed?
We are concerned that there has been a woefully inadequate analysis of greenhouse gasses (GHG) and in particular
the greenhouse flux, due to the flooding of the landscape. Following flooding of landscapes to create any kind of
reservoir, terrestrial plants die and no longer assimilate carbon dioxide (CO2) by photosynthesis, thereby resulting
in a loss of a sink for atmospheric CO2. In addition, bacteria decompose the organic carbon that was stored in plants
and soils, converting it to CO2 and methane (CH4). What are the expected GHG emissions of the reservoir once it
has been flooded? What is the effect of decomposition and greenhouse flux when a system is inundated, drained,
and inundated again over the expected time lines?
According to the DEIS, the removal of trees would promote the spread of invasive vegetation and “increase the
chance for invasive species to colonize the area.” The proposed Mitigation Measures under WILDLIFE -1 (Vegetation Management Plan) alludes to a “multi-phased and detailed planting plan. The plan does not address nor
acknowledge how the invasive vegetation (for example scotch broom, or knotweed) would be handled during the
construction, during the time that the dam was “open” or what would happen once the dam was closed because of a
rain event. The plan suggests the planting of native species within 90-days of completing a drawdown. What native
vegetation would survive under total inundation for upwards of one month or longer? What would be the cost of the
initial invasive cleansing of the reservoir area, and what would be the cost and time period of subsequent “repairs”
after each future event? Would herbicides be considered?
We note that the basin is described as Forestland making up approximately 84 - 87% of the WRIAs. Considerable
data has been collected and various reports have shown that large trees have a greater water storage capacity relative
to water use than smaller trees. We encourage that forest practices need to be enforced and special consideration
should be given to the critical areas that lie within those permitted areas. Perhaps the cut cycle of the forest practices
should be studied and a calculation used to determine the effects of water storage in trees if the cycle is increased
to 80-years from its current level.
We concur that dredging-style practices will negatively impact and dramatically affect flooding in the lower main
stem and downstream cities. Actions that speed drainage from the upper WRIA will interfere with and potentially
overwhelm the rivers; streams and other tributaries as they begin their own natural drainage system of storm generated waters.
In summary, the DEIS did not properly address or mitigate:
Problems with dam proposal:
1. Would not protect I-5 nor other flood-prone areas under most flood events
2. Highest risk for damage to ecological functions – salmon, Steelhead and other species
3. Highest cost of all proposed projects. Cost-benefit not detailed or analyzed
4. Limited federal funding for new large scale projects like water retention
5. Project design is still in early phase and cost estimates may change significantly
6. Need for significant additional technical and design work if the project moves forward, including for fish passage
facilities which state trap and truck, but the reservoir eliminates historical spawning areas.
7. Process for approval and construction of a dam can take 8–15+ years, with many opportunities for challenge by
opponents
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8. Damming rivers is the most expensive, most damaging alternative and should not be considered.
Problems with levees:
1. Levees would increase flooding in other areas, and create similar process to end cut erosion
2. One proposal for levees would only provide I-5 and airport with protection - not a basin-wide solution.
3. Levee proposal for Twin Cities –same concerns as above – increase flooding in other areas; not basin-wide solution.
Alternatives
1. What is the financial relationship between the Chehalis Basin Strategy and the Aberdeen/Hoquiam levees? Are these
projects independent of each other?
2. You do not include complete financial analysis for any of the alternatives.
“...the benefits and costs of Alternative 1 & 2 do not include the Aberdeen/Hoquiam North Shore Levee, Local Projects,
Land Use Management, and Flood Warning System Improvements.” “...the benefits and costs of Alternative 3 & 4 do not
include the Aberdeen/Hoquiam North Shore Levee, Local Projects, Land Use Management, and Flood Warning System
Improvements.” Therefore, your cost-benefit analyses are incomplete and no decisions can be reached based on this data.
3. The information put forth about the four alternatives is incomplete and confusing. Other alternatives must be considered
that would be better than any of the four proposed.
4. Why is there is no analysis of the impact of forest practices on flood events? Poor forest practices can cause or exacerbate
flooding and improvements need to be included in these studies.
5. The table below summaries the contribution of the Maritime industry as measured in 2015. What would be the cost and
impact to this industry and the individuals if an ESA listing was placed on the Chehalis River for Spring Chinook and certain
Steelhead populations associated with the location of the dam. What would be the cumulative effect of the loss of those jobs
and the “trickle down” of their impacts to human, wildlife, and ecosystem indicators?
In 2015, Washington’s Maritime industry supported 69,500 jobs, $4.7 billion in wages, and $21.4 billion in business
revenue. Exhibit E-1. Maritime Sector Employment, Revenue, and Wages by Subsector, 2015
Category
Employment
Wages
Revenue
(Millions)
(Millions)
Commercial Fishing and
15,900
$1,075
$9,428
Seafood Products
Maritime Logistics and
22,200
$1,479
$5,212
Shipping
Maritime Support Services
8,000
$569
$3,942
Recreational Boating and
4,000
$169
$1,561
Boat Building
Shipbuilding, Repair and
17,000
$1,226
$900
Maintenance
Passenger Water Transporta2,300
$138
$394
tion
Total
69,500
$4,656
$21,436
Sources: Washington State Employment Security Department, 2016; United States Census Bureau, 2014;
Washington State Department of Revenue, 2016; Community Attributes Inc., 2016
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As habitat is lost and more impervious surface is permitted in and around the watersheds of Western Washington, the stocks
of salmon on the Coast of Washington have become even more critical to the already listed, Orca or Killer Whales of Puget
Sound. Members of L pod of Southern Resident Killer Whales were seen off the coast near Westport as recent as February
13, 2018 and have been

Orca siting map

								Critical Habitat
In Summary
1. Damming rivers is the most expensive, most damaging alternative and should not be considered.
2. Building any type of dam is in violation of tribal treaties and will negatively impact usual and customary fishing rights.
3. A dam on the Upper Chehalis will not impact most flooding that occurs from rivers below the dam site. How effective
would it be for preventing flooding in much of the basin?
4. A dam presents the highest risk for damage to ecological functions – salmon, Steelhead, wildlife, invertebrates and other
dependant species, including humans.
5. The geomorphology of the site is highly unstable and the potential for catastrophic failure is high and needs further modeling to weigh the impacts of a possible destruction on the civilian population.
6. Sequencing of the water flow of tributaries flowing into the Chehalis River needs to be analyzed for potential bank erosion and scouring.
At present we cannot support and vehemently oppose any retention solutions. We suggest that the DEIS is flawed in its
considerations and must be supplemented with additional studies that result in “softer” and more reasoned alternative solutions that take into consideration the entire ecosystem of the watershed.
Sincerely,

Arthur (R.D.) Grunbaum
President
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Message:
Chehalis Basin Fisheries Task
CBFTF@REACHONE.COM
Washington

Comments:
May 18, 2020
RE: Public Comment on the Proposed Draft EIS for the Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage
Reduction Project:
To Whom It May Concern:
The Chehalis Basin Fisheries Task Force (CBFTF) is a non-profit, 501-C3 volunteer group,
one of 14 Regional Fisheries Enhancement Groups (RFEGs), located in the 14 major
watersheds across the state. RFEGs were created and funded by the state legislature in 1980 by
a surcharge on sport and commercial fishing license purchases. The Washington Department
of Fish and Wildlife is our parent agency which manages these funds equally to each group.
Each group's primary objective is to enhance anadromous salmon runs and improve habitat
that benefits salmon stocks, as well as advocate for healthy habitat that can support increased
natural spawning salmon populations that have been depleted. The RFEGs are one of the
foremost volunteer groups implementing many of the stream habitat and fish restoration
projects state wide. The CBFTF organization originally started as a private non-state funded
group under another name in the mid-1970s. Local citizens and political leaders, sport and
commercial fishing representatives, local Indian Tribes and businesses in the fishing industry
joined to form a non-profit group as an advocate for the salmon resource. The organization
became very popular, and the legislature used it as a template to form 12 RFEG groups across
the state. Later two more groups were added. The Task Force continues to be a leader in the
Chehalis Basin in salmonid project implementation to restore fish habitat and enhance fish
runs. The group has completed hundreds of projects to date, opening several hundred miles of
fish habitat, as well as working with the Department of Fish and Wildlife to raise 500,000
coho, 600,000 Chinook, and 400,000 chum. In addition to the anadromous salmon, the group
raises rainbow trout for local lakes each year, most averaging between 5 and 10 pounds.
Regarding the EIS, the Task Force supports many of the proposed options presented in all four
options, except for construction of any type of dam or levee alterations. The Task Force does
not support dam construction on any sub-basin in the Chehalis system. The installation of the
dam at the proposed location will impact spawning and rearing for spring Chinook, coho and
steelhead. The restoration efforts being proposed in the four options, other than the dam and
levee alterations, could bring our fish populations up to a healthy level for each watershed

these treatment are applied. Certain habitat treatments from each alternative could be a good
objective that will benefit fish as well as all aquatic species and somewhat preserve the people
impacted. However, in considering impact to our salmon, it has been mentioned that overall,
Chinook populations will be increased by increasing populations in neighboring streams; this
is not a concept we can support and is ill-advised. Those Chinook that currently spawn at the
proposed dam location will not move to another stream, but will basically lose their eggs on
the streambed or in poor spawning locations at the base of the proposed dam and will over
time become extinct. Implementing Chinook spawning projects in other streams to mitigate
for those lost at the dam site will not make up for this particular genetic stock that will be lost.
Major emphasis has always been to maintain genetic stocks, and this is in fact one of the few
particular genetic wild fish stocks remaining in the Chehalis that should be saved. The
installation of the dam will cause a net loss if these fish are pushed out of their traditional
spawning area. Loss of habitat at the dam location or anywhere in the basin is not a viable
option when fish populations are currently in a sharp decline. Nationally, it is recognized that
dams cause more harm than good, and efforts are consistently under way to remove them.
Why would we want to be building another dam?
The Ecological Diagnostic Treatment (EDT) model which is being used to determine many of
the impacts to fish populations may well be misapplied in the EIS based on the assumptions
being used. The Chehalis system is a rain-fed basin, not snow- or glacial-fed like nearby
watersheds on the coast. We are of the understanding that EDT uses these nearby coastal river
systems to assist in modeling future trends in the Chehalis system. Using other coastal streams
in model application most likely does not produce an accurate result of the dam’s watershed
impacts and may not reflect salmon population increases accurately because of the differences
in water source and hydrology and fish behavior.
Additionally, the installation of a dam may or may not benefit those landowners downstream,
depending on which watershed will be struck by unusual rain events we have recently
experienced. Just three years ago, the Newskah River in the lower basin was struck by one of
these events, but since it was a smaller river system with few farms, the only damage was road
failure and mass wasting in some of the logging units. The point is that nobody can predict
where one of these events may strike, and it is the Task Force’s position that other more
realistic measures should be taken to protect the human populations downstream of all the subbasins in the watershed. Installing this dam will be giving citizens false hope that they are
protected when in fact they are not. If dams are the answer then each of the upper basin
watersheds should be dammed, which is not a realistic approach or cost effective, and would
eliminate large areas of fish habitat. Property buyouts, moving structures out of the flood
plain, improvements in forest and agricultural management techniques, all of which are
environmentally sound options, are options the Task Force can support. There are other
environments options in all four options that could be utilized based on the location and need.
Forest management needs to be reviewed since water retention in the upper watersheds has
been diminished substantially by the current logging practices. This does not mean no logging.
It means improving logging and clear-cutting scales and harvest rotation cycles. Logging
should be managed on a percentage of tree removal in each watershed, allowing enough
mature trees or trees in the age class of 20 years or more to dominate a watershed. Apparently
the EIS cannot make a decision on this at this time. At this point clear-cuts dominate the
landscape allowing for fast run-off and high peak flows during extreme rain events. Road
building on unstable, side-cast slopes was also a primary cause of the debris jams and
sediment loading during the 2007 event and should be ameliorated. The EIS appears unable to
make any determinations about forest practices, so what is needed to make these

determinations?
Large woody debris projects are recommended. These can be beneficial fish enhancement
tools in some subbasins and tributaries of the mainstem Chehalis. The Task Force strongly
recommends against installing large wood structures in the mainstem of the Chehalis or the
eleven primary subbasins. The fluctuation of water levels in the mainstem on normal flooding
events can be as much as 20 feet and somewhat less in the subbasins. The hydraulic power of
higher flows, even in normal years, is tremendous; to expect any kind of in-river structure to
be sustained through flood events is unrealistic, and in most cases, would be funds wasted.
These areas are primarily fish migration corridors and wood structures would provide
relatively small benefit in comparison to other restoration efforts. Wood projects are beneficial
in the smaller tributaries and can aid in gravel retention, sediment controls and habitat for all
aquatic species.
One of the main restoration priorities in the basin is the correction or removal of fish passage
barriers, either culverts or other types of human-made obstacles. We have well over 3000 fish
barriers documented in the Chehalis Basin based on the most recent culvert evaluation study
by the Department of Fish and Wildlife. The details of the EIS recommends correcting 400
barriers, mostly in the lower portions of the tributaries close to the mainstem Chehalis River
and the subbasins. The EIS’s focus on mainstem river habitat does not sufficiently recognize
that most of the spawning and virtually all fish rearing habitat is in the tributaries or subbasins, and much of the hydraulic controls can be managed in these smaller units. Greater
emphasis needs to be given to tributary habitat and access restoration. It will take far more
than 400 barriers corrected to achieve any kind of meaningful fish or aquatic species
restoration. Barrier corrections are a very cost-effective way to expand use of available habitat
and should be given more emphasis in the EIS.
The CBFTF has concerns about the current fish management process which is not given much
consideration in the EIS. Harvest rates and fisheries monitoring need to be reviewed with an
eye towards improving Chehalis fish runs by increasing adult escapement levels, (more
spawners to the available spawning areas). This includes tribal, non-Indian commercial and
sport or recreational fishery harvest management. Up to recent years, mass marking of all
hatchery fish has been the rule, with fishers only allowed to keep marked hatchery fish. When
this policy was started most of the fish caught were hatchery or marked fish, thus, all
unmarked fish had to be released. However, over the years the ratio of marked to unmarked
fish has changed dramatically. The ratio is now about 17 unmarked fish to 1 marked fish being
hooked or caught. In other words, to catch a legal marked fish an angler has to catch and
release up to 15 to 20 unmarked fish to find one that is marked. This results in a great number
of fish being unnecessarily injured or killed during the harvest process (hooking mortality).
The Task Force believes that this ratio of increased unmarked non-hatchery fish is due in part
to the multitude of fish restoration projects that have been completed coast wide and in the
Chehalis Basin, Columbia River and Puget Sound, primarily fish barrier culvert corrections.
Many fish barrier culvert corrections have been completed, opening up hundreds of miles of
habitat for rearing and spawning and improving fish productions and survival. Unfortunately,
high mortality of the unmarked, naturally spawning fish caught and released is working
against these recovery efforts. The agencies estimates 10 to 12 percent hooking mortality,
when past studies by the Department of Fish and Wildlife and in Canada and Alaska indicate
mortality rates of caught and released fish ranges from 40 to 60 percent. Since we are not
seeing a large increase in returning adults to our tributaries, an assumption might be made that
hooking mortalities may have a substantial impact to naturally spawning salmonids, at a
higher rate than what is being calculated. This needs to be investigated. Eliminating catch and

release practices of marked and unmarked may increase fish coming back to our streams, but
this is not a politically popular concept at this time. We don’t see any of this being addressed
in the EIS. Maybe manage by numbers of first fish caught regardless of size or something
along similar.
In addition to the marked fish issues is the management of numbers of adult salmonids
allowed to return to the spawning areas in the primary watersheds, (escapement goals). These
goals were established in the early 1980’s for the Pacific Marine Fisheries Council process.
For the Chehalis Basin, an escapement of 34,000 coho was considered sufficient to maintain
fish runs. This was considered a ridiculously low number at the time by many fish
management biologists, but it was negotiated and accepted. This value would be more
appropriate for one of the eleven sub-basins in the Chehalis system such as the Satsop, but not
the entire basin. To this date the 34,000 fish for the coho escapement remains, and all the
harvest management determined at the PMFC process allows fishing by all methods of gear to
take the fish down to this number for escapement. This means no matter how large the run
size, only 34,000 will be allowed back to the Chehalis System to spawn. At this point, unless
this number for coho and other salmon species are increased and allowed to return to spawn,
we will not be able to increase fish populations regardless of the number of dollars spent or the
amount of restoration completed. Don’t see this considered in the EIS.
To date, the Chehalis Basin has been able to avoid having any fish stocks listed as federally
endangered. Portions of each of the 4 scenarios should be considered minus the dam and levee
scenarios, which could ensure no future listings of salmon and other aquatic life forms. Dam
construction, low salmon escapement levels, and habitat degradation may create an
environment where listings, particularly of spring Chinook, are more likely. Hopefully, some
of the environment options listed in all the scenarios can be implemented that benefit both our
resources and people. This requires thinking out of the box and not getting into the routine of
one kind of fix will fix all. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the EIS for the
Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project.
Sincerely,
Lonnie Crumley, Chairman
Chehalis Basin Fisheries Task Force
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FRIENDS of CLARK COUNTY
TOGETHER WE THRIVE
PLANTING THE SEEDS FOR RESPONSIBLE GROWTH

May 22, 2020
Gordon White
Responsible Official,
Dept. of Ecology
Dear Mr. White
Friends of Clark County appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed Chehalis River dam
dEIS. In brief, we are against construction of this dam, against the large removal of timber and habitat
resources. We believe relief can be obtained by incorporating good forestry measures (avoiding clearcuts and road construction) in upriver headlands and by incorporating nationally known building
restrictions in flood plain areas. Preventative measures to allay flooding are delineated in the State’s
Growth Management Plan (GMA) (frequently flooded critical areas) and in the Shoreline Management
Act. The fact that Lewis County has chosen to disregard these prescriptions, should decrease the merits
for any dam construction.
The Proposed Project includes a flood retention facility and temporary reservoir, referred to as the
Flood Retention Expandable (FRE) facility, and changes to the Chehalis-Centralia airport levee (S. D.,
2020). The reservoir will extend for 6.4 miles and flood 847 acres. This is in the best spawning and
rearing habitat for salmonids identified within the basin, as most of the river is already damaged.
The Summary Document lists 13 environmental elements and finds eleven adverse significant
environmental impacts in Exhibit S-6.
ELEMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT
Air Quality and Greenhouse Gasses
Cultural Resources
Earth (also Wetlands)
Environmental Health and Safety
Environmental Justice
Fish, Aquatic Species and Habitat
Land Use
Public Service and Utilities (also water)
Recreation
Tribal Resources
Water (also Earth, Fish, Aquatic Species & Habitat
Wetlands
Wildlife Species and Habitats

IMPACT FINDING
SIGNIFICANT
Negotiation with Tribes
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE
SIGNIFICANT AND DISPROPORTIONATE
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE
SIGNIFICANT
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE
Government Negotiations
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE
SIGNIFICANT AND UNAVOIDABLE

“Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would have significant impacts on fish, wildlife,
aquatic and terrestrial habitat, recreation, earth, water, air, and wetlands. {See Exhibit S-6} These
impacts would occur in the flood retention facility and temporary reservoir area and downstream of the
facility to the confluence with the South Fork Chehalis River. This includes significant impacts on springrun and fall-run Chinook salmon, coho salmon, steelhead, lamprey, mountain whitefish, freshwater
mussels, amphibians, and macroinvertebrates. Some of the amphibians are listed or candidates for
listing in Washington State as endangered, threatened, or sensitive” (S. D., 2020).
Modeling was done to identify impacts on salmon and steelhead in two areas of the Chehalis Basin near
the proposed flood retention facility. The modeling predicts declining numbers of salmon and steelhead
into the future with the Proposed Project. The subbasin upstream of Crim Creek supports populations
of salmon and steelhead that are genetically unique from salmon and steelhead in other subbasins of
the Chehalis River Basin. The modeling predicts that the Proposed Project would reduce the genetic
diversity within and among salmon populations of each species across the Chehalis Basin. Spring-run
Chinook spawn in three primary areas within the Chehalis Basin. The Proposed Project would
significantly affect one of these three important spawning areas. Reductions in the number of salmon
and steelhead in the late-century from the Proposed Project are significant because they bring
population abundances even further below 70% of historical abundance than the reductions predicted
from climate change alone. The Proposed Project could reduce future restoration options in the
subbasins above and below Crim Creek and within the larger basin for the fish species and habitats they
rely on” (S. D., 2020).
The fact that this project provides eleven significant negative environmental impacts out of a possible
thirteen; should be enough to derail its progress. Coupled with the last two paragraphs of the summary
document (above) should prevent it from moving forward. The review did not address ESA listed
Southern Resident orca at all. This is surprising since Chinook salmon is the main diet of orca.

Growth Management
The Chehalis basin has wxperi3enced two 100-year floods in each of the past two decades. Friends
believes a successful resolution may be accomplished by using the existing Growth Management (GMA)
and Shoreline Management Acts. RCW 36.70A.030(5)the enabling legislation for the MA defines five
types of critical areas:
• Wetlands.
• Areas with a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for potable water.
• Frequently flooded areas.
• Geologically hazardous areas.
• Fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas. (DoC., 2017).
This is not a new issue. Friends believes Lewis County first needs to comply with the GMA rather than
construct a one billion dollar boondoggle dam, which may only curtail, not eliminate the flooding
process. Counties and cities in Washington are required to periodically review and update their Critical
Areas Ordinances (CAO) under the state Growth Management Act. One element of a CAO is a
frequently flooded areas chapter. Frequently flooded areas include floodplains, as designated by
the FEMA National Flood Insurance Program, and other areas subject to flooding that perform

important hydrologic functions and may present a risk to persons and property. Frequently flooded
areas chapters must be based on best available science (DoE, 2020).
Updating Counties frequently flooded area chapters gives an opportunity to enhance flood safety by
improving local standards. Enhanced flood safety steps can include:
•

Habitat protection and endangered species protection

•

Higher regulatory standards beyond the FEMA minimums

•

Unique circumstances

•

Climate change

Each local government must consider the adequacy of the designation and protection of frequently
flooded areas within their CAO. In these reviews, it is possible that new information such as maps or
relevant science findings can be integrated.
Local governments will consider whether to incorporate updates from state statutes, local codes, or best
available science into the CAO. An important facet of these periodic updates is maintaining consistency
with other statutes and programs. CAO reviews are also an opportunity for local governments to make
enhancements of policy and regulation, particularly policies related to flood hazard management
planning (DoE, 2020).
Lewis County does not appear to have done this. Residents wonder, “ how much the legacy of
development in the floodplain, and clear-cut logging in the upriver drainages, contributed to their
woes”. . . Many state officials and regional experts, including a former county manager who says he was
fired after criticizing floodplain development, say they have been warning for years that the hunger for
development was running counter to common sense . . . They note that while many counties, including
neighboring Thurston, have either banned or seriously crimped development in the floodplain, Lewis
County has not. . . . "It's kind of sad, we keep repeating the same mistakes, even when we know better,"
said Andy McMillan, a longtime wetlands manager for the state Department of Ecology . . . "Bans or
moratoriums have been considered on many occasions," Nacht said. Locals had debated a moratorium
after the flood in 1986, too. And again in 1990 and 1991, 1996 and 2000. But such talk gets little
traction in the "Twin Cities" of Centralia and Chehalis, where as much as 70 percent of the city limits are
in the floodplain, according to the county. Cutting floodplain development means cutting economic
development in communities that say they need all they can get. "The more stuff you put in a flood
plain, the higher the water the will rise," said David Montgomery, a scientist at the University of
Washington who has studied the history of rivers in Western Washington. . . . Some local jurisdictions
have decided state and federal flood-prevention standards are not protective enough and have gone
much further. Fourteen years ago, even before the 1996 floods, Thurston County banned all new
development in its floodplains. "We had a lot of flooding problems and we didn't want to perpetuate
the situation," said Mike Kain, Thurston County's manager of planning and environmental services. It
still floods every year in King County. But King has the best insurance rating of any county in the nation
from the Federal Emergency Management Agency, according to Jim Chan, director of building services.
That's because of restrictions on development in the floodplain (Seattle Times, 2007).

But the effects of clear-cuts and logging roads stick around for years, potential ticking time bombs for
large landslides, said Gordon Grant, a hydrologist for the federal Forest Service's Pacific Northwest
Research Station in Corvallis, Ore. Landslides can happen anywhere, including on forested ground. But
forestland that has been clear-cut is up to five times more likely to slide in flood conditions, and
forestland with logging roads is even more vulnerable, Grant said. Those landslides can bring down logs,
creating debris flows that stop up streams, culverts and even rivers. (Seattle Times, 2007).
And geologically speaking, the Chehalis floodplain is a particularly bad place for that kind of punishment.
It's broad and flat, and the watershed is huge — the second largest in the state. Drainage is naturally
problematic in many places because of a layer of impervious clay just below the shallow soil.
Floodwater high up the Chehalis River stripped gargantuan loads of silt and timber off the hills, and
dumped it along with the water that swamped homes, garages and barns to depths of up to 12 feet in
some upriver communities, . . . Dan Sokol, who coordinates flood-insurance programs for the state
Ecology Department, said this flood should at least teach that development planning needs to take into
account everything from clear-cutting in the headwaters to development in the floodplain. Tougher
restrictions on building are also needed where the river has been known to flood — and will surely flood
again, Sokol said. "The more things you put in the floodplain, the more things are at risk," Sokol said.
"We can never assume we have seen the worst of what nature can do." Montgomery, the UW scientist,
argues that commercial and residential floodplain development ends up costing everyone else. "We
should not be subsidizing those land uses through flood-control measures and rebuilding things and
bailouts," he said. "The question is why did we build there in the first place?" (Seattle Times, 2007).
Habitat protection
Increasingly, there is recognition of the importance of floodplains as vital habitat to support salmon and
other species. Relevant information may be found in updates to salmon recovery plans, channel
migration zone mapping, or other sources. These sources should be considered in development of
revised CAO provisions which better protect riparian habitat. These protections may be addressed under
the frequently flooded areas provisions or within the Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Area
provisions of a CAO (DoE., 2020.)
Endangered Species protection
Local governments have responsibility, under the Endangered Species Act, for preventing harm to listed
fish and other species that commonly inhabit floodplains. No adverse effects to habitat function are
allowed in specified areas that are vital to these species (DoE., 2020). The Summary Document
accentuates the potential damage to fish and wildlife species, particularly anadromous fish species
which are called out to receive additional protections under the GMA. This is disregarded in this current
dam proposal. If fish stocks become ESA listed the options for corrective action, will be greatly reduced.
Fish Issues
According to a 2016 report to the Quinault Indian Nation by Larry Lestelle, a Poulsbo-based fisheries
biologist who has studied the Chehalis Basin for 45 years, the basin historically saw an average of
778,000 steelhead, coho and Chinook salmon swimming upstream a year. That number fell to 111,8000
in 2003 and to 75,500 in 2016. Without restoration, Lestelle estimates numbers could drop to 40,300,

threatening local tribes and fisheries. Of those, spring Chinook are the most threatened: In 2016 only
1,500 returned. Without aid, that number could fall to 200 (Crosscut, 2020).
Currently, fishing is banned in the basin due to a lack of returning spawners. This is affirmed in the
current WDFW news release, ”OLYMPIA – The Chehalis River and its tributaries will close to all fishing at
midnight Sunday, Feb. 16, due to low projected steelhead returns, fishery managers with the
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) announced” WDFW news release, 2/14/20.)
None of the runs in the Chehalis Basin has been designated yet for protection under the Endangered
Species Act, but local officials alarmed by the loss in fish worry that protection could come too late.
“Spring Chinook are not collapsing yet, but are on the verge of collapsing,” said Tyson Johnston, vice
president of the Quinault Indian Nation. “It is a lot easier and far cheaper to protect salmon populations
before they are threatened,” said Jessica Helsley, Washington senior program manager at the Wild
Salmon Center (Crosscut, 2020).
According to the state Department of Fish and Wildlife and other Chehalis observers, climate change is a
major culprit in the salmon’s decline. In an early January presentation in Centralia, state experts noted
that 25% of the Chehalis River Basin retains optimal temperatures for coho salmon. That is expected to
decrease to 6% by 2040 and to 2% by 2080. . . So far, the basin’s salmon recovery project already has
$128.3 million allocated for the 2019-2021 budget biennium. On top of that existing appropriation, Rep.
Richard DeBolt, R-Chehalis, has introduced a bill seeking $480 million to pay for future salmon recovery
efforts in the basin, raising the cash with bonds (Seattle Times, 2012).
So, the State finds itself in a position of financing fish enhancement, at the same time that Lewis County
is advocating serious habitat detriment.

Local Actions Alternative
Friends believes by using existing state law, GMA, Shorelines Management Act. And incorporation local
actions the need for the large dam is reduced. The Summary Decision references this under a Local
Actions Alternative. This, “ represents a local and non-structural approach to reduce flood damage in
the study area. It considers a variety of local-scale options that local governments and agencies could
choose to do in the future. These actions could potentially achieve the Applicant’s objective through
improving floodplain function, land use management actions, buying out or relocating at-risk properties
or structures, improving flood emergency response, and increasing water storage from Pe Ell to
Centralia. The Local Action Alternative does not identify specific projects because those decisions would
be made by local governments. Therefore, the EIS does not analyze the feasibility or economic
practicability of these potential actions” (S. D., 2020).
The Local Action Alternative deserves more action and investigation. With the proper protections in
place by counties and communities; Friends believes a compromise solution can be negotiated that
negates the destruction of the best habitat in the basin and construction of the new dam.
The proposed dam would not eliminate all flooding, but limiting the length and extent to which the river
and its tributaries overflow could cut back on damage to roads and floodplains. The Proposed Project
reduces the flood levels at the Chehalis-Centralia airport by 50% for a catastrophic flood and reduces the

duration of flooding of local land and Interstate 5. It does not prevent all flooding nor assures through
traffic on I-5. It is only a partial measure. The Chehalis River Alliance contends that with inevitable cost
overruns, the price could go up to at least $1 billion.
In 2012, a team of hydrologist and geologists were brought together to study flooding on the Chelalis
River Their conclusion stated, “Efforts to reduce flood damages in the Chehalis Basin is intertwined with
the need to reduce erosion on the uplands, especially from the landslides and streambank erosion in the
uplands and lowlands. Streambank erosion especially during floods, cause a loss of riparian and wetland
habitat, and these losses are substantial during a large flood like that which occurred in 2007. The
landslide and streambank erosion is then intertwined with the sediment in the channel and reduces
channel capacity, causes smothering of spawning areas, sediment intrusion into spawning areas, and
filling holding pools for salmonids. The riparian loss from floods and other causes has resulted on high
stream temperatures, because of the loss of overhead cover (Rickendorf, et al., pg. 87, 2012).
A list of the potential solutions to flooding problems in the Chehalis Basin is shown in Table 13a, of that
document. The first three policies support building flood retention structures, building additional levees
and maintaining old levees. There is no discussion of a permanent twenty story concrete dam in the
basin Some of the solutions such as flood proofing that were so effective in the Centralia area during
the 2007 flood can be done with essentially no off-site stream effects . (Rickendorf, et al., pg. 88, 2012).
In addition to the opposition of Friends, two local tribes the Chehalis and Quinault nations are opposed
to the dam construction. Their views must be given additional weight. Many other folks view dam
construction to control flooding, as a relic of the past. By incorporating current land rules, counties and
municipalities can prepare for and manage potential floods. We do not believe the construction of this
dam will be successful in controlling flooding; especially with new forecasts associate with global
warming. Friends of Clark County urge you to reject this dam proposal.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Sue Marshall, President
Friends of Clark County
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Message:
Guillaume Mauger
Climate Impacts Group, University of Washington
gmauger@uw.edu
WA

Comments:
Hello,
The Climate Impacts Group is submitting the attached comment letter for the Chehalis SEPA
DEIS.
Thank you for your work on this important topic.
-Guillaume

May 23, 2020
SEPA Draft EIS for the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101

Building climate
resilience for
people and nature

College of the
Environment
University of Washington
Box 355674
Seattle, Washington
98195-5674
206.616.5350
FAX 206.616.5775
cig.uw.edu

To: Washington State Department of Ecology
From: Climate Impacts Group, University of Washington
Re: Comments on Chehalis Basin SEPA DEIS
The University of Washington Climate Impacts Group is submitting the following
comments in response to the request for input on the Washington State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed
Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project. As detailed below, we
contributed to the analysis underlying the DEIS, by providing some of the climate
change data used to understand potential future conditions. Consistent with our
background and expertise, our comments are strictly focused on the scientific
approach used to account for the effects of climate change. It is not our role to
comment on the merits of the proposed project, and none of our comments are
intended to be interpreted as such.
Climate change is already occurring, and its effects will be felt over the coming decades
even if dramatic emissions reductions occur. These impacts will alter the physical
environment, with consequences for flood risk, habitat, human health, and a variety of
other sectors and geographies. Careful consideration of these changes, and their
implications for the effectiveness of proposed alternatives, is the only way to
meaningfully design, evaluate, and select appropriate actions, especially when the
lifetime of a proposed project extends well into – or beyond – this century.
The Climate Impacts Group contributed to the technical analyses that form the basis of
the DEIS, by providing localized projections of future temperature and precipitation
resulting from climate change. These projections were used by the consulting team to
model changes in streamflow, including the peak flows used in the flood analyses to
assess the flood benefits of the proposed project. Previous climate change projections,
developed using older modeling by the Climate Impacts Group, were also used by
ecosystem modelers to evaluate implications for freshwater habitat.
Our primary feedback is to congratulate the Department of Ecology, and the
consultant team, for including climate change in their analysis of the proposed project
and the no action alternative.
Although not unprecedented, the report’s mix of quantitative and qualitative
evaluation of climate change impacts remains rare. In particular, the authors
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integrated climate change across all of the sectors evaluated in the report. This is essential for
understanding impacts yet is rarely done – many other analyses have simply focused on climate change
impacts in one specific category (e.g., flood risk), or have pulled climate change out as an entirely
independent analysis that does not tie directly into the overall assessment. The incorporation of climate
change throughout the DEIS is both critically important and commendable. This is a clear strength of the
report.
Our main concern regarding the use of climate change science in the DEIS is the limited consideration of
plausible future conditions in the climate change analysis. The DEIS only considers the implications of a
single potential climate future (defined by the higher projection among two climate models). Given that
there is no way to objectively rank one climate change projection over another, best practices in climate
change analysis suggest analyzing the potential effects of multiple projections (e.g., Ransom et al.,
2018). In risk-averse contexts, in which the objective is to avoid worst-case outcomes, it is considered
important to identify and analyze the climate change projections indicating the largest negative effects
for the system of interest (e.g., Snover et al., 2013).
We have previously commented (in a 2019 memo developed for the consulting team) on the magnitude
of the changes projected by the climate model used in the DEIS, relative to the full range of projections
in future heavy rainfall events for the Chehalis River Basin (flooding in the Chehalis is primarily a result
of heavy rains). In brief: because the heavy rainfall projections used in the DEIS tend to be near or below
the average among climate model projections of future precipitation, the same is likely true of the peak
flow projections used in the flood analysis. In other words, a majority of climate models suggest that
future heavy rainfall and peak flows in the Chehalis could be higher than was considered in the analysis.
Initial estimates suggest that a plausible high-end scenario for future heavy rainfall could be double the
change used in the DEIS.
This limitation in the current DEIS is partly a result of which data were available, when. The Climate
Impacts Group was only able to provide the Chehalis streamflow modelers with two climate change
projections, of which the “high-end” projection is actually more representative of the average of the full
suite of climate model projections. Given this limitation, it is understandable that neither a range of
projections nor a high-end scenario was considered. However, other approaches could be taken to
evaluate the sensitivity of flooding to the projected changes heavy precipitation. For example, the
analyses could be repeated after scaling streamflows up by an additional ~25% (e.g., evaluate the
consequences of a 50% increase in the 100-year flood in addition to the 26% increase used in the DEIS).
For the habitat modeling, future water temperatures could be evaluated in the same way, by making
similar adjustments to future air temperature. The advantage of a sensitivity test is that it can be used to
determine if the report’s conclusions would be different if the current projection were replaced with a
high-end scenario.
Following are a few specific comments regarding other aspects of the DEIS that relate to climate change
impacts:
1. The stream temperature modeling (Van Glubt et al., 2017) uses precipitation and temperature
projections (Mauger et al., 2016) that are not consistent with the streamflow projections that
were used in the flood analysis (WSE, 2019). Projections always involve multiple components:
the climate model projections used as input, the time frame of the analysis, etc. For

comparability, it is best if they are internally consistent. This comment highlights one case in
which they are not. The following table summarizes the differences:

Time Periods

Stream Temperature
Projections

Flood Projections

Mid-Century

2040-2069

2016-2060

Late-Century

2070-2099

2055-2099

Older GCMs, moderate
greenhouse gas scenario

Newer GCMs, high-end
greenhouse gas scenario

Global Climate Model (GCM)
Projections

Of these differences, the GCM projections are likely to be most important. Although we do not
know exactly how these inconsistencies might affect the water temperature modeling, the
newer climate projections would likely show a greater warming in water temperatures in
response to a greater increase in air temperatures in the new projections. This could be
addressed by updating the stream temperature modeling to include the new projections. A
simpler approach may also be possible, where stream temperature projections are scaled based
on the difference among the old and new air temperature projections.

2. No consideration of the impacts of future ocean conditions on salmon viability: We agree that
the lack of information on the impacts of changing ocean conditions is a key uncertainty
regarding the potential viability of future salmon populations. This is particularly true given the
low return rate among existing populations – even small decreases in ocean survival could result
in big changes in population viability. Given that small changes in ocean survival could have a
significant impact on population viability, the potential consequences of climate change-related
changes in ocean survival for salmon viability should be explored further. As above, even if
studies are lacking on the topic, a simple sensitivity analysis could shed light on the relationship
between changes in ocean survival and population resilience (or lack thereof). For example,
experts could likely provide plausible ranges of possible changes in ocean survival in response to
projected changes in ocean pH, temperature, and other factors related to climate change. The
evaluation could then determine if the current report’s conclusions remain unchanged or
significantly altered as a result of plausible changes in ocean survival.

3. Climate change impacts on wildlife are not evaluated: The DEIS cites the 2018 National Climate
Assessment and the overview section on climate change does a good job of summarizing
anticipated impacts on wildlife. However, the DEIS does not specifically evaluate the
implications for wildlife in the future both with and without the proposed project. There are

three ways that this could be addressed by the author team. First, more detailed information on
climate change impacts on wildlife could be obtained from the Washington State Wildlife Action
Plan (https://wdfw.wa.gov/publications/01742). Second, habitat suitability models could be
obtained from the Northwest Vulnerability Assessment (http://www.climatevulnerability.org/),
and evaluated to determine the degree to which the extent of the potential reservoir overlaps
with current and potential future wildlife habitat. For example: Are there any species of concern
whose future suitable habitat is expected to overlap with the impacted area? Third, we
recommend consulting the results of the Washington Wildlife Habitat Connectivity Working
Group (https://waconnected.org/). The site includes maps of key habitat corridors that facilitate
wildlife movement across Washington’s fragmented landscapes; such movement will be critical
to wildlife adaptation to a changing climate. The DEIS team could use this information to
determine if the proposed project would affect key wildlife corridors.
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Message:
Robert Thorpe
Washington Fly Fishing Club
rwt@rwta.com
King/Washington

Comments:
Please see the attached Washington Fly Fishing Club's Chehalis Dam Response Letter.
Thank You, Robert Thorpe – WFFC Conservation Chair

TO: Washington State Department of Ecology – Environmental Review Section
RE: Upper Chehalis River e proposal, DEIS comments
From: Robert W. Thorpe, Washington Fly Fishing Club in collaboration with Trout Unlimited and FFI
We are providing the following comments and request additional research and analysis of this
inadequate project. WWFFC is one of the oldest premier fishing clubs in the United States (80 years). Its
board and President, James Goedhard, have requested that Robert Thorpe, AICP WFFC conservation
chair/FFI liaison, Trout Unlimited member, who has over 60 years’ experience in environmental land use
issues, including authoring numerous EIS’s. (VITAE attached)
It is our opinion that the draft EIS is overly narrow in scope, fails to consider a number of issues,
including compatibility with local jurisdiction land use regulations and comprehensive plans. A key flaw
in the analysis is the failure to do a detailed Land Use Carrying capacity analysis, as required by
Washington Growth Management Act. Further the draft EIS’s we believe is inadequate in terms of a
detailed analysis of wetlands and critical areas as mandated by US wetland regulations and Washington
State critical areas regulations.
The DEIS draft, in our opinion, significantly underestimates or fails to consider cumulative effects of the
proposed actions. This includes the loss of several threatened or endangered species, including fish and
wildlife. In addition, significant tree and vegetation and fragile wetland factitive. Plants will be lost and
mitigation proposals, i.e. 3-1 replacement not clearly spelled out.
As a certified planner and instructor in Urban planning and Real estate economics and environmental
analysis, having been involved in a number of Lewis County and local jurisdiction projects including
numerous commercial and residential projects and a 300-acre industrial park annexation to Centralia.
It is my opinion that there are enough existing vacant properties outside the flood plain that are
properly zoned, or rezoned and annexed to accommodate the transfer of businesses and residences
now in the 100-year flood plain. We would note that a large portion of those uses in the 100-year flood
plain are considered legally nonconforming and would not be permitted today under Lewis County,
Chehalis and Centralia Land use regulations, the Washington Growth Management Act and State and
Federal regulations.
A coalition of over 50 fishing, wildlife and conservation entities worked together to prevent a copper
mine from being established by a Canadian company in the Methow Valley. The same coalition lobbied
the Washington State legislature to prohibit future mechanical gold and mineral dredging in Washington
State rivers and streams. That effort, lead by Trout Unlimited and FFI, was supported by all State fishing
clubs like WFFC and FFI. To the best of my knowledge, most or all of these coalition members are
aligned with Washington tribes to oppose and prevent this dam from being built.

Our collective professional recommendation is that the Washington State Department of Ecology
prepare a supplemental EIS covering: 1) issues enumerated in this letter; 2) a detailed cost benefit
analysis of financing the moving of threatened businesses and residences to non-flood plane areas, and
or measures to flood proof those areas other than the proposed dam. This analysis, if done properly
would likely show this to be a more cost-effective approach to mitigate land use and all environmental
impacts including fisheries, recreation and wildlife.
We adopt by reference and support the comments submitted by other environmental and Tribal
entities.
Respectfully submitted,
Robert W. Thorpe, WFFC environmental chair.
Cc: James Goedhard, President WFFC
FFI
TU -Issaquah
MVFFC
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Message:
Jessica Helsley
Wild Salmon Center
jhelsley@wildsalmoncenter.org
WA

Comments:
Please find comments submitted on behalf of the Wild Salmon Center attached.
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Message:
Teri Wright
Orca Conservancy
teri@orcaconservancy.org

Comments:
See attached.
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May 26, 2020
Sent electronically to: https://chehalisbasinstrategy.com/eis/comment-form/
Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project EIS
Anchor QEA
1201 Third Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
RE: Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project Environmental Impact Statement
To the Department of Ecology, Anchor QEA, and the Chehalis Basin Board:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage
Reduction Project (Project) draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Please accept as the official filing
from Orca Conservancy the following letter:
Orca Conservancy wishes to thank the Department of Ecology (Ecology) for extending the comment period
during the coronavirus pandemic. As you are well aware, restrictions on activities due to COVID-19 have been
in place in Washington throughout the comment period and have severely limited opportunities to meet with
colleagues efficiently and have hindered access to written materials in libraries that are not readily available
online. We would also like to point out that this coronavirus pandemic is a direct result of human activity and
their involvement towards the degradation of natural habitat.1 Orca Conservancy opposes this Project as a
direct form of blatant destruction of a vital and much needed ecosystem.
Orca Conservancy also wishes to note that we are appalled at the amount of habit degradation and destruction listed within the Project DEIS; the destruction of species unable to move to another location during
construction and operations of this proposed Project; and the willful choice of not honoring treaties with the
Confederate Tribes of the Chehalis and the Quinault Indian Nation who currently call the Chehalis River Basin
home. That said, our comments will be limited to specific effects the Project will have on recovery efforts of
the critically endangered Southern Resident killer whale (SRKWs) population and the potential for listing another salmonid Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) on the ESA should this project move forward.

1

2020, Proceedings of the Royal Society B, https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2019.2736
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Orca Conservancy is a 501(c)(3) Washington State non-profit established in 1996 with the mission of working
on behalf of Orcinus orca, the killer whale, and protecting the wild places on which it depends. The organization’s urgent attention is on the remaining 72 members of the critically endangered SRKW population.2 Orca
Conservancy currently represents over 38,000+ members and supporters, and collaborates with some of the
top research institutions and environmental groups in addressing the most critical issues facing wild killer
whales.
Orca Conservancy takes issue with the Project DEIS’ finding that, “Construction and operation would also have
a moderate adverse impact on Southern Resident killer whales.”3 Previous to this statement, it is noted that
the Project will have a significant adverse impact upon Chinook salmon, the SRKWs preferred food. We are
unclear how this interpretation was reached and believe that moving this Project forward will have a significant adverse effect on SRKWs as a Distinct Population Segment (DPS). This includes the Project’s human destruction of yet another salmon run which, again, is not in best interest of the SRKWs. For species that are endangered due to exploitation, protecting a subset of the range can be sufficient to ensure survival of the species. However, for species endangered by habitat degradation alone, as is the case for SRKWs, bold changes
are needed if we are truly committed to assisting with the survival of the SRKWs population. Meaning; mortality rates are closely correlated to coastwide Chinook abundance, and recent Chinook population crashes in
the mid 1990s and late 2000s have resulted in significant losses to the SRKWs population.4 SRKWs engage in
all types of behavior throughout their range. While lactating, it is likely that mothers require 2-4 times more
food than they do at other stages of their life cycle. This requires large, contiguous areas with elevated prey
density (due to the mobile nature of their prey, there is temporal fluctuation in prey density at a given geographic location).
Due to our primary focus being on advocating for delisting of SRKWs under the ESA, the majority of our findings with the Project DEIS completely fails to represent the SRKWs properly and it falls short of making recovery efforts fully discussed within the ESA. Congress enacted the ESA, in part, to provide a “means whereby the
ecosystems upon which endangered species and threatened species depend may be conserved...[and] a program for the conservation of such endangered species and threatened species.”5 Section 2(c) of the ESA establishes that it is the policy of Congress that all Federal departments and agencies shall seek to conserve endangered species and threatened species and shall utilize their authorities in furtherance of the purposes of this
Act.”6 The ESA defines “conservation” to mean “the use of all methods and procedures which are necessary to
bring any endangered species or threatened species to the point at which the measures provided pursuant to
this Act are no longer necessary.”7 Similarly, Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA directs that federal agencies shall use
their programs and authorities to conserve endangered and threatened species. 8 To fulfill the purposes of the
ESA, Section 9 of the ESA prohibits any person, including any federal agency, from “taking” an endangered

2020. Center for Whale Research
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/parts/2006002part1.pdf
4 Ford, J.K.B, G.M. Ellis, P.F. Olesiuk, and K.C. Balcomb III. 2010. Linking killer whales survival and prey abundance: food limitation in the oceans
apex predator? Biology letters 6(10): 139-142; Ward, E.J. E.E. Homes and K.C. Balcomb III 2009. Quantifying the effects of prey abundance on killer
whale reproduction. Jounral of Applied Ecology, 46(3):632-640.
5 16 U.S.C. § 1531(b).
6 Id. at § 1531(c)(1).
7 Id. at § 1532(3).
8 Id. at § 1536(a)(1).
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species without proper authorization. 9 The term “take” is statutorily defined broadly as “to harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to attempt to engage in any such conduct.”10 The definition of “harm” has been defined broadly by regulation as “an act which actually kills or injures wildlife. Such
act may include significant habitat modification or degradation where it actually kills or injures wildlife by significantly impairing essential behavioral patterns, including breeding, feeding or sheltering.”11,12
The SRKW population is the most intensively studied population of marine mammals in the world, and the
best available science tells us that healthy wild Chinook salmon runs are critical to SRKW recovery. The SRKWs
historic use of west coast waters qualifies this community as an important resource to the states of Washington, Oregon, and California, and therefore SRKWs should be considered when evaluating the potential impact
of moving forward with the Project.
As NMFS recently acknowledged, “new information … confirms that … [S]outhern [R]esidents spend substantial time in coastal areas of Washington, Oregon and California and utilize salmon returns to these areas.”13
These coastal waters are recognized as essential foraging areas for this critically endangered population in the
winter and spring, and are currently under consideration to be designated as critical habitat for the SRKW 14,
which will include a much larger and densely populated portion of the Chinook salmon range along the Pacific
coast. Therefore, the Project DEIS gets it wrong by stating, “Operations would have significant adverse impacts on these fish. Construction and operation would also have a moderate adverse impact on Southern Resident killer whales.” A moderate impact which would lead to extinction is unacceptable. Therefore, Ecology
needs to explain how they plan to recover a population that is small and declining by making things worse.
And, in doing so will need to include an additional comment period.
The Project DEIS does not portray an accurate description of the distribution of SRKWs and this impacts the
decision being proposed. It is duly noted that between 1976 and 2004 there had been only 11 documented
sightings in United States (U.S.) coastal waters.15 However, between 2006 and 2011, 131 acoustic detections
were collected by deploying acoustic recorders in seven locations on the continental shelf of the U.S. west
coast from Cape Flattery, WA to Pt. Reyes, CA to detect and record endangered SRKWs. Detection rates of
SRKWs were greater in 2009 and 2011 than in 2006 - 2008, were most common in the month of March, and
occurred with the greatest frequency off the Columbia River and Westport, which was likely related to the
presence of their most commonly consumed prey, Chinook salmon.16 The use of passive acoustic recorders
has greatly increased the knowledge of seasonal and annual occurrences of SRKW in the coastal waters of the
United States. Satellite tracking of individual SRKWs also revealed the extent to which they used Pacific
Id. at § 1538(a)(1)(B).
Id. at § 1532(19).
11 50 C.F.R. § 222.102; see also Babbitt v. Sweet Home Chapter of Cmtys. for a Great Or., 515 U.S. 687 (1995) (upholding same re gulatory definition of
harm in 50 C.F.R. § 17.3).
12 2018. Center for Biological Diversity and Wild Fish Conservancy’s 60-day notice of intent to sue the U.S. Department of Commerce, the Secretary of
Commerce, the National Marine Fisheries Service (also known as NOAA Fisheries), and the Northwest Regional Administrator for the National Marine
Fisheries Service (collectively “NMFS”) for violations of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), 16 U.S.C. §§ 1531, et seq.
13 Michael J. Ford, Nat’l Marine Fisheries Serv., Status Review Update of Southern Resident Killer Whales 26 (2013). In fact, evidence indicates that
Southern Residents spend the majority of time in coastal and offshore waters. Cf. M. Bradley Hanson, et al., Assessing the Coastal Occurrence of Endangered Killer Whales Using Autonomous Passive Acoustic Recorders, 134 J. OF THE ACOUSTICAL SOC’Y OF AMERICA 3486, 3486 (2013) [hereinafter Coastal Occurrence] (explaining that “on average the whales occur in inland waters less than half of the days each year”).
14 12-Month Finding on a Petition to Revise the Critical Habitat Designation for the Southern Resident Killer Whale Distinct Population Segment, 80 FR
9682, published 2/24/2015.
15 2004. Krahn, et al.
16 2013. M. Bradley Hanson,a, Candice K. Emmons, and Eric J. Ward. Assessing the coastal occurrence of endangered killer whales using autonomous
passive acoustic recorders.
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coastal waters, and their focus on the migratory routes of Chinook for most of this time. Further, use of this
portion of the range has increased as Fraser River Chinook runs have declined, indicating Chinook runs from
the Chehalis River Basin, as well as the Columbia River Basin (the two largest river basins in Washington) are
likely to be more important in the coming years than they were in the first 40 years of intensive study of
SRKWs.
As noted in the DEIS, these runs are supposed to decline 70% due to climate change, therefore making it clear
that in order to recover the SRKWs, we need to ensure all steps are taken to recover Chinook runs by mitigating climate change, not by moving projects forward that contribute to climate change. Therefore, a 70% decline in Chinook numbers due to climate change would need to be offset in order to maintain the current status quo. Riparian habitat improvement must be expansive enough to not only offset future declines in marine
survival, but freshwater survival needs -- at minimum -- to at least double even if marine survival remained
the same to allow delisting. To continue large scale habitat degradation such as the Project is like being in a
hole and continuing to dig – it just doesn’t make sense.
The DEIS fails to consider the effects of inbreeding of jeopardy to the Distinct Population Segment (DPS) survival. With only 72 members of the SRKW population remaining, maintaining constant numbers will result in
loss of genetic diversity and increased inbreeding, both of which reduces the likelihood of recovery. That is, a
plan that does not contribute toward significantly increasing SRKW numbers results in jeopardy. In his ruling
on the Maury Island gravel mine case, Judge Martinez noted that even small threats to an already endangered
population were likely to result in jeopardy. Thus, the DEIS should have concluded that the proposed project is
likely to significantly adversely affect SRKWs and result in jeopardy to the DPS’ survival.
Since the Project DEIS is able to conclude that, “Construction and operation would also have a moderate adverse impact on SRKWs”, this Project is walking a fine line against the guidelines set forth in “Jeopardy” under
the Endangered Species Act (ESA). Section 7(a)(1) directs that the Secretaries of Interior and Commerce use
programs administered by these departments “in furtherance of the purposes” of the ESA. 17 Similarly, this
section requires that all other federal agencies, in consultation with the Secretaries, also exercise their authorities to advance the ESA’s purposes by “carrying out programs for the conservation” of listed species.18 In addition, section 7(a)(1) mandates that ALL federal agencies “insure” that all actions they authorize, fund, or
carry out are not likely to “jeopardize the continued existence of” listed species or “result in the destruction
or adverse modification: of critical habitat of threatened and endangered species.19 ALL federal agencies,
including Ecology, have an obligation to insure independently that their actions do not jeopardize the continued existence of listed species.20 The best available science makes it quite clear that SRKWs are on the brink of
extinction, therefore federal agencies may not fund, authorize, or carry out actions that US Fish and Wildlife
Service (FWS) or National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) concludes are likely to jeopardize listed species
with inevitable extinction.
The DEIS makes numerous references to the degradation of salmon habitat:

16 U.S.C. §1536(a)(1) 1999. Congress set forth the ESAs purposes in the first section of the statute.
Id.
19 Id. At §1536(a)(2). 2000. In joint regulations implementing section 7, FWS and NMFS have taken the position that these sectio n 7 prohibitions do not
apply to actions of federal agencies carried out in other countries. See 50 CFR § 402.01(a).
20 See Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe v. U.S. Navy, 898 F.2d. 1410, 1415 (9 th Circuit 1990).
17
18
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•
•

•

Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would have a significant adverse impact
on aquatic habitat from the headwaters of the Chehalis River to the middle mainstem
The removal of vegetation, increase in temperature, and reduced water quality would negatively affect aquatic habitat and species. Construction and operation would have significant
adverse impacts on spring-run Chinook salmon, fall-run Chinook salmon, Coho salmon, and
steelhead from degraded habitat, noise, and fewer fish surviving passage around the FRE facility
These significant impacts on fish and aquatic species and habitat would be unavoidable unless
the Fish and Aquatic Species and Habitat Management Plan and other mitigation plans meet
regulatory requirements and implementation is feasible21

The DEIS also notes more than eleven times throughout the document that, “There is uncertainty if mitigation
is technically feasible and economically practicable; therefore, the Proposed Project would have significant
and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts on fish and aquatic species and habitat.”22 Again, Orca
Conservancy finds and agrees that moving forward with this project would cause irreparable destruction
of needed habitat for Chinook salmon, leading to their almost certain listing on the ESA. The critically
endangered SRKW cannot survive another decimated Chinook salmon run.
The DEIS does perform a thorough analysis of the Project. In fact, the findings of the DEIS clearly support
Ecology to move against this project to ensure it does not move forward.
The DEIS though did not do a good job of researching the Local Actions Alternative. Orca Conservancy suggests the following as preferred alternatives to the Project in order to improve flood reduction:

21
22

•

Allowing uninhabited areas to flood, which slows down flood waves heading for settled are-as, stores
groundwater for summer use, and restores soil for agriculture.

•

Replacing undersized culverts to prevent water from backing up and flooding nearby homes, buildings, and towns during heavy rain events

•

Promote reverting farms along the river back to forested floodplain (along the lines of the Iowa/Napa
models). Adding high flow channels where reclaiming flood plain is not feasible would be less desirable. But, if designed so that fish have access to low flow side channels and are not at risk of being
stranded when flood waters recede, could be acceptable. Floodplains by Design is a Washington
State program that would be appropriate to invoke here

•

In addition to referring to the importance of trees for climate change, it’s also important to mention
their ability to prevent flooding by spreading out the time it takes water to reach the ground, transpiring water back into the air, and creating a spongy soil that can hold water. Floodwater flowing around
trees can carve channels that lower the ground. Nurse logs can get trees up off the ground so they
can survive flooding

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/parts/2006002part1.pdf
Id.
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•

Trees also play an important role in salmon recovery. Additionally, this approach not only addresses
flooding, it does it in a way that benefits rather than harms endangered species

•

Strategies within the Room for the River initiative also include moving structures and residents out of
floodplains and preventing new construction within these zones. Flooding disasters cost the US taxpayers more than 54 billion dollars annually. It is not unreasonable to move citizens to safer areas out
of harm’s way. Areas within the US, including the Iowa Corridor River Project and the Napa
River/Napa Creek Flood Control Project, are utilizing these strategies with success23

Most river basins around the world suffer from anthropogenic influences, and climate change is a universal
phenomenon. To successfully manage a river basin, it is necessary to understand the recent geologic history
and the human management trajectory of the system, and to understand how our management of these river
basins has had the unintended consequence of contributing to climate change. The DEIS notes that, “construction and operation would cause over 123,000 metric tons of greenhouse gas emissions” and that “90% of
the trees in the 600-acre temporary reservoir would be removed during construction . . . 847 acres would be
temporarily flooded when the reservoir holds water killing trees and vegetation.”24 The construction of the
Project and the operations of the Project add to climate change via greenhouse gas emissions and destruction
of forest limiting carbon sequestration.
If we are serious about the impact climate change has on flooding, then we need to ensure that the methods
we choose to mitigate flooding due not in fact lead to increasing climate change, in essence, we need to not
fall into a Catch-22. Therefore, the only safe way forward is to follow the Room for the River strategies, which
protect against flooding, reduce flooding, and do not add to climate change.
A new regionally-led approach is urgently needed with Northwest policymakers working closely with the region’s stakeholders, sovereigns, and citizens to craft a lawful, science-based plan that protects against flooding, while recovering salmon and SRKWs and invests in vibrant fishing and farming communities for current
and future generations.
Lastly, Orca Conservancy believes strong leadership from the Department of Ecology is mandatory in guiding
the Pacific Northwest (PNW) to a place where abundant wild salmon and steelhead populations once again
support communities, livelihoods, and honor treaty rights, but most importantly wild salmon is needed to
sustain the critically endangered SRKWs. The remaining 72 SRKWs are a totem species and an icon not only
in the state of Washington, but the entire PNW. As an organization that has been advocating for this population’s recovery since 1996, it is undeniable that this population is trying incredibly hard to continue its
existence within its core habitat. It is also undeniable that we, as humans, continue to create obstacle after
obstacle which undermines the SRKWs rightful existence. Enough is enough. Trying to prevent flooding is a
fool's errand. Better to spend the money adapting to the environment than trying to adapt the environment
to impractical building placement.

23
24

https://blogs.ei.columbia.edu/2011/06/07/making-room-for-rivers-a-different-approach-to-flood-control/
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/2006002.pdf
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“The problems faced by orcas and salmon are human-caused, and we as Washingtonians have a duty to protect these species. The impact of letting these two species disappear would be felt for generations.” Governor
Jay Inslee 25
Sincerely,

Shari Tarantino
Executive Director

25

https://medium.com/wagovernor/inslee-signs-executive-order-to-protect-orcas-chinook-salmon-8eb97d00b41d
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Please See Attached Letter.
Letter drafted and circulated by members of the Chehalis River Alliance
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To the Department of Ecology and Anchor QEA:
We, the undersigned businesses, organizations, officials, and individuals, stand with the
Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis and the Quinault Indian Nation in opposition to the
construction of a dam on the upper Chehalis River above the town of Pe Ell, Washington. While
we empathize with basin citizens whose livelihoods and property have been impacted, the
proposed dam is not a sustainable or practical solution to the devastating floods impacting
communities throughout the Chehalis Basin.

Construction of the proposed dam will provide only a minimal flood reduction benefit for a
limited number of residents in a small portion of the basin. Nor will it protect residents from the
most devastating flood levels such as those experienced during the 2007 event. Residents and
businesses in the lower basin, and along other flood-prone Chehalis River tributaries would not
receive any benefit from the proposed dam. We cannot rationalize the expenditure of over $628
million on a project that will not address a problem that all basin residents face.
At a time when wild salmon and steelhead runs are in rapid decline across the Pacific Northwest,
the Chehalis Basin remains one of Washington’s last best chances to get salmon recovery right.
Construction of the proposed dam however, with its associated support infrastructure, would
decimate the opportunity for salmon in the Chehalis Basin to return to their once thriving historic
population levels. A few of the significant impacts the proposed dam would have on salmon
include the destruction of over 12 miles of riparian habitats, elimination of critical spawning and
rearing habitat for spring Chinook and steelhead, and the increase of river temperatures to near
lethal levels.
The impacts are not relegated to just salmon but will also have significant impacts on wildlife
species and recreationists. Wildlife impacts include chronic disturbance during the proposed 5year construction period, loss of breeding habitat and migratory corridors and a reduction in food
resources for the already endangered Southern Resident Killer Whales. Additionally, the
proposed structure would eliminate 12 miles of recreational boating opportunity and significantly
decrease the fishability of the Chehalis due to both a lack of access and a decline in salmon and
steelhead populations identified above.
The flooding problems we face are not new. They are over one hundred years in the making.
While there is not a one-size-fits all solution, there is an urgent need to act now to make changes
that will set success into motion. We support implementation of a comprehensive local actions
alternative that includes:
● Elevating homes, businesses, and utilities so they are above floodwater levels
● Acquiring flood-prone properties and preventing additional floodplain development.
● Allowing uninhabited areas to flood, which slows down flood waves heading for settled
areas, stores groundwater for summer use, and restores soil for agriculture.
● Replacing undersized culverts to prevent water from backing up and flooding nearby
homes, buildings, and towns during heavy rain events.
We do not have 10 years to wait. We need to get to work now on solutions that are proven, are a
wise investment, will reduce flood damage risk now, and will help restore the Chehalis Basin for
communities, fish, wildlife, and clean water.
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Message:
Chase Gunnell
Wild Steelhead Coalition
chasegunnell@gmail.com
King, Washington

Comments:
May 27, 2020
From: Wild Steelhead Coalition
To:
Mr. Gordon White
SEPA Responsible Official
Washington State Department of Ecology
Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project EIS
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave, Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
RE: Public comments on the draft state environmental impact statement for the proposed
Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project in Lewis County, Washington
Mr. White,
On behalf of the Wild Steelhead Coalition’s thousands of members in Washington state and
beyond, thank you for the opportunity to submit comments on the state’s draft environmental
impact statement (DEIS) for the Chehalis River Basin Flood Control Zone District’s proposed
Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project of a Flood Retention Expandable dam
(Chehalis Dam) facility and improvement to the Airport Levee (collectively referred to as the
FRE).
Established in 2000 by a coalition of steelhead anglers concerned about the precipitous decline
of Washington’s wild steelhead, the Wild Steelhead Coalition has been working for the last
two decades to increase the return of wild steelhead to the waters of the West Coast. As one of
Washington’s largest and most important steelhead strongholds, we are particularly concerned
about the fate of the Chehalis River and are working to ensure the Chehalis Basin strategy
successfully reduces flood risk while also maintaining healthy steelhead and salmon
populations for future generations.

After careful review of the DEIS, the WSC has concluded that the scale and magnitude of
environmental degradation the proposed FRE would generate is unacceptable. The DEIS
makes it abundantly clear that the construction and operation of the proposed Chehalis
Dam/FRE would cause irreparable environmental destruction in the Chehalis River Basin and
negatively impact the ecological processes that are essential for sustaining the abundance and
productivity of wild salmonids, wildlife, and plants.
We are also particularly concerned by the DEIS’s failure to include viable mitigation measures
to address these impacts. This shortcoming seriously impairs the ability of the public and state
agencies to make informed judgements about the long-term effects of this proposed project on
the Chehalis’s salmonid populations. Moreover, the DEIS’s statement about the “uncertainty”
surrounding the technical feasibility and economic practicality of potential mitigation
measures raises serious doubts about the viability of any mitigation effort.
Additionally, we are concerned by the failure of the DEIS to provide specific information on
how projected impacts would affect the ability of the Chehalis Basin Strategy to achieve its
dual goals of reducing flood damage and restoring aquatic species throughout the Chehalis
River Basin. The people of the Chehalis Basin deserve real solutions to their flooding
problems, while all Washingtonians, including local residents and tribes, require constructive
steps to reverse the decline of salmon and steelhead fisheries such as those in the Chehalis.
However, the narrow framing of this DEIS prevents sufficient consideration of alternative
actions for achieving both flood damage reduction and restoration of aquatic species.
The Wild Steelhead Coalition believes the wide-ranging negative impacts of the proposed
Chehalis Dam/FRE are biologically and economically unmitigable. For this reason and the
fact that the EIS fails to sufficiently detail mitigation measures for this proposal, we believe
the state has sufficient cause to deny permits for the project under SEPA. However, the
following comments shed even more light on the problematic nature of this DEIS and the
misguided proposal it evaluates.
The DEIS determines that the construction and operation of the proposed FRE would
significantly impact steelhead and salmon produced by the important spawning populations
upstream of Rainbow Falls. While we agree with this assessment, we are disappointed by the
DEIS’s failure to fully account for the FRE’s total impacts on salmonid populations since this
project would compromise the ecology of the entire Chehalis River Basin ecosystem.
In particular, we found the DEIS analysis failed to assess the expected total effects on
salmonid populations due to several factors:
• A lack of transparency in salmonid population modeling
• Inadequate analyses on watershed and ecological processes
• Inadequate analyses of effects on population performance and viability
• Inadequate analyses of cumulative effects
• Inadequate analyses of the compounding effects of climate change
Despite decades of habitat degradation throughout the Basin, the Chehalis River still maintains
the largest run of wild steelhead in the state. However, wild steelhead and salmon numbers
have been in serious decline for decades, and this decline has accelerated in recent years. In
fact, for the last four years, the wild steelhead run has failed to meet escapement, which led the
state to close down the spring steelhead fishery this past spring. Additionally, the spring
Chinook salmon population is trending toward extinction.

The combination of the diminished population productivities and genetic diversity that has
resulted from a dramatic loss in historic abundance indicates that the overall resiliency of these
salmonid stocks is compromised. This context is critical for the DEIS because it underscores
that these wild fish populations will be even more vulnerable to the various negative impacts
of the proposed FRE.
Throughout geologic time, watershed processes have been producing the freshwater and
estuarine habitats required by salmonids and other aquatic species. Unfortunately, the Chehalis
Basin has experienced decades of habitat degradation, which has reduced the river’s salmon
and steelhead populations to a fraction of their historic abundance. The proposed FRE’s
unprecedented impact on habitat would compound the basin’s habitat problem, further
degrading the conditions needed to support healthy salmonid populations.
The subbasin upstream of Crim Creek supports populations of wild steelhead and salmon that
are genetically unique from salmon and steelhead in other subbasins within the greater
Chehalis River Basin. The DEIS accurately concludes that the proposed FRE would reduce the
important genetic diversity with and among salmonid populations of each species across the
Chehalis Basin. We also agree that predicted population reductions in the late century from the
proposed FRE are significant because they would bring population abundance even further
below 70 percent of their historic abundance than the reductions predicted from climate
change alone. All the while, the DEIS does not consider impacts on salmon populations that
originate from tributaries in the Chehalis River Basin other than the mainstem, despite these
species documented utilization of common areas with the mainstem below the proposed FRE.
The population of spring-run Chinook are of primary concern. The Willapa Hills in the Upper
Chehalis Basin was once a stronghold for spring-run Chinook, but species occurrence has been
highly variable and notably decreasing in recent years, which has led to significant concerns
about the risk of local extirpation.
It is important to note that spring-run Chinook spawn in only three primary areas within the
Chehalis River Basin, and the FRE would significantly affect one of these critical spawning
zones. The spatial range of spring-run Chinook in the Chehalis River Basin was once far
greater than it is now, but this spatial diversity appears to be contracting due to the decline of
the population. The FRE would accelerate this contraction by degrading the habitat in a
primary spawning area, which would further erode the population viability. While the DEIS
identifies likely impacts specific to spring-run Chinook, we believe that it does not adequately
account for the importance of this population ecologically, culturally, or economically to the
greater Pacific Northwest region.
The upper Chehalis subbasin (upstream of the proposed Chehalis Dam/FRE site) is also a
stronghold for wild winter-run steelhead production, especially compared to other sections of
the Chehalis River Basin according to the findings from intensive spawner surveys over the
past six years (Ashcraft et al. 2017, Ronne et al. 2018, Ronne el al. 2020). The decline that is
occurring in the spawning escapements in the Chehalis River Basin suggests that the upper
Chehalis subbasin is particularly important to protect for the aggregate population in the
Chehalis River Basin. Effects of the proposed FRE, as presented in the DEIS, to this
population segment are substantial, causing significant loss in abundance, productivity and
diversity (DEIS p. E-117, 141, 143, 144, and 146). These losses would be further magnified as
losses to the overall aggregate population.

Each of the salmon populations produced upstream of Rainbow Falls, with the possible
exception of steelhead, currently perform at low levels (reflected in low abundance,
productivity, and diversity). This poor performance is in large part due to intensive land use
practices in the area over the past century, which have created poor habitat conditions. This
ecological region anchors the location in the watershed where anadromous fish life histories
have the longest distance in their migrations upstream of the estuary, subsequently promoting
substantial life history diversity.
Beyond the habitat issues associated with the proposed project, the project also creates
substantial issues involving project construction and long-term fish passage. As presented,
there exists significant uncertainty associated with the fish passage estimates and survivability
rates of both the fish tunnels and the temporary trap and haul (both during construction and
normal operation of the proposed FRE) in the DEIS.
Picket weirs are well documented at causing behavioral site rejection by certain salmon
species as well as for being extremely difficult to maintain and operate during elevated flows
in Western Washington rivers. This level of uncertainty is not incorporated into the DEIS
analysis of fish passage impacts. Additionally, the post-construction passage effectiveness is
highly uncertain and likely to vary year by year based upon streamflow and the following of
operations protocol by a yet to be determined entity.
Uncertainties also exist with the analysis of the impacts associated with the in-water work
window during the FRE construction phase. As indicated in the DEIS, a work window
extension would be requested from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. If
granted, this extension would permit work from July through September, which is when
spring-run Chinook are migrating, steelhead eggs are incubating, and juvenile coho and
steelhead are rearing and migrating to suitable habitats. High temperatures and low flows
which occur during this construction period would increase the psychological stress and
susceptibility to disease, increasing mortality and reducing overall fitness of salmonid species.
If the requested extension is not approved, construction activity would take longer than the
proposed five-years to complete, impacting more year classes and production of salmon.
The long-term implications of climate change on salmonid populations is already a major
concern in the Chehalis River Basin, but the proposed FRE will exacerbate this serious threat.
Unfortunately, the DEIS fails to appropriate account for the impacts of climate change as it
focuses myopically on peak flows and temperatures. As a result, it fails to sufficiently analyze
the impacts of climate change on salmonid productivity, diversity, and spatial structure.
In particular, the DEIS fails to include adequate assessment on the effect of climate change in
the estuary and the ocean as well as the resulting impacts on salmonids and other aquatic
species. Annual variation in ocean conditions and ocean survival is a significant contributor to
annual variation in spawner abundance for steelhead and salmon. It is not clear how climate
change will affect salmon and steelhead survival in the estuary and in the ocean, although
climate models suggest that ocean temperatures may lead to reduced adult returns (Logerwell
et al. 2003). For small or declining populations, this annual variation may result in populations
dipping to very low numbers, possibly resulting in earlier functional extirpation.
When these myriad impacts are analyzed collectively, it is clear the proposed FRE will have a
cumulative effect on the ecosystem that will be quite significant. This impact is largely the
result of the project’s litany of disruptions to the ecosystem’s dynamic natural processes,
which adversely affects the quality and quantity of habitats and subsequently the salmonid
populations that depend upon them. Concerningly, the DEIS does not adequately assess how

the FRE would fundamentally alter watershed and ecological processes critical to salmon
habitats through the entirety of the Chehalis River Basin extending into the estuary.
Additionally, the DEIS does not provide an adequate analysis of the cumulative effects on the
salmonid species that originate within the general vicinity of the FRE. To understand the
overall impacts of the proposed FRE, the cumulative impacts of other known or likely factors
that could reasonably be expected to compound the adverse impacts of the project must be
assessed. The magnitude of the projected impacts of the FRE on the limited set of salmonid
populations that were analyzed are very likely significantly underestimated when the full scale
of cumulative impacts is considered.
Salmonid populations in the Chehalis River Basin have declined sharply from their historical
levels with dramatic declines in abundance, productivity, diversity, and special structure. The
FRE would further alter watershed processes vital to the long-term sustainability of salmonid
populations. The DEIS does not adequately assess how the FRE would fundamentally alter
watershed and ecological processes critical to salmonid habitats through the entirety of the
Chehalis River Basin extending into the estuary.
Lastly, the DEIS fails to provide equal and ample analysis of alternatives. This shortcoming
prevents a valid comparison of the Local Action Alternative (LAA) and the FRE. The DEIS
fails to adequately develop alternative elements such as buyouts, relocations, and local flood
protection measures; fails to describe when and how these elements could be accomplished;
and fails to objectively assess how such elements could achieve the goals and purpose stated
in the DEIS, despite there being data available to do so. The DEIS also fails to demonstrate
how the Office of the Chehalis Basin could manage and lead a basin-wide LAA, a glaring
omission that demonstrates the DEIS’s failure to appropriately consider the LAA as a
legitimate alternative.
In conclusion, while we greatly appreciate the Chehalis River Basin Flood Control Zone
District’s attempt to mitigate flood risk in the Chehalis Basin, we strongly believe the
proposed FRE is the wrong approach and that there are too many omissions and shortcomings
in this DEIS to use this document as the basis to approve the proposed project. This proposal
fails the wild steelhead and salmon of the Chehalis Basin, and the many Washingtonians who
value them, while insufficiently addressing flooding and habitat issues.
This concern is amplified by the failure of the DEIS to include viable mitigation measures to
address the unacceptable level of environmental degradation the proposed FRE would cause.
Not only does this shortcoming seriously impair the ability of the public and state agencies to
make informed judgments about the long-term effects of this proposed project, but it raises
serious concerns about the technical feasibility and economic practicality of mitigation efforts.
Although we believe the proposed FRE is the wrong approach to address flood risk in the
Chehalis Basin, it is critically important that we develop solutions for mitigating flood
damage. Doing nothing is simply not an option. To that end, we strongly encourage the
Chehalis Basin Board to go back to the drawing board and assemble, in partnership with
stakeholders, local action alternatives that accomplish the dual goal of reducing flood impacts
and restoring aquatic ecosystems.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIS and for your tireless work to create a
better future for the Chehalis Basin.

Sincerely,
Rich Simms
Board of Directors
Wild Steelhead Coalition
Chase Gunnell
Board of Directors
Wild Steelhead Coalition
On behalf of the Wild Steelhead Coalition Board of Directors

May 27, 2020
Mr. Gordon White
SEPA Responsible Official
Washington State Department of Ecology
Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project EIS
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave, Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
RE: Public comments on the draft state environmental impact statement for the proposed Chehalis River
Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project in Lewis County, Washington
Mr. White,
On behalf of the Wild Steelhead Coalition’s thousands of members in Washington state and beyond, thank
you for the opportunity to submit comments on the state’s draft environmental impact statement (DEIS)
for the Chehalis River Basin Flood Control Zone District’s proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage
Reduction Project of a Flood Retention Expandable dam (Chehalis Dam) facility and improvement to the
Airport Levee (collectively referred to as the FRE).
Established in 2000 by a coalition of steelhead anglers concerned about the precipitous decline of
Washington’s wild steelhead, the Wild Steelhead Coalition has been working for the last two decades to
increase the return of wild steelhead to the waters of the West Coast. As one of Washington’s largest and
most important steelhead strongholds, we are particularly concerned about the fate of the Chehalis River
and are working to ensure the Chehalis Basin strategy successfully reduces flood risk while also maintaining
healthy steelhead and salmon populations for future generations.
After careful review of the DEIS, the WSC has concluded that the scale and magnitude of environmental
degradation the proposed FRE would generate is unacceptable. The DEIS makes it abundantly clear that
the construction and operation of the proposed Chehalis Dam/FRE would cause irreparable environmental
destruction in the Chehalis River Basin and negatively impact the ecological processes that are essential for
sustaining the abundance and productivity of wild salmonids, wildlife, and plants.
We are also particularly concerned by the DEIS’s failure to include viable mitigation measures to address
these impacts. This shortcoming seriously impairs the ability of the public and state agencies to make
informed judgements about the long-term effects of this proposed project on the Chehalis’s salmonid
populations. Moreover, the DEIS’s statement about the “uncertainty” surrounding the technical feasibility
and economic practicality of potential mitigation measures raises serious doubts about the viability of any
mitigation effort.
Additionally, we are concerned by the failure of the DEIS to provide specific information on how projected
impacts would affect the ability of the Chehalis Basin Strategy to achieve its dual goals of reducing flood
damage and restoring aquatic species throughout the Chehalis River Basin. The people of the Chehalis Basin
deserve real solutions to their flooding problems, while all Washingtonians, including local residents and
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tribes, require constructive steps to reverse the decline of salmon and steelhead fisheries such as those in the
Chehalis. However, the narrow framing of this DEIS prevents sufficient consideration of alternative actions
for achieving both flood damage reduction and restoration of aquatic species.
The Wild Steelhead Coalition believes the wide-ranging negative impacts of the proposed Chehalis
Dam/FRE are biologically and economically unmitigable. For this reason and the fact that the EIS
fails to sufficiently detail mitigation measures for this proposal, we believe the state has sufficient
cause to deny permits for the project under SEPA. However, the following comments shed even more
light on the problematic nature of this DEIS and the misguided proposal it evaluates.
The DEIS determines that the construction and operation of the proposed FRE would significantly impact
steelhead and salmon produced by the important spawning populations upstream of Rainbow Falls. While
we agree with this assessment, we are disappointed by the DEIS’s failure to fully account for the FRE’s total
impacts on salmonid populations since this project would compromise the ecology of the entire Chehalis
River Basin ecosystem.
In particular, we found the DEIS analysis failed to assess the expected total effects on salmonid populations
due to several factors:
•
•
•
•
•

A lack of transparency in salmonid population modeling
Inadequate analyses on watershed and ecological processes
Inadequate analyses of effects on population performance and viability
Inadequate analyses of cumulative effects
Inadequate analyses of the compounding effects of climate change

Despite decades of habitat degradation throughout the Basin, the Chehalis River still maintains the largest
run of wild steelhead in the state. However, wild steelhead and salmon numbers have been in serious decline
for decades, and this decline has accelerated in recent years. In fact, for the last four years, the wild steelhead
run has failed to meet escapement, which led the state to close down the spring steelhead fishery this past
spring. Additionally, the spring Chinook salmon population is trending toward extinction.
The combination of the diminished population productivities and genetic diversity that has resulted from a
dramatic loss in historic abundance indicates that the overall resiliency of these salmonid stocks is
compromised. This context is critical for the DEIS because it underscores that these wild fish populations
will be even more vulnerable to the various negative impacts of the proposed FRE.
Throughout geologic time, watershed processes have been producing the freshwater and estuarine habitats
required by salmonids and other aquatic species. Unfortunately, the Chehalis Basin has experienced decades
of habitat degradation, which has reduced the river’s salmon and steelhead populations to a fraction of their
historic abundance. The proposed FRE’s unprecedented impact on habitat would compound the basin’s
habitat problem, further degrading the conditions needed to support healthy salmonid populations.
The subbasin upstream of Crim Creek supports populations of wild steelhead and salmon that are genetically
unique from salmon and steelhead in other subbasins within the greater Chehalis River Basin. The DEIS
accurately concludes that the proposed FRE would reduce the important genetic diversity with and among
salmonid populations of each species across the Chehalis Basin. We also agree that predicted population
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reductions in the late century from the proposed FRE are significant because they would bring population
abundance even further below 70 percent of their historic abundance than the reductions predicted from
climate change alone. All the while, the DEIS does not consider impacts on salmon populations that
originate from tributaries in the Chehalis River Basin other than the mainstem, despite these species
documented utilization of common areas with the mainstem below the proposed FRE.
The population of spring-run Chinook are of primary concern. The Willapa Hills in the Upper Chehalis
Basin was once a stronghold for spring-run Chinook, but species occurrence has been highly variable and
notably decreasing in recent years, which has led to significant concerns about the risk of local extirpation.
It is important to note that spring-run Chinook spawn in only three primary areas within the Chehalis River
Basin, and the FRE would significantly affect one of these critical spawning zones. The spatial range of
spring-run Chinook in the Chehalis River Basin was once far greater than it is now, but this spatial diversity
appears to be contracting due to the decline of the population. The FRE would accelerate this contraction
by degrading the habitat in a primary spawning area, which would further erode the population viability.
While the DEIS identifies likely impacts specific to spring-run Chinook, we believe that it does not
adequately account for the importance of this population ecologically, culturally, or economically to the
greater Pacific Northwest region.
The upper Chehalis subbasin (upstream of the proposed Chehalis Dam/FRE site) is also a
stronghold for wild winter-run steelhead production, especially compared to other sections of the
Chehalis River Basin according to the findings from intensive spawner surveys over the past six
years (Ashcraft et al. 2017, Ronne et al. 2018, Ronne el al. 2020). The decline that is occurring in the
spawning escapements in the Chehalis River Basin suggests that the upper Chehalis subbasin is particularly
important to protect for the aggregate population in the Chehalis River Basin. Effects of the proposed FRE,
as presented in the DEIS, to this population segment are substantial, causing significant loss in abundance,
productivity and diversity (DEIS p. E-117, 141, 143, 144, and 146). These losses would be further magnified
as losses to the overall aggregate population.
Each of the salmon populations produced upstream of Rainbow Falls, with the possible exception of
steelhead, currently perform at low levels (reflected in low abundance, productivity, and diversity). This poor
performance is in large part due to intensive land use practices in the area over the past century, which have
created poor habitat conditions. This ecological region anchors the location in the watershed where
anadromous fish life histories have the longest distance in their migrations upstream of the estuary,
subsequently promoting substantial life history diversity.
Beyond the habitat issues associated with the proposed project, the project also creates substantial issues
involving project construction and long-term fish passage. As presented, there exists significant uncertainty
associated with the fish passage estimates and survivability rates of both the fish tunnels and the temporary
trap and haul (both during construction and normal operation of the proposed FRE) in the DEIS.
Picket weirs are well documented at causing behavioral site rejection by certain salmon species as well as for
being extremely difficult to maintain and operate during elevated flows in Western Washington rivers. This
level of uncertainty is not incorporated into the DEIS analysis of fish passage impacts. Additionally, the
post-construction passage effectiveness is highly uncertain and likely to vary year by year based upon
streamflow and the following of operations protocol by a yet to be determined entity.
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Uncertainties also exist with the analysis of the impacts associated with the in-water work window during
the FRE construction phase. As indicated in the DEIS, a work window extension would be requested from
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. If granted, this extension would permit work from July
through September, which is when spring-run Chinook are migrating, steelhead eggs are incubating, and
juvenile coho and steelhead are rearing and migrating to suitable habitats. High temperatures and low flows
which occur during this construction period would increase the psychological stress and susceptibility to
disease, increasing mortality and reducing overall fitness of salmonid species. If the requested extension is
not approved, construction activity would take longer than the proposed five-years to complete, impacting
more year classes and production of salmon.
The long-term implications of climate change on salmonid populations is already a major concern
in the Chehalis River Basin, but the proposed FRE will exacerbate this serious threat. Unfortunately,
the DEIS fails to appropriate account for the impacts of climate change as it focuses myopically on peak
flows and temperatures. As a result, it fails to sufficiently analyze the impacts of climate change on salmonid
productivity, diversity, and spatial structure.
In particular, the DEIS fails to include adequate assessment on the effect of climate change in the estuary
and the ocean as well as the resulting impacts on salmonids and other aquatic species. Annual variation in
ocean conditions and ocean survival is a significant contributor to annual variation in spawner abundance
for steelhead and salmon. It is not clear how climate change will affect salmon and steelhead survival in the
estuary and in the ocean, although climate models suggest that ocean temperatures may lead to reduced adult
returns (Logerwell et al. 2003). For small or declining populations, this annual variation may result in
populations dipping to very low numbers, possibly resulting in earlier functional extirpation.
When these myriad impacts are analyzed collectively, it is clear the proposed FRE will have a cumulative
effect on the ecosystem that will be quite significant. This impact is largely the result of the project’s litany
of disruptions to the ecosystem’s dynamic natural processes, which adversely affects the quality and quantity
of habitats and subsequently the salmonid populations that depend upon them. Concerningly, the DEIS
does not adequately assess how the FRE would fundamentally alter watershed and ecological processes
critical to salmon habitats through the entirety of the Chehalis River Basin extending into the estuary.
Additionally, the DEIS does not provide an adequate analysis of the cumulative effects on the salmonid
species that originate within the general vicinity of the FRE. To understand the overall impacts of the
proposed FRE, the cumulative impacts of other known or likely factors that could reasonably be expected
to compound the adverse impacts of the project must be assessed. The magnitude of the projected impacts
of the FRE on the limited set of salmonid populations that were analyzed are very likely significantly
underestimated when the full scale of cumulative impacts is considered.
Salmonid populations in the Chehalis River Basin have declined sharply from their historical levels with
dramatic declines in abundance, productivity, diversity, and special structure. The FRE would further alter
watershed processes vital to the long-term sustainability of salmonid populations. The DEIS does not
adequately assess how the FRE would fundamentally alter watershed and ecological processes critical to
salmonid habitats through the entirety of the Chehalis River Basin extending into the estuary.
Lastly, the DEIS fails to provide equal and ample analysis of alternatives. This shortcoming prevents a valid
comparison of the Local Action Alternative (LAA) and the FRE. The DEIS fails to adequately develop
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alternative elements such as buyouts, relocations, and local flood protection measures; fails to describe when
and how these elements could be accomplished; and fails to objectively assess how such elements could
achieve the goals and purpose stated in the DEIS, despite there being data available to do so. The DEIS also
fails to demonstrate how the Office of the Chehalis Basin could manage and lead a basin-wide LAA, a glaring
omission that demonstrates the DEIS’s failure to appropriately consider the LAA as a legitimate alternative.
In conclusion, while we greatly appreciate the Chehalis River Basin Flood Control Zone District’s
attempt to mitigate flood risk in the Chehalis Basin, we strongly believe the proposed FRE is the
wrong approach and that there are too many omissions and shortcomings in this DEIS to use this
document as the basis to approve the proposed project. This proposal fails the wild steelhead and
salmon of the Chehalis Basin, and the many Washingtonians who value them, while insufficiently
addressing flooding and habitat issues.
This concern is amplified by the failure of the DEIS to include viable mitigation measures to address the
unacceptable level of environmental degradation the proposed FRE would cause. Not only does this
shortcoming seriously impair the ability of the public and state agencies to make informed judgments about
the long-term effects of this proposed project, but it raises serious concerns about the technical feasibility
and economic practicality of mitigation efforts.
Although we believe the proposed FRE is the wrong approach to address flood risk in the Chehalis Basin,
it is critically important that we develop solutions for mitigating flood damage. Doing nothing is simply not
an option. To that end, we strongly encourage the Chehalis Basin Board to go back to the drawing board
and assemble, in partnership with stakeholders, local action alternatives that accomplish the dual goal of
reducing flood impacts and restoring aquatic ecosystems.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIS and for your tireless work to create a better future
for the Chehalis Basin.
Sincerely,

Rich Simms
Board of Directors
Wild Steelhead Coalition
Chase Gunnell
Board of Directors
Wild Steelhead Coalition
On behalf of the Wild Steelhead Coalition Board of Directors
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May 27, 2020
SEPA Draft DEIS for Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 Third Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
RE: Comments on Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project Draft EIS
Filed Electronically Only
Dear Department of Ecology:
The Center for Environmental Law & Policy (CELP) appreciates this opportunity to provide
comments on the Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS). The environmental review of this project is particularly important
because the Chehalis is one of only four rivers in Washington with undammed flow greater than
one hundred miles,1 and with the exception of bull trout,2 the Chehalis’ salmonid stocks have not
yet declined to the point of being listed under the Endangered Species Act.3 This is a precious
state of affairs.
As we all know, salmon are essential to our regional identity, to tribal lifeways, and to the
livelihoods of native and non-native fishermen.4 Building a dam would devastate these fish,
already at severe risk from existing degraded habitat5 that will be exacerbated by climate
change, and harm Washington’s coastal fishing economies. Building the dam would also cost
hundreds of millions of dollars, not including mitigation costs, at a time when the state budget is
under extraordinary pressure from the economic effects of COVID-19.6

TIM PALMER & ANN VILEISIS, GREAT RIVERS OF THE WEST: WASHINGTON, WESTERN RIVERS CONSERVANCY 16,
http://www.westernrivers.org/downloads/files/GROW%20FINAL/WA%20GROW.pdf.
2 DEIS at E-48 (“Coastal/Puget Sound bull trout are ESA-listed as threatened (64 Federal Register 58909). Bull trout
are documented to occur in lower Chehalis River and Grays Harbor tributaries and are presumed to occur in the
lower mainstem Chehalis River, which is part of the species’ designated critical habitat upstream to RM 43 (near
Oakville) (75 Federal Register 63898).”).
3 DEIS at E-9.
4 See, e.g., Langdon Cook, Why Wild Salmon Remains King in the Pacific Northwest, NAT. GEOGRAPHIC (MARCH 27, 2019),
https://www.nationalgeographic.com/travel/features/searching-for-wild-pacific-northwest-salmon-from-river-totable/#close.
5 2014 RECOMMENDATION REPORT, GOVERNOR’S CHEHALIS BASIN WORK GROUP (November 25, 2014).
6 Joseph O’Sullivan, As Coronavirus Freezes the Economy, Gov. Inslee Slashes Hundred of Millions of Dollars From
Washington State Budget, SEATTLE TIMES (April 3, 2020, 9:13PM), https://www.seattletimes.com/seattlenews/politics/as-coronavirus-freezes-the-economy-inslee-slashes-hundreds-of-millions-of-dollars-in-statespending/; see also Section III, infra.
1
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In 2007, devastating flooding led to the creation of the Office of the Chehalis River and planning
for strategies to reduce flood damage.7 The residents of the Chehalis Basin need a flood strategy
that reduces flood damage and flood risk for their families, homes, and livestock, but this
proposal for a large dam on one fork of the Chehalis River would not provide the needed relief.
Further, this proposal is for a large “expandable” dam on one fork of the Chehalis River;8 a fatal
scoping error under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).
The proposed dam would partially reduce flood risk for a minority of cities in the basin—i.e., it
would not solve the problem. This incomplete fix would come at an unacceptable cost to salmon,
treaty fishing rights, and Endangered Species Act-protected species including Southern Resident
Killer Whales. Climate change is already harming fish by increasing river temperatures and
degrading ocean conditions with acidification,9 and this dam could consign Chehalis Basin
residents to being Pacific Northwesterners without salmon.
The DEIS suffers from a lack of forthrightness, a lack of detail, and an adherence to a
preconceived notion that a dam would be preferable to all alternatives. Overall, the dam proposal
would not meet the basin’s needs. These problems are discussed below.
I.

Lack of a Complete Flooding Solution

The Chehalis Basin desperately needs flood management solutions that meet local needs in the
entire basin rather than simply bulking up protection for interstate commerce on I-5 and existing
structures within the floodplain. The dam tries to meet this need sideways and backwards: it is
aimed at protecting the people and livestock living in the basin, which is an essential goal, but it
does so in a way that would create a compounding nest of new problems without solving the
original one. In a late-century catastrophic flood scenario, the dam would protect less than half of
existing structures.10
The proposed dam would not protect all basin communities from flood damage, and the flooding
of the future would make this dam irrelevant. By late in this century, climate change modeling
predicts a 25% chance of a major flood in any given year. The city of Chehalis would still get
more than 10 feet of inundation during a late century catastrophic flood.11 The failure to protect
property and structures will surely lead to calls for a larger and taller dam, which the DEIS
quietly considers.12 Under SEPA, an EIS cannot falsely segment a project that is in fact one big
project.

Hal Bernton & Ralph Thomas, Extensive Flooding, 3 Confirmed Deaths, Hundreds of Rescues, SEATTLE TIMES (Dec. 5,
2007, 12:00AM), https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/extensive-flooding-3-confirmed-deaths-hundreds-ofrescues/.
8 DEIS at 7.
9 DEIS at E-57.
10 DEIS at S-9.
11 DEIS at S-9. “In late-century, this type of flood has a 1 in 27 (4%) chance of occurring in any given year.” S-3.
12 DEIS at 7.
7
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Compounding this issue is the concern that the Applicant will save the habitat mitigation for last
and then run out of money, such that it never actually happens. Large dam projects routinely
exceed their budgets by eye-popping magnitudes.13 Here, spending this amount of money on a
dam that would (hopefully) protect only 1,280 of 2,955 currently existing structures in a late
century catastrophic flood scenario14 is irresponsible by every measure: by the dam’s lethal
impact on salmon in violation of law and treaty obligations, by the dam’s likelihood of
encouraging further floodplain development that negates its purpose and harms fish habitat, and
by the need for restraint in the state budget because of the economic effects of coronavirus.
These problems argue against massive expenditures on a project of this magnitude that has
minimal feasibility.
II.

Improper Scoping & Segmentation

The DEIS raises concerns that the Department of Ecology is improperly “segmenting”
environmental review of a much larger project. Under NEPA, an agency impermissibly segments
environmental review when it divides “connected, cumulative, or similar” state actions into
separate projects “and thereby fails to address the true scope and impact of the activities that
should be under consideration.”15
The DEIS states that the proposed dam is “expandable” because it “would be built so it could
support the future construction of a larger structure . . . [that] could hold up to 130,000 acre-feet
of water in the reservoir.”16 According to the DEIS, such an enlargement would “be subject to a
separate environmental review and permitting process” in the future.17 But rather than
artificially disconnecting the expansion from the current project, the Department of Ecology
needs to look at all reasonably foreseeable impacts now.18
Since the proposed dam would only incompletely19 protect Centralia and Chehalis rather than
the whole basin, it would increase the pressure for building an expanded dam later. When
actions are connected—such as (1) building a dam that is specifically designed to be expandable
and (2) later expanding that dam—the EIS process must encompass all such connected actions to
effectively study the environmental impacts. These are not two independent actions; they are
See, e.g., Atif Ansar et al., Should We Build More Large Dams? The Actual Costs of Hydropower Megaproject
Development, 69 ENERGY POL’Y 43 (2014).
14 DEIS at S-9
15 Delaware Riverkeeper Network v. F.E.R.C., 753 F.3d 1304, 1313 (D.C. Cir. 2014) (holding that FERC impermissibly
segmented NEPA review by failing to consider the cumulative impacts of four related natural gas pipeline upgrade
projects). Note that “[b] ecause NEPA is substantially similar to SEPA, [Washington courts] may look to federal case
law for SEPA interpretation.” Int'l Longshore & Warehouse Union, Local 19 v. City of Seattle, 176 Wash. App. 512, 525,
309 P.3d 654, 661 (2013).
16 DEIS at 7.
17 Id. The full language on this in the DEIS is: “The Applicant calls the proposed facility expandable because it would
be built so it could support the future construction of a larger structure. The larger structure could hold up to
130,000 acre-feet of water in the reservoir. This expansion may or may not occur, and, if pursued in the future, it
would be subject to a separate environmental review and permitting process.”
18 Delaware Riverkeeper Network, 753 F.3d at 1313.
19 DEIS at S-9.
13
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one extended building project. By failing to consider the actual scope of the project, the DEIS
improperly segments the environmental review process.
Building “a large foundation and a low dam,” as the Preferred Alternative describes, would cost
$60 to $100 million more than building a non-expandable dam.20 This would be a huge and
irreversible commitment of resources now to support expansion later, and suggests a high
likelihood that the expanded dam would ultimately be built. Both phases of dam construction
would likely contribute to the environmental and economic impacts of the project, and both
should be the subject of a unified review process.21
The DEIS completely fails to explain why this expandable dam is required. If it is not justified,
why spend millions more? But if it is justified, and the Applicant actually intends to enlarge the
dam, then why are the true environmental impacts not analyzed? Falsely articulating the
expansion as a separate project is a straightforward violation of SEPA and NEPA.22 Washington
courts interpret SEPA using NEPA as a guide,23 and NEPA requires that agencies consider
connected actions, “which means that they are closely related and therefore should be discussed
in the same impact statement.”24 Actions are connected if they “[a]re interdependent parts of a
larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification.”25 The proposed expandable
dam appears to be a textbook case of this kind of connected action.
Another uncertainty about the current DEIS remains: the proposed dam would affect only one
fork of the Chehalis River. The DEIS reports that studies have considered “locations on the
Newaukum River,26 the upper Chehalis River, and the South Fork Chehalis River” but that the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers rejected them because “multiple flood retention facilities or facilities at
other locations would not be economically feasible, would have minimal benefit, or would cause
significant impacts on transportation and the environment.”27 First, after reading the significant
and unavoidable negative impacts of the dam proposal, one can only imagine the environmental
impacts that led the Corps to reject other locations. Second, though locations above Pe Ell have
been favored for a dam because of geology and rainfall,28 a glance at a map shows that a number
of enormous tributaries contribute to the Chehalis River before it reaches Chehalis and Centralia,
creating major flood risks not addressed by the current proposal.
DEIS 1-ii, Attachment A-2: Summary Comparison of FRO, FRFA, and FRE Alternatives, CHEHALIS RIVER BASIN FLOOD
CONTROL COMBINED DAM AND FISH PASSAGE SUPPLEMENTAL DESIGN REPORT, FRE DAM ALTERNATIVE (Sept. 2018), Table 11-1
at 41–42, https://www.chehalisbasinstrategy.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/FRE-Alternative-SupplementalReport-2018-09-27-reduced.pdf (The FRE “alternative would construct a large foundation and a low dam, with the
potential for future expansion if additional flood storage or flow augmentation water storage was desired.”).
21 Delaware Riverkeeper, 753 F.3d at 1313.
22 See, e.g., Thomas v. Peterson, 753 F.2d 754, 755 (9th Cir. 1985) (NEPA requires USFS to consider proposed timber
sale along with the road in its DEIS. Not doing so was improper segmentation because they are connected actions.
The road had no independent utility).
23 Int'l Longshore & Warehouse, 309 P.3d at 654 (Washington courts look to federal case law interpreting and
applying NEPA for guidance in interpreting and applying SEPA).
24 40 C.F.R. § 1508.25.
25 Id.
26 If climate change is going to make such formidable 100-year storms, then the smaller rivers will flood he basin
anyway and the big dam makes even less sense.
27 DEIS at 26.
28 Id.
20
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Again, building an expandable dam would cost $60 to $100 million more than a non-expandable
dam, and that is still likely an underestimate on cost.29 This is not counting the annual operating
costs of the proposed dam, which are minimally estimated to be $628,000 per year.30 This is an
outrageously high number for an expansion that purportedly might not happen, and an
enormous investment in a future that is totally un-analyzed in this DEIS.
III.

Speculative Mitigation

In nearly every major category, the DEIS concludes that impacts will be significant and
unavoidable, unless mitigation is feasible. Given that potential mitigation actions are so
important to predicting the actual environmental impacts of the project, the final DEIS should go
into much greater detail about possible actions and their likelihood of success. Courts have
emphasized “the requirement that mitigation measures be supported by substantial evidence.”31
Some “quantified or detailed information is required” so that courts and the public can be
assured that the agency took the “hard look” that NEPA requires.32 Agencies cannot condition a
permit on speculative and unproven mitigation.33
The DEIS admits it is impossible for the proposed dam to comply with Department of Fish and
Wildlife and land use requirements of no net loss of ecological function.34 Even without the
proposed project, the baseline of climate change will cause a net loss of ecological function.35
Climate change is emphatically not an argument for throwing up ones’ hands and giving up all
hope of improving ecological function; legal obligations to tribes and to the citizens of
Washington state forgo that faulty conclusion.36 Rather, the final DEIS should directly address
the options for, and feasibility of, creating improvements in ecological function that are greater
than the losses predicted from the project. The current DEIS, rather than explain how the
adverse effects of the dam will be mitigated (and what assurances exist that the mitigation would
be maintained in perpetuity), kicks the can down the road to federal agencies where more
mitigation will presumably be identified.37 This failure to identify and assure mitigation does not
provide an adequate basis for evaluation of a state permit.
DEIS 1-ii, Attachment A-2: Summary Comparison of FRO, FRFA, and FRE Alternatives, CHEHALIS RIVER BASIN FLOOD
CONTROL COMBINED DAM AND FISH PASSAGE SUPPLEMENTAL DESIGN REPORT, FRE DAM ALTERNATIVE (September 2018), Table
11-1 at 41–42, https://www.chehalisbasinstrategy.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/FRE-AlternativeSupplemental-Report-2018-09-27-reduced.pdf.
30 Id. at 36.
31 Nat'l Audubon Soc. v. Hoffman, 132 F.3d 7, 17 (2d Cir. 1997) (holding that USFS violated NEPA when deciding to
extend road conduct logging by failing to adequately consider all relevant factors, and USFS’s determination that
preparation of environmental impact statement (EIS) was unnecessary was arbitrary and capricious).
32 Neighbors of Cuddy Mountain v. U.S. Forest Service., 137 F.3d 1372, 1379 (9th Cir. 1998) (holding that USFS
violated NEPA when it approved a timber sale because its description of mitigating measures it would impose to
offset damage that proposed timber sale would cause to redband trout habitat was insufficient).
33 Id.
34 DEIS at S-14 (land use), 81 (fish & wildlife habitat), 97 (riparian buffers and wetlands).
35 DEIS at S-1.
36 See U. S. v. Washington, 853 F.3d 946 (9th Cir. 2017), aff’d by an equally divided court 138 S. Ct. 1832 (2018).
37 DEIS at E-83.
29
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The DEIS also fails to sufficiently describe the loss of recreational and navigational values in the
river or how such losses might be avoided. Washington’s Water Resources Act, enacted in 1971,
declares that recreation is a “beneficial use” of water and requires that flows be protected to
“preserve . . . . navigational values.”38 The DEIS’ appendix covering recreation is only 38 pages
and spends very little time on navigational recreation as opposed to sport fishing.39 It is clear,
however, that there would be a loss of access to whitewater and reaches of the river,40 and
mitigation is uncertain at best.41 The DEIS acknowledges that regarding recreation mitigation,
“there is uncertainty if the implementation of a plan is technically feasible or economically
practicable.”42
American Whitewater has a vision for a Chehalis River that “remains free-flowing and is
accessible to the public.”43 For the recreation community, the dam would “inundate an
outstanding Class III whitewater run, one of the longer stretches of continuous whitewater in the
state.”44 Pe Ell could be known for its access to this 14 miles of whitewater, but dam construction
would snatch this future away.
IV.

Unaddressed Effects on Salmonids

The upper Chehalis, where the dam is proposed, has the best spawning and rearing habitat for
salmon in the whole basin.45 Chinook salmon, chum, salmon, coho salmon, steelhead, and coastal
cutthroat are all widespread in the Chehalis River and associated off-channel and floodplain
habitats.46 Throughout all life stages, they require cool, clear water. To date, the Chehalis has
continued to support fish populations, although the numbers have decreased as in other rivers
and habitat restoration is essential. Climate change poses a threat to these fish, and a dam’s
negative impact would compound these effects.
According to a 2016 report to the Quinault Indian Nation by Larry Lestelle, a Poulsbobased fisheries biologist who has studied the Chehalis Basin for 45 years, the basin
historically saw an average of 778,000 steelhead, coho and Chinook salmon swimming
upstream a year. That number fell to 111,800 in 2003 and to 75,500 in 2016. Without
RCW 90.54.020(1); RCW 90.54.020(3)(a).
DEIS at J-17.
40 When the dam would not be blocking the river and creating a reservoir, the river may still be partially accessible
for rafting (albeit without a riparian forest) so long as Weyerhauser gives permission. However, the land within the
reservoir would be owned by the Flood Control Zone District and they may deny access for liability reasons.
41 Id.
42 Id.
43 Thomas O’Keefe, New Dam Proposed for Chehalis River (WA): Take Action and Comment, AM. WHITEWATER (April 2,
2020), https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Article/view/?articleid=34428
44 Thomas O’Keefe, New Dam Proposed for Chehalis River (WA), AM. WHITEWATER (Nov. 9, 2016),
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Article/view/?articleid=32661 (explaining that the restrictive
policies of Weyerhauser have reduced the number of people who have experienced this stretch of the river).
45 Lea Ronne, Nicholas Vanbuskirk, Curt Holt, & Mara Zimmerman, SPAWNER ABUNDANCE AND DISTRIBUTION OF SALMON
AND STEELHEAD IN THE UPPER CHEHALIS RIVER, 2017-2018, WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH & WILDLIFE (2018),
https://wdfw.wa.gov/sites/default/files/publications/02034/wdfw02034.pdf (“The highest density of fall Chinook
occurred between the proposed dam site (RM 108.2) and Elk Creek (RM 100.2)”).
46 DEIS at E-26.
38
39
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restoration, Lestelle estimates numbers could drop to 40,300, threatening local tribes and
fisheries. Of those, spring Chinook are the most threatened: In 2016 only 1,500 returned.
Without aid, that number could fall to 200.47
In annual surveys, nearly every reach of the upper mainstem of the Chehalis River and every
accessible tributary upstream of Crim Creek are consistently occupied by juvenile salmonids.48
Crim Creek is upstream of the proposed dam site, and would be shorn of its riparian buffer and
submerged by the proposed reservoir during high flow events.49 Chinook and steelhead in
particular move up and downstream in reaches that would be affected by the proposed facility,
to forage and maintain optimal body temperature.50 Currently, salmon and steelhead spawn less
than half a river mile upstream of the proposed dam site, and less than a mile and a half
downstream of the site.51
By requiring the removal of vegetation from the temporary reservoir inundation area, the dam
would have a drastic impact on water temperatures in the temporary reservoir area and directly
downstream.52 Large trees greater than 6 inches in diameter and non-flood tolerant trees would
be removed in the reservoir and construction area, “affecting over 600 acres of upland, riparian,
and wetland areas.”53 This means “[d]aily maximum [upstream] water temperatures would
increase 0.5°C to 3°C, depending on time of year, from lack of shading, with the greatest impact in
June through mid-September.”54 Downstream from the proposed dam site, the “function of the
Chehalis River as a migratory corridor could be impaired by 2°C to 3°C increases in daily
maximum summer water temperature.”55 The increase in temperature and the decreased
dissolved oxygen content would exceed water quality standards.56 The DEIS describes no
mitigation for these dramatic effects, and it is unlikely that they could be mitigated in any
meaningful way.
To prepare for the reservoir, the Applicant would remove large wood, which would have
compounding and multivariant effects on salmon and other fish. Removing large wood would
reduce or eliminate woody debris in the river and contributing streams.57 Having large wood in
the river and associated streams “helps slow water velocities and contributes to the
development of pools that provide cooler stream temperature, decreases fine sediment
transport, provides refuge for juvenile fishes from predation, and enables successful feeding.”58
John Stang, Will Flood Protection Set Back Salmon Restoration in the Chehalis River Basin?, CROSSCUT (Feb. 12,
2020), https://crosscut.com/2020/02/will-flood-protections-set-back-salmon-restoration-chehalis-river-basin.
48 DEIS at E-29.
49 This would have disastrous effects. For example, “[i]n the summer, the temperature of the Chehalis River and
streams in the temporary reservoir area would increase up to 5.4°F and up to 9°F in Crim Creek. This is mainly from
the removal of trees for construction and operation of the FRE facility which would reduce shade and cover in
upland and riparian zones.” DEIS at 39.
50 Id.
51 DEIS at E-102 (citing Ashcroft et al. 2017).
52 DEIS at 42.
53 DEIS at E-102
54 DEIS at E-103.
55 DEIS at E-104.
56 DEIS at 42
57 DEIS at E-103.
58 DEIS at E-103 (citing Wohl et al. 2015; Poff et al. 1997; Wald 2009).
47
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Reduced wood input would create less robust river channeling, preventing pools and eddies
from forming.59 Yet pools and eddies from river channeling are places for juvenile salmon to
survive away from faster currents, and places for salmon to spawn where their redds won’t be
swept away.60 The DEIS acknowledges these cascading effects but stops analyzing the cascade
too soon, and fails to meaningfully consider the far-reaching downstream effects of the loss of
woody debris.61
Losing salmon does not just mean losing the identity of the region and its economic health; it also
means the loss of that population’s genetic makeup. The spring-run Chinook that spawn in the
upper Chehalis Basin salmonids are a significant source of genetic diversity for the population.62
The upper basin of the Chehalis is warmer and is geographically and hydrologically distinct from
other parts of the basin, and scientists have observed genetic differences between fish from
different locations in the basin.63 This corroborates the results of an earlier study and
“demonstrates the importance of the upper Chehalis Basin to spring-run Chinook.”64 Scientists,
concluded the DEIS in that section, have “a great deal of concern over the future of spring-run
Chinook salmon in the basin.”65 These concerns cannot be ignored.
Finally, while CELP does not speak for any Indian tribe, we believe it is the obligation of
Washington state to honor tribal rights reserved in treaties and executive orders. When the state
fails to respect the lawful rights of tribes, it degrades resources that are used and shared by tribal
and non-tribal people. The DEIS recognizes that spring and fall run Chinook salmon, coho
salmon, steelhead, Pacific lamprey, and many other fish and shellfish are critical to the physical,
cultural, and spiritual wellbeing of tribal nations, and that access to fish for harvest is a right
reserved in tribal treaties.66 The state must respect its government-to-government relationship
with the affected tribes.67

Id.
Id.
61 See e.g., Trevor A. Jones, Lori D. Daniels, Dynamics of Large Woody Debris in Small Streams Disturbed by the 2001
Dogrib Fire in the Alberta Foothills, 256 FOREST ECOLOGY AND MANAGEMENT 1751 (“For headwater streams in
environments susceptible to floods and erosion we recommend that buffer zones comprised of snags to be
established after fires . . . to ensure a supply of [large woody debris] into streams for years to decades after a standreplacing fire” or other disturbance.”).
62 E-145.
63 DEIS at E-145; E-33.
64 DEIS at E-33.
65 Id.
66 DEIS at 70; see also E-83 (“Salmonid production from the Chehalis River is an important contributor to ocean
fisheries and is essential for supporting in-river fisheries such as ceremonial, subsistence, commercial and
noncommercial tribal harvest and recreational fisheries.”).
67 See, e.g., QUINAULT INDIAN NATION COMMENTS, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, PROPOSED CHEHALIS RIVER BASIN
FLOOD DAMAGE REDUCTION PROJECT UNDER STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (May 11, 2020),
https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5ea74f37fc31534cf56f0946/t/5eb9c991e85fc52b2fef48b3/158923407198
9/FINAL+QIN+Chehalis+DAM+DEIS+comment+5_11_2020.pdf.
59
60
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a. Lethal Effects of Dam Construction
For a period of three to five years, construction of the dam would create myriad new ways for
Chehalis Basin fish to die.68 This would be catastrophic, because the loss of four or five yearclasses in a row could end salmon runs. Besides the temperature increases due to vegetation
removal (which would begin during construction and continue to harm salmonids during
operation),69 fish would also be harmed by elevated turbidity due to earthwork in the river
channel, sound pressure waves from rock blasting (which cannot be measured, only observed),70
vibrations from roller-compacting concrete, and decreased or eliminated fish passage due to the
large unlighted tunnel into which they are unlikely to venture.71 Survival rates for trap-andtransport systems project a mere 32–65% survival among different species.72
During construction, migrating fish would move up the river with the assistance of a temporary
trap and transport facility, and down the river with a “temporary flow diversion tunnel.”73 This is
the tunnel that would provide downstream fish passage during construction.74 During trap and
transport, adult salmonids would be prioritized.75 Overall, the expected survival rate for fish
during construction is exceptionally poor. Only 45% of adult steelhead travelling upstream and
49% travelling downstream are expected to survive,76 with similar estimates for other trout.77
For spring and fall run Chinook salmon, 0% of juveniles travelling upstream would survive
during construction.78
It bears repeating that these numbers refer to survival, not just to fish passage.79 Likewise,
survival rates are in the low 60s for fall run Chinook adults travelling upstream during
construction.80 The DEIS recognizes this by calling the adverse impacts “significant and
unavoidable,” especially because mitigation is uncertain. All of this violates federal protection for
endangered bull trout,81 and treaty protected fish passage for salmon and other fish.82
“If permitted, the Applicant expects FRE facility construction would occur between 2025 and 2030 and
would last approximately 5 years (Martin 2019b).” DEIS at E-99. “Construction of the FRE facility is expected to
require three separate in-water work periods lasting from July 1 through September 30 each year.” Id.
69 DEIS at E-103.
70 DEIS at E-63.
71 DEIS at E-100.
72 DEIS at E-106.
73 DEIS at E-100. Temporary trap and transport would become operational during Year 2 of construction, and fish
would travel upriver in the main channel until then. Id.
74 Another problem: “The Applicant’s project description does not include plans to light the diversion tunnel for fish
passage. However, fish move throughout the diel period, and juvenile steelhead in the upper Chehalis River show a
clear pattern of upstream movement near dawn and downstream movement during early evening (J. Winkowski
and Zimmerman 2017).” DEIS at E-80. This is why the DEIS assumes upstream migration through the tunnel will not
occur.
75 DEIS at E-80.
76 DEIS App. E, Table E-9.
77 DEIS at E-148.
78 DEIS App. E, Table E-9.
79 Id.
80 Id.
81 64 Federal Register 58909.
82 U. S. v. Washington, 853 F.3d 946 (9th Cir. 2017), aff’d by an equally divided court 138 S. Ct. 1832 (2018).
68
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According to the DEIS, measuring sonic impacts during construction to evaluate compliance with
state and federal fish protection mandates “may not be possible.”83 Someone, an unspecified
observer of some kind, would have to monitor fish behavior to observe the “effects of sound
created by construction as a permit condition of the Hydraulic Project Approval” or HPA.84 An
HPA “ensures that construction is done in a manner that protects fish and their aquatic
habitats.”85 Standard HPA’s have a five-year statutory limit, beyond which a mitigation
agreement is required in addition to an mitigation plan.86 Pursuant to S.B. 1579 passed by the
legislature in 2019, the HPA process is currently undergoing a rulemaking change to implement
“recommendations of the Southern Resident Killer Whale Task Force related to increasing
Chinook salmon populations.” In the context of the Chehalis dam proposal, the irony is rich. In
practice, it is unclear whether an HPA for this project would include a provision for modifying
operations if the observer sees a problem. The EIS should address this question.
b. Fish Passage During Operation is Speculative
The proposed fish passage is inadequately described, especially the temporary passage proposal
during construction, and its effectiveness is uncertain. We do not know exactly how the fish will
get to the other side of the dam, and we do not have data on whether it will do what the
Applicant says it will do. Mitigation is already uncertain, and the DEIS acknowledges as much.
During normal flows, fish would migrate up and down through five outlets at the base of the
dam, each 310 feet long and unlit.87 During flood conditions when the outlets are closed, fish
passage would consist of “[a] trap-and-transport facility that captures fish and transports by
truck around the dam above the reservoir.”88 This means that to ensure minimal fish survival
during dam operations, funding and staff would have to be ensured in perpetuity during the life
of the dam.
The DEIS measures fish passage performance with a “combination of passage efficiency and
survival.”89 During operation, fish would move up and downstream with a “specialized fish
collection, handle, transfer, and release (CHTR) system.”90 During dam operation, the National
Marine Fisheries Service requires fish passage to be provided for the “middle 90% of the
streamflow of record when migrating fish are normally present at a site,”91 and Washington state
law “requires provision for passage of all fish and fish life stages believed to be present in the
system.”92
DEIS at E-63.
Id.
85 HYDRAULIC PROJECT APPROVAL (HPA), WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE,
https://wdfw.wa.gov/licenses/environmental/hpa.
86 RCW 77.55.021(9)(b); MITIGATION FOR BETTER HYDRAULIC PROJECT APPROVAL (HPA) PROJECTS, WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT
OF FISH AND WILDLIFE, https://wdfw.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2019-02/mitigation_for_better_projects.pdf.
87 DEIS at 20.
88 DEIS at 8.
89 DEIS at E-76
90 Id.
91 DEIS at E-76 (citing NMFS 2011).
92 DEIS at E-76 (citing RCW 77.57.030).
83
84
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Under the dam scenario, the proposed fish passage would often fail to actually provide fish
passage.93 This is straightforwardly established in Table E-9 of the DEIS Fish Appendix. Further,
the numbers for fish survival during dam operation all include the assumption that fish would
migrate up through the “310-foot-long, unlit tunnels in the base” of the proposed dam during
normal flow94 This means the abysmal numbers discussed here would likely be lower.
For spring run Chinook salmon, discussed further below with respect to Southern Resident Killer
Whales, zero percent of juveniles travelling downstream would survive during flood retention.95
The same numbers are true for fall run Chinook salmon: zero percent of juveniles travelling
downstream would survive during flood retention.96 This is not to mention survival rates as low
as 50% for juveniles travelling upstream during flood retention, and the 64% survival rate
projected for fall and spring Chinook juveniles travelling upstream during business as usual with
the dam in. This is abysmal, especially when these species are already under stress from climate
change and ocean acidification, and would be under further stress from stagnant water and
higher temperatures from destroyed riparian buffer zones.
The zero percent survival rates are the same for coho salmon, steelhead, coastal cutthroat, pacific
lamprey, and western brook lamprey: no juveniles of any of those species would survive going
upstream during construction, and no juveniles would survive going downstream during flood
retention.97 Even when the dam would not be retaining floodwater, survival rates range from
96% at the most98 down to 64% at the least.99
Even these pessimistic projections of how the proposed fish passage system would operate are
highly speculative. The DEIS acknowledges that “[t]he exact details of how fish passage would
transition from open outlet conduits to closed conduits and operation of the CHTR facility have
not been identified by the Applicant.”100 This means the all-important mitigation for fish impacts
is speculative, and the DEIS cannot functionally perform an effective analysis. This question must
be answered before a decision is made, as the law requires fish passage for any dam constructed.
Similarly, the DEIS disclaims that the analysis of fish passage, especially for lamprey, is
speculative: “[p]ending more information being provided by the Applicant regarding the low
velocity CHTR entrance; the proposed design is a prototype, the design has not been developed
beyond the 30% level, nor has the prototype been installed or evaluated.”101 This kind of
speculation is no foundation on which to base a decision for such a massively impactful project.

DEIS App. E, Table E-9.
DEIS at E-81 (“The impact assessment included the following assumptions during non-flood conditions: Fish
would enter and pass through the 310-foot-long, unlit tunnels in the base of the FRE facility.”).
95 Id.
96 Id.
97 DIES App. E, Table E-9.
98 For steelhead and both species of lamprey. Id.
99 For juvenile coho salmon and coastal cutthroat. Id.
100 DEIS at E-82.
101 DEIS at E-79.
93
94
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Four years ago, the Center for Environmental Law & Policy raised these same concerns in
comments on the Draft Programmatic DEIS for the Chehalis Basin. We were concerned about the
adequacy of fish passage, and the lack of detail in the proposed mitigation measures. We wrote:
“Any fish passage method ultimately selected should operate through permanent features of the
dam (i.e., fish ladders rather than trap and haul facilities), so that continued human intervention
is not needed to provide for fish survival.”
Today, the applicant and the state continue to rely on human intervention rather than structural
adaptations for ensure fish passage past the proposed dam. Among other things, this requires
adequate continued funding, which recent experience shows us is never assured. It bears
repeating that this assumes fish passage would actually be built and operational on schedule,
which experience shows is a bold ask.102
V.

Unaddressed Effects on Other Fish

If the dam were to be built, other fish would fall prey to all the same stressors discussed above
with salmon. Many of these species are protected by the state Endangered Species Act, which
sets out requirements for landowners to comply with conservation plans.103
Lamprey are insufficiently analyzed in the DEIS. Indeed they could not be, because their
population structure in the Chehalis River is not known.104 One study suggested that river
lamprey are likely present in major coastal rivers such as the Chehalis.105 This is the case despite
the Western river lamprey being included “as a state of Washington Species of Greatest
Conservation Need and Candidate for the state of Washington Priority Habitats and Species
list.”106 Likewise, “Pacific lamprey is included as a Species of Greatest Conservation Need in the
Washington State Wildlife Action Plan and is a Species of Tribal Importance.”107 Lamprey are a
traditionally important food in the Pacific Northwest, and the DEIS contains insufficient
information on the dam’s potential impact on them.
The DEIS states that “[i]mpacts to chum salmon, bull trout, eulachon, green sturgeon, and white
sturgeon are not analyzed in detail since these species tend to occur downstream of areas that
would experience significant impacts to hydraulics, water quality and substrate continuity.”108
Even despite their concentration downstream, this lack of attention to chum salmon is
concerning for the second-most abundant anadromous salmonid present in the basin.109
“A 2014 study of 245 dams in 65 countries, however, shows an average cost overrun of 96% for dam building.”
FAQ, CHEHALIS RIVER ALLIANCE, https://www.chehalisriveralliance.org/faq (citing Atif Ansar et al., Should We Build
More Large Dams? The Actual Costs of Hydropower Megaproject Development, 69 ENERGY POL’Y 43 (2014)). The cited
study examined hydropower rather than flood control dams, which unlike the proposed dam at issue have some
prayer of providing a return on investment.
103 Chapter 220-610 WAC.
104 DEIS at E-43.
105 DEIS at E-44 (citing Wydoski and Whitney 2003).
106 DEIS at E-44.
107 DEIS at E-43.
108 DEIS at E-105.
109 DEIS at E-45.
102
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Impacts to rainbow trout, cutthroat trout, and mountain whitefish are even more shrouded in
mystery. They are widely distributed throughout the basin, but their abundance is not wellcharacterized in the area above the proposed dam, where the reservoir would be.110 In the
Chehalis River, “[l]ittle is known” about juvenile mountain whitefish spatial distribution.111 This
means that the Environmental Impact Statement is unable to evaluate the environmental
impacts on these species.
Freshwater sculpins, minnows, and suckers are also documented in the proposed inundation
area.112 The Olympic mudminnow is a state listed sensitive species.113 It is unique to the coastal
lowlands of western Washington, occurring “nowhere else in the world,” and the majority of the
population is in the Chehalis Basin.114 These facts have enormous implications for what a dam
would mean for this species.
The Olympic mudminnow is heavily dependent on temporarily flooded wetland habitats and
sensitive to changes in hydrology. It requires “a muddy bottom, little or no water flow, and
abundant aquatic vegetation.”115 Wetland loss in western Washington has been the primary
cause of their decline.116 Even before this DEIS, negative impacts were difficult to measure and
prevent because shallow mudminnow habitats are often mis-mapped and mis-identified, and
information is not always transmitted between managing agencies.117 In 2009, Glasgow and
Hallock (2009) stated: “Many mudminnow habitats are mis-mapped or misclassified as ‘non-fish
bearing’ waters on the Washington State Department of Natural Resources regulatory water type
maps, which can substantially reduce mudminnow habitat protection.”118
Given that a comprehensive survey of streams and wetlands of the upper Chehalis has not been
completed, it is likely that mudminnow habitat is still mis-mapped and mis-classified. The DEIS
should have better information on habitat used by such a sensitive species, especially in light of
the proposed dam’s hydrologic impacts, and the extent of wetland habitat the dam would
eradicate. NEPA and SEPA, as information forcing laws, require agencies to do the research to
answer questions like these.119

DEIS at E-45.
DEIS at E-46 (citing J. Winkowski et al. 2018).
112 DEIS at E-46; E-47.
113 “A species native to the state of Washington that is vulnerable or declining and is likely to become
endangered or threatened in a significant portion of its range within the state without cooperative
management or removal of threats. The 8 state Sensitive species are designated in Washington
Administrative Code 232-12-011.” THREATENED AND ENDANGERED WILDLIFE IN WASHINGTON: 2012 ANNUAL REPORT at 7,
https://wdfw.wa.gov/sites/default/files/publications/01542/wdfw01542.pdf.
114 DEIS at E-48.
115 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED WILDLIFE IN WASHINGTON: 2012 ANNUAL REPORT AT 157,
https://wdfw.wa.gov/sites/default/files/publications/01542/wdfw01542.pdf.
116 Id. at 158.
117 Id. at 158.
118 Id. at 158 (citing Glasgow and Hallock 2009).
119 See Sierra Club v. United States, 23 F. Supp. 2d 1132 (N.D. Cal. 1998) (circumstances changed after a flood, and
NPS needed to revisit and reexamine an EIS for a Yosemite lodge).
110
111
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Coastal and Puget Sound bull trout are listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act.120
Bull trout are documented in the “lower Chehalis River and Grays Harbor tributaries and are
presumed to occur in the lower mainstem Chehalis River, which is part of the species’ designated
critical habitat upstream to RM 43 (near Oakville).”121 This is well below the dam, but the
temperature effects of the dam are likely to negatively affect the endangered bull trout
downstream.122
Likewise, the southern distinct population segment (DPS) of eulachon smelt is listed as
threatened under the Endangered Species Act.123 The Chehalis Basin is not included in their
designated critical habitat; low numbers were found in Grays Harbor, but recent surveys suggest
that eulachon exist higher in the Chehalis Basin.124 For policy makers to make an informed
decision, this information should be included in the DEIS.
The southern distinct population segment of the green sturgeon is also listed as threatened
under the Endangered Species Act.125 Their nearest critical habitat to the Chehalis Basin is
Willapa Bay and Grays Harbor, and the lower Columbia River from the mouth to rkm 74.126
Green sturgeon are known to be in the Chehalis River, where some suitable spawning habitat
exists, while the distribution of white sturgeon is unknown.127 Grays Harbor has a recreational
and commercial fishery for sturgeon, and the DEIS should examine this economic impact.128
Overall, each of these descriptions of the population dynamics of certain fish species in the
Chehalis River is honest about the abject lack of data, both upstream where the dam is proposed
and downstream where the dam’s impacts on hydrology and water temperature extend. This
betrays a fundamental weakness of the DEIS. Additionally, the Chehalis River is also subject to
increasing colonization by non-native fish.129 Invasive bass, especially, are known to thrive in
warmer and slower moving water.130 In other words, creating a reservoir at certain times of year
will exacerbate disadvantages of native fish. Building the dam would increase the bass
population and its predation on juvenile salmonids, thereby decreasing the salmon population.
This is yet another way the dam is detrimental to not only economically and culturally critical
salmon and steelhead populations, but also to many other native fishes of the Chehalis
ecosystem.

64 Federal Register 58909. Under the ESA, ‘threatened species’ “means any species which is likely to become an
endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.” ESA § 3(20).
121 DEIS at E-48 (citing 75 Federal Register 63898).
122 See DEIS at E-iv.
123 75 Federal Register 13012.
124 DEIS at E-48.
125 71 Federal Register 17757.
126 Green Sturgeon, NOAA FISHERIES, https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/species/green-sturgeon#conservationmanagement.
127 DEIS at E-49.
128 Id.
129 Id.
130 DEIS at E-50
120
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VI.

Shellfish & Macroinvertebrates

While knowledge of non-salmonid fish in the Chehalis River is incomplete, knowledge of shellfish
and macroinvertebrates is even more limited. The DEIS says it all: “The effects of the proposed
actions on freshwater shellfish and aquatic macroinvertebrates are evaluated qualitatively
because of a lack of documentation of their distribution in the primary study area, particularly in
the areas that will be most affected in the temporary reservoir inundation area and the reaches
immediately downstream of the proposed FRE site.”131
Freshwater mussels have a significant role in filtering and cleaning water.132 For the persistence
of their populations, longstanding mussel sites must be allowed to persist. In 2018, WDFW
recognized that their surveys “likely covered only a fraction of the mussel distribution in the
Chehalis Basin, and species composition was not determined.”133
Likewise, the DEIS recognizes that aquatic macroinvertebrates “play a crucial role in the
decomposition of organic materials and are a critical link in the flow of energy through the food
web, from primary producers to vertebrate predators.”134 In places like the Chehalis River where
macroinvertebrate populations are suffering, chronic human impacts like climate change,
pollutants, temperature increases, and loss of riparian vegetation all preclude recovery.135 “Dams
that have modified the natural flow regime of streams and rivers remove the structuring
influence of floods on invertebrate communities, in some cases leading to dramatic, often
deleterious, shifts in community composition.”136 “This is one reason,” the DEIS acknowledges
openly, “a number of ecologists advocate for the return or maintenance of natural flood regimes
to regulated rivers.”137
VII.

Southern Resident Killer Whales

The proposed dam would have a negative and unstudied effect on endangered Southern Resident
Killer Whales. They rely on Chinook salmon as they journey up and down Washington’s coast,
and a dramatic reduction in Chehalis Chinook would not help the whales in their desperate fight
for survival. The Southern Resident distinct population segment of killer whales is protected by
the Marine Mammal Protection Act, and was federally listed as endangered under the
Endangered Species Act in 2005 and updated in 2014.138 Their designated critical habitat

DEIS at E-82.
DEIS at E-50.
133 DEIS at E-51.
134 DEIS at E-52.
135 DEIS at E-54 (citing Hershey and Lamberti 1998).
136 DEIS at E-54 (citing Poff et al. 1997).
137 DEIS at E-54.
138 70 Federal Register 69903; 79 Federal Register 20802.
131
132
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generally covers Puget Sound, the Salish Sea, and the Strait of Juan de Fuca,139 but in the winter
and spring they range the open coast from Monterey Bay, California up to southeast Alaska.140
Many Washingtonians do not realize just how endangered this population is. As of November
2019 the population stands at only 73 individuals, down from 98 in 1995.141 According to the
Marine Mammal Commission, an independent federal agency, “[t]he prospects for recovery
appear bleak, as since 2015 there has been just one birth that have produced a calf who survived
to juvenile age.”142 The top threats to the southern resident killer whales are prey availability,
pollution and contaminants, vessels, and noise.143
Washington’s governor, however, understands the gravity of the whales’ situation and has taken
action to try and remedy their prospects. In 2018, Governor Inslee signed an executive order
directing state agencies to take certain immediate actions and established a task force to study
the issue with tribes, Canadian agencies, and other partners.144 The order recognized that the
“health of Southern Residents and Chinook salmon are tightly linked.”145 Studies have shown that
“reduced Chinook salmon runs undermine the potential for the Southern Resident population to
successfully reproduce and recover,” and both salmon and whales are already under stress from
warming oceans and ocean acidification.146
The importance of Chinook salmon to Southern Resident Killer Whales cannot be overstated.
Chinook salmon make up about 80% of their diet.147 In the most recent task force report from
2019, Goal #1 for whale recovery is “[i]ncrease Chinook abundance.”148 Three orcas died in
2019, “a tragic reminder that the Southern Residents are struggling from a lack of Chinook
salmon” compounded by other stressors.149 Looking forward, the task force recognized the need
to “[s]ustain the priority focus on increasing Chinook salmon abundance.”150 And the focus needs
to be on increasing Chinook abundance everywhere – Southern Residents make their home in
Washington’s Salish Sea for much of the year, but they seek Chinook “along the West Coast from
Northern California to Southeast Alaska.”151 In all regions, the state’s focus is on making Chinook
71 FR 69054 - ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES; DESIGNATION OF CRITICAL HABITAT FOR SOUTHERN RESIDENT KILLER
WHALE, https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/FR-2006-11-29/06-9453 (“Three specific areas are designated, (1)
the Summer Core Area in Haro Strait and waters around the San Juan Islands; (2) Puget Sound; and (3) the Strait of
Juan de Fuca, which comprise approximately 2,560 square miles (6,630 sq km) of marine habitat.”).
140 SOUTHERN RESIDENT KILLER WHALE, MARINE MAMMAL COMMISSION, https://www.mmc.gov/priority-topics/species-ofconcern/southern-resident-killer-whale/.
141 FINAL REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS, SOUTHERN RESIDENT ORCA TASK FORCE 4 (November 2019),
https://www.governor.wa.gov/sites/default/files/OrcaTaskForce_FinalReportandRecommendations_11.07.19.pdf.
142 SOUTHERN RESIDENT KILLER WHALE, MARINE MAMMAL COMMISSION, https://www.mmc.gov/priority-topics/species-ofconcern/southern-resident-killer-whale/.
143 Id.
144 EXECUTIVE ORDER 18-02, SOUTHERN RESIDENT KILLER WHALE RECOVERY AND TASK FORCE (March 14, 2018),
https://www.governor.wa.gov/sites/default/files/exe_order/eo_18-02_1.pdf.
145 Id.
146 Id.
147 FINAL REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS, SOUTHERN RESIDENT ORCA TASK FORCE 19 (November 2019),
https://www.governor.wa.gov/sites/default/files/OrcaTaskForce_FinalReportandRecommendations_11.07.19.pdf.
148 Id.
149 Id. at 4.
150 Id. at 8.
151 Id. at 19.
139
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populations “abundant, diverse, and accessible.”152 And yet, several observers of the effects of
climate change on the Chehalis Basin have posited that “Chinook are the most vulnerable to the
increasing temperatures because they spend the most time waiting in upstream areas to
spawn.”153
Advanced study of marine biology is unnecessary to appreciate the existential threat to this
delicate food web presented by the proposed dam. The Southern Resident Killer Whales are
already at risk of death by a thousand cuts, and this dam would have a disproportionately
negative impact on the health of Chinook and Southern Resident Killer Whales. The Chinook
produced in the Chehalis River contribute to the Grays Harbor population, and in turn would be
part of the salmon available to Southern Resident Killer Whales along the coast.154
The DEIS acknowledges that reduction in spring-run Chinook would have at least a “moderate”
impact on Southern Resident Killer Whales, but the DEIS also admits that the “degree to which a
decline in the specific subpopulation of fish originating from the upper Chehalis River would
affect the Southern Resident killer whale is unknown, and the magnitude of construction-related
impacts on killer whales is highly uncertain.”155 This is an inappropriate and unacceptable way to
do business. Just as with all the other endangered species connected to the Chehalis Basin, the
proposed dam would negatively affect theses species’ chances of recovery.
VIII.

Failure to Address Climate Risk

The fish, wildlife, and people of the Chehalis Basin are already experiencing negative effects from
climate change. The dam would exacerbate these effects, which is yet another reason that the
state should reject the dam proposal and pursue local flood resilience instead.
For salmon in the Chehalis River, all observers agree that the prognosis is only worsening. One
article reported that “[a]ccording to the state Department of Fish and Wildlife and other Chehalis
observers, climate change is a major culprit in the salmon’s decline. In an early January
presentation in Centralia, state experts noted that only 25% of the Chehalis River Basin retains
optimal temperatures for coho salmon. That is expected to decrease to 6% by 2040 and to 2% by
2080.”156 To repeat: already, only 25% of the basin retains optimal temperature, and it is
dropping precipitously.157 This is a lethal state of affairs. All of this is without the proposed dam
and the associated removal of 600 acres of vegetation,158 which would dramatically increase the
temperature of the Chehalis River both upstream and downstream of the proposed dam site.159
Id.
John Stang, Will Flood Protection Set Back Salmon Restoration in the Chehalis River Basin?, CROSSCUT (Feb. 12,
2020), https://crosscut.com/2020/02/will-flood-protections-set-back-salmon-restoration-chehalis-river-basin.
154 DEIS at E-55.
155 DEIS at L-24.
156 John Stang, Will Flood Protection Set Back Salmon Restoration in the Chehalis River Basin?, CROSSCUT (Feb. 12,
2020), https://crosscut.com/2020/02/will-flood-protections-set-back-salmon-restoration-chehalis-river-basin.
157 Id.
158 Large trees (greater than 6 inch diameter) and non-flood tolerant trees would be removed in the reservoir and
construction area – “affecting over 600 acres of upland, riparian, and wetland areas” DEIS at E-102.
159 Id.
152
153
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Even without a dam, the news is bad for current and projected water temperature.160 Increases
in air temperature and lower summer flows are projected to increase summer stream water
temperatures under climate change scenarios.161 That increase in stream water temperatures
will “reduce the quality and quantity of freshwater habitat, especially for salmonid species that
become stressed from high water temperatures.”162 Such temperature increases will negatively
impact freshwater productivity.163
For salmon and other fish, higher summer water temperatures “could increase susceptibility to
disease, parasites, and predators.”164 Future climate change scenarios, extensively researched,
demonstrate that invasion and expansion of nonnative species will increase.165 These habitat
changes will give non-native fish a competitive advantage, and some will become predators of
native species.166
In sum, higher water temperatures are coming, and they kill salmon independently and by
fostering ecological conditions that lead to premature salmon deaths. Proposals for flood
management in the Chehalis Basin should aggressively mitigate these harmful outcomes rather
than exacerbating them.
Further, the “full implications of ocean acidification on salmon are not known at this time.”167
Acidification should properly be considered as part of anticipated climate change effects, because
it would most likely compound the negative effects of higher stream temperatures to bring
survival rates even lower. Lower ocean survival makes it even more critical that salmon are
protected during their time in fresh water.
IX.

The Local Action Alternative Was Inadequately Studied

a. DEIS Local Action Alternative
Flooding in the Chehalis Basin is a devastating problem. Most recently, the flood in 2007 sparked
the conversation that has led to this DEIS, but the causes are older than 2007, and multifaceted.
W. Jay Gordon, a local leader and dairy farmer, explained to the New York Times that the
causation of the floods and the tension around solutions for them is “not just logging. It’s not just
farming. It’s not just development, and it’s not just environmentalists.”168 Making the Chehalis
Basin more flood resilient requires solutions as complex as the causes of the flooding.
DEIS at E-57.
Id. (citing Isaak et al. 2017, McConnaha 2018).
162 Id. (citing Mantua et al. 2010).
163 Id. (DNR 2018, Ohlberger et al. 2018, J. Winkowski and Zimmerman 2019).
164 Id.
165 DEIS at E-58 (citing Lawrence et al. 2012, Lawrence et al. 2014, Rubenson and Olden 2019).
166 DEIS at E-58.
167 DEIS at E-59.
168 William Yardley, Anger and Blame After Deadly Flood in Northwest, NEW YORK TIMES (Jan. 3, 2008),
https://www.nytimes.com/2008/01/03/us/03flood.html (quoting W. Jay Gordon).
160
161
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A one-size-fits-all dam is tempting in its seeming simplicity, but for all the reasons herein stated
is a mirage of a solution. It would not effectively protect residents and livestock in the Chehalis
Basin, and it would have devastating consequences for legally protected local fishing economies.
The Local Action alternative is the only one that could result in compliance with treaty rights and
the Endangered Species Act.169
The Local Action alternative is also clearly the most cost-effective, despite an anemic attention to
that type of analysis for this alternative. A point in history when our state’s budget may take
decades to recover from the impact of coronavirus is not the time to engage in a dam
construction project that is so likely to lead to cost overruns in the millions of dollars.170
Development in the floodplain is one contributing cause of the severity of Chehalis floods. In
2007, the Seattle Times talked to a University of Washington scientist about how development
can contribute to increased flooding impacts:
While individual filling projects might not appear to have an impact, the cumulative effect
of repeated development in a floodplain can mean big trouble, the experts argue. It’s like
putting bricks in a bathtub. One brick displaces a little water. But a lot of bricks can force
the tub to overflow. ‘The more stuff you put in a flood plain, the higher the water the will
rise,’ said David Montgomery, a scientist at the University of Washington who has studied
the history of rivers in Western Washington.171
The Center for Environmental Law & Policy expressed concern about this four years ago, in
comments on the Draft Programmatic DEIS for the Chehalis Basin. Then, we commented that
“building a dam would almost certainly promote development of the floodplains downstream –
just as it has on the Green and Puyallup Rivers.” This would promote a backwards type of flood
insurance from the true risks inherent in the landscape. More development in the basin would
also stress the existing system of water rights. The Chehalis Basin is over-appropriated, and
creating a situation that fosters development would threaten the instream flow rule with more
permit-exempt wells. Instead, building outside of the floodplain avoids the risk of flood damage,
and requires no maintenance.
Flooding is not bad in itself; the negative human impacts are. Floods recharge groundwater and
are essential to the overall ecology of the Chehalis Basin.172 Since floods provide ecological
benefits, the goal should be to reduce exposure to flood damage (e.g. by raising and relocating
buildings), not to reduce flooding itself. The focus should be on eliminating the human cost of
floods, rather than the floods themselves.
The ESA consultation process with NOAA for an incidental take permit under ESA § 7 would likely reveal even
more problems.
170 Atif Ansar et al., Should We Build More Large Dams? The Actual Costs of Hydropower Megaproject Development, 69
ENERGY POL’Y 43 (2014). (studying hydropower dams and concluding in general that cost “[e]stimates are
systematically and severely biased below actual values,” and “[p]rojects that take longer have greater cost overruns;
bigger projects take longer.”).
171 Lynda V. Mapes, Did Development, Logging Set The State for Disaster?, SEATTLE TIMES (Dec. 9, 2007),
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/did-development-logging-set-the-stage-for-disaster/.
172 DEIS at E-129; E-130.
169
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Currently, the “Local Actions Alternative considers a variety of local-scale actions that
approximate the Applicant’s objective through improving floodplain function, land use
management actions, buying out at-risk properties or structures, floodproofing buildings,
channel migration protection, improving early flood warning systems, and increasing water
storage from Pe Ell to Centralia through floodplain storage improvement.”173
This is a good start, but the DEIS should contain a more thorough analysis of possibilities for
improving floodplain function in order to facilitate an unbiased comparison of the FRE dam and
Local Action alternatives. In summary, the proposed dam would not solve the problem, nor
would a future, expanded dam. Local actions for flood resilience would be a much more effective
way to reach a solution that aids farmers and homeowners in the Chehalis Basin, and deserves
further study.174
b. Economic Advantage of Wetland Conservation & Restoration
A comparative approach throws the short-sightedness of this dam proposal into greater relief.
For example, experience in California’s Sacramento Valley demonstrates that “alternative flood
control systems can be designed without eliminating floodplain function and processes.”175 Their
Yolo Bypass was “engineered to allow Sacramento Valley floodwaters to inundate a broad
floodplain” of agricultural lands and seasonal and permanent wetlands.176 The 24,000 hectare
floodplain can convey “up to 80% of the flow of the Sacramento River basin during high water
events.”177 Finding a comparable solution for the Chehalis Basin would require adapting
floodplain solutions to its unique needs, but the Sacramento study demonstrates that this
approach can succeed.
Similarly, a study of the Smith Creek Basin in Saskatchewan, Canada demonstrated that “wetland
retention is an economically viable solution to limit the financial, social and environmental
damages of flooding.”178 Draining wetlands increases downstream flood damage to local
infrastructure and agriculture.179 Conversely, retaining existing wetlands in that basin provides a
social return on investment ratio of 7.7.180 General flood management services provided by all
types of wetlands give a social return on investment ratio of 3.17.181 Wetlands and other
ecological systems for building flood resilience make good economic sense.

DEIS at v.
See infra, Section X.
175 Ted Sommer et al., California’s Yolo Bypass: Evidence That Flood Control Can Be Compatible with Fisheries,
Wetlands, Wildlife, and Agriculture, 26 FISHERIES 6 (2011).
176 Id.
177 Id.
178 John K. Pattison-Williams et al., Wetlands, Flood Control and Ecosystem Services in the Smith Creek Drainage Basin:
A Case Study in Saskatchewan, Canada, 147 ECOLOGICAL ECONOMICS 36 (2018).
179 Id.
180 Id.
181 Id.
173
174

________________________________________________________________________________________________
85 S Washington Street #301, Seattle, WA 98104 / 206-829-8299 / www.celp.org

21

Finally, a study of the Mississippi Basin demonstrated how building flood control infrastructure
can backfire.182 Despite a “massive effort” throughout the 20th century to build levees in the
upper Mississippi Basin, mean annual flood damage “increased 140% during that time.”183 Given
their study, the scientists suggested that it was:
[T]ime to develop a comprehensive flood management strategy that includes using
wetlands to intercept and hold precipitation where it falls and store flood waters where
they occur. History testifies to the truth of this premise: it was the rampant drainage of
wetlands in the nineteenth century that gave rise to many of today's water resources
management problems.184
Restoring and maintaining wetlands is a powerful tool. In general, less harmful and simpler
solutions abound. For example, a substantial portion of projected future flood damage could be
reduced simply by increasing freeboard height, or elevation of structures.185 Likewise, the “2017
Programmatic EIS stated that 75% of the residential structures and 25% of the commercial,
industrial, and other non-residential structures in the Chehalis River floodplain could be
protected through elevation, other floodproofing measures, and buy-outs.”186 These ecologically
compatible solutions are far superior to reducing floodplain resilience by removing wetlands,187
which would impact multiple species in addition to reducing the flood capacity of the basin.
The Wild Salmon Center has suggested more effective long-term solutions for flooding that
would also protect the river’s salmon runs, which include restoring natural floodplain
function.188
Restoring natural floodplain function to the Upper Chehalis means investing in
habitat restoration, culvert removal, and de-channelization where the river has been
artificially narrowed. We also need to be smart about development within the
floodplain: discouraging more infill and hard surfaces, encouraging voluntary buyouts, conservation easements, and sensible ways to move people and structures out
of harm’s way.189
The dam would be a massive step in the wrong direction for building flood resilience. The DEIS
found that building the dam would result in “the loss of ecological function across up to 847
acres of upland, wetland, and riparian vegetation communities from reoccurring inundation
events that will result in sediment deposition, channel widening, channel migration, and future
colonization by invasive vegetation.”190 Wetlands are the kidneys of the landscape. Losing them

Donald L. Hey & Nancy S. Philippi, Flood Reduction Through Wetland Restoration: The Upper Mississippi River
Basin as a Case History, 3 RESTORATION ECOLOGY 4 (1995).
183 Id.
184 Id.
185 DEIS at 120.
186 DEIS at 121.
187 DEIS at E-24.
188 CHEHALIS RIVER, WILD SALMON CENTER, https://www.wildsalmoncenter.org/campaigns/chehalis-river/.
189 Id.
190 DEIS at E-122.
182

________________________________________________________________________________________________
85 S Washington Street #301, Seattle, WA 98104 / 206-829-8299 / www.celp.org

22

means losing their massive ecosystem services and filtration abilities, which means losing
ecological resilience at a moment in human history when we need it more than ever.
c. Design for Resilience
Dams are a static solution to a dynamic problem. Rivers are alive in more ways than one. They
move, change in size, and more. This is normal and necessary.191 For decades,192 engineers and
landscape designers have been studying how to design with rivers.193 Similarly, hazard planners
work with governments, including the United States, to develop landscape-based solutions to
environmental risks.194
According to landscape architects Watson & Adams, the “first step in resilient design for inland
flooding is to identify and map areas of any existing natural features . . . that provide ecosystem
services in absorbing rainfall.”195 The next step is to develop “a plan that protects or restores
these features.”196 In performing both of these steps, the authors urge special attention to flow
pathways of water, wetlands and the conversion of surface water to groundwater, native
vegetation, geology and soils underlying water movement, and connectivity for native plants and
wildlife.197 In general, landscapes will be less flood-prone if they have less impervious land cover
like asphalt. Porous pavement with infiltration beds can enable car travel and parking without
contributing to water buildup during high flow events.198
During extreme rainfall events, the “capacity of any system, natural or man-made, to hold water
will eventually be exceeded, and water will move downstream.”199 In a natural system, the rate
the water moves downstream is “buffered by wetlands, riparian buffers, and floodplains.”200
These do two things: capture the volume of water, and slow the velocity at which it flows. 201
When these assets are considered holistically, emergency planning becomes more resilient.202
One University of Washington professor led a study to strengthen the Federal Emergency
Management Agency (FEMA)’s process in Washington for hazard mitigation and recovery
planning. Normally, hazard planning begins and ends with analyzing a hazard scenario and its
effect on the built environment.203 But when stakeholders begin by identifying built, natural, and
Dorothy Mulkern, landscape architect/urban planner, personal communication (May 7, 2020).
Well, really for centuries.
193 See, e.g., DONALD WATSON & MICHELE C. ADAMS, DESIGN FOR FLOODING: ARCHITECTURE, LANDSCAPE, AND URBAN DESIGN FOR
RESILIENCE TO FLOODING AND CLIMATE CHANGE (2011).
194 See, e.g., Robert C. Freitag, Daniel B. Abramson, Manish Chalana, & Maximilian Dixon, Whole Community Resilience:
An Asset-Based Approach to Enhancing Adaptive Capacity before a Disruption¸80 J. AM. PLANNING ASS’N, 324–35 (2014).
195 DONALD WATSON & MICHELE C. ADAMS, DESIGN FOR FLOODING: ARCHITECTURE, LANDSCAPE, AND URBAN DESIGN FOR
RESILIENCE TO FLOODING AND CLIMATE CHANGE 103 (2011).
196 Id.
197 Id.
198 Id.
199 Id. at 119.
200 Id.
201 Id.
202 Freitag at 324.
203 Id.
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social assets that contribute to human wellbeing before introducing the hazard scenario, a more
realistic picture emerges. In the study, stakeholders also identified assets that could help them
adapt to a new normal—neighborhood level social connections were a top priority.204 This kind
of planning identifies assets for resilience as well as assets that could aid in future adaptation
following an emergency.205
In sum, these are precisely the kind of adaptations that should have been studied as part of the
Local Action alternative. Resilient landscape design focuses on solutions that can be long-lasting,
in contrast to the proposed dam with, for example, fish passage that would require funding and
staff for interventional trap and haul in perpetuity. For policymakers to make a robustly
informed decision on the Applicant’s dam proposal, these alternatives must be better explored.
X.

Concluding Summary

The proposed dam in the Chehalis Basin would not effectively manage floods: in a late-century
catastrophic flood scenario, the dam would protect less than half of existing structures. In return,
the dam would be a disaster for salmon, trout, and other fish already stressed by climate change,
as well as creatures that rely on those fish like endangered Southern Resident Killer Whales. The
mitigation proposed for these negative impacts is largely speculative. Plus, the DEIS violates
SEPA and NEPA by falsely segmenting the environmental analysis for an “expandable” dam.
Building any dam would make no practical, environmental, or economic sense, and would violate
Washington's legal obligations under treaties with Indian nations, which have the status of
federal law, and the Endangered Species Act. Instead, the state should foster wetland restoration
and other resilient designs to make the floodplain safer for people.
The DEIS discusses how climate change will threaten all fish populations in the basin; now is the
time to safeguard these emblems of our regional identity. The 2007 flood was devastating for
communities in the Chehalis basin, from young families losing their houses to ranchers losing
ruinous numbers of cattle. These costs must be addressed at the local level, supported by state
and federal governments, with practical improvements to floodplain function.
Please do not hesitate to contact CELP if you have questions about the above or would like any
clarifications. Thank you again for accepting these comments.
Best Regards,

Trish Rolfe
Executive Director, The Center for Environmental Law & Policy
204
205

Id.
Id.
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The following organizations sign on in support of these comments:

Lee First, Twin Harbors Waterkeeper
leefrider7@gmail.com

Shannon Wright, Executive Director, RE Sources
Eleanor Hines, North Sound Baykeeper, RE Sources
eleanorh@re-sources.org

Jim Byrne, Trout Unlimited
byrnejim7@gmail.com

Jamie Glasgow, Wild Fish Conservancy
jamie@wildfishconservancy.org
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Raelene Gold
League of Women Voters of Washington
rgold@lwvwa.org
King/WA

Comments:
SEPA Draft EIS for Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project May 25, 2020
℅ Anchor QEA
1201 Third Avenue, Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
League of Women Voters of Washington
Comments on Chehalis River Basin Flood Reduction Plan SEPA DEIS
To Department of Ecology
The League of Women Voters of Washington opposes the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction
Project for a proposed expandable dam on the Chehalis River at Pe Ell in Lewis County. We
support the Quinault Indian Nation (a US Treaty tribe) and Confederated Tribes of the
Chehalis in their opposition to the project. The League supports the recognition of treaties
between the United States and tribal governments and the state’s responsibility to enhance the
salmon by protecting and improving fish habitat.
The Chehalis River is the second largest river in Washington State, a free-flowing river and
the most productive river of wild salmon, including spring chinook and steelhead. The
Chehalis basin is a natural flood plain and the river’s historic floods have been documented
from the Chehalis tribe’s oral history to newspaper’s accounts of the last large flood in 2007
that inundated Interstate-5.
The DEIS confirms that the construction of the dam and reservoir would have negative
environmental impacts. Construction lasting 5 years will cause disturbance for wildlife and
increased sediment in the river impacting water quality and migrating spring chinook and
steelhead survival. The reservoir behind the dam would destroy 12 miles of the river’s riparian
habitat, eliminating fish spawning areas, as well as elevate water temperatures killing fish. The
associated forests would also be destroyed, further raising water temperatures and enhancing
flooding.
The $628 million estimated cost of the dam is prohibitive at a time when Washington State has
a $1.5 billion shortfall in revenue. Though SHB 1154 (Act relating to financing of Chehalis
basin flood damage reduction and habitat restoration projects) passed in the last legislative
session, the final substitute bill gave the legislature, rather than the Chehalis Basin Board,

authority over the issuing of general obligation bonds and the decision regarding which
projects are funded.
Also, the proposed dam does not address flooding in the entire Chehalis basin, only flooding
in the upper basin above the town of Pe Ell. It does not address significant down river sources
of flooding from the South Fork and tributary creeks. So, the expensive project would not help
with flooding to most of the basin.
The Local Actions alternative proposed in the DEIS includes insufficient detail. We suggest
you develop a comprehensive flood resilience plan for the entire Chehalis basin that does not
cause such damage to salmon and steelhead as this proposed dam. You should utilize the
natural ecological functions of the floodplain, including the natural storage of rain performed
by forests and wetlands. More development in the floodplain should be prohibited, and the
structures at risk of flooding should be floodproofed or removed and relocated.
Theank you for considering our comments.
Raelene Gold
LWVWA Lobby Team, Rivers Issue Chair
206-303-7218, rgold@lwvwa.org
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Message:
Greg Haller
Pacific Rivers
greg@pacificrivers.org
OR

Comments:
Please find attached Pacific Rivers' comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement.
Please confirm receipt. Thank you.
Sincerely,
Greg Haller

30 April 2020
Mr. Gordon White
SEPA Responsible Official
Washington State Department of Ecology, and Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction
Project EIS c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
Dear Mr. White,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comment on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction
Project. Formed in 1987, Pacfic Rivers is a regional river conservation organization with
a mission to protect and restore the watershed ecosystems of the West to ensure river
health, biodiversity and clean water for present and future generations. We integrate
science, law, economics, storytelling, and an inclusive approach to problem solving to
forge equitable solutions for protecting freshwater ecosystems for people and nature.
The Chehalis River basin is one of the most important salmon river systems in
Washington. And the citizens of Washington have made a significant investment in
salmon recovery because the basin offers one of the best opportunities to increase
salmon abundance, restore river health, and design communities that are flood resilient.
The Proposed Project is incompatible with that vision. Based on our analysis of the
DEIS, we do not support the construction and operation of the proposed flood retention
expandable dam for the following reasons:
1. The project will result in irreparable harm for wild salmon, steelhead and water
quality.
2. Mitigation is uncertain, undeveloped, and the DEIS offers very little detail on how
to mitigate the Proposed Project, or if mitigation is even feasible.
3. The DEIS fails to adequately evaluate the Local Action alternative.

The Chehalis River Basin is one of the most important salmon and steelhead river
systems in Washington. It is the last watershed of its size on the west coast without a
salmon species listed under the Endangered Species Act. Due to the basin's rural
nature, there is a tremendous opportunity to recover wild salmon and make
communities resilient to climate impacts, including increased flooding. While we
acknowledge that the proposed flood retention dam is one component of a broader
strategy aimed at flood protection and recovery of aquatic species through the Aquatic
Species Restoration Plan, there is no way to gain a net positive for salmon and other
aquatic species with the proposed FRE.
Climate models predict weather events that will grow more extreme over time, and the
DEIS makes it clear that the Proposed Project will become less effective in late century
flood scenarios. The DEIS only evaluates climate scenarios through 2080, and
hydrological and temperature modeling for sixty years, despite analysis weather events
becoming more extreme beyond the analysis timeframe.
Construction of the FRE, including clearing vegetation in the reservoir footprint, will
degrade some of the best fish habitat in the basin. The effects of the FRE would be
catastrophic for the sub-population of salmon and steelhead, which are genetically
distinct, and for one of only three areas in the entire Chehalis basin that spring chinook
call home and while their numbers are severely depleted. Construction of the FRE
would forgo any opportunity at restoration and recovery.
On the contrary, any mitigation efforts or implementation of the ASRP could take
decades to take effect. There is only so fast a tree will grow and with rising water
temperatures considered the number one limiting factor for salmonids, mature forests
are a key to salmon recovery and keeping water temperatures cool.
Salmon and steelhead are already at a tipping point from a series of cumulative effects
not outlined in the DEIS. These include poor ocean conditions, harvest, both in river and
in the mix stock commercial fishery in the ocean, hatchery impacts, and current climate
impacts on the freshwater ecosystem that is severely degraded from land use practices,
industrial forestry and agriculture.
The success of habitat restoration and mitigation is currently uncertain due to funding
and the fact that most of the Chehalis basin is in private ownership and would require
willing landowner participation.
Floodplain development, excessive timber harvest in the upper watershed, splash
damming, and other activities taking place over the last century have impacted salmon
and steelhead populations and made the basin less resilient to flooding. Restoring
ecosystem function to mitigate flood events and promote recovery of salmon and

steelhead will require a comprehensive and long-term investment. Furthermore, these
solutions should be designed and implemented at the State and Federal level to ensure
a comprehensive plan is designed and implemented.
The DEIS concludes the FRE will have probable significant adverse and unavoidable
environmental impacts. We agree with this conclusion. The FRE will increase water
temperatures both upstream and downstream of the facility, and temporarily block
access to juvenile salmon seeking cool water upstream of the facility. It will also have
significant effects on adult salmonids as detailed in the DEIS. We are particularly
concerned with the removal of vegetation in the reservoir footprint and the possibility of
increases in the frequency and magnitude of landslides and hillslope erosion and
sediment delivery where 27 deep seated landslides have been documented according
to the DEIS. With over 2,500 landslides documented in the Chehalis headwaters during
the 2007 storm leading to a bulk of the damage to communities, we feel the DEIS
greatly underestimated future geologic hazards and mitigation appears not practical nor
feasible.
In addition there are a host of cascading indirect effects including a reduction in the
delivery of large woody debris, reductions to downstream coarse sediment transport
and an increase in fine sediments and groundwater recharge downstream of the facility.
We strongly support the concept of the Local Action Alternative as the preferred
alternative, but this alternative needs a much more robust and comprehensive analysis
to be meaningful and effective at reducing flood hazards and building community
resilience.
We urge the Department of Ecology to deny the permit for the proposed FRE, and
immediately redirect funding to developing a much more holistic, and comprehensive
version of the Local Action Alternative, which will benefit both the residents in the entire
basin and the recovery of aquatic species.

WATER QUALITY
The Chehalis River basin is already suffering from low flows and high water
temperatures putting at risk water sources for municipalities, agriculture, and summer
rearing for spring chinook and juvenile salmon and steelhead. We are very concerned
about the additional 400,000-800,000 gallons a day being extracted from the river to
build the dam during a vulnerable time of the year for flow and temperature.
A new applicant for a water permit would normally be considered the holder of a junior
water right. The year 2019 was the fifth consecutive summer that Ecology issued

curtailment orders from May to October to 93 junior water rights holders in the Basin as
a result of instream flows not being met. It would therefore be questionable for Ecology
to allow additional water withdrawal from the river after cutting off 93 junior water rights
holders due to low flows.
Washington Department of Ecology determined that 70% of streams in the upper
Chehalis Basin are not currently meeting water quality standards (DEIS p. N-22). By the
end of the century, summer stream temperatures are predicted to increase 3°C to 4°C
in the vicinity of the FRE facility (DEIS p. N-50) and the clearing of the reservoir footprint
will cause an additional stream temperature increase of 2°C to 3°C. Temperature
increases caused by the FRE facility will extend up to 20 miles downstream.
● Problem: DEIS misstates problems with water quality by not mentioning
existing temperature and dissolved oxygen TMDLs and suggesting that
violations of standards can be “mitigated”.
○ Proposed revisions: DEIS should describe the TMDLs and the
requirement to obtain allocations. The DEIS should be clear that
compliance with standards is a requirement and cannot be “mitigated”.
There is greater potential for slope instability resulting from vegetation removal and
fluctuating reservoir levels than was disclosed in the DEIS, significantly more landslides
and landslide potential resulting in underestimation of sediment inputs into the Chehalis
River from landslide. Landslide impulse waves due to reservoir operations pose
significant risk to the environment and the Project, yet are not described or analyzed
despite extensive published science.
The increased landslide occurrences will dramatically increase the sedimentation rate in
the reservoir area. Because landslides and landslide potential are extremely
underrepresented in the DEIS, the estimated 840,500 cubic yards of sediment delivered
by landslides will be much higher. A significant portion of landslide sediment inputs will
be fine grained material which will be transported and deposited downstream where it
will have ecological impacts and impacts on rearing salmonids, adult salmonids and the
smothering of salmon eggs buried in redds.
FISH IMPACTS
Construction of the proposed dam would cause irreparable harm to already struggling
wild salmon and steelhead populations. The wild salmon and steelhead populations in
the Chehalis have already declined 63-93% from historical abundance. Climate impacts
threaten a further reduction of populations. Recent genetic analysis suggests that

populations of already imperiled spring chinook could be significantly lower than
previously thought and the basin’s wild steelhead have missed escapement the past
four years in a row with this past season (2020) closing early to fishing for the first time
ever. Impacts from the proposed dam could most certainly not just drive spring chinook
over the edge and listed under Endangered Species Act, but based off projections listed
in the DEIS for just the first 5 years of dam construction, also other salmonids such as
fall chinook and winter steelhead Overall the DEIS completely ignores a suite of other
limiting factors to the survival of salmon and steelhead that could compound the
adverse effects of the dam These include:
1. Variability in freshwater survival unrelated to effects of the proposed Project
2. Variability in estuarine and marine survival and effects of climate change on
marine
survival
3. Harvest impacts
4. Effects of increased abundances of exotic fishes within the mainstem Chehalis
River
corridor
5. Hatchery fish impacts
● Problem: There is no analysis provided regarding impacts to resident rainbow
trout species. Resident rainbow trout are an important life history of steelhead
and can significantly contribute to populations.
○ Proposed revisions: DEIS should include adverse effects on
resident trout populations and the effect that could have on
steelhead populations.
● Problem: Thermalscape models developed by Washington State Department of
Fish and Wildlife suggest some of the most important cold water refugia for
rearing salmon and steelhead in the future is above the proposed dam site.
○ Proposed revisions: DEIS should include acknowledge that the proposed
flood retention dam would foreclose some of the best opportunity for
recovery and restoration in the entire basin.
● The spatial range of spring Chinook in the Chehalis Basin was once greater than
it is now—and it appears to be contracting due to the decline in the population.
The proposed Project would accelerate contraction. Loss of spatial structure to
the population would further erode population viability.
● The upper Chehalis above the proposed dam site is a stronghold for wild
steelhead production relative to other parts of the Chehalis Basin, as

documented by (Ronne et al. 2018; Ronne et al. 2020). This population is
genetically distinct from other parts of the basin and the loss of this genetic
diversity could significantly affect the overall population, putting it at jeopardy of
an ESA listing and future fishery closures.
● The upper Chehalis is a cold water refuge for juvenile salmon and steelhead.
Recent science has shown the importance of this area for migrating juvenile
salmon and steelhead from other parts of the river basin. These effects were not
thoroughly analyzed in the DEIS.
While mitigation is mentioned for many of the significant adverse impacts identified in
the DEIS, the DEIS approaches the mitigation is non-specific. According to the DEIS,
there is uncertainty if the proposed mitigation is technically feasible or economically
practicable...[t]he applicant may provide mitigation plans. If the agencies determine the
plans meet regulatory requirements and the implementation is feasible, then the
[significant adverse] impacts would be addressed as part of the permitting process.
This statement does not fulfill the legal requirements for mitigation, it is a complete
failure to discuss and analyze mitigation as required by SEPA.
EARTH
The unstable geology of the upper basin is prone to landslides as we saw in the 2007
storm where up to 2,000 landslides were documented. The DEIS does acknowledge
that 27 deep seated slides have been documented within the reservoir footprint but
does not fully acknowledge certain risks that future landslides could pose to the
proposed flood retention dam and underestimates the cumulative damages that could
occur from increases in landslides due to the vegetation clearing of the reservoir area.
As stated in the Assessment of the December 2007 Flood Event in the Upper Chehalis
Basin, there is strong evidence that a considerable portion of the wood documented in
wood debris jams in the lower valley originated from landslides that occurred on hill
slopes in the headwater basins (Entrix, Sept 14, 2009).
● Problem: No scenario analyzed for a landslide and natural dam breach on
facility. There have been several large landslides above the facility that have
blocked the river and breached. The impacts of these natural dam breaches
on the facility have not been analyzed. With the clearing of the reservoir
footprint the probability of large landslides is high.
○ Proposed Solution: Analyze the impacts on the facility from a
natural dam breach type of event similar to what occurred in the
Donkey Ridge slide during the 2007 flood, located less than 1 mile
above the proposed dam.

CLIMATE PLANNING
● Problem: The DEIS and proposed project only analyze climate impacts for the
next 60 years and stops hydrologic and temperature modeling at 2080
○ Proposed revisions: DEIS should analyze climate impacts and how those
impacts would affect the proposed project hundreds of years into the
future. At a minimum climate and hydrologic models should run past 2100
● Problem: The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the indirect effects of induced
future development in the floodplain and their associated human risks and
impacts to fisheries
● Problem: The DEIS does not analyze a scenario with back to back large storms
hitting the region.
○ Proposed revision: Develop flood impact scenario if emergency water was
to be spilled or released. Acknowledge that this could happen.
● Problem: Operations of the dam start at a threshold of 38,800 cfs when most
damaging and catastrophic floods occur over 60k cfs.
○ Proposed Solution: Flood retention operations should be modified
to only be used in catastrophic scenarios over 65k CFS to prevent
or incentivize floodplain development and further harm to the
fishery.
● Problem: The DEIS fails to adequately analyze the indirect effects of
induced future development in the floodplain and their associated human
risks and impacts to fisheries
● The FRE facility is likely to alter the FEMA 100-year floodplain. If the
floodplain is altered, a Letter of Map Revision, Conditional Letter of Map
Revision, or Physical Map Revision may be required by Lewis County and
FEMA. (DEIS at p. G- 35)
COST-BENEFIT
Though a full cost-benefit analysis is not required under SEPA (WAC 197-11-450),
SEPA contemplates “that the general welfare, social, economic, and other requirements
and essential considerations of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions.” WAC 197-11-448(1).
● Problem: The DEIS does not include a cost-benefit anyaysis
○ Proposed revision: Include an updated cost-benefit anaysis
including mitigation costs
● Problem: costs estimates in the DEIS are speculative and overly optimistic.
○ Proposed revisions: The DEIS should specifically provide critical
areas of cost uncertainty and provide ranges of costs. This could

include: environmental mitigation, fish passage, building materials,
and geotechnical requirements.
LOCAL ACTIONS ALTERNATIVE
A much more detailed Local Actions Alternative, or better described as a Local Actions
Solution, is best suited to provide the comprehensive plan needed to address the
Chehalis Basins Strategies dual goals of flood damage reduction and the recovery of
aquatic species.
The DEIS fails to include an adequate description of the components of the Local
Actions Alternative that will reduce flood damage. In order to be consistent with
international best practices for addressing basin-wide flooding, local actions should be
collaboratively developed between tribes, local governments and communities with
overarching guidance from the Office of the Chehalis Basin for the precise reason the
Office was created—to implement a Basin-wide integrated plan that addresses the dual
mandates of reducing flood damage and restoring aquatic species habitat. It is not only
unacceptable that the DEIS simply passes responsibility of developing and The Local
Actions Alternative.
The DEIS fails to mention that only the Local Actions Alternative includes a permanent
means of eliminating flood damage, which is relocating development to areas not
subjected to flooding, an action that would also stimulate local construction and
economies. This approach is internationally recognized as the best possible long-term
flood protection with respect to public safety, benefit-cost ratio, and environmental
protection. The lack of specificity of the Local Actions Alternative also deprives local
decision makers and the public the opportunity to evaluate the benefits and impacts of
an FRE alternative compared to an alternative with lesser environmental impacts and
greater economic benefits.
● No plan or evaluation exists that assess how many flood prone properties are
currently for sale or how many current landowner are willing to relocate
● Land Use Management: Specific mechanisms for minimizing floodplain
development are not defined. No description of how buyouts and relocations
could reduce flood damage is provided. No analysis of how local flood protection
measures (levees, floodwalls, floodgates, pump stations) could reduce flood
damage is included.
● No plan or evaluation of forest practice changes and the role landslides and
logging played into the catastrophic flooding of 2007 where over 2500 landslides
in the Willapa Hills created natural dam breaches, debris flows and flash floods
that made flood damage much worse.

● Floodplain Storage Improvement: No information is provided about how to
identify effective floodplain storage areas or at what scale they are needed to be
effective.
● Floodproofing: No description or analysis of effectiveness of floodproofing versus
other elements of Local Actions Alternative are provided.
● Without specificity of the potential impacts and benefits, it is impossible to judge
the merits of the Local Actions Alternative. These shortcomings in the DEIS
analysis result in an underestimation of the potential viability of the Local Actions
Alternative and related actions to accomplish flood damage reduction at a lower
environmental, social and economic cost to the Chehalis Basin and State of
Washington. A viable Local Actions Alternative would:
○ Offer sustainable long-term holistic solutions using local structural flood
defenses, relocation/upland development, property acquisition and flood
proofing that deliver net environmental benefits without introducing longterm liabilities such as catastrophic flooding caused by a dam failure.
○ Forever remove the risk of flood damage through buyouts and relocations
as permanent solutions requiring no ongoing operation, maintenance, or
replacement costs that come with an FRE dam. For every dollar spent on
acquisition of flood-prone properties there is a $2 to $7 return (Figure 1;
Hawley et al. 2012). Acquisitions and relocations also provide valuable
environmental benefits.
○ Create jobs and directly contribute to local economies.
○ Build resiliency into the community by protecting designated critical land
uses in the floodplain against all flooding (not just major flooding) and
encourage other growth to shift to upland areas.
○ Be completely compatible with the Aquatic Species Restoration Plan,
opening up large areas of floodplain for restoration and sustaining the
natural processes such as flooding and channel migration that support
ecosystems services and resilient fish and wildlife populations.
● Problem: The DEIS states the proponent’s goal and objective of the project is
to reduce flooding in the Chehalis- Centralia area, and the study area does
not reflect the entire basin.
○ Proposed revision: The DEIS should state what percentage of the
basin would benefit from the proposed project and find flood
damage reduction solutions for the entire basin not just the
Chehalis-Centralia area.

● Problem: The DEIS fails to acknowledge the difference between flood
damage and flooding and falsely implies that reducing flood damage can only
be accomplished through flood level reductions.
○ Proposed revision: Acknowledge that land use decisions create
flood damage not floods and change the metric or goal from flood
level reduction to building community resilience to flooding.
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Message:
Jeremy Lucas
Eastside Audubon Society
jeremy.lucas79@gmail.com
King, WA

Comments:
Please accept the attached letter as comments reflecting the interests and concerns of Eastside
Audubon. Should you have any questions, please feel free to reach out to me.
Sincerely,
Jeremy Lucas
Conservation Chair/Board Member
Eastside Audubon

May 26, 2020

SEPA DEIS for Proposed Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Program
c/o Anchor QEA, LLC
1201 Third Ave., Suite 2500
Seattle, WA 98101
Eastside Audubon is a chapter of the National Audubon Society, with approximately 1100
members living in our northeast King County area of concern. We also share broad
environmental concerns with chapters elsewhere in the state, such as the Black Hills chapter in
the general area of the proposed Chehalis River dam proposal. In this spirit we offer the
following comments on the SEPA Draft EIS you have made available for public review.
As we understand the scope of the report it is a project-level DEIS for the dam near Pe Ell and
related changes to the levee at the Chehalis-Centralia airport. These projects are part of a
larger Chehalis Basin long term strategy. Their overall purpose is to reduce the severity and
duration of major floods or larger events from the Willapa Hills, with major floods having a 1 in
4 or 25% chance of occurring in any given year.
We were pleased to see the DEIS incorporates climate change projections for precipitation,
temperatures, flood peak flows, stream flows and sea level rise. These seem to be realistic
expectations in this century.
Impacts on Fish
Although our chief concerns are with impacts to bird habitat, we recognize that a dam project
will have direct and quantifiable impacts on fish that inhabit the affected waterways. The
Chehalis has been described as the last watershed of its size where salmon and steelhead are
not currently listed under the Endangered Species Act. Bird and fish habitats interrelate in
many ways, with birds in some cases depending on the fish and/or aquatic vegetation as a food
source. The DEIS finding that dam construction and operation would require a fish ladder and
trap-and-transport process to move fish through the structure appears to be a red flag, where
remaining populations of salmon and steelhead in the river are considered to be genetically
unique. These kinds of mitigation efforts at the Columbia and Snake River dams have a lengthy
history of court challenges to their effectiveness at sustaining salmon runs. It would seem risky
to depend upon such measures at the Chehalis River dam.

Effects on Flood Waters
The proposed project would include raising the existing airport levee and part of NE Louisiana
Avenue by adding 4 to 7 feet of elevation to the existing levee. This means that waters in a
major or greater flood would be displaced further downstream. The impacts of that
displacement must be quantified and evaluated. It might be better to store flood waters in a
less sensitive area upstream of the levees, if such area(s) could be found.
Upland Habitat
The proposed project would remove 90% of the tree cover in the 600-acre temporary reservoir
area. Further tree removal and occasional inundation would affect a further 847 acres
downstream of the reservoir. These obviously would have adverse impacts on resident and
migratory birds and wildlife in those areas. The Wildlife Appendix describes the study area as
lying primarily within the large-scale western hemlock vegetation zone of western Washington,
including areas of Douglas Fir and Oregon white oak zone found in the wet and dry prairies of
the Chehalis Basin. The probable adverse impacts of the project are considered significant for
wildlife habitat in those areas.
This is particularly significant for the federally threatened and state endangered Marbled
Murrelet, considering the anticipated permanent loss of large trees. As page p-66 of the
Wildlife Appendix states, wildlife such as songbirds and large mammals are somewhat
adaptable to changes in habitat features, but Marbled Murrelets have “…high site fidelity and
will expend much energy to find a new nest site, which may cause mortality….”
Eastside Audubon has previously joined with other Audubon chapters in efforts to preserve and
enhance the forested habitat needed by these threatened and endangered birds. Eastside
Audubon urges the applicant to seek other flood control alternatives that can achieve the
project objectives without further diminishing the areas of large old trees used by these birds
for nesting.
Local Actions Alternative
The DEIS notes that local and non-structural approaches to reduce flood damage are measures
that local governments and agencies “could choose to do in the future”. Such measures might
include increasing water storage between Pe Ell and Centralia. But the DEIS document
specifically avoided identification of specific projects that might be effective, and “… does not
analyze the feasibility or economic practicability of these potential actions.”
Without some description, analysis and comparison of such alternatives, it appears to us that
the DEIS is not complete. It covers in detail only one solution to the flood problems, with all

discussion of mitigating measures described in vague terms only. They propose that the
applicant develop plans for wildlife species and habitat management, but acknowledge that the
feasibility or acceptance of such measures are uncertain.
Because of the DEIS finding that the proposed action would have significant and unavoidable
adverse impacts on wildlife habitat, we recommend that no detailed designs or permits be
granted for it unless the Final EIS can correct these shortcomings. We further recommend that
the Final EIS provide much further detail on non-structural alternatives that emphasize
relocation or flood-proofing of at-risk properties and infrastructure and other measures that
will allow the river to provide habitat for fish, birds and other wildlife.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please keep us on your contact list for future
phases of this project.

Sincerely,
Jeremy Lucas
Conservation Chair/Board Member
Eastside Audubon Society
Pete Marshall
Conservation Committee Member
Eastside Audubon Society
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Message:
Robb Krehbiel
Defenders of Wildlife
rkrehbiel@defenders.org
Pierce, WA

Comments:
Please find the attached letter from Defenders of Wildlife and the attached petition from 597
Washingtonians opposed to the proposed Chehalis dam. If you have any questions or problems
accessing either document, please let me know.
Best,
Robb Krehbiel
NW Representative
Defenders of Wildlife

Northwest Office
1402 Third Avenue, Suite # 930 Seattle, Washington 98101
tel 206.508.5474 www.defenders.org

May 27th, 2020
Comments submitted electronically
TO:

Gordon White
Program Manager, Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program
Department of Ecology

CC:

Andrea McNamara Doyle
Director, Chehalis Basin Board
Department of Ecology
Andrea.doyle@ecy.wa.gov

RE:

Comments on State Environmental Policy Act Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed
Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project. Pub. No. 20-06-002

Dear Mr. White,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
on the proposed Chehalis River Basin flood damage reduction Project. The following comments are
submitted on behalf of Defenders of Wildlife in opposition to the dam proposed by the Chehalis Basin Flood
Control Zone District (the District). The DEIS refers to this dam as a “flood retention facility,” but our
comments will refer to the structure as a dam.
Defenders of Wildlife (Defenders) is a national non-profit conservation organization with over 1,800,000
members and supporters nationwide, including more than 24,000 members and supporters in Washington
state. Defenders is a science-based advocacy organization founded in 1947 focused on conserving and
restoring native species and the habitat upon which they depend. Defenders has a long history of
contributing to agency-led efforts to effectively manage the natural resources and habitat without
adversely impacting imperiled species.
Flooding in the Chehalis Basin poses a serious risk to residents in the area and reducing the impact of
flooding is a critical goal. As the state and federal governments explore various options to reduce flood
risks, it is important that actions taken do not jeopardize the wildlife and natural resources that make
southwest Washington so unique. As was clearly stated in the DEIS and noted below, the proposed dam
would result in severe and irreparable harm to numerous wildlife species, habitat, and ecological
processes. Mitigation actions are ill-defined and implementation of mitigation plans is uncertain because
they may not be technically feasible or economically practicable. Unfortunately, the Department of Ecology
(Ecology) did not assess other alternatives to addressing flooding in the basin. We urge Ecology to reject
this proposed dam and explore other alternatives that protect and restore fish and wildlife habitat while
reducing flooding impacts.

The Proposed Dam Is Likely to Drive Chehalis Basin Salmon Runs to Extinction.
The Chehalis River is one of the last, undammed, large rivers left in Washington and supports several
salmon runs. None of these are currently listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), though salmon
abundance has declined by 80% throughout the Chehalis Basin over the last 30 years. 1 Ecology did
correctly note, though, that the proposed dam on the Chehalis River would have severe and unavoidable
harm on the basin’s Chinook and coho salmon and steelhead.2
A previous report about the proposed dam from the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW),
released in December 2017, stated that “The Chehalis River basin above RM 108.2 supports spawning of
wild spring Chinook, fall Chinook, Coho, and Steelhead, during most of the year from mid-September to
mid-June. This area of the watershed is diverse enough to provide spawning and pre-spawn holding habitat
for each of these four species. All four species of salmonids could be aﬀected with the introduction of a dam
that creates an inundation footprint the size of the ﬂood retention ﬂow augmentation dam alternative.” 3
Another WDFW report from May 2018 stated that “valuable juvenile salmon and steelhead habitat, which is
already limited in the Chehalis River, is likely to be negatively impacted by the construction of a dam and
result in negative ramiﬁcations on the freshwater rearing portion of salmon and steelhead life cycles in this
part of the river.”4
While none of the salmon runs found in the Chehalis Basin are currently listed under the federal ESA, the
proposed dam could likely prompt ESA-listing petitions for these dwindling salmon runs. And as is noted
below, southern resident orcas are ESA-listed and would be impacted by this proposed project Because of
this, we request the District consult with NOAA Fisheries about the impact of the proposed dam on these
species.
Impacts to Salmon Further Push Southern Resident Orcas to Extinction.
Given that the dam will impact salmon runs on the Chehalis River, Ecology correctly concluded that the
dam will also negatively impact highly endangered southern resident orcas. 5 With only 72 individuals in
the wild, the southern residents are one of the most endangered wildlife populations in the United States.
While these orcas are struggling to survive for many reasons, the most significant is the scarcity of their
primary prey: Chinook salmon.6 Pacific salmon have now been extirpated from at least 40% of their
historic habitat, and populations return at less than 3% of their historic numbers each year. 7 The
Lynda V. Mapes. April 16th, 2020. Seattle Times: Quinault Indian Nation opposes new dam on Chehalis, seeks
alternatives. Available at: https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/environment/quinault-indian-nationopposes-new-dam-on-chehalis-seeks-alternatives/?utm_source=referral&utm_medium=mobileapp&utm_campaign=ios
2 DEIS at page 83.
3 Ashcra , S., C. Holt, M. Zimmerman, M. Scharpf, and N. Vanbuskirk. 2017. Final Report: Spawner Abundance and
Distribu on of Salmon and Steelhead in the Upper Chehalis River, 2013-2017, FPT 17-12. Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife, Olympia, Washington
4 Winkowski, J.J., E.J. Walther, and M.S. Zimmerman. 2018. Summer riverscape pa erns of ﬁsh, habitat, and
temperature across the Chehalis River basin. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. Olympia, Washington.
FPT 18-01.
5 DEIS at page 76.
6 NOAA Biological Report, 2019. 84 Fed. Reg. at 49,215; National Marine Fisheries Service, West Coast Region,
Proposed Revision of the Critical Habitat Designation for Southern Resident Killer Whales, Draft
Biological Report at 7-8 (Sept. 2019)
7 Lackey, R.T. 2000. “Restoring Wild Salmon to the Pacific Northwest: chasing an illusion?” pp. 91-145 in “What We
Don’t Know about Pacific Northwest Fish Runs? An Inquiry into Decision-Making.” P. Koss and M. Katz, editors.

1

development and alteration of watersheds, estuaries, and riparian environments is one of the primary
causes of their decline, and climate change impacts are expected to cause an additional loss of 22% of
current salmon habitat.8 Protecting and restoring salmon habitat throughout the range of the southern
residents will be essential to ensuring the whales have adequate sources of food throughout the year.
Data from geo-tagged orcas show that all three pods spend time foraging for salmon off the west coast in
the spring and winter.9 During this time, the southern residents spend a considerable amount of time
around Grays Harbor and at the mouth of the Columbia River foraging for salmon as they return to spawn
in the Chehalis and Columbia basin rivers.10 Using this information, NOAA Fisheries and WDFW assessed
the relative importance of various salmon runs to the southern residents. That analysis identified
Washington’s coastal spring and fall Chinook salmon runs (which include those that spawn in the Chehalis
Basin) as the 11th and 12th highest priority salmon runs for orcas, respectively.11
Declining salmon runs along the coast have been linked to increased orca mortality and decreased
fecundity.12 Between October and May, when the southern residents are primarily hunting for salmon on
the west coast, the southern residents appear much thinner. 13 The population has a 69% pregnancy failure
rate, which has been linked to a lack of sufficient coastal spring Chinook salmon to support pregnant
mothers.14 Constructing a dam on the Chehalis River would accelerate the decline of the southern residents,
pushing them closer to extinction.
Clear-Cutting for the Dam May Permanently Impact Marbled Murrelets.
Portland State University, Portland, Oregon; Levin, P. and M. Schiewe. 2001. “Preserving salmon biodiversity.” Am. Sci.
89, 220-227.
8 USGCRP, 2018: Impacts, Risks, and Adaptation in the United States: Fourth National Climate Assessment, Volume II
[Reidmiller, D.R., C.W. Avery, D.R. Easterling, K.E. Kunkel, K.L.M. Lewis, T.K. Maycock, and B.C. Stewart (eds.)]. U.S.
Global Change Research Program, Washington, DC, USA, 1515 pp. doi: 10.7930/NCA4.2018. See Chapter 24: Northwest
9 J. Acoust. Soc. Am., Vol. 134, No. 5, November 2013, Hanson et al.: Killer Whale Acoustic Recorder Occurrence, 3486.
Available at: http://oceanwidescience.org/cms/wp-content/uploads/2014/12/Hanson-et-al-2013.pdf
Southern Resident Killer Whale Satellite Tagging. Available at:
http://www.nwfsc.noaa.gov/research/divisions/cb/ecosystem/marinemammal/satellite_tagging/blog.cfm
10 Hanson, M.B., E.J. Ward, C.K. Emmons, and M.M. Holt. 2018. Modeling the occurrence of endangered killer whales
near a U.S. Navy Training Range in Washington State using satellite-tag locations to improve acoustic detection data.
Prepared for: U.S. Navy, U.S. Pacific Fleet, Pearl Harbor, HI. Prepared by: National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, Northwest Fisheries Science Center under MIPR N00070-17-MP-4C419. 8 January 2018. 33 p.
11 NOAA Fisheries West Coast Region and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2018. Southern Resident
Killer Whale Priority Chinook Stocks Report. June 22, 2018. Available
at: https://archive.fisheries.noaa.gov/wcr/publications/protected_species/marine_mammals/killer_whales/recover
y/srkw_priority_chinook_stocks_conceptual_model_report___list_22june2018.pdf
12 Ford, J.K.B, G.M. Ellis, and P.F. Olesiuk. 2005. “Linking prey and population dynamics: Did food limitation cause
recent declines of 'resident' killer whales (Orcinus orca) in British Columbia.” Fisheries and Oceans; Ford J.K.B et al.
2010. “Linking killer whale survival and prey abundance: food limitation in the oceans’ apex predator?” Biology
Letters, 6:139–142; Ward E.J, E.E. Holmes, and K.C. Balcomb. 2009. “Quantifying the effects of prey abundance on killer
whale reproduction.” Journal of Applied Ecology, 46: 632–640
13 Fearnbach, H. et al. 2018. “Using aerial photogrammetry to detect changes in body condition of endangered
southern resident killer whales.” Endang Species Res 35:175-180. https://doi.org/10.3354/esr00883;; Wasser S.K. et
al. 2017. “Population growth is limited by nutritional impacts on pregnancy success in endangered Southern Resident
killer whales (Orcinus orca).” PLoS ONE 12(6): e0179824, https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0179824
14 Ford, J.K.B, G.M. Ellis, and P.F. Olesiuk. 2005. “Linking prey and population dynamics: Did food limitation cause
recent declines of 'resident' killer whales (Orcinus orca) in British Columbia.” Fisheries and Oceans; Ford J.K.B et al.
2010. “Linking killer whale survival and prey abundance: food limitation in the oceans’ apex predator?” Biology
Letters, 6:139–142; Ward E.J, E.E. Holmes, and K.C. Balcomb. 2009. “Quantifying the effects of prey abundance on killer
whale reproduction.” Journal of Applied Ecology, 46: 632–640

The DEIS notes that 405 acres would be clear-cut in order to remove trees that would be impacted by the
temporary reservoir created by the dam. However, the full extent of habitat destruction caused by the dam
is likely to be 847 acres, which is the maximum extent of the temporary reservoir.15 When discussing the
removal of these trees, Ecology states that “commercial timber could be removed in the riparian
management zones along sections of the Chehalis River and tributaries in the reservoir footprint”. 16
Defenders is concerned that the construction of this dam is also being used to grant timber companies
access to harvest trees that are currently protected by riparian management regulations.
The removal of these trees is anticipated to negatively impact wildlife, including endangered marbled
murrelets. The riparian areas that would be impacted are currently protected and developing mature trees
to provide habitat for marbled murrelets.17 Construction of the dam would result in the permanent loss of
this habitat.18 Because murrelets depend on large and old trees for nesting and travel corridors, it is
extremely difficult to either fully or adequately mitigate the loss of their habitat.
Mitigation Efforts Are Unlikely to Fully Offset Damage Caused by the Dam
Ecology notes that many of the impacts to sensitive wildlife species and their habitat are severe and
unavoidable unless appropriate mitigation efforts were put in place. However, the mitigation efforts
described in the DEIS are extremely vague, and in many cases, the mitigation plan has yet to be
developed.19 Given the lack of details and the lack of certainty that these mitigation plans are either feasible
or economically viable, allowing this project to proceed would be extremely irresponsible. The DEIS
provides no certainty that the District is either able to or planning on fully mitigating the impacts of the
project.
Construction of the Dam May Violate Treaty Obligations with the Quinault Indian Nation.
Salmon and their habitat are jointly managed by tribes, the state of Washington, and the Federal
Government. In the Chehalis Basin, the Quinault Indian Nation is the only federal recognized tribe with
treaty rights, and they have publicly stated their opposition to the proposed dam because of the impact it
will have on the tribe’s fish rights and cultural resources.20 We share the concerns that construction of this
dam violates the Quinault’s treaty rights, reserved under the 1856 Treaty of Olympia. The state of
Washington should honor the Quinault Nation’s request as a co-manager and deny construction of the dam.
No dam should ever be constructed in Washington without the consent of the affected tribes and comanagers.
The Benefits of the Dam Fail to Justify the Risks and Projected Damage.
According to the DEIS, fewer than half of all structures expected to be impacted by flooding are expected to
be protected by the dam.21 The DEIS also notes that I-5 and other major highways would not be fully
DEIS at page 21.
Id.
17 DEIS at page 88.
18 Id.
19
DEIS pages 183 – 193.
20 Lynda V. Mapes. April 16th, 2020. Seattle Times: Quinault Indian Nation opposes new dam on Chehalis, seeks
alternatives. Available at: https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/environment/quinault-indian-nationopposes-new-dam-on-chehalis-seeks-alternatives/?utm_source=referral&utm_medium=mobileapp&utm_campaign=ios
21 DEIS at page 118.
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protected from flooding, and closures of the road are still anticipated during a catastrophic flood. 22 Given
that climate change will further exacerbate the frequency and severity of flooding in the Chehalis Basin,
Defenders is concerned that the dam will, at best, provide a partial near-term solution that will only
exacerbate the problem for future generations.
Previous flooding events have led many researchers to point to both expanding development in floodplains
and intensive, industrial logging as major contributing factors to the severe flooding impacts in the basin. 23,
24 Construction of the dam may give a false sense of security and encourage more development and logging
(business as usual), which will only further exacerbate the problem and also further minimize the value of
the dam.
The total capital cost of the dam is estimated to be $628 million, 25 but the impact to ecosystem services and
wildlife populations significantly increase the costs. We encourage Ecology and the District to instead
examine actions that solidify our investments in natural capital (such as forests, floodplains, and green
stormwater infrastructure) instead of funding an ineffective flood-control dam that threatens the ecological
integrity of the entire Chehalis Basin.
A New Plan Is Needed to Address Flooding in the Chehalis Basin
The only alternative fully assessed in the DEIS to reduce flooding impacts was the proposed dam. Sadly, the
proposal fails to meet the needs of the Chehalis Basin, jeopardizes the survival of some of our state’s most
endangered wildlife, disrespects tribal sovereignty, and will only exacerbate the Basin’s problems.
Ironically, the proposed dam would cause the destruction of one of the region’s best tools to combating and
adapting to increased flooding from climate change: trees. Trees not only sequester and store carbon
dioxide in the atmosphere, they are also extremely efficient in absorbing rainwater and stabilizing slopes
during heavy rain events. Instead of destroying over 800 acres of maturing forests, the state should be
expanding protections for these ecosystems and accelerating restoration efforts.
Not only can a robust and aggressive conservation alternative provide natural flood control solutions, it can
also advance other objectives of the state and region. As the DEIS notes, climate change further threatens
the Chehalis Basin’s salmon runs, and without aggressive restoration efforts, these runs may go extinct. 26
Defenders supports proactive restoration plans that incorporate climate adaptation and mitigation efforts,
such as those outlined in the Aquatic Species Restoration Plan (ASRP), which we submitted comments in
support of on January 14th, 2020. Unfortunately, the ASRP did not provide recommendations above the
proposed location of the dam. Defenders strongly encourages Ecology and the District to examine multibenefit conservation actions, like those outlined in the ASRP, that protect habitat, restore salmon runs, and
reduce the impacts of flooding.

DEIS at page 51.
Lynda V. Mapes. December 9th, 2007. Seattle Times: Did development, logging set the stage for disaster? Available
at: https://archive.seattletimes.com/archive/?date=20071209&slug=flood09m
24 Hal Bernton and Justin May. July 13th, 2008. Seattle Times: Logging and landslides: What went wrong? Available at:
https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/logging-and-landslides-what-went-wrong/
25 Lynda V. Mapes. April 16th, 2020. Seattle Times: Quinault Indian Nation opposes new dam on Chehalis, seeks
alternatives. Available at: https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/environment/quinault-indian-nationopposes-new-dam-on-chehalis-seeks-alternatives/?utm_source=referral&utm_medium=mobileapp&utm_campaign=ios
26 DEIS at page 88
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The state should also explore the feasibility of large-scale, regional stormwater treatment facilities, like the
city of Tacoma’s Point Defiance treatment center27 or the bioswale under the Aurora bridge in Seattle.28
Both of these projects are examples of green stormwater infrastructure (GSI), which utilize plants and
natural spaces to capture and filter stormwater runoff, both reducing the severity of flooding events and
cleaning polluted runoff. Ecology and the District should look at siting these large bioswales and
raingardens in strategic places along I-5, other highways, and in communities throughout the Chehalis
Basin.
We strongly encourage Ecology and the District to work with tribal co-managers and stakeholders to
develop a new plan that does not rely on damming the Chehalis River.
Conclusion.
Flooding in the Chehalis Basin has been, and will continue to be, a significant challenge for the people who
live there. Historically, the solution to flooding was to simply dam the river and control the flow of water.
As a result of our flood control efforts, salmon runs are struggling to recover throughout the region, and
development continues to expand in sensitive floodplain habitat. While dams have provided some
protection from flooding, we now know more about the negative long-term impacts of dams on wildlife and
ecosystems.
Instead of trying to control the Chehalis River and bend it to our will, we strongly encourage Ecology, the
District, and others to pursue a future that lives alongside a free-flowing Chehalis River. Restoring habitat,
installing GSI, and offering buy-outs to landowners in the floodplain are among some of the options that
could be further analyzed that would not jeopardize the health of wildlife populations and the
environment.
Washington state prides itself as a leader in combatting and responding to climate change while
responsibly stewarding our natural resources. A dam on the Chehalis River would be antithetical to these
efforts, and we strongly encourage the state to prevent the construction of the proposed dam.
Sincerely,

Robb Krehbiel
Northwest Representative
Defenders of Wildlife

More information about the City of Tacoma’s Point Defiance Regional Stormwater Treatment Facility can be found
here:
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/environmentalservices/surface_water/green_stormw
ater_infrastructure__gsi_/gsi_projects/point_defiance_regional_stormwater_treatment_facil
28 More information about Aurora Bridget Stormwater Swale project can be found here: https://www.nature.org/enus/about-us/where-we-work/united-states/washington/stories-in-washington/filtering-stormwater/
27
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Message:
Ryan Ells
Lewis County Farm Bureau
sunprairiefarms@gmail.com
Lewis/Washington

Comments:
Greetings,
I am Ryan Ells, President of the Lewis County Farm Bureau. Please accept the submission of
my comments on this important topic to local agriculture. My comments are in the form of a
formal letter signed by me and our Legislative Liason.
The first part of the letter is one file attachment and the final part of the letter is in the other
file attachment that you have allowed.
Please let me know if you have any questions about my commentary, my email is
sunprairiefarms@gmail.com.
Sincerely,
Ryan Ells
President
Lewis County Farm Bureau
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Message:
COL RONALD AVERILL, U.S. ARMY RETIRED
LEWIS COUNTY FARM BUREAU
colronjanaverill@comcast.net
LEWIS/WASHINGTON

Comments:
Attached please find my comments submitted as the Legislative Chair for the Lewis County
Farm Bureau. This letter was to have been jointly signed by myself and Ryan Ells, President
of the Lewis County Farm Bureau; however, I have not been able to determine if he will
submit the jointly signed letter before the deadline so I am sending my signed copy.
The members of the Lewis County Farm Bureau have been persistent victims of flooding in
the three main watersheds (Chehalis, Cowlitz, and Nisqually) but particularly in the Chehalis
River Basin. In 2007 over 1800 farm animals were lost in the great flood along with severe
damage to farmland, infrastructure, equipment, and crops. The financial loss in the basin was
calculated to be nearly a billion dollars. We simply cannot allow this cycle of catastrophic
losses due to flooding to continue. We believe mitigation measures can be taken so that both
flood mitigation and aquatic species restoration can be achieved. We fully support the
construction of a flow of the river water retention facility in the uppers Chehalis basin.
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Message:
Chehalis River Alliance
Washington

Comments:
Please find our comments attached.
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Message:
Cindy Hansen
Orca Salmon Alliance
cindy@orcanetwork.org

Comments:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage
Reduction Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Comments from the Orca Salmon
Alliance attached.

5-27-2020
Diane Butorac
Washington State Department of Ecology
Submitted via online portal
Re: SEPA Draft EIS for the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction
Project (Proposed Project) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The undersigned groups, as
members of the Orca Salmon Alliance (OSA), are writing to oppose the construction of a flood retention
facility and associated temporary reservoir near Pe Ell, Washington, and raising of the Centralia-Chehalis
airport levee. We recognize that flooding in the Chehalis Basin has caused physical damage and emotional
distress and continues to pose a risk to homes and livelihoods in the area. Reducing the impact of flooding is
a critical goal, however, the Proposed Project is not an acceptable solution.
The Proposed Project presents an unacceptable risk to cultural resources of the local tribes, Chehalis River
salmon, and the endangered Southern Resident orcas - both in its construction and operation during floods.
The DEIS itself concludes that the Proposed Project could result in impacts on tribal resources, including
cultural and historic resources, and would cause “significant and unavoidable adverse environmental
impacts.”1 The local actions alternative is vague and undefined and it is therefore impossible to evaluate its
benefits. Thus, we cannot support the Proposed Project given the significant environmental impacts
described in the DEIS, and we urge the Department of Ecology to instead adopt a comprehensive plan that
will mitigate flood damage throughout the Chehalis Basin without further endangering salmon and orcas.
The Chehalis Basin is a vibrant and important ecosystem
The Chehalis River is the second largest river in Washington State and one of the few undammed major rivers
on the west coast. The Chehalis Basin is the largest watershed that originates entirely within the state of
Washington, containing 180 lakes, ponds and reservoirs, and over 3,000 miles of rivers and streams. The
Basin supports a wide variety of wildlife that are all part of a healthy and functioning ecosystem, including 31
salmonid stocks, none of which are currently listed as threatened or endangered under the U.S. Endangered
Species Act (ESA). 2
Chehalis Basin salmon are in decline and would be negatively impacted by the Proposed Project
Although salmon in the Chehalis Basin are not yet listed under the ESA, these once-abundant runs are still at
risk. They have seriously declined due to overfishing, habitat degradation from unregulated timber harvest,
destruction of estuaries, wetlands and floodplains, and development without adequate fish passage. Spring
Chinook runs are estimated at 20% of what they were historically, and other species are at less than 50%.3 It
is estimated that the Basin’s spring run Chinook could be functionally extinct by the end of the century unless
action is taken, and climate change and future development are projected to impact aquatic species such as
salmon through further degradation of habitat by affecting temperature and precipitation, reducing land and
riparian cover, and increasing sediment. 4

1

DEIS executive summary at S-17

2https://chehalisbasinpartnership.org
3

www.chehalisleadentity.org
Basin Strategy, Aquatic Species Restoration Plan, 2019, pp. 19-20, 211.
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Pacific salmon have been extirpated from at least 40% of their historic habitat, and populations return at less
than 3% of their historic numbers each year.5 The development and alteration of watersheds, estuaries, and
nearshore environments is one of the primary causes of salmon decline, and increasing ocean warming and
acidification compound stressors on salmon and can impede their survival. 6 Climate change impacts are
expected to cause an additional 22% loss of current salmon habitat.7 Increasing ocean warming and
acidification compound stressors on salmon and can limit their survival. The Cascade Mountains have had a
25% decrease in snowpack since 1950 due to increasing global temperatures, and summer streamflow has
decreased up to 15%.8 Lower streamflow in the summer can increase water temperatures to levels deadly
for salmon, decrease suitable habitat, and impede migration.9 For example, drought conditions in 2015 were
amplified by changes to river flows caused by dams, resulting in a massive die-off of sockeye salmon in the
Columbia River, and the marine heat wave of 2015/2016 also increased water temperatures in inland
Washington, causing the loss of an estimated 1.5 million juvenile fish in overheated streams and rivers. 10
A Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) report from December 2017 stated that “The
Chehalis River basin above RM 108.2 supports spawning of wild spring Chinook, fall Chinook, Coho, and
Steelhead, during most of the year from mid-September to mid-June. This area of the watershed is diverse
enough to provide spawning and pre-spawn holding habitat for each of these four species. All four species of
salmonids could be affected with the introduction of a dam that creates an inundation footprint the size of
the flood retention flow augmentation dam alternative”.11 Another WDFW report from May 2018 stated that
“valuable juvenile salmon and steelhead habitat, which is already limited in the Chehalis River, is likely to be
negatively impacted by the construction of a dam and result in negative ramifications on the freshwater
rearing portion of salmon and steelhead life cycles in this part of the river.” 12
The Department of Ecology itself notes that the Proposed Project would cause severe and unavoidable harm
to the Chehalis Basin’s Chinook, coho, and steelhead; reduce the genetic diversity of salmon populations; and
is expected to significantly alter one of the three primary spawning areas for Chinook salmon. Genetic
diversity of salmon stocks is key to maintaining their productivity and resilience to environmental variation. 13

Lackey, R.T. 2000. “Restoring Wild Salmon to the Pacific Northwest: chasing an illusion?” pp. 91-145 in “What We Don’t Know about
Pacific Northwest Fish Runs? An Inquiry into Decision-Making.” P. Koss and M. Katz, editors. Portland State University, Portland,
Oregon; Levin, P. and M. Schiewe. 2001. “Preserving salmon biodiversity.” Am. Sci. 89, 220-227.
6NOAA Fisheries. Chinook salmon: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/species/chinook-salmon-protected
7USGCRP, 2018: Impacts, Risks, and Adaptation in the United States: Fourth National Climate Assessment, Volume II
8Governor's Salmon Recovery Office, "State of Salmon in Watersheds 2019," Governor's Salmon Recovery Office, Olympia, WA, 2019;
G. M. a. J. Casola, "State of Knowledge, Climate Change in Puget Sound," Climate Impacts Group.
9Budy, P et al. 2002. Evidence linking delayed mortality of Snake River Salmon to their earlier hydrosystem experience. N. Am. Journal
of Fisheries Management 22:35–51; Gustafson, R.S. et al. 2007. Pacific salmon extinctions: Quantifying lost and remaining diversity.
Conserv. Biol. 21, 1009-1020; Levin, P. and M. Schiewe. 2001. Preserving salmon biodiversity. Am. Sci. 89, 220-227; Schaller, H. A. et
al. 2014. Evaluating river management during seaward migration to recover Columbia River stream-type Chinook salmon considering
the variation in marine conditions. Canadian Journal of Fisheries & Aquatic Sciences, 71, 259-271.
10Snover, A.K. et al. 2019. "No Time to Waste. The Intergovernment Panel on Climate Change's Special Report on Global Warming of
1.5C and Implications for Washington State." University of Washington Climate Impacts Group, Seattle, WA;Washington State
Southern Resident Orca Task Force. 2019. Final Report and Recommendations. Available:
https://www.governor.wa.gov/sites/default/files/OrcaTaskForce_FinalReportandRecommendations_11.07.19.pdf.
11Ashcraft, S., C. Holt, M. Zimmerman, M. Scharpf, and N. Vanbuskirk. 2017. Final Report: Spawner Abundance and Distribution of
Salmon and Steelhead in the Upper Chehalis River, 2013-2017, FPT 17-12. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia,
Washington.
12Winkowski, J.J., E.J. Walther, and M.S. Zimmerman. 2018. Summer riverscape patterns of fish, habitat, and temperature across the
Chehalis River basin. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. Olympia, Washington. FPT 18-01.
13Crozier L.G. et al. 2008. Potential responses to climate change in organisms with complex life histories:evolution and plasticity in
Pacific salmon. Evol Appl. 1(2):252–70. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1752-4571.2008.00033.x; Utter F. et al. 1989. Genetic population
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The Aquatic Species Restoration Plan (ASRP) developed by the Office of the Chehalis Basin determined that
high water temperatures were the highest-priority concern for salmonids in the Chehalis Basin. 14 The
Proposed Project would lead to further loss of salmon habitat, increase river temperatures behind the dam,
and exacerbate climate change impacts to the river ecosystem of the Chehalis Basin as well as the ability of
Chehalis Chinook to respond to these environmental changes. The DEIS itself notes that the Proposed Project
would reduce salmon abundance even further below the reductions predicted from climate change alone,
and would reduce additional future restoration options in the Basin. 15 The Proposed Project poses
unacceptable increased risk to these already-vulnerable salmon populations.
The Proposed Project would impact the health of the Chehalis watershed
The DEIS states that the Proposed Project would cause significant adverse environmental impacts in the
upstream areas of the Chehalis Basin to fish and wildlife species, as well as habitat, water quality and
temperature, wetlands, recreation, land use, air quality and greenhouse gases. The proposed dam and
temporary reservoir would drown 6 miles of critical salmon and steelhead habitat; and regular submersion of
the area during floods would destroy any native vegetation along the river, resulting in permanent
degradation of this key fish habitat and exacerbating climate change impacts. Proposed mitigation measures
for the environmental impacts of this project may not be “technically feasible or economically practicable.” 16
On these expected impacts alone, we cannot support the Proposed Project. The mitigation
recommendations, if determined to be feasible, would require significant additional investment, resources,
and permits, and even if they were implemented, an important spawning area for Chehalis spring Chinook
would still be lost. Mitigation efforts would require the development and implementation of multiple plans
to reduce the impacts from habitat loss, the removal of trees that provide shade and large woody debris for
salmon habitat, degraded water quality, and impeded fish passage. Washington state currently follows a “no
net loss” standard in state development policies to maintain ecological functions and protect natural
resources. Although the state has struggled to meet this standard, the Southern Resident Orca Task Force
recommended a shift from a “no net loss” to a “net ecological gain” standard in order to promote the
restoration of vital watershed habitat for salmon.17 This transition was supported by the Washington
legislature in the 2020 session, which included funding to study how the standard would be incorporated into
existing state laws.18
Net ecological gain would require land management actions that improve the quality and quantity of the
functions of the natural environment. In theory, the standard would require actions and land management
decisions to prioritize avoiding impacts to the environment before exploring mitigation options. The
Proposed Project does not meet either the no net loss or net ecological gain standard - even if all mitigation
recommendations were implemented, the Chehalis Basin would still lose a spawning area for spring Chinook
and the habitat behind the Project area would be degraded. There are other options available that can meet
both these standards. Local actions alternatives in the DEIS include land-use management, floodproofing,
buy-out or relocation of at-risk properties or structures, floodplain storage improvement, channel migration
structure of chinook salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha), in the Pacific Northwest. Bulletin of the United States Bureau of
Fisheries.1989;87(2)
14Chehalis Basin Strategy, Aquatic Species Restoration Plan, 2019, section 5.1.4
15DEIS Executive Summary at S-8
16Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project, Publication No.: 20-06-002, February 27, 2020
17Washington State Southern Resident Orca Task Force. 2019. Final Report and Recommendations. Available: Final Report and
Recommendations.
18See Washington State 2020 Supplemental operation Budget, Dept. of Fish and Wildlife. http://fiscal.wa.gov/BudgetOAgySupp.aspx

protections, and early flood warning systems, but the details of these options need to be further developed
and defined. At its May 20th meeting, the Chehalis Basin Board acknowledged that the DEIS did not
completely review the water retention option, and they voted to explore other options for flood reduction
and mitigation.19
We urge the Department of Ecology to further develop the Local Actions Alternatives and prioritize actions
that support ecosystem function of the Chehalis Basin, and mitigate the impacts of flooding as well as the
predicted climate change effects.
The Proposed Project would impact endangered Southern Resident orcas
Southern Resident orcas are a genetically, acoustically, socially, and culturally distinct population of orcas
(killer whales) and they do not interact or interbreed with other orca populations. 20 They are part of the fishobligate “resident” ecotype, and rely almost exclusively on salmon as their primary prey. 21 They were listed
as endangered under Canada’s Species at Risk Act (SARA) in 2003 and under the U.S. Endangered Species Act
(ESA) in 2005, but are continuing to decline despite the protection and recovery actions initiated by these
laws. The Southern Resident community now numbers just 73 orcas, their lowest population abundance in
over 40 years, and they have likely lost at least one additional orca since the most recent census at the end of
2019.22 Their main threats include a lack of available prey, namely due to a decline in their primary prey,
Chinook salmon; environmental contaminants, particularly bio-accumulative organochlorines such as DDT,
PBDEs, and PCBs; and physical and acoustic disturbance, as well as increased potential for oil spills and
disease. 23
The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) recently published a compilation of data
collected from satellite-tagging studies, dedicated surveys, and passive acoustic monitoring, establishing that
all three pods in the Southern Resident population use the coastal waters of Washington year-round and
continue to target Chinook as their primary prey, with the highest use occurring during the winter and early
spring.24 This data was gathered in support of revising the orcas’ federally designated critical habitat to
include their coastal range, and NOAA has identified “[p]rey species of sufficient quantity, quality, and
availability” as an essential habitat feature of both current and proposed critical habitat areas. 25
The data indicate that, of the total time the orcas spend in coastal habitat each year, approximately 50% of
that time is spent off the coast of Washington (in Area 1 - see Figure 1), and NOAA has identified this as a
high-use foraging area for the population.26

19Dodgson,

C. “ Office Of The Chehalis Basin Board to Look at Flood Reduction Options Other Than Dam” The Daily Chronicle, May 8,
2020. http://www.chronline.com/news/office-of-the-chehalis-basin-board-to-look-at-flood-reduction-options-other-thandam/article_b63ce07a-9148-11ea-984d-338187b4f242.html
20Hoelzel, A.R. et al. 2007. Evolution of population structure in a highly social top predator, the killer whale. Molecular Biology and
Evolution 24: 1407-1415.
21Foote, A. D.et al. 2016. Genome-culture coevolution promotes rapid divergence of killer whale ecotypes. Nat. Commun.7:11693 doi:
10.1038/ncomms11693.
22 Population data from Center for Whale Research, www.whaleresearch.com; Mapes, L.V. “Another southern resident orca feared
dead” The Seattle Times, January 28, 2020. https://www.seattletimes.com/seattle-news/environment/another-southern-residentorca-feared-dead/.
23National Marine Fisheries Service. 2008. Recovery Plan for Southern Resident Killer Whales (Orcinus orca). National Marine
Fisheries Service, Northwest Region, Seattle, Washington
24Proposed Revision of the Critical Habitat Designation for Southern Resident Killer Whales: Draft Biological Report. National Marine
Fisheries Service, September 2019. Available: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/action/critical-habitat-southern-resident-killer-whale
25Ibid
26Ibid; Hanson, M.B., E.J. Ward, C.K. Emmons, and M.M. Holt. 2018. Modeling the occurrence of endangered killer whales near a U.S.
Navy Training Range in Washington State using satellite-tag locations to improve acoustic detection data. Prepared for: U.S. Navy,

The movement of the orcas in coastal waters is likely driven by the timing of seasonal Chinook runs, and the
concentration of the orcas in the area between Grays Harbor and the Columbia River is likely due to salmon
returning to the Chehalis and Columbia River Basins (Figure 2).27 Chinook originating in the Chehalis River are
part of a Washington Coast evolutionarily significant unit (ESU) group included in the list of Southern
Resident Killer Whale Priority Chinook Stocks. 28

Figure 1: Proposed critical habitat Areas 1 and 2 for Southern Resident orcas have been identified by NOAA as
“high-use foraging areas” and include Grays Harbor, the mouth of the Chehalis River.29

U.S. Pacific Fleet, Pearl Harbor, HI. Prepared by: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, Northwest Fisheries Science
Center under MIPR N00070-17-MP-4C419. 8 January 2018. 33 p.
27 Proposed Revision of the Critical Habitat Designation for Southern Resident Killer Whales: Draft Biological Report. National Marine
Fisheries Service, September 2019. Available: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/action/critical-habitat-southern-resident-killer-whale
28 Ibid; NOAA Fisheries and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 2018. Southern Resident Killer Whale Priority Chinook Stocks
Report.
29Proposed Revision of the Critical Habitat Designation for Southern Resident Killer Whales: Draft Biological Report. National Marine
Fisheries Service, September 2019. Available: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/action/critical-habitat-southern-resident-killer-whale

Figure 2: Satellite-tagging data from 2015 shows concentrated movement between Grays Harbor and the
Columbia River, supporting the “high use foraging” determination of this area.30
Although the orcas continue to frequent coastal waters when these historic spring Chinook runs are
returning, the decline of Chinook has had a significant impact on the Southern Residents. A lack of prey
throughout their range is widely recognized as the primary limiting factor to their immediate survival and
future recovery, with increased mortality and decreased fecundity shown to be correlated with coastwide
indices of Chinook salmon abundance.31 Salmon depletion has led to changes in their social structure,
decrease in presence in their core summer feeding areas, an increase in stress hormones and a miscarriage
rate of almost 70%.32 The small population size has led to loss of genetic diversity and potential inbreeding
depression.33 Photogrammetry studies show that the Southern Residents are experiencing a decline in body
condition between October and May.34 For their immediate survival and future recovery, the Southern
Resident orcas need abundant, diverse, and accessible Chinook salmon prey throughout their range. 35
While we appreciate that the DEIS recognizes the adverse impact to the Southern Resident orcas caused by
the Proposed Project, the assessment underestimates the potential effect of further declines of prey
availability to the orcas. Salmon from all rivers within the orcas’ range are not available to the orcas on a
year-round basis, but instead are critical to the orcas' survival during specific seasons. The spatiotemporal
distribution of Chinook runs within the orcas’ range means that different runs are more available, and
therefore more important, to the Southern Residents at different times of the year. The previouslymentioned NOAA proposal to revise the Southern Residents’ critical habitat designation notes that the
30Map

and tagging data from Northwest Fisheries Science Center satellite tagging blog, per https:// www.usa.gov/government-works
J.K.B, G.M. Ellis, and P.F. Olesiuk. 2005. “Linking prey and population dynamics: Did food limitation cause recent declines of
'resident' killer whales (Orcinus orca) in British Columbia.” Fisheries and Oceans; Ford J.K.B et al. 2010. “Linking killer whale survival
and prey abundance: food limitation in the oceans’ apex predator?” Biology Letters, 6:139–142; Ward E.J, E.E. Holmes, and K.C.
Balcomb. 2009. “Quantifying the effects of prey abundance on killer whale reproduction.” Journal of Applied Ecology, 46: 632–640;
National Marine Fisheries Service 2008. “Recovery Plan for Southern Resident Killer Whales (Orcinus orca).”; Proposed Revision of the
Critical Habitat Designation for Southern Resident Killer Whales: Draft Biological Report. National Marine Fisheries Service,
September 2019. Available: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/action/critical-habitat-southern-resident-killer-whale.
32Data from the Center for Whale Research; Wasser S.K. et al. 2017. Population growth is limited by nutritional impacts on pregnancy
success in endangered Southern Resident killer whales (Orcinus orca).
33Ford, M. et al. 2018, Inbreeding in an Endangered Killer Whale Population. Animal Conservation, 21(5):423-432. DOI:
10.1111/acv.12413
34Fearnbach, H. et al. 2018. Using aerial photogrammetry to detect changes in body condition of endangered southern resident killer
whales. Endang. Species Res. 35:175-180. https://doi.org/10.3354/esr00883
35 Washington State Southern Resident Orca Task Force. 2019. Final Report and Recommendations. Available: Final Report and
Recommendations:
https://www.governor.wa.gov/sites/default/files/OrcaTaskForce_FinalReportandRecommendations_11.07.19.pdf
31Ford,

availability of key prey stocks is essential for the orcas’ survival. 36 Chehalis Basin Chinook provide an
important source of food and nutrition during the late winter and early spring. Current conditions in river and
marine ecosystems are not adequate to support salmon quality and quantity sufficient for Southern Resident
orcas. Projects that would further reduce salmon abundance pose significant additional risk, especially in a
season and portion of their range that the orcas are more likely to be in poor body condition and
nutritionally-stressed. The Proposed Project would not only directly impact the orcas by reducing prey
available, it would also impact the quality of their coastal habitat.
A recent paper from Orca Behavior Institute using sighting data from Orca Network and experienced
observers showed that decreased spring usage of the Salish Sea habitat (recognized as their core summer
area) by Southern Residents correlates with declines in Chinook salmon from the Fraser River. 37 The summer
of 2019 marked the first year on record that Southern Residents were not seen in the Salish Sea during the
month of June. Their use of this core critical habitat has been decreasing for several years and observations
from the Center for Whale Research and Canada’s Department of Fisheries and Oceans has shown them to
be foraging off the coast during the summer months.38 This change in habitat use shows that Southern
Resident orcas may adapt their foraging patterns when food becomes scarce, spending more time in the
coastal portion of their established home range, further underscoring the importance of salmon recovery
throughout their habitat. With Fraser River salmon runs continuing to decline, the coastal sources of salmon
runs will likely become more important to the immediate survival and eventual recovery of the Southern
Resident community.
Ecosystem-focused actions should be prioritized in place of the Proposed Project
The Proposed Project offers minimal protection to impacted communities along with “significant and
unavoidable environmental impacts” and a significant cost to Washington state - estimated at $628 million
to $1 billion. Additional alternatives beyond the Proposed Project were not clearly defined or fully analyzed
in the DEIS. The mitigation measures required to offset the severe impacts of the Proposed Project are only
vaguely described and, as the DEIS notes, are contingent upon the development and implementation of
multiple, separate plans, and will require additional funding. With the lack of detail and certainty of these
mitigation plans, the known environmental cost of the Proposed Project is simply too high.
Flooding is a natural process in the Chehalis River basin and it plays an important ecological role in the
watershed. Habitat destruction from logging and development have likely exacerbated the impacts of
flooding in more recent times, particularly during the 1996 and 2007 floods. 39 In place of the Proposed
Project, we urge the Department of Ecology to develop a comprehensive, proactive restoration plan that
restores and maintains the ecological function and integrity of the Basin - providing natural flood control
solutions while supporting salmon, Southern Resident orcas, and the health of the watershed. A robust plan
that incorporates climate adaptation and mitigation efforts and natural flood control solutions will also
advance other objectives of the state, such as the current no net loss policy. The actions outlined in the ASRP
are an example of a comprehensive conservation-based plan, and we urge the Department of Ecology to
work to expand the ASRP to a basin-wide effort to protect habitat, reduce the impacts of flooding, and
contribute to salmon and Southern Resident orca recovery.

36Proposed

Rulemaking To Revise Critical Habitat for the Southern Resident Killer Whale Distinct Population Segment, 84 FR 49214.
M.W. et al. 2018. Declining spring usage of core habitat by endangered fish-eating killer whales reflects decreased
availability of their primary prey. Pacific Conservation Biology, 24(2):189-193 https://doi.org/10.1071/PC17041
38Center for Whale Research Encounters. Available: https://whaleresearch.wixsite.com/2019encounters; Christopher Dunagan, Puget
Sound Blogs “Three more orca deaths take census count down to 73 Southern Residents”;
39“Did Development, Logging Set the Stage for Disaster?”, Seattle Times, December 9, 2007
37Shields,

Conclusion
The Southern Resident orcas need abundant and available salmon throughout their range if this unique,
iconic community is to survive and thrive. Washington state has taken significant action in recent years to
halt the decline of this population and ensure their recovery, and the Proposed Project is in direct opposition
to that goal.
We strongly urge the Department of Ecology to oppose the construction of a flood retention facility and
associated temporary reservoir near Pe Ell, Washington, and raising of the Centralia-Chehalis airport levee.
We recommend instead working with tribal co-managers40 to develop a local actions alternative, working
with local private landowners to help implement the alternatives, and prioritizing actions that support
ecosystem function of the Chehalis Basin. We need a plan that does not cause "significant and unavoidable"
damage but supports ecosystem recovery while protecting communities from the impacts of catastrophic
floods.
Sincerely,
Howard Garrett
President
Orca Network

Colleen Weiler
Jessica Rekos Fellow for Orca Conservation
Whale and Dolphin Conservation

Robb Krehbiel
Northwest Representative
Defenders of Wildlife

Alyssa Barton
Policy Manager
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Lovel Pratt
Marine Protection Program Director
Friends of the San Juans

Dr. Erin Meyer
Director of Conservation Programs and Partnerships
Seattle Aquarium

Joseph Bogaard
Executive Director
Save our Wild Salmon

Giulia C.S. Good Stefani
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Natural Resources Defense Council

Rein Attemann
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Washington Environmental Council

Sophia Ressler
Washington Wildlife Advocate & Staff Attorney
The Center for Biological Diversity

Whitney Neugebauer
Director
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See, for example, the Local Actions Alternative Review developed by the Quinault Nation:
https://chehalisdeisquinaultcomments.squarespace.com/alternative
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Comments:
The Center for Biological Diversity's comments are attached via PDF. Please feel free to reach
out to me if there are any issues with opening the file. Thank you for your consideration of
these comments.

May 27, 2020
SEPA Draft EIS for the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Avenue, Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101

RE:

Center for Biological Diversity Comments on the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage
Reduction Project under the Washington State Environmental Policy Act

These comments are sent on behalf of the Center for Biological Diversity (“Center”) and our 1.7
million members, over 19,000 of whom live in Washington state, to provide comments on the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”) for the proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood
Damage Reduction Project (“project” or “dam project”).
The Center is a nonprofit, membership-based conservation organization dedicated to the
protection of endangered species and their habitat. The Center works in the state of Washington
on a range of issues including carnivore conservation, restoring the Southern Resident Killer
Whale population and preserving habitat around the state to support healthy wildlife and
ecosystems. The Center and our members are deeply concerned about the implications of
building a dam on the Chehalis River and the effects that it would have on the environment.
This project proposal comes ata vital time for our wildlife and ecosystems. The unavoidable
consequences of this project, as outlined in the DEIS, will impact species that are on the brink of
extinction and threaten the ability of the region to adapt to climate change. Furthermore, the
project fails to recognize the reality of our current state, which calls for resilience, creativity and
adaptation and not the creation of more dams, which impact our environment in untoward ways
and fail our communities.
After review of the DEIS the Center finds significant deficiencies that must be addressed to
adhere to State Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”) requirements and properly analyze project
alternatives. The Center is opposed to the proposed project to build an expandable control dam
and levee and believes the SEPA analysis for this project is flawed for the reasons explained
below.

I.

The Chehalis River Basin

The Chehalis River Basin is the second largest river basin in the state of Washington. The basin
drains approximately 2,700 square miles from eight separate counties into Grays Harbor and the
Pacific Ocean. The river is currently one of the only undammed rivers left on the west coast and
is home to the state’s most robust salmon population along with supporting a wide variety of
wildlife that are currently part of a thriving ecosystem.
In just the last 30 years the Chehalis basin has experienced five of the largest floods in its
history. This extreme flooding is occurring because of historic changes to the area’s land cover
that have in turn affected the basin’s natural processes.
II.

The Proposed Project

The project is being proposed by the Chehalis River Basin Flood Control Zone District. The
DEIS describes the proposed project as a flood retention expendable facility (“FRE”), which is
an expandable flood retention dam 1,550 feet long and 270 feet high. The proposed project will
be located on property owned by Weyerhaeuser and Panesko Tree Farm at mile 108 on the
Chehalis River, which is about one mile upstream from the town of Pe Ell, WA. The project
proposes to create, what is described in the DEIS as a “temporary” reservoir. At maximum
capacity this reservoir would have an inundation extent of 6.5 miles with a reservoir elevation of
628 feet and a reservoir depth of 203 feet. DEIS, p. 12.
To deal with the issue of fish passage, the project design proposes outlets at the base which
would provide for both upstream and downstream passage of fish as well as other aquatic species
during non-flood conditions. DEIS, p. 8. During major floods when these outlets are closed the
proposed dam includes a fish capture and transport facility that would allow fish upstream
access. Downstream passage would not be possible during major flood events, which as stated in
the DEIS, could persist for up to 35 days. DEIS, p. 20.
The DEIS states that the proposed project would have significant adverse environmental impacts
in the upstream areas of the Chehalis basin. These impacts would extend to wildlife species and
their habitat, water quality and temperature, recreation, land use, air quality and greenhouse
gasses. The DEIS finds that the mitigation measures proposed for the project in order to avoid
these consequences are likely not “technically feasible or economically practicable.” DEIS, pgs.
54, 198-203.
III.

The State Environmental Policy Act

The Washington State Environmental Policy Act was enacted in 1971 with the purpose of
analyzing environmental impacts of projects and proposals to help promote integration between
humans and the environment and prevent environmental harm. RCW 43.21C.010. The Act
requires consideration of the environmental impacts for any projects or actions taken by any
branch of government and lays out a process that is followed for each action or proposal that
requires analysis under the Act.

SEPA requires an environmental impact statement (“EIS”) for any action that has a “probable,
significant, adverse environmental impact.” RCW 43.21C031(1); WAC 197-11-440(6)(e). The
regulations define “impact” as “the effects or consequences of actions.” WAC 197-11-752. The
Act requires that agencies consider both short- and long-term probable impacts of a project and
also include consideration of impacts that may arise over the entire lifetime of the project, or in
some instances even longer. WAC 197-11-060(4)(c).
The preparation of an EIS is intended to “provide impartial discussion of significant
environmental impacts and inform decisionmakers and the public of reasonable alternatives,
including mitigation measures that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance
environmental quality. WAC 197-11-400(2). SEPA also requires that an EIS include a detailed
discussion of alternatives to the proposed action. RCW 43.21C.030(c)(iii). Courts have
determined that the alternatives need not be explored if they are not reasonably related to the
purpose of the project. Citizens’ Committee to Save Our Canyons v. United States Forest
Service, 297 F.3d 1012, 1030 (10th Cir. 2002).1
SEPA further requires an agency to look at the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of a
proposed project. WAC 197-11-060(4)(d) and also requires that mitigation measures be included
in an EIS that are considered effective and also capable of actually being accomplished.
Anderson v. Pierce Cty., 86 Wn. App. 290, 301 (1997) (citing Kiewit Const. Group, Inc. v. Clark
Cty., 83 Wn. App. 133, 143 (1996)). It should be noted, that mitigation measures in a SEPA
context are a separate requirement from the alternative’s analysis. WAC 197-11-440(6)(c)(iii).
IV.

Deficiencies of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The DEIS for the proposed project was released on February 27, 2020. The DEIS analyzes dam
construction, as well as a local action alternative and a no-action alternative. As currently
written, the DEIS has serious deficiencies that fail to comply with SEPA in several respects and
further fail to give the public or decisionmakers a comprehensive understanding of alternatives to
prevent flooding in the Chehalis River basin.
a. Reasonable Alternatives Were Not Adequately Considered
The Chehalis Basin Strategy2 states that the only viable option for reducing flood impacts in the
basin is “a long-term, integrated approach to substantially reduce damage from a major flood and
restore degraded aquatic species habitat in the Chehalis Basin.” Unfortunately, the DEIS does
not include any alternative that works to reach this goal. Firstly, the DEIS does not provide
proper justification for the dam project and instead uses overly broad terms and descriptions to
justify the consideration for an expandable dam. The DEIS does not explain why an expandable
Washington courts look to federal case law interpreting and applying the National Environmental Policy Act for
guidance in interpreting and applying SEPA. Int'l Longshore & Warehouse Union, Local 19 v. City of Seattle, 176
Wn. App. 512, 525, 309 P.3d 654 (2013); and, see, e.g., ASARCO v. Air Quality Coal., 92 Wn.2d 685, 709 (1979);
Kucera v. State Dep’t of Transp., 140 Wn.2d 200, 215-16 (2000).
2
The Chehalis Basin Strategy (“Strategy”) is a collaborative process that was launched to deal with the flooding in
the Chehalis River basin. A final environmental impact statement was produced as part of the Strategy process in
June, 2017 that considered a suite of actions to alleviate flooding.
1

dam is needed nor attempts to justify the immense additional cost of such a project. The course
of action chosen in the DEIS does not discuss the purpose or need of such a dam nor does it
touch on the reality of future climate conditions. The DEIS should have considered other types of
projects as viable alternatives within the analysis.
b. The Local Action Alternative Must be Adequately Considered
Beyond failing to consider reasonable alternatives, there is inadequate consideration of the most
viable option in the DEIS – the Local Action Alternative. The Local Action Alternative is
described in the DEIS as a locally focused and non-structural approach to controlling flood
damage in the Chehalis basin. DEIS p. 24. The Local Action Alternative mentions solutions such
as land management, floodproofing and channel migration projects in lieu of the proposed dam.
DEIS pp. 24-25. However, the Local Action Alternative is not explored in the depths required by
SEPA and fails to include any in-depth descriptions of the components within the alternative that
would reduce flood damage. The DEIS states “The Local Action Alternative does not identify
specific projects because those decisions would be made by local governments. Therefore, the
EIS does not analyze the feasibility or economic practicability of these potential actions.” DEIS
p. S-6. Thus, the DEIS fails to make any attempt at exploring or explaining any possible projects
or solutions that might be covered by such an alternative. Furthermore, the DEIS fails to mention
that the Local Action Alternative is the only means of permanently eliminating flood damage.
Because SEPA requires a detailed explanation of all alternatives, the DEIS’s failure to explore
the Local Action Alternative does not meet the alternatives analysis standards of SEPA and
should be explored in significantly more detail.
c. The Geographic Scope Considered in the DEIS is too Limited
The requirements of SEPA include considering project impacts within a reasonable geographic
range. The DEIS fails to do this and does not give any reasoning for failing to do so. The DEIS
considers the mainstream of the Chehalis River at mile 9 and 1,500 feet upstream into three
tributaries of the main river; the Skookumchuck River, the South Fork Newaukum River and the
South Fork Chehalis River. DEIS, pp. 33-34. However, the study area does not include anything
downstream of mile marker 9 and thus fails to consider the effects the project will have on the
aquatic species and habitat in this area. The DEIS gives no explanation as to why they have
chosen the specific geographic scope and the chosen method fails to consider watershed-wide
impacts of the project. The scope considered in the DEIS should be the entire Chehalis River
basin.
d. The DEIS Does not Adequately Consider Indirect or Cumulative Impacts
Pursuant to SEPA
Riverine ecosystems are made up of complicated physical and ecological processes that are
intrinsically linked. Nowhere in the DEIS is there a consideration of the cascade of impacts that
the Project would have on this fragile ecosystem. The DEIS needs to include a thorough
discussion on the effects of the Project on the floodplain as well as the other waterbodies such as
wetlands that make up the basin. The DEIS also needs to discuss the physical processes that
make up the formation of this system that are likely to be impacted in a way that is unmitigable.

This analysis should include overarching considerations such as basin-wide impacts from
logging the reservoir area and other potential connected land use implications. SEPA requires
analysis of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. WAC 197-11-792. Thus, the DEIS needs a
discussion on how future projects will impact the area and all of the other reasonably foreseeable
impacts that should have been considered, but are not included in the DEIS.
e. Mitigation is Not Properly Analyzed in the DEIS as Required by SEPA
SEPA requires that mitigation be discussed in an EIS to the extent that a decisionmaker would be
able to understand what is practicable and make decisions on whether the significant impacts
described can be properly mitigated. Mitigation is mentioned in the DEIS, but the manner in
which it is discussed does not provide enough information to meet the requirements of SEPA.
Instead the DEIS uses language that lays out no requirements and simply allows for the
possibility of mitigation. Language such as “[t]he applicant may provide mitigation plans”
persists throughout the document. DEIS, p. S-17 (emphasis added). This does not show any type
of mitigation plan, nor does it describe any potential mitigation. It is a failure to include any
analysis of mitigation and also falls completely short of what is required by SEPA. Because of
this the DEIS fails to instruct decisionmakers as to the true, substantial consequences of the dam
Project.
f. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Consider the Project’s Impact on Wildlife and
Habitat
i. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Consider Impacts on Salmonids
The Chehalis River Basin currently supports 31 salmonid stocks none of which are currently
listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA.3 However, salmon in the Chehalis Basin are in
decline. Salmon runs in the basin have significantly declined due to habitat degradation,
overfishing, unregulated timber harvest, destruction or wetlands, floodplains and tidal estuaries
as well as development without the inclusion of adequate fish passage. Spring Chinook are
estimated to be at 20% of what they once were historically and other species numbers are
estimated at less than 50%.4
The Chehalis River Basin supports spawning wild spring Chinook, fall Chinook, Coho and
Steelhead and the introduction of a dam is likely to affect all four species. The DEIS states that
proposed project would cause severe and unavoidable harm to the basin’s coho, Chinook and
steelhead. The project would reduce the genetic diversity of these populations and also will
significantly alter important spawning habitat. 5 These consequences would be unavoidable even

Chehalis Basin Partnership, Fish in the Chehalis Basin. Available at https://chehalisbasinpartnership.org/fish/ (last
visited May 26, 2020).
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Chehalis Lead Entity, Salmon and the Chehalis Watershed. Available at www.chehalisleadentity.org (last visited
May 26, 2020).
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Ashcraft, S., C. Holt, M. Zimmerman, M. Scharpf, and N. Vanbuskirk. 2017. Final Report: Spawner Abundance and
Distribution of Salmon and Steelhead in the Upper Chehalis River, 2013-2017, FPT 17-12. Washington Department
of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia, Washington.
3

with potential mitigation considerations, this will not only have severe impacts to these
populations, but will have impacts that reverberate far from the Chehalis River basin.
Furthermore, although Chinook in the Chehalis River are not yet listed as threatened or
endangered under the ESA, their decline could very likely lead to a future listing, including
potentially spring chinook, which are under consideration for protection further south in the
Klamath Basin and on the Oregon Coast. Especially considering the impacts of climate change
and other future development projects in the area that are likely to reduce their numbers even
further by affecting things such as temperature and precipitation, and ground cover and
increasing sedimentation in the river.6 As part of a cumulative impacts analysis the DEIS should
consider the likely future listing of Chinook under the ESA as well as the following cumulative
impacts:
•
•
•
•
•
•

The variability in freshwater survival of Chinook unrelated to the project.
The variability in estuarine and marine survival of Chinook and the effects of climate
change on marine survival.
The impacts of harvest on Chinook.
The effects on Chinook of increased abundance of exotic fish within the mainstream
Chehalis River corridor.
The impacts of hatchery fish on Chinook.
The impacts of future salmonid harvest on Chinook.

The DEIS’s failure to consider these cumulative impacts is a violation of SEPA and these must
be explored to make a proper decision on the appropriate flood mitigation in the river basin.
ii. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Consider Impacts to Southern Resident
Killer Whales
The Southern Resident Killer Whales (“SRKWs” or “Southern Residents”) are a critically
endangered orca ecotype that relies almost exclusively on salmon as their prey. The species was
listed under the ESA in 2005, but despite this important protection their numbers continue to
decline. The population is currently at 73 whales, which is the lowest it has been in the last 40
years. Main threats to this population include lack of available prey, disturbance from vessel
noise and toxic contamination from pollutants such as PCBs, DDT and PBDEs.7
All three pods that make up the SRKWs use the waters off the coast of Washington year-round
targeting Chinook as their primary prey.8 Data collected by the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Association (“NOAA”) indicates that of the total time that the Southern Residents
spend in coastal habitat during the year, over 50% of that time is spend off the coast of

Chehalis Basin Strategy, Aquatic Species Restoration Plan, 2019, pp. 19-20.
National Marine Fisheries Service. 2008. Recovery Plan for Southern Resident Killer Whales (Orcinus orca).
National Marine Fisheries Service, Northwest Region, Seattle, Washington.
8
Proposed Revision of the Critical Habitat Designation for Southern Resident Killer Whales: Draft Biological
Report. National Marine Fisheries Service, September 2019.
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Washington.9 Even though the Southern Residents continue to frequent this area, the decline of
Chinook has had a disastrous affect on the SRKWs. In fact, a lack of prey availability is widely
thought to be the number one limiting factor for the recovery of this species. In order to promote
the recovery of this species it is absolutely necessary to ensure an abundant and consistent
population of Chinook.
The DEIS mentions the adverse impacts to Southern Residents that this project will cause, but it
fails to adequately consider the potential impacts of further decline in prey availability.
Specifically, the DEIS underestimates the affects of this project on the Chinook population and
the affects that will have on the SRKWs. The Chinook in the Chehalis basin are particularly
important to the SRKW during the late winter and early spring. This project poses an additional
risk to salmon that the SRKW simply cannot handle. Construction of this dam, which will cause
further depletion of Chinook runs could be the end for the Southern Residents. The DEIS must
meaningfully consider the effects of further prey depletion on the SRKW.
iii. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Consider Impacts to Amphibian and
Reptiles
The plans to minimize the effects of the reservoir on amphibians do not properly consider the
behavior and life history of the species. DEIS, p. 94. The DEIS repeatedly refers to the reservoir
as a “temporary reservoir inundation area.” While this area may not be inundated with water at
all times, that does not equate to temporary impacts as this inundation will completely alter the
underlying habitat, likely making it unsuitable for most amphibians. Thus, the DEIS’s plan to
minimize the effects of the recurring inundation on amphibians by improving habitat upstream of
the reservoir to “increase the upstream populations and maintain a source for recolonization to
the temporary reservoir and other downstream areas” is flawed. DEIS, p. 94.
This plan also assumes these species would be capable of easily moving in and out of these
areas, which is a false assumption for many amphibian species. Even if there was potential
amphibian habitat available when the water recedes, most of the amphibian species in this area
do not travel long distances and would not be able to simply move in and out of this area. For
example, the Van Dyke’s salamander is thought to have an extremely limited dispersal ability
and one study found most of the salamanders moved less than 2 meters, and the furthest
movement was 33 meters.10 This concern is actually acknowledged in Appendix P to the DEIS,
which admits that species that would be adversely affected by temporary reservoir inundation
include limited mobility species such as small mammals and amphibian species, including the
state candidate amphibian species western toad, Van Dyke’s salamander, and Dunn’s
salamander, and the state endangered reptile species western pond turtle. DEIS p. 84.

Hanson, M.B., E.J. Ward, C.K. Emmons, and M.M. Holt. 2018. Modeling the occurrence of endangered killer
whales near a U.S. Navy Training Range in Washington State using satellite‐tag locations to improve acoustic
detection data. Prepared for: U.S. Navy, U.S. Pacific Fleet, Pearl Harbor, HI. Prepared by: National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, Northwest Fisheries Science Center under MIPR N00070.
10
Olson, D.H. and Chrisafulli. 2014. Conservation Assessment for the Van Dyke's Salamander (Plethodon
vandykei) U.S.D.A. Forest Service Region 6 and U.S.D.I. Bureau of Land Management.
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Despite this recognition, the DEIS claims that effects of the recurring inundation will be
minimized for “state candidate species western toad, Van Dyke’s salamander, and
Dunn’s salamander, and other native amphibians that occur in the temporary reservoir
inundation area” through improvements to upstream habitat to create a source for
recolonization. DEIS p. 94.
If the habitat is potentially suitable when it is not fully inundated and animals are able to make
their way to that habitat, the reservoir area may actually become a sink habitat for amphibians
and other wildlife, resulting in further losses, as they likely would not be able to leave the area as
soon as it starts to become inundated with water again.
The DEIS also fails to properly address impacts to amphibians and reptiles that are protected
under the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”) or under consideration for ESA protection. The
DEIS mentions and briefly discusses the federally threatened Oregon Spotted frog in an
Appendix (P-49) but does not provide any analysis of the potential impacts of the project to this
species or any discussion of how they plan to avoid take of this species. The DEIS also fails to
properly consider impacts to the Columbia torrent salamander and the western pond turtle, two
species that are both state-protected and under consideration for federal Endangered Species Act
protections. Given the possibility of these species gaining Endangered Species Act protections in
the near future, the DEIS should consider potential impacts to these species as well as how they
can avoid take of these species. Like the Van Dyke and Dunn’s salamanders, the Columbia
torrent salamander is found in the footprint of the proposed reservoir, so this proposal will likely
result in the loss of Columbia torrent salamander populations, as well as their habitat.
V.

The Center Supports an Alternative that Will Reduce Flooding in the Chehalis
River Basin Without Building a New Dam

As it currently stands, the Local Action Alternative is not adequately described or flushed out to
adhere with SEPA. However, the general idea behind the Local Action Alternative is the most
viable option for preventing flooding of property and the resulting damage in the Chehalis River
basin. The Local Action Alternative currently includes several suggestions for solutions to
prevent flood damage in the basin that with further exploration and implementation consideration
could provide a solution for the flooding issues in the area.
A viable alternative should consider such things as; 1) not building in the floodplain and instead
focusing any future development in areas not subject to flooding; 2) restoring the floodplain to
increase flood storage capacity; 3) instigating local flood protection projects such as levees,
pump stations and flood walls; 4) identification of erosion risks and potential buyouts for
properties in areas where risk is high and unavoidable; 5) helping people move out of areas
where they are at risk of flood damage by implementing flood plain buyouts; 6) flood proofing
with structural actions such as raising structures; 7) agroforestry practices that create robust and
diverse farms, which in turn reduce the risk of flooding; 8) land use management planning
throughout the basin to improve aquatic habitat and reduce the risk of flooding.

An approach that considers and incorporates these sorts of viable alternatives will benefit the
entire Chehalis basin. Implementing a suite of local measures is the most impactful way to
reduce harm caused by flooding while causing the least amount of environmental harm.
VI.

Conclusion

In summary, the Center finds serious deficiencies within the DEIS in violation of SEPA that
must be corrected before this process continues. However, the proposed project is not the
solution to prevent flooding in the Chehalis Basin. Instead the Local Action Alternative should
be further explored and plans to reduce flooding impacts without damming the river should be
instituted on a local level. This is the only way forward to properly reduce flooding in the area
and avoid detrimental impacts to our ecosystems, wildlife and communities.
The Center stands with the Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis and the Quinault Indian Nation,
who have used this land since time immemorial, in opposing the construction of this dam on the
Chehalis River.
Thank you for considering our comments.
Sincerely,

Sophia Ressler
Washington Wildlife Advocate/Staff Attorney
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Deschutes Estuary Restoration Team (DERT)
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RE:

Comments on the Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Reduction
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The Deschutes Estuary Restoration Team (DERT) submits the following comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Reduction Project
(Project).
Background and Interests
DERT is a community-based organization dedicated to the restoration of the health of the Deschutes
River estuary in Olympia, Washington, by removing the Fifth Avenue Dam constructed in 1951 to
create Capitol Lake. DERT began organizing in 2009 as the health of Capitol Lake and adjacent habitats
began to more obviously show declining environmental health, increasingly damaging consequences
to dependent populations of fish and wildlife and increasing restrictions on its recreational and
community use.
For the past 20 years, a number of studies and reports have documented the worsening conditions in
Capitol Lake and Budd Bay, including accumulations of toxic sediments in marine waters, declining
water quality, increasing water temperatures, increasing outbreaks of invasive species, and reducing
populations of native fish and wildlife. These scientific studies and reports have demonstrated that
continued operation and maintenance of the dam and Capitol Lake in its historic configuration cannot
continue, and that the best alternative for improving the health of the entire estuarine area is the
removal of the dam and restoration of the naturally flowing Deschutes River.
DERT engages in public outreach to educate the people of Olympia, and the state of Washington,
about the benefits of a healthy restored estuary. For the past decade it has worked directly with key
1

state agency leaders and legislators to encourage an honest and complete accounting of the costs of
alternative plans. It is currently participating in the development of an Environmental Impact
Statement by the Washington Department of Enterprise Services (DES) to evaluate those alternative
plans and will provide its draft analysis in 2021.
DERT is a non-profit organization under state law, and a 501(c)(3) corporation under federal law. It
expects to shortly affiliate with the Puget Soundkeeper Alliance, one of several national and
international groups dedicated to protection and preservation of the nation's waterways. Within that
affiliation, it will have significant responsibilities for monitoring and ensuring watershed health in the
South Puget Sound geographic region. It will have a mission like Twin Harbors Waterkeepers, which
monitors the health of the Chehalis River, Grays Harbor, and Willapa Bay watersheds, and has been
substantially engaged in the development of the Chehalis River Basin Strategy.
DERT is dedicated to the goal of restoration, preservation, and protection of natural resources,
including healthy watersheds and fish and wildlife populations. It is committed to the principle that
maintenance of natural conditions and processes are the most effective and efficient means for
achieving this goal, particularly in view of development pressures and the increasing impacts of
climate change. Having witnessed the negative long-term effects of damming a river, while at the
same time allowing destructive forest practices and land use developments, we believe that the
proposed dam Project on the Chehalis River is a destructive and short-sighted “solution” to flooding in
parts of the Chehalis Basin. It would avoid addressing the most significant causes of the flooding, and
flood damage, while at the same time creating acknowledged environmental and cultural harm that
cannot be mitigated.
DERT has reviewed, agrees with, and supports the May 10 comments provided on the DEIS by the
Quinault Indian Nation. Those comments spell out with great depth and specificity the legal, scientific,
and economic flaws in the DEIS.
DERT offers the following additional comments from its perspective and history.
Dams Historically Are Short-Term Solutions with Long-Term Negative Consequences
It is hard to believe that a new, large dam is being proposed in this era, when it is clear that removal of
existing dams has become a high priority in the set of solutions for remedying environmental harm to
rivers, streams, and watersheds. This is true in the South Puget Sound and the State of Washington,
where removals of small dams (such as on Goldsborough Creek in Mason County) or larger ones (such
as the Condit Dam on the White Salmon River, or the Elwha Dam in the Olympic National Park) have
become the order of the day.
In the case of the Deschutes River and the Fifth Avenue Dam, there is little doubt that it would not be
allowed to be built today. Even in 1951, when it was constructed, its purported benefits consisted
principally of aesthetic (the “reflecting pool”), recreational (swimming, boating), and minimal flood
protection. Built before the State Environmental Protection Act (SEPA) required analyses of the
environmental impacts of such projects, it did not account for potential accumulation of toxic
sediments accumulating behind the dam from stormwater runoff and sediments delivered from
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upstream areas that were deforested by timber activities—accumulations that could only be remedied
by periodic dredging, and which now have created a shallow sediment basin with high water
temperatures, water quality and dissolved oxygen contamination, invasive species (snails), and large
algae blooms. Nor did it have to address issues of declining fisheries and the Endangered Species Act,
and tribal treaty and reserved rights.
Many dams that have been removed in Washington were originally built for hydropower purposes,
and whose construction predated modern and current protections for the environment and fish. Their
devastating environmental effects have become increasingly apparent, and uncontested. And as more
efficient and sustainable sources of power have become available, retention of the dams has become
untenable. Where they have come down, the restored rivers have shown a remarkable ability to come
back, and healthy fish and wildlife habitats and populations have been recreated.
The proposed dam reflects a discredited and ultimately unworkable philosophy that interferes with
natural processes, minimizes forecasted environmental damage, and puts off to the future the
ultimate costs of rectifying such gigantic mistakes. The City of Olympia, surrounding communities, and
their residents are now going to have to address the costs of such a remedial necessity on the
Deschutes.
The Project Does Not Adequately Address Likely Impacts of Climate Change
As the comments of the Quinault Indian Nation eloquently show, the Project as proposed—with a
spillway that remains open for the flows of the Chehalis River unless forecasted flows on occasion
exceed a certain predicted flood level—is actually a stalking horse for larger facility with a reservoir
that will be routinely filled. The proposed project would be constructed to a larger scale so that
conversion to a near-permanent reservoir would be quicker and less costly.
The Quinault point out that the DEIS acknowledges the increasing likelihood over the 100-year life of
the dam of major rain events, and resulting floods, because of climate change. As the past several
decades of intensive scientific attention to climate change have shown, long-term forecasts of severe
climate change—such as frequency and magnitude of rain events—have repeatedly underestimated
those changes. That appears to be the case with the DEIS. Rather than recognizing those trends, and
accounting for them, the DEIS assumes more modest forecasts, and bases the design and planning for
the Project on those more modest impacts. It identifies environmental impacts that substantially
understate the likely full range and extent of those impacts. This, for a state that purports to be in the
vanguard of realistically addressing climate change impacts, particularly for large scale public works
projects with an investment of millions (or billions) of dollars of taxpayer money?
With regard to the Deschutes Estuary and the Fifth Avenue Dam, forecasts of increased rainfall in the
Deschutes River Basin will likely result in increased sediment deposit in the river and in Capitol Lake,
increased flood flows along the river and in downtown Olympia, and increased carriage of flood debris
all along the river course—all of which will overwhelm whatever flood control benefits the dam and
lake now provide. When coupled with sea level rise, which will ultimately overtop the dam and
inundate much of Olympia, the value of retaining the dam is virtually nil. Restoring the estuary will,
however, allow the river channel to carry higher flows, and create adjacent habitat that will mitigate
3

those same future impacts.
The DEIS and Proposed Dam Fail to Address the Causes of Flooding and Flood Damage
While historically the Chehalis River Basin has flooded over at least the past 100 years, those floods,
and resulting damage, are becoming more severe. The two issues—flooding, and the resulting
damage—are connected, but separate issues.
The flooding itself is caused by the heavy rainfall, and the inability of rivers, streams, and floodplains
to carry and accommodate the higher flows. The state has no ability to control the rainfalls, either
where they occur, or when, or in what amount—each of which determine the location, extent, and
duration of the flooding. However, the state—and other levels of government—have played a role in
directing those flows, most importantly by levees, dikes, and the elimination of floodplains. This was
most striking during the major 2007 and 2009 floods, when I-5 acted as a dike and retained water in
the urban sides of the freeway. At the same time, the major construction along the other side of I-5 on
floodplains where the building sites were constructed on fill above natural elevations reduced the size
of the floodplains, and prevented the floodwaters from draining away along their natural courses.
These factors in and of themselves caused substantial flood damage to properties near the river or
constructed on floodplains. However, another major contributing factor was the heavy cutting of
timber on steep slopes in thin soils on the hillsides in the areas of heavy rain. As a result, roughly 1200
landslides occurred on those hills, resulting in large amounts of soil being deposited in rivers and
streams, as well as untold numbers of trees. The result of all this was clogging of streams with
logjams, resulting in flooding of adjacent properties, as well as destruction of bridges and other
facilities crossing or adjacent to the streams.
Rather than substantively looking at solutions to these flood and flood damage causes, the proposed
Project and DEIS focus simply on retaining flood waters in a portion of the upper mainstem Chehalis
River. Although the DEIS identifies a “Local Actions” alternative that includes land use changes,
property buyouts, and the like, that alternative is inadequate, and the analysis of environmental
impacts is incomplete.
Conclusion
As has been shown on the Deschutes River, with the construction of the Fifth Avenue Dam and Capitol
Lake, major manipulation of natural processes invariably creates unforeseen and nearly intractable
problems for which remedies ultimately must be sought. And as the number of dams removed in this
country has shown repeatedly, restoration of natural processes almost certainly remedies many if not
all of the problems caused by those same dams, as well as benefiting society from the recreation of
natural habitat in which fish, wildlife and other species flourish.
At a time when those natural habitats are increasingly stressed, and those fish and wildlife resources
are being reduced or eliminated—including declining populations of spring Chinook and winter
steelhead-- considering construction of this major dam on the Chehalis River is antithetical to our
commitments in the Puget Sound to honoring tribal rights, and restoring historic and sustainable
4

levels of fish and wildlife.
For these reasons, DERT opposes the construction of the proposed Chehalis River Dam and provides
these comments in support of its opposition. Although DERT recognizes the importance of addressing
the problems of flooding and flood damage in the Chehalis Basin, the data clearly indicate that
building a new dam is not the answer.
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SEPA Draft EIS for Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 Third Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
Dear WA Department of Ecology,
As members of the faith community, Earth Ministry and our members stand with the Quinault Nation,
Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis, and Chehalis River Alliance in asking that you deny the proposed
Chehalis River Basin Flood Retention Dam.
On a fundamental level, this dam should be denied based on the Quinault Indian Nation’s inherent and
treaty-protected fishing rights. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) fails to acknowledge,
quantify, or analyze that environmental damage will have a disproportionate effect on the Quinault
Nation, whose subsistence and way of life relies on healthy fish populations.
Earth Ministry echoes the other concerns about the DEIS raised by the Quinault Nation, such as
understatement of unavoidable impacts, inadequate mitigation measures, unevaluated impacts of the
dam being expandable, and insufficient analysis of reasonable alternatives. The DEIS also casts doubt as
to how effective this dam will be. Fewer than half of the structures impacted by flooding now would be
protected by the dam, and several sections of I-5 would still experience regular, severe flooding. As
climate change further intensifies flooding, it is unlikely that this dam can deliver the long-term solution
the Basin needs.
We ask that you deny the dam and shift focus to development of a robust Local Action Alternative
combined with other projects to reduce flood damage. While a massive new dam is unacceptable, so is
the status quo. We support collaboration with local residents, tribes, and other stakeholders to develop
alternative strategies that support flood mitigation and local communities while also restoring forests,
floodplains, and habitat. The moral path forward is one that supports all the people, fish, and wildlife of
the Chehalis Basin.
We cannot in good conscience continue to invest in infrastructure that exerts “dominion” over nature.
Free-flowing rivers are a gift from the Creator that shape landscapes and sustain ways of life. No amount
of concrete can contain their power and it is not our place to attempt to do so. Our role is to help heal
and sustain the good gift of creation.
Please be the leaders we need to help better steward creation and support our communities by

rejecting the proposed Chehalis Dam.
Sincerely,
Earth Ministry/Washington Interfaith Power & Light
and the below signed people of faith
Rev. Randall Henderson
Lacey, WA
Additional Comment:
I grew up in, and as a United Methodist pastor, have lived with and ministered to people of the Chehalis
River watershed on and off throughout my life. As you must know, it is inherently part of the Willipa
Hills ecological area (not to mention the Olympic Mountains, the eastern Pacific Ocean, and the central
Cascade Mountains). It is an incredibly sacred and precious gift of the God of Many Names. It was not
given to be wasted for the travesty of short-term human financial profit, but was and is a holy gift
created as an intrinsic wonder to bless all of life, to be cared for by, and preserved for, all generations
For close to 150 years it has been abused and mismanaged by both government and corporate interests.
I am convinced that any proposed solution to challenges facing the ecological health, natural state, and
long-term viability of the watershed must give top priority to the interests of the Quinault Nation,
Chehalis Tribes, the restoration of Salmon numbers and habitat, protection of remaining old-growth
forest, and other forest and wildlife reclamation. I passionately support the Earth Ministry/WAIPL
statement. Please reject the proposed Chehalis Dam!
Barbara Anderson
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
Please support those who live in that area - the local residents, tribes and others so that an acceptable
alternative can be reached that will support flood mitigation while also restoring forests, floodplains,
and the habitat. Thank you!
Cigdem Capan
Richland, WA
Additional Comment:
Please respect the treaty rights and don't compromise salmon recovery efforts statewide.
Susan Chamberlin
Chewelah, WA
Additional Comment:
As someone who lives in northeast Washington, we have seen what happens when you dam a river. The
damming of the Columbia River in so many places without foresight to all that it would effect has caused
damage that is beyond repair to the indigenous people's culture, the landscape and to natural fisheries.
What lessons have we learned and how can that be applied to this? Destroying so much for
commercialism and the almighty dollar is a very high price to pay...doing the same thing over and over

with the same results and lack of vision is a form of insanity. Please use the better options to achieve
the results needed.
Anne Dickerson
Renton, WA
Additional Comment:
The dam should be denied. I lived along the Gulf Coast and the Georgia Coast and saw firsthand the
cycle of constant flooding, housing being re-built only to flood again. Buy-outs and flood proofing make
far more sense. To consider building a dam without even investigating other alternatives for flood
control seems foolish. First, we should consider restoring the natural flood plain, improving the areas in
the upper basin that have been logged, de-channelization the river, and culvert removal. The rights of
tribes must be recognized. Together we should work together to mitigate the flooding and restore and
enhance the fish habitat.
Janet Farness
Liberty Lake, WA
Additional Comment:
As a person of faith and a follower of natural law, I believe that we can explore natural solutions rather
than further disruptive human solutions. So much of this flooding has been exacerbated by the clear
cutting of hill tops in the surrounding areas. A robust effort to restore hilltop forests will help rainwater
be absorbed. In addition, plans to enhance our wetlands which also absorb massive amounts of water
and provide flyways for native birds would be preferable solutions. Working with local people with
historical knowledge of this area is also critical. A dam is a short term solution that creates further long
term problems in our eco-system. Please back away from this shortsighted proposal.
Rev. Seth Novak
Gig Harbor, WA
Additional Comment:
While I appreciate your intentions to protect people and property, the proposed dam is not a good
solution. We must work together to find a solution that benefits all people, especially the local tribes
who have already given up so much for our infrastructure. We can find a way.
Mary Ellen Smith
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
For several years as a Nurse Practitioner I lived on a Native American Reservation and saw how,
inadequately the Federal Government and local governments have treated the Indigenous peoples of
the United States and how poorly they have lived up to their treaty rights. We have an opportunity here
to set a new example by working with the affected Native American tribes as well as local governing
entities to come up with a solution that will benefit all and manage the Chehalis River system for both
wild fish and flood reduction. We must do this by finding alternatives to building a dam.
Ted Brookes

Langley, WA
Additional Comment:
It makes no sense to build a major dam when the general trend throughout the country and even in WA
State is to tear down dams that no longer serve their purpose, but instead open up waterways to allow
for the free flow of water and promote the rebirth of the natural environment and conservation of
wildlife. The deconstruction of the Elwah Dam and the resurgence of nature all along the river is a good
example of the direction the state should be moving.
Charles Springer
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
I am fully in agreement with the contents of the above letter. This conclusion on my part reflects my
experience over 15 years working as a volunteer with Salmon Recovery Office in Belfair, WA and the
Hood Canal Coordinating Council, and its restoration efforts as well as the Federal Salmon Recovery
Fund.
Catherine Caron
Spokane, WA
Additional Comment:
I personally view this proposal for a retention dam as one more act of total disrespect and disregard for
ancestral rights acknowledged in treaty with the Quinault Nation and Confederated Tribes of the
Chehalis. Furthermore, as this proposal is being considered we in Washington State are aware of the
starvation of the orcas native to our coastal waters, a species that depends on the salmon runs that still
move through the Chehalis River. Our salmon populations are a fraction of the magnificent and
abundant runs of the past and the proposed dam will permanently end the runs in the Chehalis River
and will further speed the starvation of the orcas.
Yes, flooding is an issue, but there are far less radical and less invasive measures than a dam for
addressing the flooding. Far more appropriate measures for the flooding challenges would be to rely on
many other smaller actions such as restoring natural floodplain functions, moving people out of harms
way, and definitely listening to the proposals of the coalition of people who will be most affected by the
need to address flooding. I am an advocate of removing dams in order to increase and restore salmon
runs and restore the health of orcas. I certainly oppose the building of any new dams which will certainly
further decimate both our salmon and orca populations.
The Rev. Terrance Steig
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
I grew up in Southwest Washington and want to offer wholehearted support for our care and good
stewardship of the earth and our solidarity with the Quinault Tribe and the Confederated Tribes of the
Chehalis. I am convinced that building a dam in the Chehalis River flood basin will destroy habitats for
fish and wildlife along with forests and floodplains. This would be so very detrimental in its destruction
of this portion of our beautiful earth and adversely affect animals and humans who have for thousands

of years inhabited and thrived along the Chehalis River where the proposed Chehalis Dam would be
sited. Stop the proposed Chehalis dam!
Lon Dickerson
Renton, WA
Additional Comment:
The collapse of 2 dams in Midland, Michigan, this month underscores the inability of dams to control
flooding. And I was living there in 2005 when there were over 50 failures of the levees and flood walls
'protecting' New Orleans. It's not surprising that 1,275 dams have been torn down over the past 30
years according to the nonprofit American Rivers. The era of dam building is over because they simply
aren't reliable in preventing flooding.
The WA Dept. of Ecology should DENY the proposed flood control dam and levee. The DEIS determined
that the proposed dam would REDUCE but NOT ELIMINATE flooding in the Chehalis-Centralia area, but it
failed to determine the impact of regular flooding from local creeks and Chehalis Basin watersheds. The
DEIS also determined the dam would have SIGNIFICANT adverse impacts on salmon, other fish, fish
habitat, wildlife & amphibians, water quality, river channel, and recreation. That environmental impact
is NOT acceptable.
Instead we need a strong and viable Local Actions Program that is more in keeping with the legislative
direction to reduce flood damage throughout the entire Chehalis Basin. There are better solutions for
reducing damage from floods. We should expand a natural floodplain in the lowlands, restore the upper
basin's heavily-logged forests and flood-proof infrastructures like I-5 that can't be moved. We should
invest in culvert removal and de-channelization where the river has narrowed. We should discourage
more infill, hard surfaces, and other development activities within the floodplain and encourage
voluntary buy-outs, conservation easements, and moving people and structures out of harm's way.
Rev. Terry Teigen
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
This changing environment and determining how to sustain safety, traditional cultures, and our salmon
runs and fisheries requires careful thought and 21st century solutions. All hands on deck, all voices
heard.
Maureen Freehill
Langley, WA
Additional Comment:
We know so much now about the negative impacts of this sort of thing and the rights of the native
people who need to be able to choose their own way to be and utilize with the natural flow of
resources. I must stand with them to call for the denial of this proposed dam and its potential huge
effects on environmental damage at a time when we need to be taking more care than ever with these
things.
Nancy Hannah

Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
We have done too much to our native brothers and sisters. Please listen to their wisdom and don't put
a dam on this river.
Vanya Sandberg
Renton, WA
Additional Comment:
Thank you for protecting out local-to-Washington bounty of salmon by denying the dam & instead
finding better ways to manage our collective environment.
Francie Rutherford
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
Please respect the tribes’ rights and needs. They must have a voice in this process.
Gayla Shoemake
Edmonds, WA
Additional Comment:
Over time the US people and government have tortured, killed, lied, and broken promises to the Native
peoples from whom we stole land. It is high time we treated these Natives with respect, granting their
special relationship to the land, the animals, the fish, and listening to their decision. Making dams on
their land against their best judgement would continue to punish them for our mistakes. As usual, there
are other ways to address the issues of flooding and primarily it includes resticting housing and other
buildings in the plain. Do not put a dam in the land that belongs to the Chehalis and the fishing that was
promised to the Quinault. Over time, we have learned that so-called dams to prevent flooding seldom
work as they were promised. The water will go where it wants to, even if it seems to be channeled for a
short period. Other sustainable options are available, take them.
Joanne Wright
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
Development, logging, and climate change, which contribute to flooding, are the results of non-Tribal
entities. It isn't fair for First Nations, such as the Quinault Nation, to pay for this development activity by
losing fishing resources and sovereignty over their lands.
Den Mark Wichar
Vancouver, WA
Additional Comment:
I cannot tolerate another Native American generation being ignored.

Kathy Wilmering
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
I grew up by the Mississippi River and know the reality of devastating floods. However, I also saw how
despite knowing about the risks, people kept building and rebuilding in the floodplains and then
complaining that flooding was an issue. Over the decades I have seen the same process here. Although
it's nice to have malls and big box stores in the area, we collectively allowed those structures without
working around the prospect of the floods which would inevitably occur. Now that everything is built,
the solutions will be much more difficult. Even if we decide to not care about the tribes, projects like this
dam will have negative domino effects on the environment. We already see how salmon and orca
numbers continue to plunge and how those decreases and the ones they propagate will take away the
things that make us like to live here.
John Alder
Spokane, WA
Additional Comment:
FISH ARE MORE IMPORTANT
Dennis Hartmann
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
We need fewer dams and more flood plains. Damming and channeling rivers is a bad practice for nature
and agriculture in the long run.
Jeannine Lish
Marysville, WA
Additional Comment:
As scientists, engineers, environmentalists, & others are improving alternative ways to produce power,
we need to NO LONGER ruin our beautiful & often sacred river valleys & terrain by building any more
dams. Invest instead in renewable power sources, in less destructive ways of controlling floods, etc.
Ann Bates
Shoreline, WA
Additional Comment:
I remember how the floods of the Chehalis River have been damaging and disruptive, but it has been 6
six years since 2014 and there could be more solutions than another dam in the Northwest that is so
destructive to salmon. I know one flood was caused by over logging that resulted in a landslide. Why
not deal with over logging, construction and other environmental changes? Haven't we stressed the
salmon and the Native communities who rely on salmon enough?
Chris Kalinski
Seattle, WA

Additional Comment:
In light of what just happened in Michigan with their Dam failures and resulting flooding I think a more
holistic and thoughtful approach is called for.
Jennifer Calvert
Spokane Valley, WA
Additional Comment:
We need to take down existing dams, not add to the ones we already have built. When we 'mess with
Mother Nature', we find that we can't possibly take into account all the consequences, and the price is
just too great. We must realize that we share this world with other beings besides humans.
Ken Beres
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
Existing dams have done incalculable damage to the natural habitat for salmon and other species. Now
is not the time to build new dams.
Cindy Creager
Kenmore, WA
Additional Comment:
Now more than ever we need to be forward-thinking stewards of our lands. This project is simply too
destructive. Please deny the permit to let this dam proceed.
Keith Ervin
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
There are many ways to provide flood management without building a fish-killing dam at a time when
our native salmon are in danger throughout the Pacific Northwest.
Valerie Johnstone
Port Townsend, WA
Additional Comment:
I'm appalled that you would even begin to consider moving backwards and destroying land belonging to
a native tribe.
Margaret Graham
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
Please use other means to control flooding and preserve the fish that provides the livelihood for the
people of the Chehalis Basin. Thank you.

SaraAnn Lockwood
Langley, WA
Additional Comment:
Who does building a dam benefit? I don't think the Chehalis Tribe, or the Orca, or Mother Nature.
Jodie Purcell
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
Dams create more problems than they solve. Please do not disregard the large scientific knowledge
base that recognizes dams are not a solution.
Patricia Mail
Tacoma, WA
Additional Comment:
Seek out alternatives to damming rivers such as wind and sun. Should be easier and cheaper. And our
infrastructure desperately needs attention before any new dams.
David Ramsay
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
After learning about all of the negative impacts of dams and the benefits of removing them (e.g Elwha
River), why are even thinking of using such outdated strategies? We need far more creative solutions
that listen to the concerns of the tribes including the protection of critical salmon and steelhead runs
and high quality forests.
Celeste Maris
Olympia, WA
Additional Comment:
No way, no dam! our salmon populations and the environment cannot tolerate more threats.
Colleen Quinn
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
In an era of removing dams to correct past mistakes in river diversion, this is not the time to install new
dams. More thought and consideration of our irreplaceable environment and the welfares of future
generations must take priority.
Roger Martin
University Place, WA

Additional Comment:
There are things more important than reducing floods. But, first, let's look at another reality: global
warming is reducing the amount of precipitation we should expect, on average, for the time left in most
of our lifetimes. The frequency of mountain-originating floods will become less prevalent, not more.
Next, the Orcas are dying. The generally acknowledged principal cause is starvation. The local Orcas
depend on specific species of salmon to survive. Those same salmon help support local
fishermen/women and their families. If there is any doubt on the sort of damage that dams do to
salmon populations (and, therefore, Orca and human populations), I hope the reader will take a look at
this: https://www.nwcouncil.org/reports/columbia-river-history/damsimpacts.
I used to fly in the Air Force. We used to wonder what sort of people would buy houses in line and close
to existing runways, and then would complain about all the airplane noise. People who build on known
flood plains and on vulnerable seashores like the Outer Banks along the East Coast and then want
somebody to pick up the bill for their misfortune when the predictable occurs don't need a lot of
sympathy. The fish, Orcas, and fishermen do. They aren't asking for this dam, and they were there first.
Ann Migdal
Shoreline, WA
Additional Comment:
There is room to believe that solutions proposed by the tribes to more naturally mitigate the danger of
flooding would be more efficient, less destructive to habitat and move us more in a direction of
cooperation with our surrounding environment instead of constantly inflicting further 'technical'
solutions. We could live in a world that is more nature-centric, and still be comfortable, productive and
in all likelihood, far more satisfied with our daily lives.
Kathleen Nelson
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
We are at a point now where our State can expect water challenges like this one to be resolved without
harming Native treaty rights, a resolution that works with nature to prevent unnecessary flood damage.
Chris Olson
Everett, WA
Additional Comment:
Please, deny the dam and shift focus to development of a robust Local Action Alternative.
Marilyn Oakes-Greenspan
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
it feels so retrograde after the huge success of freeing the Elwah River that we would then build a dam?
Please consider more recent and reasonable technology that does not damage our precious ecosystem.
Thank you.

Margaret Schultz
Freeland, WA
Additional Comment:
The proposed dam seems to be a very expensive and ineffective means of flood control. You have to
work with nature. It reminds me of the hard armoring of our beaches with sea walls. Instead of
protecting the beaches they cause erosion and reduce the beach area. On the other hand soft admiring
which uses logs, sand and plants is much more effective at preventing beach erosion. At the foot of
Holmes Harbor on Whidbey Island the roadway would flood so much with the convergence of heavy
rainfall and peak high rides as to make it impassable. With soft armoring we now have more beach and
no flooding. This is analogous to the two proposals before us. We cannot dominate nature. I would also
like to point out that we took out the dam on the Elwah River. I suspect if we build this dam, it will prove
to be so destructive that we will have to remove it as well.
Nancy Shimeall
Redmond, WA
Additional Comment:
The Quinault Nation must be the guide for how to balance mitigation with nature. A new dam is not the
solution.
Mark Tanis
Anacortes, WA
Additional Comment:
NO MORE DAMS! Infrastructure decays... Look at Midland, MI!
J.C. Tryon
Seattle, WA
Additional Comment:
Abuse of nature must stop. Otherwise, the living world will cease to exist. Is this to be our legacy to our
children? They certainly will despise us [if any are left] for making such a planetary mess.
The Rev. Norman Taylor
Mount Vernon, WA
Additional Comment:
The short and long term environmental impact, both locally and globally, is being shown with continuing
research from more sophisticated equipment. There is always a consequence of major projects meant to
control nature that is unintended. The question is would the long term health of the Chehalis Basin and
value to the population it supports, be better off working with nature instead of conquering nature?
Judy Tralnes
Bellevue, WA
Additional Comment:

It is about time we kept our word. There have been plenty of times we broke our promises in the
treaties we signed. It's time we kept our word.
Diane Watts
Greenbank, WA
Additional Comment:
Dams destroy the ecosystem. Reversing the dam is nearly impossible. Red tape and committees and
politics. The environment needs to be kept in original state.
Janet Way
Shoreline, WA
Additional Comment:
A new Dam on the Chehalis would be disastrous for our threatened salmonids. We should be removing
dams, not building more!
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Comments:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage
Reduction Project draft Environmental Impact Statement. Comments from Orca Network
attached.

Connecting Whales and People
in the Pacific Northwest

5-27-2020
Diane Butorac
Washington State Department of Ecology
submitted via online portal
Re: SEPA Draft EIS for the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction
Project (Proposed Project) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Orca Network is a non-profit
organization dedicated to raising awareness of the whales of the Pacific Northwest and the importance of
providing them healthy and safe habitats. Our education and outreach efforts include over 15,000 subscribers
to our Whale Sighting Network, 160,000 Facebook members, and over 25,000 annual visitors to our Langley
Whale Center on Whidbey Island. We respectfully submit these comments on behalf of our staff and Board of
Directors. We are writing to oppose the construction of a flood retention facility and associated temporary
reservoir near Pe Ell, Washington. We recognize that flooding in the Chehalis Basin poses a serious risk to
homes and livelihoods and we are sympathetic to those who have been impacted by past floods. However, the
proposed flood retention facility and raising of levees along the river would only protect a small portion of
residences and businesses in the Chehalis Basin, and this project presents an unacceptable risk to tribal
culture, wildlife habitat, salmon and Southern Resident orcas.
The Chehalis River is the second largest river in Washington State and one of the only remaining free flowing
rivers on the west coast. The Chehalis Basin is the largest watershed entirely within Washington, containing
180 lakes, ponds and reservoirs, and over 3,000 miles of rivers and streams, and supporting a wide variety of
wildlife, including elk, waterfowl, birds, trout, lamprey, and the highest diversity of amphibian species in the
state. 1 The Proposed Project would drown 6 miles of critical salmon and steelhead habitat, result in increased
temperature and decreased dissolved oxygen and would permanently eliminate 11 acres of wetlands, 333
acres of wetland buffers, 17 miles of streams, 441 acres of stream buffers and 0.3 acres of the Chehalis River.
Wildlife habitat would be degraded and noise and reduced nesting and breeding areas would significantly
affect amphibians, marbled murrelets and other wildlife. 2
The basin contains 31 salmonid stocks. None of these are currently listed as threatened or endangered under
the U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA) 3, however salmon in the Chehalis Basin have seriously declined 50 to
80% due to overfishing, unregulated timber harvest, destruction of estuaries, wetlands and floodplains, and
development without adequate fish passage.4 The Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment Model estimates that
the Basin’s spring run Chinook could be functionally extinct by the end of the century unless action is taken,
Chehalis Basin Strategy Fish and Wildlife Fact Sheet
Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project, 2020
3 https://chehalisbasinpartnership.org
4 www.chehalisleadentity.org
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and climate change and future development are projected to affect aquatic species such as salmon through
further degradation of habitat by affecting temperature and precipitation, reducing land and riparian cover,
and increasing sediment.5 A Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) report from December
2017 stated that “The Chehalis River basin above RM 108.2 supports spawning of wild spring Chinook, fall
Chinook, Coho, and Steelhead, during most of the year from mid-September to mid-June. This area of the
watershed is diverse enough to provide spawning and pre-spawn holding habitat for each of these four
species. All four species of salmonids could be affected with the introduction of a dam that creates an
inundation footprint the size of the flood retention flow augmentation dam alternative”. 6 Another WDFW
report from May 2018 stated that “valuable juvenile salmon and steelhead habitat, which is already limited in
the Chehalis River, is likely to be negatively impacted by the construction of a dam and result in negative
ramifications on the freshwater rearing portion of salmon and steelhead life cycles in this part of the river.” 7
Chinook salmon from the Chehalis River are part of the Washington Coast stock which is listed as a priority
stock for the endangered Southern Resident orcas.8 This genetically, acoustically, socially, and culturally
distinct population of orcas was listed as endangered under Canada’s Species at Risk Act (SARA) in 2003 and
under the U.S. Endangered Species Act (ESA) in 2005 but they are continuing to decline despite the protection
and recovery actions initiated by these laws. In 2019 the population dropped to just 73 animals, their lowest
number in four decades, and they have likely lost at least one additional orca since the most recent census at
the end of 2019.9 Their main threats include prey availability, namely a decline in their primary prey, Chinook
salmon; environmental contaminants, particularly bio accumulative organochlorines such as DDT and PCBs;
and vessel effects and sound, as well as increased potential for oil spills and disease. 10 Of these threats, lack of
prey throughout their range is widely recognized as the principal limiting factor in their recovery. Salmon
depletion has led to changes in social structure, decrease in presence in their core summer feeding areas, an
increase in stress hormones and a miscarriage rate of almost 70%.11
The Proposed Project DEIS recognizes the adverse impact to Southern Resident orcas, but underestimates the
potential magnitude of the effects. Data from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA)
collected from satellite-tagging studies, dedicated surveys, and passive acoustic monitoring was included in the
proposed revision of critical habitat for Southern Resident orcas to include their coastal range, and “prey
species of sufficient quantity, quality, and availability” was identified as an essential habitat feature. This data
establishes that all three pods in the Southern Resident population use the coastal waters of Washington yearround and continue to target Chinook as their primary prey. 12 NOAA data indicate that of the time Southern
Resident orcas spend in coastal waters, approximately 50% is spent off the coast of Washington and this has
been identified as a high-use foraging area for the population. 13

Chehalis Basin Strategy, Aquatic Species Restoration Plan, 2019, pp. 19-20, 211.
Ashcraft, S., C. Holt, M. Zimmerman, M. Scharpf, and N. Vanbuskirk. 2017. Final Report: Spawner Abundance and Distribution of
Salmon and Steelhead in the Upper Chehalis River, 2013-2017, FPT 17-12. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, Olympia,
Washington.
7 Winkowski, J.J., E.J. Walther, and M.S. Zimmerman. 2018. Summer riverscape patterns of fish, habitat, and temperature across the
Chehalis River basin. Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife. Olympia, Washington. FPT 18-01.
8 NOAA Fisheries and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 2018. Southern Resident Killer Whale Priority Chinook Stocks Report
9 Population data from Center for Whale Research, www.whaleresearch.com; Mapes, L.V. “Another southern resident orca feared
dead” The Seattle Times, January 28, 2020.
10 National Marine Fisheries Service. 2008. Recovery Plan for Southern Resident Killer Whales (Orcinus orca). National Marine Fisheries
Service, Northwest Region, Seattle, Washington
11 Data from the Center for Whale Research; Shields, M.W. et al. 2018. Declining spring usage of core habitat by endangered fish-eating
killer whales reflects decreased availability of their primary prey; Wasser S.K. et al. 2017. Population growth is limited by nutritional
impacts on pregnancy success in endangered Southern Resident killer whales (Orcinus orca).
12 Proposed Revision of the Critical Habitat Designation for Southern Resident Killer Whales: Draft Biological Report. National Marine
Fisheries Service, September 2019. Available: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/action/critical-habitat-southern-resident-killer-whale
13 Hanson, M.B., E.J. Ward, C.K. Emmons, and M.M. Holt. 2018. Modeling the occurrence of endangered killer whales near a U.S. Navy
Training Range in Washington State using satellite-tag locations to improve acoustic detection data.
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The data also shows that Southern Resident orcas are feeding off Grays Harbor. A NOAA satellite tagging data
blog post from April 30, 2015 shows that members of L Pod were off Grays Harbor for several days. 14

Figure 1 (above): Satellite-tagging data from 2015 shows movement between Grays Harbor and the Columbia
River.15

Figure 2 (above): Map of proposed critical habitat for Southern Resident orcas, including the mouth of the
Chehalis River. 16

Map and tagging data from Northwest Fisheries Science Center satellite tagging blog, per https:// www.usa.gov/government-works
Ibid
16 Proposed Revision of the Critical Habitat Designation for Southern Resident Killer Whales: Draft Biological Report. National Marine
Fisheries Service, September 2019. Available: https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/action/critical-habitat-southern-resident-killer-whale
14
15

In 2018, Governor Inslee established the Southern Resident Orca Task Force (Task Force). This two-year
process resulted in 49 recommendations and a Washington state budget of over $1 billion for orca recovery. In
Executive Order 18-02: Southern Resident Killer Whale Recovery and Task Force, Governor Inslee stated “if
Southern Residents were to become extinct, we would suffer an unacceptable loss to our environment,
economy, and way of life. We would also lose an essential component of our marine ecosystem and an
indicator of the health of our waters”17 The Task Force recommendations resulted in “significant new
investments, policies and regulatory initiatives to help recover Southern Residents” 18 The Proposed Project
would be in direct conflict with the goals and desired outcomes of this effort.
The effects of dams on river ecosystems are well documented and include disruptions to sediment and organic
matter transport, changes in downstream water quality, energy flow and stream channel dynamics. Dams also
block migration to upstream habitats and prevent salmon migration.19 Some examples of this have been seen
in past projects, including major dams that were constructed on the Elwha River and the lower Snake River.
When the Elwha dam and the Glines Canyon dam were constructed they disconnected the upper watershed
from the lower watershed. This disconnect lasted for almost a century and the ecological changes were
disastrous for anadromous fish. 90% of the Elwha watershed was blocked from access by in-migrating fish, and
the river and nearshore habitat became significantly degraded. Sediment, nutrients, and wood that provide
key elements for salmon-rearing habitat were unable to travel downstream, becoming trapped behind the
dams.20 Inward and outward migration proved impossible for several salmonid species and some were
extirpated. The populations that found any spawning success were reduced to just a mere fraction of what
their historical numbers had been prior to the dams.21 The Columbia and Snake river basins are important river
systems that provide Southern Resident orcas salmon during different seasons throughout the year 22, but a
series of dams have decimated these once abundant salmon runs. The dams have resulted in salmon decreases
due to habitat destruction, decreased river flow, increased water temperatures, altered sediment flow, and
direct mortality due to turbines, bypass systems and sluiceways.23 At the Lower Granite dam alone, wild Snake
River spring/summer Chinook returns have declined by at least 60% since the late 1960s when the lower Snake
River dams were built.24
The result of extirpated and threatened salmonids throughout the Pacific Northwest has severely impacted the
fish-eating Southern Resident orcas. Though the Elwha and Glines Canyon dams were removed in 2011 and
2014, and the watershed and nearshore habitat continues to undergo restoration efforts, there are other
dams, faulty floodgates, and failing culverts on salmon-producing rivers throughout their range that have
ultimately contributed to this population’s severe decline. As a result, Southern Residents have begun to
exhibit shifts in the way, and times, they utilize the Salish Sea. In 2019, they were absent from what is
considered their core summer habitat for 59 straight days (May 7 th-July 4th) and it was the first year on record
that they were not seen in the Salish Sea during the month of June. Their use of this core critical habitat has
been decreasing for several years and observations from the Center for Whale Research and Canada’s
Department of Fisheries and Oceans has shown them to be foraging off the coast during the summer

Southern Resident Orca Task Force Report and Recommendations, November 2018.
Southern Resident Orca Task Force Final Report and Recommendations. November 2019.
19 Pess, et al. 2008. Biological Impacts of the Elwha River Dams and Potential Salmonid Responses to Dam Removal.
20 Ibid
21 Ibid
22 NOAA Fisheries and Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 2018. Southern Resident Killer Whale Priority Chinook Stocks Report
23 Budy, P et al. 2002. Evidence linking delayed mortality of Snake River Salmon to their earlier hydrosystem experience. N. Am. Journal
of Fisheries Management 22:35–51; NMFS. 2013. ESA Recovery Plan for Lower Columbia River Coho Salmon, Lower Columbia River
Chinook Salmon, Columbia River Chum Salmon, and Lower Columbia River Steelhead; UCSRB (Upper Columbia Salmon Recovery
Board). 2007. Upper Columbia Spring Chinook Salmon and Steelhead Recovery Plan; NMFS. 2017. Recovery Plan for Snake River
Spring/Summer Chinook Salmon and Snake River Basin Steelhead.
24 NOAA 2018. FAQs Southern Resident killer whales & Columbia/Snake River Chinook salmon stocks
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months.25 A recent paper from Orca Behavior Institute using sighting data from Orca Network and experienced
observers showed that decreased spring usage of the Salish Sea habitat by Southern Residents correlates with
declines in Chinook salmon from the Fraser River. 26 This shift in baselines from the interior waters of the Salish
Sea to the outward coastal waters during the summer months means that Chinook and salmon availability in
those areas has never been more crucial. With the Chehalis being one of the last remaining free-flowing rivers
that produces wild salmon stocks, diminishing these stocks by barricading it is adding another nail in the coffin
for both wild salmon and the Southern Resident orcas that rely on this food source.
In conclusion, Orca Network is opposed to the construction of a flood retention facility and associated
temporary reservoir near Pe Ell, Washington, and the raising of levees along the river. We stand with the
Quinault Nation and the Confederated Tribes of the Chehalis Reservation in their opposition to this project,
which would impact their cultural way of life. Flooding in the Chehalis River basin has been occurring for
centuries and is part of the watershed’s natural ecological process. Impacts from flooding have become more
severe in recent years, likely due to habitat destruction from logging and development. 27 The Proposed Project
would cause additional negative impacts to wildlife, habitat, salmon and Southern Resident orcas. Proposed
mitigation measures are vague and, according to the DEIS, may not be “technically feasible or economically
practicable”. The Local Actions Alternatives are not clearly defined or analyzed. At its May 20th meeting, the
Chehalis Basin Board acknowledged that the DEIS did not completely review the water retention option, and
they voted to explore other options for flood reduction and mitigation.28 We urge Department of Ecology to
reject this proposal and work with the tribes to develop a local actions alternative such as the one described by
the Quinault Nation29. We are sympathetic to the communities living and working in the Chehalis Basin who
have been physically and emotionally impacted by floods, but this plan poses unacceptable risks. We support
the creation of a strategy that will mitigate the damaging effects of flooding through smart development and
river restoration to make the community whole, without further endangering Chehalis River salmon and
Southern Resident orcas.

Sincerely,

Susan Berta, Executive Director susan@orcanetwork.org
Howard Garrett, Board President howard@orcanetwork.org
Orca Network
485 Labella Vista Way
Freeland, WA 98249
360 331-3543

Center for Whale Research Encounters. Available: https://whaleresearch.wixsite.com/2019encounters. Christopher Dunagan, Puget
Sound Blogs “Three more orca deaths take census count down to 73 Southern Residents”.
26 Shields, Monika W. et al, 2018. Declining spring usage of core habitat by endangered fish-eating killer whales reflects decreased
availability of their primary prey.
27 “Did Development, Logging Set the Stage for Disaster?”, Seattle Times, December 9, 2007
28 Dodgson, C. “ Office Of The Chehalis Basin Board to Look at Flood Reduction Options Other Than Dam” The Daily Chronicle, May 8,
2020. http://www.chronline.com/news/office-of-the-chehalis-basin-board-to-look-at-flood-reduction-options-other-thandam/article_b63ce07a-9148-11ea-984d-338187b4f242.html
29 Quinault Nation Local Actions Alternative Review: https://chehalisdeisquinaultcomments.squarespace.com/alternative
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Message:
Paula Swedeen
Conservation Northwest
pswedeen@conservationnw.org
Thurston/WA

Comments:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. Our comments are provided in the
attached file.

Mr. Gordon White
Program Manager
Shorelines and Environmental Assistance Program
Washington State Department of Ecology
and
Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave., Suite 2600 Seattle, WA 98101
(submitted via Department of Ecology website)
RE: Conservation Northwest Comments on SEPA Draft Environmental Impact Statement for
the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project
May 26th, 2020
Dear Mr. White and Anchor QEA,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this important State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Chehalis Flood Damage
Reduction Project.
We are submitting these comments on behalf of Conservation Northwest (CNW). CNW is a
non-profit environmental group based in Seattle, Washington with staff located on the ground in
the areas where we work, including Thurston and Lewis Counties. Our mission is to protect,
connect and restore the wildlands and wildlife of the Pacific Northwest. We focus on recovering
native species and ensuring they have ample habitat in the right locations to thrive in the face of
the human footprint on natural landscapes, as well as climate change. Habitat connectivity is
therefore is a key piece of our work, and has been since our founding in 1989. We have an
organizational program dedicated specifically to connectivity between the Cascades and
Olympics (https://www.conservationnw.org/our-work/habitat/cascades-to-olympics/), which is
one reason why the impacts of the proposed flood retention facility are of great interest to us.
We provide here technical comments on habitat connectivity, marbled murrelets, forest practices,
impacts on hydrology and note others’ technical comments on aquatic species and ecosystem
processes. We also provide comments from a process perspective on the need to develop an
additional alternative, and the impact on the process at this point of not having potential
mitigation measures identified and described.

General Comments
First, we think the DEIS is innovative for integrating the impacts of climate change into how the
alternatives are described and analyzed. While there are shortcomings to some technical aspects
of the climate analysis, the overall approach helps the public understand that climate change is

not something separate from the impacts of any proposed project but rather the day-to-day reality
we all have to live with, and its severe impacts for which society has to plan, even in the face of
aggressive national and global mitigation measures.
Second, we appreciate the unequivocal statements and identification of significant adverse
impacts of building and operating the Flood Retention Expandable (FRE) facility (or dam) to
fish, wildlife, wetlands, water quality, cultural resources, and potentially to human safety in the
event of a dam failure. Even with the lack of adequate analysis of some of the impacts, the
document leaves no doubt that proceeding with this proposed action would involve significant
and potentially irreparable damages to natural systems and resources important to people in the
Chehalis Basin and statewide.
We are however very concerned with the lack of analysis of the “expandable” aspect of the FRE
facility and absence of any linkage to the purpose and need statement of the potential for
increasing the capacity and footprint of a larger dam. While we understand that a new analysis
and permitting process would be required to use the expandable capacity, it is a disservice to the
public to propose a structure with additional capacity and not do an upfront analysis of what the
additional impacts would be. Once a structure like that is in place, it tilts the future pathway
towards a decision to use the additional capacity. As such, an analysis of the additional impacts
should be included now. Such segmentation calls into serious question whether the DEIS meets
the requirements of SEPA.
Third, from a process perspective, the public is left in an entirely unsettled place by having the
mitigation for all significant impacts that were identified as the future development of mitigation
plans. There is no way to have any understanding or confidence that mitigation could be
possible or adequate so we are left to assume scenarios in which the public has to choose
between the incomplete level of flood damage reduction provided by the FRE facility and loss of
ecologically and culturally significant aspects of the natural environment. The damages from
future flooding without some form of flood reduction work are also daunting and unacceptable to
the people who would bear the brunt of those damages. The DEIS presents a no-win situation.
If further work occurs on analyzing the potential to build a dam, we recommend a much more
thorough exploration of whether mitigation for the identified damages is possible (in addition to
more specific items described below) in a supplemental EIS. We also recommend the
development of another alternative or alternatives that explore additional means of reducing
flood damage without building the FRE facility, additional flood reduction work throughout the
Basin, and significant ecological restoration.
We understand that other avenues have been studied and have been dismissed, but the trade-offs
laid out in the DEIS appear to set up a lose-lose scenario in which the public will not be well
served. We are especially concerned about the heavy impact on the needs of the Chehalis and
Quinault Tribes, and to residents in portions of the Basin who will not benefit from flood
reduction, but will have to deal with the impacts of the dam. Given the information we have to
date, we cannot support the approval of the proposed project.

Wildlife Habitat Connectivity Impacts
Habitat connectivity is an essential requirement for resilient wildlife populations. (For overviews
of the importance of connectivity and recent research, see here and here). The term refers to the
ability of wildlife species to move from one portion/patch of habitat to another in order meet
daily and seasonal survival needs (feeding, resting, and breeding) and more medium and longterm requirements of colonizing new habitats when prior occupied areas no longer provide their
survival needs, and for species to be able to maintain population numbers (demographic support
and rescue) and genetic diversity over space and time to prevent extirpation and extinction.
Maintaining connectivity is more difficult in landscapes where there has been habitat loss and
degradation due to human land use activities (e.g. conversion of native forest to tree plantations
or agricultural or urban uses), and when large barriers to movement such as highways have been
constructed, e.g., the role of Interstate 5 (https://www.conservationnw.org/wpcontent/uploads/2020/01/Final_Stewart_CNW_Cascades_to_Olympics_Whitepaper_2019.pdf)
in blocking movement of wildlife between the Cascades, southwest Washington and the
Olympics).
In addition to the challenges of navigating human-altered landscapes, wildlife populations are
now needing to confront climate change. When overall climate conditions and the underlying
vegetative composition, structure and function of habitats change due to climate driven
differences in precipitation and temperature, many species need to migrate to new areas in order
to survive. If the landscapes they need to cross are inhospitable or have barriers to movement,
climate-induced migrations may be impeded and fail (WHCWG 2011, Krosby 2016.
[https://waconnected.org/wpcontent/themes/whcwg/docs/Final%20Climate%20Gradient%20Corridors%20Report%20Augus
t%202011.pdf]).
Conservation Northwest submitted scoping comments for the development of this Draft EIS
noting the importance of analyzing the impacts of the proposed FRE facility and the airport levee
on wildlife habitat connectivity corridors. We noted that the programmatic EIS (DOE 2017)
discussed the potential impacts to elk migration using work from 2010 done by the Washington
Wildlife Habitat Connectivity Working Group (https://waconnected.org/). We asked that the
Draft EIS coordinate with that group as they, along with Cascades to Coast Landscape
Collaborative (https://www.ctoclc.org/) are conducting updated analyses on wildlife connectivity
corridors through the Chehalis Basin.
This work is on-going but has produced new landscape level connectivity maps
(https://databasin.org/maps/adf2a065528c42f892bd20883e6b0bd1) showing the area around the
FRE, temporary reservoir, quarries, and the airport levee to be within key “naturalness” linkage
corridors, connecting protected areas and conserved areas between the Cascades, Olympics,
Willapa Hills, and the coast. These linkages could be important pathways for a wide range of
native species to meet a variety of life history needs and longer-term population connectivity and
genetic exchange. Furthermore, the linkage overlapping the FRE site, and temporary reservoir
area, is one of the widest intact corridors in the basin. Fragmenting this area further could

potentially cause serious landscape-scale mobility issues for a wide range of native terrestrial and
semiaquatic wildlife.
We are surprised to see that the DEIS contains no analysis nor even a mention of connectivity
issues. While there is a brief mention of minor impacts to migration, this is not an adequate
treatment of the connectivity issue as a whole. We think this is a major oversight and needs to be
rectified in a Supplemental EIS if work continues on the project. The above mentioned
workgroups are producing species specific connectivity maps (e.g., Pacific fisher and beaver)
through the Chehalis Basin. These products should be available this year (2020) and should be
incorporated into any supplemental analysis, and development of additional alternatives. Our
assessment from the more general naturalness corridors and the impacts on changes in vegetation
cover within the FRE facility footprint and temporary reservoir identified in the DEIS, is that a
moderate or significant impact finding should be considered.

Marbled Murrelets
We concur with the DEIS assessment that there is potential for significant adverse impact to
marbled murrelets. If nesting habitat is found in areas of planned forest removal, habitat of at
least similar, if not better, condition that is at risk of being harvested should be permanently
protected. Protecting habitat that is already under ESA restrictions would not sufficiently
mitigate the loss because there would be no net gain. The Washington Department of Natural
Resources recently completed an amendment
(https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publications/lm_mm_hcp_amendment_formatted.pdf) to their federal
Habitat Conservation Plan. Their incidental take permit allows for the harvest of suitable
unoccupied habitat. We recommend that if the proposed project were to be built, that the
proponents purchase or place an easement on suitable habitat on DNR lands that would
otherwise be lost to harvest under their HCP. The habitat should be in southwest Washington
and be close to other habitat and occupied sites so it can function in a manner to support murrelet
recovery.
If suitable habitat is found in the footprint of the FRE facility or would be harvested in the
temporary reservoir area, and that habitat is found to be occupied after the surveys proposed by
the project proponent, we strongly oppose allowing an occupied stand being harvested. To date,
we are unaware of USFWS allowing direct take of known occupied sites in Washington State
given the declining status of the population (which the DEIS correctly notes). We do not think
that just waiting until after the breeding season to remove the habitat and replacing it with
suitable unoccupied habitat elsewhere is an acceptable impact to the species.

Forest Practices and Hydrological Regimes
The DEIS does not contain an adequate analysis of the role of forest harvest extent and timing on
either the incidence of floods or problems with summer low flows, high water temperature and
low dissolved oxygen on the Chehalis River and its tributaries. We note that a process is
underway to conduct modeling on this topic but that it has yet to be completed. We think that

having such information is important to decision-making about both flood reduction and aquatic
species restoration in the Chehalis Basin. The results of such an analysis should also serve as a
basis for designing alternatives to the FRE facility which address flooding in a wider portion of
the Basin, and for ensuring resilient aquatic and semi-aquatic species populations in the face of
climate change.
There is recent research and modeling that shows that forested watershed managed on 50 year
rotations or less result in substantially lower stream flows than either un-managed forests, or
forests that are managed on longer (80 years or more) cutting cycles or through commercial
thinning without final harvest (McKane et al, 2018, Perry and Jones 2017, Segura et al., 2020).
It is especially important to note that Segura et al. (2020) found that standard forest riparian
buffers did not significantly mitigate for reduced flows in harvested sub-basins, thus requiring an
examination of whole watershed management on the ability of streams to meet state and federal
standards for water quality and endangered species conservation. There is also the potential that
having a larger proportion of the forested watersheds of the upper Chehalis Basin in older forests
would dampen the frequency and intensity of floods, though this needs the benefit of the
modeling effort that is planned.
Having increased older forest in the upper and lower Basin would improve overall habitat
conditions and connectivity for several wildlife species. Such an outcome would store more
carbon, thus contributing local solutions to mitigating climate change. We recognize that
changes in practices like lengthening rotations on private lands would require voluntary financial
incentives. Assessing how state and federal programs could accomplish adequate payment
programs for longer rotations should be a part of broader solutions considered for meeting the
purposes of the Chehalis Basin Strategy.
We recommend that the forest practices modeling work on peak and low flows be completed and
incorporated into any subsequent analysis of a proposed dam, and used in the development of
non-dam options for reducing flood damages and for restoring aquatic species.

Impacts on Aquatic Species, Ecosystem Processes, and Tribal Treaty Rights
We did not undertake our own analysis of the adequacy of the DEIS’s treatment of impacts to
salmon, steelhead, other aquatic species nor the suite of aquatic and related terrestrial ecosystem
processes that would be affected by the dam. Several other groups have taken on that task. We
are however very concerned about the facts that 1) the DEIS does identify significant and likely
irreparable damages to aquatic species and ecosystem processes; and 2) The Quinault Indian
Nation identifies in their formal comments
(https://static1.squarespace.com/static/5ea74f37fc31534cf56f0946/t/5eb9c991e85fc52b2fef48b3/
1589234071989/FINAL+QIN+Chehalis+DAM+DEIS+comment+5_11_2020.pdf) several
materially significant short-comings in the quality of the analysis, leading to an underestimate of
the already large impacts identified. These analytical shortcomings should be rectified in a
supplemental analysis, should a decision to proceed with addition work to consider a dam be
made. We also note the Quinault Indian Nation’s assertion that their treaty rights would be
violated by proceeding with this project. We cannot support such an outcome.

Conclusion
While we appreciate the effort that went into developing this DEIS, there are too many omissions
and short-comings to be able use this document as a basis to approve the proposed project. We
also fully understand that doing nothing in the face of future projected flooding in the Chehalis
Basin is not an option. We strongly encourage the Department of Ecology to withhold any
approval of the proposed FRE facility at this point in time.
We also strongly encourage the Chehalis Basin Board to go back to the drawing board and
assemble, with the close input of as many stakeholders as possible, other scenarios for
accomplishing its statutory purpose of reducing flooding impacts throughout the Basin and
restoring aquatic ecosystems. The solutions are likely to require significant public funds so we
also encourage the Board to look to federal agency partners and Congress to consider increased
investment in both finding alternative pathways and funding the solutions, which will likely
involve adapting and moving human infrastructure, in addition to building wildlife underpasses
at key locations across major highways in the Basin. Such investments
(https://www.nytimes.com/2020/05/18/opinion/coronavirus-unemployment-youth.html) would
also have a positive stimulus effect on the economy, which is sorely needed at this time, and
likely for some time into the future given the Covid-19 situation. The scale of the issues may not
allow Washington State to be able to solve the problems of flooding and aquatic habitat
restoration on our own.
Thanks again for the opportunity to comment.
Paula Swedeen, Ph.D.

Policy Director
Conservation Northwest
Brian Stewart, M.E.S.

Cascade to Olympics Program Coordinator
Conservation Northwest
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Message:
David Moskowitz
The Conservation Angler
theconservationangler@gmail.com
OR

Comments:
Dear Washington Department of Ecology SEPA Officials,
The Conservation Angler has attached an electronic file of our comments on the Draft EIS on
the Chehalis River Dam Project.
Please contact me at 971-235-8953 if there are any problems with downloading our comments.
Sincerely,
David Moskowitz
The Conservation Angler

May 27, 2020
Gordon White
SEPA Responsible Official
Washington State Department of Ecology, and Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction
Project EIS c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
Comments delivered via e-portal and Email
Re:

Comments on the Chehalis Dam Draft SEPA Analysis

Dear Mr. White,
The Conservation Angler is a wild fish and wild rivers advocacy organization headquartered in Edmonds,
WA and with a Portland, OR office. Our members and supporters live, work and enjoy the wild fish that
are born in the many free-flowing reaches of the Chehalis River.
We are united in believing that the Chehalis Dam SEPA “preferred alternative” is the wrong choice based
on a poor analysis and comparison of the alternatives available for addressing the community needs
which are broader, more wholistic and more sustainable than the preferred alternative would provide.
The Chehalis River is Washington’s second largest, flowing directly to the ocean. The 2,700 square mile
large watershed includes several separate and unique ecological regions, including the Coastal Willapa
hills, the Cascades, the Black Hills, the Olympics and tied all together in the Grays Harbor estuary. These
five ecoregions are home to the greatest diversity of amphibians in the state, nesting grounds for
migratory birds such as trumpeter swans, hold a connected wildlife corridor between the Cascades and
the Olympics, and is arguably the most important wild salmon stronghold in the state. Historically, the
Chehalis once supported over one million returning adult wild steelhead and salmon – though current
returns are greatly reduced – yet the Chehalis still has some of Washington’s the largest returns of selfsustaining, non-ESA-listed wild salmon and steelhead despite widespread habitat degradation.
A WDFW study titled “Upper Chehalis Salmonid Spawner Abundance and Distribution, 2013-2017”
states:
“The Chehalis River basin above RM 108.2 supports spawning of wild spring chinook, fall
chinook, coho, and steelhead, during most of the year from mid-September to mid-June. This
area of the watershed is diverse enough to provide spawning and pre -spawn holding habitat for
each of these four species. All four species of salmonids could be affected with the introduction
of a dam that creates an inundation footprint the size of the flood retention flow augmentation
dam alternative . . . .”

According to the Quinault Indian Nation,
“Despite a decline in salmon runs of 80% over the last 30 years, the Chehalis River Basin remain s
one of the most important producers of wild fish in Washington State and is one of the few
places left in the state where no salmon species are currently listed as threatened or
endangered.”
In fact, the stretch from the dam upstream five miles is touted as having one of the largest abundances
of spawning wild steelhead per river mile in Washington state. TCA is deeply concerned that this
proposed dam would significantly reduce this population of wild salmon and steelhead.
Decades of poorly planned, analyzed and improperly permitted development in the floodplain,
widespread logging in the upper watershed, and other man-made changes to the Chehalis and its
tributaries have been the major contributors to flooding in recent years, harming local communities as
well as people and commerce reliant on the Interstate 5 transportation corridor during the periodic
flood events.
Local government and the State of Washington should cease efforts to dam the Chehalis. Instead, it
should focus on comprehensive and sustainable solutions that include a broader array of actions:
enhancing natural floodplain storage capacity, along with floodproofing I-5's most at-risk stretches.
providing mitigation and assistance to landowners in the floodplain.
investing in habitat restoration.
removing culverts and investing in de-channelization (spreading the river back out where it has been
artificially narrowed).
✓ stopping new floodplain development.
✓ improving opportunities for the public to use and enjoy private forest lands for recreation.
✓
✓
✓
✓

In the midst of the push for dam construction to alleviate flood risk, important constituencies are taking
a different, low-cost, sustainable route forward to shape the Chehalis River Basin in ways that will
provide benefits for a wider range of citizens, communities and ecological communities.
Facing the growing impacts of climate change and a community-born desire to restore river health and
salmon, the State of Washington, the Confederated Tribes of Chehalis, the Quinault Indian Nation and
others are designing the largest river restoration plan in the history of the state. The Aquatic Species
Restoration Plan (ASRP) proposes three possible scenarios to restore 200 - 400 miles of the river and its
tributaries. Actions include:
✓ Streamside forested areas that can provide the large wood, nutrients, shading and cooling, stream
bank protection, and fish and wildlife migration corridors needed by aquatic species .
✓ Floodplain and off-channel habitat and wetland restoration that will improve watershed
connectivity, water storage, and help augment low flows and re duce water temperatures, while
creating highly diverse fish and wildlife habitat.
✓ In-channel large wood restoration to increase cover and roughness, decrease channel incision,
retain and sort sediments, create deep pools, and improve channel complexity and floodplain
connectivity in strategic locations.
✓ Removal of fish passage barriers to improve access to upstream habitats

Many climate models predict weather events that will grow more extreme over time, and the draft
Chehalis SEPA Analysis makes it clear that the Proposed Project will become less effective in late century
flood scenarios. The only evaluates climate scenarios through 2080, while hydrological and temperature
modeling does not account for climate variability and extreme weather events.
The Chehalis-Centralia area experiences regular damaging flooding from several local creeks that flow
through the two cities, most notably China Creek, Salzer Creek, Coal Creek and Dillenbaugh Creek . Yet
nothing in the Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis acknowledges the flood risks posed by local creeks. The Draft
Chehalis SEPA Analysis has focused too narrowly on flooding from a single source within the Chehalis
Basin – the upper Chehalis River basin above the Town of Pe Ell. Yet damaging floods originate from
numerous sources within the Chehalis Basin, including the South Fork Chehalis, Newaukum,
Skookumchuck, and Satsop watersheds. The failure to adequately evaluate different geographic sources
of flooding and a range of storm events compounds the Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis’ failure to actually
meet its stated purpose and objectives.
Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis failed to provide comprehensive flood risk evaluation for the proposed
project target area and a weak analysis of the Local Actions Alternative when it is essential to develop a
viable Local Actions Program. The Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis describes the limited flood damage
reduction benefits of the proposed dam and offers examples of area-specific strategies for applying
Local Actions Program elements in the Chehalis Basin. The flood damage reduction analysis presented in
the Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis contradicts standards of flood risk management practices to
comprehensively assess all flood risks to an area, and only then to develop solution options to address
those risks.
The Local Actions Alternative fails to meaningfully develop elements such as buyouts, relocation and
local flood protection measures, fails to describe how and when these elements would be accomplished,
and fails to objectively analyze how such elements could achieve the goals and purpose stated in the
Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis, even though data is available to do so.
A viable Local Actions Program could be developed with enough specificity to enable comparison of
benefits and impacts against the proposed project, and with enough specificity to enable evaluation of
implementation feasibility and community support. A viable Local Actions Program offers a means of
reducing local flood damages originating from streams and rivers other than the Upper Chehalis,
providing more comprehensive relief in the Centralia-Chehalis and throughout the entire Chehalis Basin.
A much more detailed Local Actions Program is best suited to address the range of flood problems and
geographic flooding scenarios not considered in the Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis and is more in keeping
with Washington State legislative direction to reduce flood damage throughout the entire Chehalis
Basin.
Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis on Cost-Benefit Issues is Fatally Flawed
Though a full cost-benefit analysis is not required under SEPA (WAC 197-11-450), SEPA contemplates
“that the general welfare, social, economic, and other requirements and essential considerations of
state policy will be taken into account in weighing and balancing alternatives and in making final
decisions.” WAC 197-11-448(1).
❖ Fatal Flaw: The DEIS does not include a cost-benefit analysis
✓ Proposed revision: Include an updated cost-benefit analysis including mitigation costs

❖ Fatal Flaw: costs estimates in the DEIS are speculative and overly optimistic.
✓ Proposed revision: The DEIS should specifically list critical areas of cost uncertainty and provide
ranges of estimated costs, including environmental mitigation, fish passage, physical relocation
costs, building materials, geotechnical requirements and buy-out/land purchases
Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis on Local Actions Alternative is Dramatically Inadequate
A much more detailed Local Actions Alternative, or better described as a Local Actions Solution, is best
suited to provide the comprehensive plan needed to address the Chehalis Basins Strategies dual goals of
flood damage reduction and the recovery of aquatic species.
The Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis fails to include an adequate description of the components of the Local
Actions Alternative that will reduce flood damage. To be consistent with international best practices for
addressing basin-wide flooding, local actions should be collaboratively developed between tribes, local
governments and communities with overarching guidance from the Office of the Chehalis Basin - for the
exact reason the Office was created—to implement a Basin-wide integrated plan that addresses the dual
mandates of reducing flood damage and restoring aquatic species habitat. It is unacceptable that the
Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis simply passes responsibility of developing a Local Actions Alternative.
The Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis fails to mention that only the Local Actions Alternative includes a
permanent means of eliminating flood damage, which is relocating development to areas not
subjected to flooding, an action that would also stimulate local construction and economies. This
approach is internationally recognized as the best possible long-term flood protection with respect to
public safety, benefit-cost ratio, and environmental protection. The lack of specificity of the Local
Actions Alternative also deprives local decision makers and the public the opportunity to evaluate the
benefits and impacts of an FRE alternative compared to an alternative with lesser environmental
impacts and greater economic benefits.
This results in the following fatal flaws:
❖ No plan or evaluation exists that assess how many flood prone properties are currently for sale or
how many current landowners are willing to relocate.
❖ Land Use Management: Specific mechanisms for minimizing floodplain development are not defined
and there is not a description of how buyouts and relocations could reduce flood damage.
❖ No analysis of how local flood protection measures (levees, floodwalls, floodgates, pump stations)
could reduce flood damage.
❖ No plan or evaluation of forest practice changes or evaluation of the role landslides and logging
played into the catastrophic flooding of 2007 - where over 2500 landslides in the Willapa Hills
created natural dam breaches, debris flows and flash floods that made flood damage much worse.
❖ Floodplain Storage Improvement: No information is provided about how to identify effective
floodplain storage areas or at what scale they are needed to be effective.
❖ Floodproofing: Failed to describe or analyze the effectiveness of floodproofing versus other
elements of the Local Actions Alternative.
❖ Without specificity of the potential impacts and benefits, it is not possible to measure the merits of
the Local Actions Alternative.
These shortcomings in the Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis result in an underestimation of the potential
viability of the Local Actions Alternative and related actions to accomplish the same or better flood

damage reduction at lower environmental, social and economic costs to the Chehalis Basin and
Washington State at large.
On the other hand. a viable Local Actions Alternative would:
✓ Offer sustainable long-term holistic solutions using local structural flood defenses, relocation/upland
development, property acquisition and flood proofing that deliver net environmental benefits
without introducing long-term liabilities such as catastrophic flooding caused by a dam failure.
✓ Forever remove the risk of flood damage through buyouts and relocations as permanent solutions
requiring no ongoing operation, maintenance, or replacement costs that come with an FRE dam.
✓ Increase overall economic benefits, for every dollar spent on acquisition of flood-prone properties
there is a $2 to $7 return as acquisition and relocation provide additional environmental benefits.
✓ Create jobs and directly contribute to local economies.
✓ Build resiliency into the community by protecting designated critical land uses in the floodplain
against all flooding (not just major flooding) and encourage other growth to shift to upland areas.
✓ Be completely compatible with the Aquatic Species Restoration Plan, opening large areas of
floodplain for restoration and sustaining the natural processes such as flooding and channel
migration that support ecosystems services and resilient fish and wildlife populations.
❖ Fatal Flaw: The DEIS states the proponent’s goal and objective of the project is to reduce flooding in
the Chehalis- Centralia area, and the study area does not reflect the entire basin.
✓ Proposed revision: The Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis should state what percentage of the basin
would benefit from the proposed project and find flood damage reduction solutions for the entire
basin not just the Chehalis-Centralia area.
❖ Fatal Flaw: The Draft Chehalis SEPA Analysis fails to acknowledge the difference between flood
damage and flooding and falsely implies that reducing flood damage can only be accomplished
through flood level reductions.
✓ Proposed revision: Acknowledge that land use decisions create flood damage not floods and change
the metric or goal from flood level reduction to building community resilience to flooding.
Chehalis Draft SEPA Analysis: Legal Flaws
In adopting the State Environmental Policy Act (“SEPA”), the Washington legislature declared the
protection of the environment to be a core state priority. RCW 43.21C.010. Through SEPA, “[t]he
legislature recognizes that each person has a fundamental and inalienable right to a healthful
environment and that each person has a responsibility to contribute to the preservation and
enhancement of the environment.” RCW 43.21C.020(3). This policy statement “indicates in the
strongest possible terms the basic importance of environmental concerns to the people of the
state.” Leschi v. Highway Comm’n, 84 Wn.2d 271, 279-80 (1974).
SEPA broadly serves two purposes: first, to ensure that government decision makers are fully apprised
of the environmental consequences of their actions and, second, to encourage public participation in
the consideration of environmental impacts. Norway Hill Preservation and Prot. Ass’n v. King Co, 87

Wn.2d 267, 279 (1976); Victoria Tower P’ship v. City of Seattle, 59 Wn. App. 592, 601, 800 P.2d 380
(1990).
SEPA requires full disclosure and “detailed” consideration of all affected environmental values. RCW
43.21C.031(1). As such, SEPA is an “environmental full disclosure law.” Norway Hill, at 272. The Norway
Hill court also highlighted the legislature’s intent that “environmental values be given full consideration
in government decision making,” and its decision to implement this policy through the procedural
provisions of SEPA which “specify the nature and extent of the information that must be provided, and
which require its consideration, before a decision is made.” Id. at 277-78.
Importantly SEPA is more than a purely “procedural” statute that encourages informed and
politically accountable decision-making. SEPA empowers agencies to say no to a proposed
project. An agency’s authority to deny a project was settled in Polygon Corp. v. City of Seattle,
90 Wn. 2d 59, 64-65, 578 P.2d 1309 (1978) (en banc). In that case, Polygon Corporation
challenged Seattle's authority to deny a building permit because of adverse impacts identified
under SEPA. The Court upheld the permit denial based on identified adverse impacts to
aesthetics as independent grounds under SEPA, regardless of the project’s compliance with
applicable zoning laws, and the availability of alternatives with less adverse environmental
impacts. Id. at 70. Courts have confirmed agencies’ authority to deny projects under SEPA
substantive authority in several cases since Polygon 1.
In enacting SEPA, the state legislature gave decision makers the affirmative authority to condition or
even deny projects where environmental impacts are serious, cannot be mitigated, or collide with local
rules or policies. WAC 197-11-660.
SEPA requires an environmental impact statement (“EIS”) for any action that has a “probable significant,
adverse environmental impact.” RCW 43.21C.031(1); WAC 197-11-440(6)(e). SEPA regulations define
impact as “the effects or consequences of actions.” WAC 197-11-752. SEPA requires that agencies
“carefully consider the range of probable impacts, including short-term and long-term effects and shall
include those that are likely to arise or exist over the lifetime of a proposal or, depending on the
particular proposal, longer.” WAC 197-11-060(4)(c). “Probable” means likely or reasonably likely to
occur, as in ‘a reasonable probability of more than a moderate effect on the quality of the
environment.’” WAC 197-11-782. “Significance” means a reasonable likelihood of more than a moderate
adverse impact on environmental quality.” WAC 197-11-794. This determination is guided by criteria in

See, e.g., Dep't of Nat. Res. v. Thurston Cty., 92 Wn. 2d 656, 668, 601 P.2d 494, 500 (1979) (denying proposed
plat due to significant impacts to resident eagles based on SEPA substantive authority regardless of fact that
platting statute did not provide explicit authority to deny plat on environmental grounds); W. Main Assocs. v. City
of Bellevue, 49 Wn. App. 513, 742 P.2d 1266 (1987) (affirming in part denial of permit based on adoption of
comprehensive plan as SEPA policy and evidence supporting adverse environmental impacts which could not be
mitigated); Cook v. Clallam Cty., 27 Wn. App. 410, 414, 618 P.2d 1030, 1033 (1980) (project's potential for creating
pressure to alter surrounding land use and the cumulative impact from other similar projects were significant
adverse impacts supporting permit denial). See also W. Main Assocs. v. City of Bellevue, 106 Wn. 2d 47, 53, 720
P.2d 782, 786 (1986) (en banc) (affirming declaration of illegality of city’s restrictive ordinance, but holding in dicta
that “under [SEPA] a municipality has the discretion to deny an application for a building permit because of
adverse environmental impacts even if the application meets all other requirements and conditions for issuance”),
abrogated by Yim v. City of Seattle, 451 P.3d 694 (Wash. 2019).
1

WAC 197-11-330, and “involves context and intensity. The context may vary with the physical setting.
Intensity depends on the magnitude and duration of an impact. The severity of an impact should
be weighed along with the likelihood of its occurrence. An impact may be significant if its chance of
occurrence is not great, but the resulting environmental impact would be severe if it occurred.” Id.
Reasonable Alternatives Required under SEPA
The overarching purpose of a SEPA EIS is to “provide impartial discussion of significant environmental
impacts 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.” WAC 19711-400(2). Accordingly, SEPA requires that an EIS contain a detailed discussion of alternatives to the
proposed action. RCW 43.21C.030(c)(iii). SEPA supplementary policy regulations require agencies to
“[i]dentify, evaluate, and require or implement, where required by the act and these rules, reasonable
alternatives that would mitigate adverse effects of proposed actions on the environment.” WAC 197-11030(g) (emphasis added). “Reasonable alternatives” shall include actions “that could feasibly attain or
approximate a proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental cost or decreased level of
environmental degradation.” WAC 197-11-440(5)(b). The SEPA Handbook at p. 35 is instructive also:
As potential alternatives are identified, they should be measured against certain criteria:
• Do they feasibly attain or approximate the proposal’s objectives?
• Do they provide a lower environmental cost or decreased level of environmental degradation than
the proposal?
Washington courts regularly look to federal case law interpreting and applying NEPA for guidance in
interpreting and applying SEPA. 2 An EIS must “briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which
the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.” 40 CFR§1502.13.3
The purpose and need statement is significant because the project alternatives arise from that
statement.4 An agency must “’[r]rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives’”
for the proposed action in response to a “specif[ied] underlying purpose and need.”5
Courts generally look at the objectives identified by the agency in the purpose and need statement of an
EIS to determine whether the agency has considered the reasonable alternatives 6 . Alternatives that do
not accomplish the purpose of the proposed action are not reasonable and need not be studied. 7

Int'l Longshore & Warehouse Union, Local 19 v. City of Seattle, 176 Wn. App. 512, 525, 309 P.3d 654 (2013); and,
see, e.g., ASARCO v. Air Quality Coal., 92 Wn.2d 685, 709 (1979); Kucera v. State Dep’t of Transp., 140 Wn.2d 200,
215-16 (2000).
3 See also Westlands Water District v. United States Department of the Interior, 376 F.3d 853, 865 (9th Cir. 2004),
pointing out that “[a]n agency preparing an EIS must specify the underlying purpose and need for the proposed
action.”
4 See City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. United States Department of Transportation, 123 F.3d 1142, 1155 (9th Cir, 1997)
(“[p]roject alternatives derive from an Environmental Impact Statement’s ‘Purpose and Need’ section.’) Indeed,
the “stated goal of a project necessarily dictates the range of ‘reasonable’ alternatives.” City of Carmel, 123 F. 3d
at 1155. See also, Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800, 812 (9th Cir. 1999) (same). The
consideration of alternatives, in turn, “is the heart of the environmental impact statement.” City of Carmel at 1155.
5 Biodiversity Conservation Alliance v. Jiron, 762 F.3d 1036, 1083 (10th Cir. 2014).
6 Citizens’ Committee to Save Our Canyons v. United States Forest Service, 297 F.3d 1012, 1030 (10th Cir. 2002) .
7 Id. at 1031. See also Westlands Water District, 376 F.3d at 868 (the “‘range of alternatives that must be
considered in the EIS need not extend beyond those reasonably r elated to the purposes of the project.’”) To be
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The legal principle that alternatives that do not accomplish the purposes or objectives set forth in the
statement of purpose and need are not reasonable is generally applied by the courts in the context of a
project opponent arguing that other alternatives were not identified or not subjected to adequate
study. The requirement that reasonable alternatives must be based on the discussion of purpose and
need also means that the preferred action selected by the agency must also correspond to an identified
purpose or need and it must also be analyzed as an alternative.
A viable but unexamined alternative renders an environmental impact statement inadequate.
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 177 F.3d at 814. Consideration of viable alternatives is a prerequisite
to ensuring agencies take a “hard look” at the environmental consequences of their actions and
so decision makers can appropriately make informed decisions. Id. An EIS must also “[p]resent a
comparison of the environmental impacts of the reasonable alternatives and include the no action
alternative.” WAC 197-11-440(5)(b)(ii). The discussion of alternatives in an EIS need not be exhaustive,
but the EIS must present sufficient information for a reasoned choice among alternatives.8 SEPA also
requires a “no action” alternative be evaluated and compared to other alternatives. WAC 197-1140(5)(b)(ii).
SEPA Scope of Review
It is implicit in SEPA that an “agency cannot close its eyes to the ultimate probable environmental
consequences of its current action.” Cheney v. City of Mountlake Terrace, 87 Wn.2d 338, 344 (1976).
Accordingly, under SEPA, environmental review must include consideration of “direct and indirect
impacts caused by a proposal.” WAC 197-11-060(4)(d). The requirement for disclosure of indirect and
cumulative impacts is necessary to comply with the mandate that decisions must be based on “complete
disclosure of environmental consequences.” King County v. Washington State Boundary Review Bd. for
King County, 122 Wn.2d 648, 663, 860 P.2d 1024 (1994). The range of impacts to be analyzed in an EIS
(direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, WAC 197-11-792) may be wider than the impacts for which
mitigation measures are required of applicants. WAC 197-11-060(4)(e).
While SEPA itself does not define direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts, NEPA does, and these
definitions have been borrowed for use in interpreting SEPA. 9 Indirect impacts are “caused by the
action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.” 40
C.F.R. § 1508.8(b). Cumulative impacts include “the impact on the environment which results from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or Nonfederal) or person undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place
over a period of time.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.10 “Proposals are similar if, when viewed with other
reasonably foreseeable actions, they have common aspects that provide a basis for evaluating their

sure, “alternatives that do not accomplish that purpose or objective . . . are not ‘reasonable.’” Ci tizens’ Committee
to Save Our Canyons, at 1031.
8 Gebbers v. Okanogan County Public Utility Dist. No. 1, 144 Wn. App. 371, 387-88, 183 P.3d 324 (2008), review
denied 165 Wn.2d 1004, 198 P.3d 511; Toandos Peninsula Ass’n v. Jefferson Cy., 32 Wn. App. 473, 4 83 (1982).
9 See Quinault Indian Nation v. City of Hoquiam, 2013 WL 6637401 (Shorelines Hearings Board, Dec. 9, 2 013)
(borrowing NEPA definition of cumulative effects for SEPA analysis of crude -by-rail terminal).
10 See, White v. Kitsap Cnty, SHB No. 09-019 at 17 (2009) (cumulative impacts of a proposed action together with
the impacts of pending and future actions should be considered when making a threshold determination)

environmental consequences together, such as common timing, types of impacts, alternatives, or
geography.” WAC 197-11-060(3)(c)(i).
NEPA requires a “useful analysis of the cumulative impacts of past, present and future projects,” which
requires “discussion of how [future] projects together with the proposed ... project will affect [the
environment).11 The court in Muckleshoot Indian Tribe rejected a cumulative impacts analysis in an EIS
that contained no evaluation of the impact of timber harvest on lands proposed to be transferred to
Weyerhaeuser as part of a land exchange, finding the EIS failed to adequately analyze impacts of
another “reasonably foreseeable” land exchange. The court ultimately held that the cumulative impacts
statements in the EIS, relying on “broad and general statements devoid of specific, reasoned
conclusions,” were “far too general and one-sided to meet NEPA requirements.” The court stated
further that the analysis fell far short of a “useful analysis” as NEPA requires.12
It is important to note the distinction between indirect and cumulative impacts. Indirect impacts are
those impacts attributable to the project that are not immediate, perhaps induced by the project or an
extension of the project. Cumulative impacts include indirect impacts but also impacts to the same or
similar resources from other projects, not just the project under consideration.
SEPA rules allow for an EIS to be conducted in phases in some situations. WAC 197–11–060(5). Such
phasing allows an agency and the public to avoid being forced to decide issues that are not ripe for
review. WAC 197–11–060(5)(b). However, SEPA requires an agency to identify when it is using phased
review. WAC 197-11-060(5)(e).13 Phased review is not appropriate when it is merely used to divide a
larger system into exempted or seemingly-less significant fragments, or to avoid discussion of the full
range of impacts, particularly cumulative impacts. WAC 197–11–060(5)(d)(ii).14
Relatedly, when a non-project or programmatic EIS precedes a project EIS, “the EIS on such a project
shall focus on the impacts and alternatives including mitigation measures specific to the subsequent
project and not analyzed in the non-project EIS. The scope shall be limited accordingly.” WAC 197-11443(2).
SEPA requires a consideration of impacts throughout a wide geographic range. “In assessing the
significance of an impact, a lead agency shall not limit its consideration of a proposal's impacts only to
those aspects within its jurisdiction, including local or state boundaries (see WAC 197-11-330(3) also).”
WAC 197-11-060(4)(b). For example, in announcing the scope of the EIS for the Gateway Pacific
Terminal (coal export) near Bellingham, Ecology confirmed that the EIS would look at—in addition to the
obvious onsite impacts like wetlands fill, habitat loss, and pollution—the impacts of increased rail and
marine vessel traffic throughout the state and even beyond.

].” Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 177 F.3d at 810 (citing City of Carmel, 123 F.3d at 1 160.
Citing Carmel, 123 F.3d at 1160, and Blue Mountains Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208, 1214 –15
(9th Cir. 1998). Id.
13 East Cnty Reclamation Co. v. Bjornsen, 125 Wn. App. 432, 441 (2005) (holding the project’s FEIS was offered as a
final document and phased review was not proper so it remanded for unphased review).
14 Indian Trail Property Owner’s Ass’n v. City of Spokane, 76 Wn. App. 430, 443 (1994) (finding initial evaluation of
underground fuel storage tanks separate from other phase s of proposed shopping facility expansion was
erroneous; a phased review was inappropriate as served only to avoid discussion of cumulative impacts).
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Environmental reviews under SEPA must use sufficient information and disclose areas where
information is speculative or unknown. WAC 197-11-080(1), (2). Where there is scientific uncertainty,
Washington courts have required agencies to disclose responsible opposing views and resolve
differences. These requirements feed into the ultimate standard of review for an EIS, that adequacy is
based on a rule of reason and courts require reasonably thorough information disclosure and discussion,
good data and analysis to support conclusions, and sufficient information to make a reasoned
decision.15 Sufficiency of the data is also assessed under a “rule of reason,” which requires a
“‘reasonably thorough discussion of the significant aspects of the probable environmental
consequences’ of the agency's decision.” 16
In making the similar assessment under NEPA, which again, Washington State courts look to for
guidance in interpreting the SEPA, federal courts require agencies to take a “hard look” at
environmental impacts. More specifically, for review of NEPA claims, the Court must “ensure that an
agency has taken the requisite hard look at the environmental consequences of its proposed action,
carefully reviewing the record to ascertain whether the agency decision is founded on a reasoned
evaluation of the relevant factors.”17 Under NEPA, courts have held that an agency cannot rely on
“stale” scientific evidence or “ignore reputable scientific criticism” in an EIS.18
Washington Courts have employed the “hard look” doctrine directly, characterized as the
requirement for full disclosure and consideration of environmental values. 19 When information is either
misrepresented or not materially disclosed, a supplemental EIS is required.
Mitigation Measures Be Included in a SEPA Analysis
Mitigation measures addressing significant environmental impacts must be identified and analyzed in
sufficient detail for the public and agencies to make judgments about the quality and quantity of
mitigation, whether it will be sufficient for the harm it is intended to address, and whether it will
address the harm within the relevant time-frame. Knowing these details is critical for the decision
maker, because if an EIS cannot adequately identify and describe mitigation measures in sufficient detail

Klickitat County Citizens Against Imported Waste v. Klickitat County, 122 Wn.2d 619, 633 (1993).
Weyerhaeuser v. Pierce Cnty., 124 Wn.2d 26, 38 (1994).
17 Te-Moak Tribe v. Interior, 608 F.3d 592, 599 (9th Cir. 2010) (quoting Greenpeace Action v. Franklin, 14 F.3d
1324, 1332 (9th Cir. 1992) (internal quotation marks and citations omitted)); Ocean Advocates v. U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, 402 F.3d 846, 858 (9th Cir. 2005)(This review must be “searching and careful.”); Churchill County v.
Norton, 276 F.3d 1060, 1071 (9th Cir. 2001), amended by, 282 F.3d 1055 (9th Cir. 2002) (It also is guided by a “rule
of reason” that asks “whether an EIS contains a reasonably thorough discussion of the significant aspects of the
probable environmental consequences.”).
18 Seattle Audubon Soc. v. Espy, 998 F.2d 699 (9th Cir.1993); Carmel, 123 F.3d at 1151.
19 See Pub. Util. Dist. No. 1 of Clark Cnty. v. Pollution Control Hearings Bd., 137 Wn. App. 150, 158, 151 P.3d
1067, 1070 (2007); Toward Responsible Dev. v. City of Black Diamond, 179 Wn. App. 1012 review denied, 180 Wn.
2d 1017, 327 P.3d 54 (2014) (unpublished opinion) (“Courts review an EIS as a whole and examine all of the various
components of [the] agency’s environmental analysis ... to determine, on the whole, whether the agency has
conducted the required ‘hard look.’”); see also Coalition for a Sustainable 520 v. U.S. Department of
Transportation, 881 F. Supp. 2d 1243, 1259 (W.D. Wn. 2012) (holding implicitly that “hard look” under NEPA is
sufficient for SEPA review). See also, Toward Responsible Dev. v. City of Black Diamond, 179 Wn. App. (2014); PT
Air Watchers v. State, Dep’t of Ecology, 179 Wn. 2d 919, 927, 319 P.3d 23, 27 (2014) (citing Norway Hill, 87 Wn.2d
at 275) (requiring “full disclosure and consideration of environmental values”).
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to demonstrate that significant environmental impacts of a proposed project can be adequately
mitigated, the decision maker should, under SEPA, deny permits for the project.
In order to be considered as valid mitigation of adverse environmental impacts, mitigation measures
“shall be reasonable and capable of being accomplished.” 20 A simple list of mitigation measures is not
adequate, nor is a perfunctory discussion of what might happen with mitigation. An essential
component of any discussion and analysis of mitigation measures is a full assessment of whether, when,
and to what extent, a measure will be effective. 21
Further, it must be clear that mitigation is separate and distinct from alternatives. Under SEPA, an EIS
must “[c]learly indicate those mitigation measures (not described in the previous section as part of the
proposal or alternatives), if any, that could be implemented or might be required…” WAC 197-11440(6)(c)(iii). Alternatives and mitigation are further defined in the regulations as separate and distinct
concepts. See WAC 197-11-768 and 786. The section of an EIS that includes analysis of mitigation
measures is “not intended to duplicate the [alternatives] analysis in subsection (5) and shall avoid doing
so to the fullest extent possible.” WAC 197-11-440(6)(b)(iii).22
SEPA Requires Cost Considerations Must Inform Decision Makers.
Though a full cost-benefit analysis is not required under SEPA (WAC 197-11-450), SEPA contemplates
“that the general welfare, social, economic, and other requirements and essential considerations of
state policy will be taken into account in weighing and balancing alternatives and in making final
decisions.” WAC 197-11-448(1). The EIS must be a tool with which the responsible agency and officials
can make the balancing judgment. This regulatory language has been interpreted to mean that factors
other than environmental factors, including economic considerations, may drive the ultimate decision
on a project proposal.23 The EIS must provide enough information so that there is a reasonable “basis
upon which the responsible agency and officials can make the balancing judgment mandated by SEPA.”
Id. Further, SEPA requires that “environmental amenities and values will be given appropriate
consideration in decision making along with economic and technical considerations.” RCW
43.21C.030(2)(b). Additionally, SEPA requires that discussion of significant impacts include the cost of
and effects on public services, such as utilities, roads, fire, and police protection, that may result from a
proposal. WAC 197-11-440(6)(e).

Anderson v. Pierce Cty., 86 Wn. App. 290, 301 (1997) (citing Kiewit Const. Group, Inc. v. Clark Cty., 83 Wn. App.
133, 143 (1996)). See also, Neighbors of Cuddy Mtn. v. U.S. Forest Serv., 137 F.3d 1372, 1380-81 (9th Cir. 1998).
21 South Fork Band Council of Western Shoshone of Nevada v. U.S. Dep’t of Interior, 588 F.3d 718, 727 (9th Cir .
2009). Cf. Okanogan Highlands Alliance v. Williams, 236 F.3d 468, 474-75 (9th Cir. 2000) where the court found
mitigation discussion adequate where mitigation measures were set forth in detail, each measure received an
“effectiveness rating” for how it would address the impact, listed steps for assessing and applying each mitigation
measure and discussed how the mitigation measure would address each of the specific impacts. As the court
noted, this is necessitated by the “hard look” requirements of NEPA.
22 See also, Citizens for Safe and Legal Trails v. King County, 118 Wn. App. 1048 (2003).
23 See Solid Waste Alternative Proponents v. Okanogan Cty., 66 Wn. App. 439, 443, 832 P.2d 503, 506 (1992) (“The
environment is an important and necessary consideration in the process of situating a landfill, but it is not the only
consideration.”).
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Legal Shortcomings of the Chehalis River Dam SEPA DEIS
The SEPA DEIS for the Chehalis Dam project is fatally flawed at this point in its process – the depth of the
flaws render the DEIS unable to accomplish its goals to reasonably and clearly inform Washington
decisionmakers, nor provide a “hard look.” The SEPA DEIS is fatally flawed because:
1. Reasonable alternatives were not adequately considered.
2. The stated purpose and objectives are unreasonably narrow - so narrow as to preclude
consideration of any alternatives that meet these twin objectives of the Chehalis Basin Strategy.
3. The analysis of the FRE in this DEIS is contrary to legislative direction, and arguably arbitrary and
capricious. It also contradicts the requirement in WAC 197-11-443(2) that a project EIS following
a non-project EIS be limited to addressing “the impacts and alternatives including mitigation
measures specific to the subsequent project and not analyzed in the non-project EIS.”
4. The DEIS does not identify the use of a phased review, from PEIS to project-level EIS with
potential for a second phase of the project—expanding the dam and creating a permanent
reservoir—to be later analyzed under SEPA, as required by WAC 197-11-060(5)(e). For these
reasons, the purpose and objectives in the DEIS is woefully inadequate.
5. The SEAP DEIS does not justify the dam/levee project alternative.
6. The DEIS wholly fails to comply with SEPA requirements to consider reasonable alternatives,
particularly those “that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal's objectives, but at a
lower environmental cost or decreased level of environmental degradation” as required by WAC
197-11-440(5)(b).
7. The DEIS’s purpose and objectives are written in broad, general terms to address storm impacts
from the Willapa Hills and flooding in the Chehalis-Centralia area, thus TCA can only assume this
is to avoid analysis now of the increased environmental impacts and costs of a larger expanded
dam that would be built in the future.
8. Under SEPA, either a purpose and need must be presented that justifies the expandable FRE
a. as an alternative, which means that expansion is foreseeable and not speculative and its
impacts
9. should have been evaluated in the DEIS, or the DEIS is deficient because it has not evaluated the
least environmentally harmful alternative that meets the Project’s stated purpose and objective.
10. DEIS fails to provide comprehensive flood risk evaluation for target area, compounding the lack
of justification for choosing the FRE as the proposed project.
11. The DEIS fails to provide a comprehensive assessment of how effective the FRE will be at
reducing flood peaks in the Chehalis-Centralia area because it ignores the regular flood damage
the area experiences from several local creeks and only vaguely acknowledges that “storms
centered over the Black Hills and Cascade Range foothills can cause flooding in the
Skookumchuck, Newaukum, and Chehalis Rivers in the Centralia/Chehalis area.
12. The failure to adequately evaluate different geographic sources of flooding and a range of storm
events compounds the DEIS’s failure to meet its stated purpose and objectives.
13. Local Actions Alternative is viable yet inadequately considered since adequate descriptions of
the Local Actions Alternative components that reduce flood damage were not included.
14. The Local Action Alternative does not identify specific projects because those decisions would
be made by local governments. Therefore, the EIS does not analyze the feasibility or economic
practicability of these potential actions.

15. The DEIS’s failure to define or meaningfully evaluate the Local Actions Alternative deprives the
state of a valid comparison to meet the project purpose and the dual goals of the Chehalis Basin
Strategy to reduce flood damage and improve aquatic species over the long-term.
16. The DEIS fails to mention that only the Local Actions Alternative includes a permanent means of
eliminating flood damage, which is relocating development to areas not subjected to flooding,
an action that would also stimulate local construction and economies.
17. The DEIS included no assessment of how many flood-prone properties are currently available
and voluntarily for sale is provided. The Technical Analyses Review indicates from Pe Ell to just
downstream of Chehalis/Centralia that at least 59 properties are for sale. No description is
provided of any of the numerous successful programs in the U.S. that provide support for
buyouts and relocations.
18. Without specificity of the potential impacts and benefits, it is impossible to judge the merits of
the Local Actions Alternative and these shortcomings in the DEIS analysis result in an
underestimation of the potential viability of the Local Actions Alternative and related actions to
accomplish flood damage reduction at a lower environmental, social and economic cost to the
Chehalis Basin and State of Washington.
19. SEPA requires that an EIS contain a detailed discussion of alternatives to the proposed action.
RCW 43.21C.030(c)(iii). In particular, SEPA requires evaluation of reasonable alternatives that
would mitigate adverse effects of proposed actions on the environment. A viable but
unexamined alternative renders an EIS inadequate. Therefore, DEIS’s failure to adequately
consider the Local Actions Alternative renders it inadequate. The DEIS should have considered
additional reasonable alternatives. The DEIS provides no supporting justification for not
including other reasonable alternatives and provides no requisite alternatives comparison.
20. Because there has been no cost/benefit analysis completed as part of the DEIS, there is no
information or justification that allows the public and decision makers to weigh the economic
benefits of the airport for the region versus the costs of protecting it from flood damage.
In summary, the DEIS is invalid because it chooses a course of action—the construction of the
expandable FRE, for which there is no corresponding discussion of purpose or need or evaluation of the
foreseeable impacts of an expanded dam. The DEIS does not address how the “uncertainty” of future
climate realities justifies spending nearly one hundred million taxpayer dollars building an expandable
dam. Data and analysis of the project impacts are inadequate under SEPA, and fundamental errors in
analysis create a cascade of impacts insufficiently analyzed.
The Draft SEPA EIS Failed to Evaluate the Impact of the Project on Salmonids and Aquatic Species
This particularly true for the flawed fish modeling results which under-represent the impacts to
salmonids. The DEIS relies upon computer models to provide quantitative and qualitative
projections of effects of the proposed Project on populations of spring Chinook, fall Chinook, coho and
steelhead. However. the third alternative, the Local Actions Alternative, was not evaluated by the
models. Thus, the DEIS does not provide sufficient, specific information and data to permit thorough
scientific evaluation, there are substantial uncertainties regarding the models, methods, and parameters
employed in DEIS salmon modeling. Apparently, the modeling procedures were also flawed due to
numerous errors and an apparent mismatch of linking results from a steady-state model to a multigenerational modeling component intended to model year-specific changes in streamflow
characteristics. Omissions of other factors, such as consideration of variability in freshwater, estuarine,

and marine environments, inter- and intra-species interactions, and lack of consideration for effects on
harvest opportunities result in substantial information gaps.
Additionally, evaluation of climate change affects has been overly simplistic, and the methods employed
do not reflect current science. The DEIS does not present a separate evaluation of climate change.
Rather, assumptions regarding future conditions are incorporated into analyses of the alternatives
considered, and in this regard, the DEIS is inadequate and the resulting significance of impacts is underreported. Due to the likely severity and significance of multiple impacts on salmon population viability
and structure, it is unlikely that the impacts of the Project can be mitigated for. The uncertainties
surrounding the accuracy of the modeling projections are large and the risks to salmonid species are too
great.
Additionally, the DEIS does not adequately evaluate all the vital characteristics used to assess viability of
populations. The DEIS focuses on spawner abundance of the populations that would result in the
absence of harvest.
NOAA Fisheries relies upon the concept of a viable salmonid population (“VSP”) to guide
assessment and recovery - the VSP framework consists of four characteristics:
o
o
o
o

abundance,
intrinsic productivity,
population spatial structure, and
diversity.

Each is vitally important, describing different characteristics needed for a population to maintain
viability given environmental variability and the uncertainty posed by various factors that influence
salmonid mortality.
The DEIS superficially evaluated the other aspects of VSP characteristics aside from abundance. And
while the DEIS acknowledged that genetic diversity of the Upper Chehalis salmonid populations would
be significantly impacted by the proposed Project, it suggests that such losses may not be that important
to the aggregate populations of the entire Chehalis Basin. However, the DEIS only evaluated salmonids
in a fraction24 of the entire Chehalis Basin population. This characterization implies that abundance
should be the major consideration when determining importance, ignoring other characteristics that are
seminal to the concept of a VSP.
Apart from steelhead, this statement implies that the losses that would occur because of the proposed
Project would be exceedingly small compared to the overall population sizes (in aggregate) across the
Chehalis Basin. However, the significance of component populations within the Chehalis Basin should
not be viewed from the standpoint of the proportion of basin-wide abundance, but rather from the
perspective of the need to provide the suite of characteristics necessary to support viability and
sustainability.25 Salmonid abundance depends in large part to maintaining a suite of characteristics that
revolve around the principle concept of resiliency, which is the ability to withstand and adapt to
(approximately 1.2% of spring-run Chinook salmon, 3.4% of fall-run Chinook salmon, 2.7% of coho salmon and
15.8% of steelhead; Ronne 2019) (DEIS, Appendix E, p. E-141).
24

25

(see guidelines in McElhaney 2000, p. 126).

stresses. Locally adapted populations within a single watershed with multiple tributaries that each
contain specific ecological, geological, and biological characteristics are critically important because they
represent genetic adaptions to different local environmental conditions. This is the foundation
necessary for resiliency. Their loss would reduce diversity and diminish the ability of these species to
sustain themselves in a variable and changing environment.
And in fact, the productivities and diversity of Chehalis salmon populations have already been severely
reduced from levels that formerly supported the populations, indicating that resiliency of the
populations in aggregate (by species) is already weakened, making them even more vulnerable to
further loss of resiliency from the proposed Project.
When considering cumulative effects of other mortality factors not included in the DEIS (such as
harvest), it becomes apparent the populations in the upper Basin would be at high risk of extinction with
the proposed Project. Additionally, important issues were unaddressed in the DEIS, including that:
➢ Several Chehalis Basin salmonid populations have been in a state of decline over at least the past
two decades, as illustrated in the patterns seen for spring Chinook and winter steelhead. When
viewed over the past century, the losses are even more significant. The proposed Project would
further accelerate the declines.
➢ Each of the populations produced upstream of Rainbow Falls, with the possible exception of
steelhead, currently perform at low levels (reflected in low abundances, productivities, and
diversity) due to intensive land use practices in that area over the past century resulting in poor
habitat conditions. Habitat restoration projects suited to that area (upstream of Pe Ell) are identified
as a high priority within the ASRP. A dam (in any form) would foreclose the opportunity for recovery
and restoration.
➢ The spatial range of spring Chinook in the Chehalis Basin was once greater than it is now—and it
appears to be contracting due to the decline in the population. The proposed Project would
accelerate contraction and loss of spatial structure to the population would further erode
population viability.
➢ The upper Chehalis (upstream of the proposed dam site) has been a stronghold for steelhead
production relative to other parts of the Chehalis Basin. The decline that is occurring in the spawning
escapements in the Chehalis River system upstream of Aberdeen suggests that the upper Chehalis
subbasin is particularly important to protect for the aggregate population in the Chehalis River
system. The DEIS notes that the effects on this population segment are substantial, causing
significant loss in abundance, productivity, and diversity and these losses would be further
magnified as losses to the overall aggregate population.
➢ The DEIS also did not adequately address a many identified uncertainties, and examples of those
uncertainties requiring greater attention is fish passage that would be required at the proposed
facility.
➢ A key supporting document for the fish passage analysis states with regard to the construction
period that due to the extended period of diversion and the impact to salmon populations, for the
following fish passage alternatives during construction, it is assumed that the full fish passage
criteria required by NMFS and WDFW must be met for the entire period of construction. The
Applicant’s fish passage design for the FRE facility must meet state and federal regulations and
optimize fish passage during construction and during operation, including non-flood conditions and
during flood retention events.

➢ NOAA Fisheries requires fish passage to be provided between the 95% and 5% exceedance flow
values, or in other words the middle 90% of the streamflow of record when migrating fish are
normally present at a site (NMFS 2011). Additionally, Washington (RCW) 77.57.030 requires
provision for passage of all fish and fish life stages believed to be present in the system. This
introduces a major uncertainty into the DEIS that was not adequately addressed. It is critical to
recognize that fish passage criteria for temporary facilities (i.e., during construction) are intended to
be the same as during implementation following construction. NMFS (2011) states in its document
entitled “Anadromous Salmonid Passage Facility Design” the following: Criteria listed previously in
this document also apply to the interim passage plan. Where this is not possible, project owners
must seek NMFS approval of alternate interim fish passage design criteria, and a final interim
passage plan.
➢ While passage requirements during the construction period should be just as rigorous as in postconstruction, we are concerned that the criteria would be relaxed during the 5-year construction
period when a river by-pass tunnel and trap and haul activities would be employed.
➢ The DEIS concluded that the proposed Project would be unlikely to achieve the same criteria during
construction (Appendix E3 p.E-10-11). The DEIS assumed that fish passage effectiveness would be
substantially lower during construction than during post-construction for all species but particularly
for coho and steelhead.
➢ It is highly likely that post-construction passage effectiveness will be highly uncertain and vary by
year as the dam operator and support teams learn to operate the facilities to me et the passage
requirements. The DEIS ignores the challenges of evaluation, monitoring, and accurate ly reporting
the effectiveness of fish passage to meet these requirements.
➢ Additionally, the DEIS analysis of impacts to other fish species, like lampre y and resident trout, is
inadequate and overly broad. The DEIS acknowledges and then fails to adequately address water
quality impacts such as elevated temperatures and suspended sediment that negatively affect fish.
In summary, the errors and omissions of the DEIS relating to impacts on fish include:
1. Failure to acknowledge and/or analyze the full suite of impacts on salmonid populations.
2. Failure to acknowledge or analyze the risks associated with uncertainties of environmental and
biological effects during FRE construction activities (including mortalities of fish passage and trap
and haul operations) and subsequent operation of the FRE facility.
3. Failure to consider the cascade of ecosystem impacts on environmental processes of the whole
Chehalis River watershed.
Ecology cannot ignore these deficiencies and legally sanction significant adverse impacts to treaty fish
resources that were not sufficiently disclosed for public understanding and scrutiny. The potential to
mitigate for these adverse effects cannot be left to future permitting and consultation processes. The
biological damage to salmon populations, and particularly for spring Chinook, cannot be fully mitigated.
The Conservation Angler believes there is a better way to address the impacts of flooding in the Che halis
River watershed.
Washington must turn back this Draft EIS and allow the local and regional watershed restoration process
to envision and design a more effective long-term solution for flooding, one that also protects the river’s
salmon runs, is restoring natural floodplain function to the basin, along with flood proofing I-5’s most at-

risk stretches. Restoring natural floodplain function to the Upper Chehalis means investing in habitat
restoration, culvert removal, and de-channelization where the river has been artificially narrowed. We
also need to be smart about development within the floodplain: discouraging more infill and hard
surfaces, encouraging voluntary buy-outs, conservation easements, and sensible ways to move people
and structures out of harm’s way.
The Conservation Angler supports the vision and commitment to the Chehalis River expressed by the
Chehalis and Quinault Tribes. Their passion for the wild fish and other species dependent on salmonids
must be the central, essential
The Draft EIS is fundamentally flawed and legally deficient and should be withdrawn.
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Peter W. Soverel

David A. Moskowitz

Pete Soverel
President

David A. Moskowitz
Executive Director

Contacts:
The Conservation Angler
16430 72nd Ave West
Edmonds, WA 98026
425-742-4651
Soverel@msn.com

The Conservation Angler
3241 NE 73rd Avenue
Portland, OR 97213
971-235-8953
theconservationangler@gmail.com

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

WordPress
info@chehalisbasinstrategy.com
Chehalis: EIS Comment Form
Wednesday, May 27, 2020 7:28:55 PM
NWIFC-Comments-on-the-Draft-Environmental-Impact-Statement-for-the-Proposed-Chehalis-River-Basin-FloodDamage-Reduction-Project-5.27.20.pdf

O0029

Message:
Justin Parker
Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission
director@nwifc.org
Washington

Comments:
Good afternoon,
Attached, please find a letter from NWIFC Executive Director Justin Parker to the Chehalis
Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project regarding Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission
Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Chehalis River
Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project.
If you have any questions, please contact NWIFC Climate Change Scientist Eliza Ghitis at
eghitis@nwifc.org or (360) 438-1180.
Thank you.

May 27, 2020
SEPA Draft EIS for the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
Re: Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project
Dear Chehalis Basin Flood Control District:
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the State Environmental Policy Act
(SEPA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Chehalis River Basin
Flood Damage Reduction Project. The Chehalis River Basin Flood Control Zone District’s
preferred alternative consists of an expandable flood retention (FRE) facility and temporary
reservoir on the Chehalis River near Pe Ell, Washington, and changes to the Chehalis-Centralia
Airport levee. The Northwest Indian Fisheries Commission (NWIFC) asserts that the
Department of Ecology must deny the proposed preferred alternative under SEPA given the
significant adverse environmental, community, and cultural impacts. The NWIFC supports the
pursuit of a non-dam alternative that will prevent flood damage in the Chehalis River Basin,
while also protecting natural resources and building resilience to the effects of climate change.
The NWIFC is comprised of the 20 treaty Indian tribes in western Washington who have the
constitutionally protected, treaty-reserved right to harvest, consume, and manage fish and
shellfish in their usual and accustomed areas.1 This letter is intended to support and
complement comments that our member tribes may submit and be subordinate to any
recommendations they put forth individually. The NWIFC is providing these comments because
the preferred alternative described in the DEIS is incongruent with decades of effort to recover
and rebuild our region’s salmon populations. Salmon recovery is critical to our ecological,
economical, and cultural health. The FRE would have effects far beyond the watershed in
which it would be built. It would have significant adverse effects to treaty-protected salmon
populations that are also vitally important economically, to the State of Washington, and all
along the Pacific Rim from Alaska through Canada to Oregon. These salmon are also critical to
the recovery of the endangered southern resident killer whales.
The NWIFC member tribes are the Lummi, Nooksack, Swinomish, Upper Skagit, Sauk-Suiattle, Stillaguamish,
Tulalip, Muckleshoot, Puyallup, Nisqually, Squaxin Island, Skokomish, Suquamish, Port Gamble S’Klallam,
Jamestown S’Klallam, Lower Elwha Klallam, Makah, Quileute, Quinault, and Hoh.
1
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The Washington Legislature has directed the Chehalis Basin Board, which oversees the Office of
the Chehalis Basin within the Department of Ecology, to develop a strategy to address flood
damage and to restore aquatic species habitat in the Chehalis River Basin. The DEIS clearly
states that the major concerns in the Chehalis River Basin are flood damage, declining salmon
populations, and the negative effects of climate change. Yet the preferred alternative focuses
solely on addressing flooding to the great detriment of salmon habitat, aquatic species, and the
communities that depend on them.
The proposed FRE represents a dangerous precedent in allowing this severe level of
environmental harm and impact to treaty fishing rights to occur without proposing mitigation
for those harms. Building dams of this size on salmon producing ecosystems is an outmoded
approach to flood control in the face of 21st century challenges such as climate change and
population growth. These challenges call for innovative and scientifically sound solutions. It is
incongruous to propose this project, which is narrowly focused on flood control, while at the
same time the communities of the Chehalis Basin are working with tribes, scientists, and the
Chehalis Basin Board to develop the Aquatic Species Restoration Plan (ASRP) that could be part
of a program that would successfully protect against flood damage while enhancing salmon
recovery and keeping people out of harm’s way. The State of Washington, tribal, county, and
local governments invest millions of dollars every year on salmon recovery. The proposed FRE
flies in the face of the collective goals, planning efforts, and investments that are being made to
protect and restore critical habitat. In contrast, the integrated floodplain management
alternative listed as the Local Actions Alternative in the DEIS could be consistent with salmon
recovery goals and efforts and would be more effective at controlling flood damage in more of
the basin. The Local Actions Alternative must be considered separately from the preferred FRE
and airport levee alternative and funded for full implementation.
A project with adverse impacts of this magnitude also requires meaningful government-togovernment consultation to ensure that all legal responsibilities to tribes are met. Although the
DEIS acknowledges that the proposed project would have significant and unavoidable impacts
for aquatic habitat, salmon, steelhead, other native fish, freshwater mussels, and native
vegetation, the analysis presented underestimates the substantial adverse effects to tribal
treaty fishing rights and the economic damage that would ensue. Meaningful government-togovernment consultation must occur early enough to allow tribes the time to provide input on
the subject matter and to account for each individual tribe’s timeline and sovereign process for
considering consultation offers. Engagement with tribes, both as domestic sovereigns with
treaty-protected rights and as marginalized populations with environmental justice concerns,
should occur early and often, both through the formal government-to-government process and
informally through community feedback. This DEIS did not do that, but rather deferred that
government-to-government process to an unspecified future time. This is concerning to the
member tribes of the NWIFC if this deviation from the standard practice of respectful and early
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consultation sets a precedent for the how the state intends to address treaty interests for
future projects. The NWIFC has identified the following issues of concern with the proposed
preferred alternative:
1. Lack of detail of the mitigation for significant adverse effects to the environment;
2. Failure to fully address adverse impacts to fish, other aquatic species, southern resident
killer whales, and the riverine ecosystem;
3. Limited assessment of how climate change will alter environmental conditions during
the life of the proposed project; and
4. Inadequate analysis of the Local Actions Alternative, an integrated floodplain
management approach with far fewer environmental impacts.
1. Lack of Mitigation
The DEIS repeatedly defers mitigation to a later date, but the seriousness of the impacts
requires that mitigation measures be developed, proposed, and evaluated at this stage.
Without identification of the type, location, and timing of mitigation actions, an accurate and
full accounting of the adverse impacts of the proposed project is impossible. Furthermore,
without meaningful and feasible mitigation measures, the harm posed by the proposed project
would be too great.
Mitigation plans are needed, but not presented, for fish and other aquatic species and habitat;
surface water quality; riparian habitat; wetlands and wetland buffers; large woody material;
stream and stream buffers; vegetation management; wildlife species and habitat; and landslide
stabilization. In fact, the technical feasibility and economic practicality of these unwritten
mitigation plans are described as uncertain in the DEIS. Mitigation for adverse impacts to tribes
are also deferred to a later date under government-to-government consultation and as part of
the permitting process. The DEIS states that there is uncertainty over whether mitigation for
significant adverse impacts to tribal resources, including fish, other aquatic species, wildlife,
vegetation, would be technically feasible and economically practicable (DEIS, pg. L-36). This
acknowledgement alone should render the projects impact as unacceptable.
The SEPA process requires mitigation that is “reasonable and capable of being accomplished”
and it must be presented in sufficient detail for permitting decisions to be fully informed of the
impacts of the project under consideration. 2 Thus, it is the responsibility of the State of
Washington, as co-manager of the fisheries resources, to use its SEPA authority to deny the
proposed project and continue to pursue actions in the Chehalis River Basin that will reduce
flood damage while also enhancing aquatic and floodplain habitat. Denial of this project is
warranted given the obligation of the State to uphold treaties with tribes.
2

RCW 43.21C.060
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2. Affected Species and the Riverine Ecosystem
a. Salmon and Steelhead Populations
Dams such as the proposed FRE pose significant barriers to the survival and abundance of
salmon species. 3 As treaty-protected resources, salmon and steelhead are of vital importance
for tribal subsistence, economies, cultures, and spiritual identity. The DEIS presents an array of
significant adverse impacts on spring-run chinook salmon, fall-run chinook salmon, coho
salmon, and steelhead. The DEIS also states that it is not certain if it is feasible to mitigate the
significant adverse impacts to salmon and steelhead (DEIS p.73). For the analysis of salmon
populations, the DEIS relies on an Ecosystem Diagnosis and Treatment (EDT) Model and the
Integrated EDT-LCM Model. An independent analysis conducted for the Quinault Indian Nation
found errors in the model and omissions of key factors such as environmental variability, interspecies and intra-species interactions, and harvest opportunities. 4 In light of these concerns,
this study concludes that the impacts to salmon from the proposed project have been
underestimated and that impacts to salmon population viability and structure cannot be
mitigated.
While the DEIS uses spawner abundance as a metric for salmon populations, this single
parameter does not provide a complete picture of the impacts of the proposed project on
genetic diversity. For example, coho and steelhead populations at and above the proposed FRE
site are genetically distinct from all other populations in the basin (DEIS. p. E-145). Although
these populations do not make up a large proportion of the total number of fish, the genetic
diversity they provide is a key component in maintaining viable salmon and steelhead
populations under a changing climate. 5 Construction of the proposed FRE would result in
population declines in the subbasin above Crim Creek of 65 percent for coho, 51 percent for
steelhead, 52 percent for spring chinook, and 37 percent for fall chinook (DEIS, p. 74).
Spring chinook are facing extirpation from the upper Chehalis River by the middle of the 21st
century without concerted efforts for recovery of the run. With the significant adverse effects
of the proposed project, the likely outcome is the demise of the entire spring chinook run in the
Frank, Derek Red Arrow (2017) "A Hell of a Complex: The Miscarriages of the Federal Hydropower Licensing
Regime," American Indian Law Journal: Vol. 6: Iss. 1, Article 5. Available at:
http://digitalcommons.law.seattleu.edu/ailj/vol6/iss1/5
4
Lestelle, L. and G. Morishima. 2020. Technical Report: Review of Impacts on Fish and Fisheries as Presented in the
SEPA DEIS Evaluation of Flood Protection in the Chehalis Basin. Prepared for the Quinault Indian Nation. Taholah,
WA.
5
Hecht, B. C., A. P. Matala, J. E. Hess, and S. R. Narum. 2015. Environmental adaptation in Chinook salmon
(Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) throughout their North American range. Molecular Ecology 24(22):5573-5595.
3
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Chehalis River Basin because of reductions in spawning area, decreased genetic diversity, and
the lost possibility of restoration of habitat in the upper basin.6 As cited in the Quinault Indian
Nation’s comments on the DEIS dated May 11, 2020, the Washington State Department of Fish
and Wildlife has stated that Chehalis River Basin spring chinook are likely to be listed under the
ESA and that a major dam such as the one proposed would exacerbate existing threats to fish,
wildlife, and habitat in the basin. However, the real possibility of ESA listing was not addressed
in the DEIS.
Fish passage impacts from the construction and operation for the FRE are a major concern
primarily due to fish mortality expected from trap and haul operations and a fish passage
tunnel. According to the proposed project Description and Alternatives (DEIS Appendix 1, page
1-28), downstream fish passage would not be provided during major floods when the dam
outlets are closed, for a period of up to 32 days. During the five-year construction period,
juvenile salmon and other fish species such as lamprey would be considered as incidental and
not targeted for collection for trap-and-transport (DEIS, p. 74). Furthermore, juvenile salmon
would likely avoid the fish passage tunnel. The survival rate for adult salmon and steelhead
would range from 32 to 65 percent (DEIS, p. 74).
b. Regional and International Salmon Fisheries
The significant adverse effects of the proposed project on commercial, recreational, and
subsistence fisheries extend beyond the Chehalis River Basin. Chehalis fall chinook are
harvested from the Washington coast north to Alaska and Chehalis coho are harvested from
southern Oregon to British Columbia. The Chehalis River watershed is the predominate
production area within the Grays Harbor system. Grays Harbor spring chinook spawn primarily
in the upper reaches of the mainstem Chehalis River and its tributaries. The Chehalis River also
is home to the largest component of fall chinook and coho spawning in the Grays Harbor
system. Grays Harbor coho and chinook (spring and fall) are the largest component of the
Washington Coast production region. This is an important region for the management of
salmon coast-wide, both from a domestic and international standpoint. All three of these
management units are indicator stocks within the United States domestic fishery management
process, as well as meeting the requirements of the international Pacific Salmon Treaty
between the United States and Canada, with Grays Harbor coho and fall chinook being
management units that are tracked to measure the performance of both the 2019 Coho and
Chinook Agreements.

Lestelle, L. and G. Morishima. 2020. Technical Report: Review of Impacts on Fish and Fisheries as Presented in the
SEPA DEIS Evaluation of Flood Protection in the Chehalis Basin. Prepared for the Quinault Indian Nation. Taholah,
WA.
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c. Effects on Orca Whales and Other Species
Severe and permanent reductions of salmon production in the Chehalis River Basin would
negatively affect southern resident killer whales (SRKW), which were listed as endangered
under the Endangered Species Act in 2005. The Southern Resident Orca Task Force created by
Governor Inslee in 2018 recommended increasing the availability of chinook as one of its
overarching goals. The DEIS states that the reduction of Chehalis River Basin salmon and
steelhead, especially the spring chinook, would have a moderate adverse impact on SRKW
(DEIS, p. 81). In addition, reductions in Chehalis River salmon runs would result in greater
harvest pressure on other fisheries, creating even more competition for the salmon needed by
the SRKW.
The DEIS presents minimal analysis of impacts to other treaty-protected animal and plant
species and their habitats, such as for bull trout, cutthroat trout, lamprey, and eulachon. It
does state, however, that the proposed project would have a significant adverse effect on nonsalmon fish from the temporary reservoir area downstream to the confluence with Elk Creek
near Doty, WA. Mitigation for these harmful impacts are not presented by the applicant and it
may not be feasible that the project mitigation would be able to achieve the minimum
requirement of no net loss of ecological function for fish or their habitat (DEIS, p.79).
The lower Chehalis River is designated as critical habitat for bull trout, which were listed as
threatened under the ESA (DEIS, E-48). Pacific lamprey are listed as a “Species of Greatest
Conservation Need in Washington” and have great traditional importance to tribal
communities. They have been found throughout the Chehalis River Basin, including above the
proposed FRE site, although no plans for their passage during FRE operations have been made.
Lack of fish passage, along with reduced spawning habitat, lower summer flows, and warmer
water temperatures would have significant adverse impacts on Pacific lamprey.
The loss of habitat-forming processes from operation of the proposed project would have
significant adverse impacts to the Olympic mudminnow, as well as coho salmon, that rear in
off-channel and floodplain habitats (DEIS, E-30). The Olympic mudminnow is only found in
limited areas of Washington and is listed as a sensitive species by the state. It is completely
dependent on healthy wetland habitat for all life phases, including spawning. 7 The majority of
the remaining population occurs within the Chehalis River Basin (DEIS, E-48).
Although freshwater mussel species are also tribally important and are found throughout the
upper and middle Chehalis River, impacts of the proposed project to their populations were not
fully evaluated. They are slow growing, very slow to recolonize, and are especially vulnerable
Mongillo, P.E. and M. Hallock. 1999. Washington state status report for the Olympic mudminnow. Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife. Olympia, WA.
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to changes in streamflow, sedimentation, and substrate (DEIS, p. E-51). Again, mitigation for
these impacts are not described in any detail and may not be feasible.
d. Ecosystem Effects
The proposed project would have significant and unavoidable impacts to virtually the entire
aquatic ecosystem of the Chehalis River Basin. This includes species that are listed or are
candidates for listing in Washington as endangered, threatened, or sensitive. Impacts to
aquatic species would be significant and unavoidable due to the direct destruction of 6.4 miles
of aquatic habitat in the reservoir area, and loss of habitat complexity and channel-forming
processes downstream of the proposed FRE. Riverine and riparian habitat in the reservoir area
would be permanently degraded by loss of riparian trees, lack of large woody debris, and
sediment deposition, all of which would alter the channel structure and complexity and destroy
salmon and steelhead habitat for spawning and rearing. The proposed FRE would trap woody
material during operation, eliminating a vital element of riverine and floodplain ecosystems and
habitat. Although the DEIS proposes a Large Woody Material Management Plan for placing
woody material back in the Chehalis River system, no details of this plan are listed and so it is
not possible to assess whether or not it would replace enough woody material in the river to
fully mitigate for the loss.
Channel evolution and habitat-forming processes that occur with river flows greater than
38,800 cubic feet per second (cfs) would be eliminated. Impoundment and an extended
drawdown period every time the dam is in operation would also alter flow regimes. The DEIS
lists losses of habitat-forming processes and ecological function as a result of the proposed FRE
in the areas downstream of the facility to (DEIS, p. 80). These alterations would also result in
channel incision, changes to channel and floodplain morphology, and vegetation encroachment
into side channels as flows are reduced.8 The resulting disconnection between the river
channel and the floodplain would also negatively affect instream flows and groundwater levels
and result in habitat fragmentation.
The presence of the proposed project would likely encourage further residential and
commercial development in the floodplain (DEIS, p. G-49). This would put more people and
property in harm’s way and create conditions for further destruction of aquatic and floodplain
habitat, especially with the changes to river hydrology that will continue to occur as a result of
climate change. In addition, the proposed project as designed would not prevent the
inundation of all floodplain areas. The SEPA process requires the analysis of direct, indirect,
and cumulative impacts (WAC 197-11-792), which should include how the project might

Natural Systems Design. 2020. Critical Review of Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project
SEPA DEIS, Hydrology Technical Memo 2: Hydrology and Climate Change Technical Analyses Review. Prepared for
the Quinault Indian Nation. Taholah, WA.
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influence the cumulative impacts of floodplain development spurred on by the proposed
project.
3. Climate Change and Environmental Conditions
a. Frequency of Events Triggering Operation of the FRE
In the Pacific Northwest, heavier storms are expected as atmospheric rivers (plumes of
moisture from the tropical Pacific Ocean commonly known as the Pineapple Express) are
projected to get 26 to 30 percent stronger by 2070. 9 Consequently, winter flood risk in the
region, and specifically in the Chehalis River Basin, will increase due to heavy precipitation
events increasing in both frequency and intensity.
The hydrological model used for the DEIS analysis, a Distributed Hydrologic Soil Vegetation
Model (DHSVM), provides projections of potential changes in basin hydrology due to climate
change. However, there are limitations to the model due to the limited scope allotted for the
DEIS hydrological study. Because the proposed project would have significant and unavoidable
adverse environmental impacts, it is imperative that the projections of future hydrological
conditions in the basin be as robust as possible. Otherwise, an accurate assessment of the full
impacts of the proposed project during its entire design life is not possible.
The lack of sufficient climate models is a major limitation of the hydrological modelling study. 10
The study used two global climate models, while six to ten models are considered necessary to
develop the best estimates of the mean and range values among projections. 11 Although the
average increases in peak flow in the hydrological study were 12 and 26 percent, the
predictions of flow at a specific location for this DHSVM model range from a slight decrease of 1
percent to a 31 percent increase for mid-century and 14 to 47 percent increase for the end of
the century. 12
Another limitation arises from the lack of long-term meteorological data for parts of the basin.
The meteorological data used were the best available and the only spatially distributed, hourly
historical data set for the Chehalis River Basin.13 However, in some locations, the model
Warner, M.D., C.E. Mass, and E.P. Salathé. 2014. Changes in winter atmospheric rivers along the North American
West Coast in CMIP5 climate models. Journal of Hydrometerology 16: 118-128.
10
Mauger, G.S. and L.M. Karpack. 2019. Putting the New Chehalis Climate Change Results in Context. Memo
prepared for Anchor QEA. Climate Impacts Group, University of Washington. Appendix C in Karpack, L. and C.
Butler. 2019. Chehalis River Basin Hydrologic Modeling. Prepared for Anchor QEA. Seattle, WA.
11
Mauger, G.S. and L.M. Karpack. 2019. Putting the New Chehalis Climate Change Results in Context. Memo
prepared for Anchor QEA. Climate Impacts Group, University of Washington. Appendix C in Karpack, L. and C.
Butler. 2019. Chehalis River Basin Hydrologic Modeling. Prepared for Anchor QEA. Seattle, WA.
12
Karpack, L. and C. Butler. 2019. Chehalis River Basin Hydrologic Modeling. Prepared for Anchor QEA. Seattle, WA.
13
Karpack, L. and C. Butler. 2019. Chehalis River Basin Hydrologic Modeling. Prepared for Anchor QEA. Seattle, WA.
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underestimates peak flows because of bias in the precipitation data set or due to soil or
channel characteristics that the DHSVM model is not able to fully represent. 14 The modeling
study states that it is not clear if the current model and the available meteorological data are
appropriate for use in sediment transport models, water quality analyses, or to produce
streamflow forecasts during extreme floods. 15 Given the complexity of a basin the size of the
Chehalis and the lack of a reliable long-term meteorological data set, the model should be
considered a first step not a determination.
The DEIS predicts that under current climate conditions, the probability that the 38,800 cfs
threshold will be met for FRE operation is 14 percent, which correlates with a 7-year flood
recurrence interval. The DHSVM model indicates that peak flows will increase 12 percent and
26 percent in the middle and latter part of the 21st century, respectively, due to climate change
(DEIS, p. 41). This correlates with probabilities of the 38,800 cfs threshold occurring of 20
percent (or a 5-year flood interval) for mid-century and 25 percent (or 4-year flood interval) for
the end of the century (DEIS, 28).
An independent analysis of Chehalis River Basin hydrology reveals limitations in the predictions
of the frequency of reservoir operation. The DEIS assessment is based on a statistical analysis
of the annual maximum streamflow, but that neglects to take into account that the 38,800 cfs
threshold for impoundment may occur multiple times in a single year. Using the complete flow
record, and not just the annual maximum flows, shows that meeting the threshold will have a
56 percent probability (or a 1.8-year flood interval) mid-century and a 71 percent probability (or
a 1.4-year flood interval) at the end of the century. 16
Furthermore, if a high flow event that exceeds the drawdown rate occurs during the drawdown
period, the duration of the impacts to fish and aquatic life from impoundment will also be
extended. The greater frequency of impoundment and an extended duration of drawdown
increases the likelihood of bank erosion and landslides. Rather than the 840,500 cubic yards of
sediment delivery stated in the DEIS, the actual amount could be as much as 16 million cubic
yards over the design life of the project.17 Excessive fine sediment loads in rivers can also be
caused by mass wasting and surface erosion after the proposed removal of the riparian
vegetation that enhances bank stability and traps fine sediment from upland runoff. High
sediment loads can also occur due to the disconnection of the channel from adjacent
Karpack, L. and C. Butler. 2019. Chehalis River Basin Hydrologic Modeling. Prepared for Anchor QEA. Seattle, WA.
Karpack, L. and C. Butler. 2019. Chehalis River Basin Hydrologic Modeling. Prepared for Anchor QEA. Seattle, WA.
16
Natural Systems Design. 2020. Critical Review of Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project
SEPA DEIS, Hydrology Technical Memo 2: Hydrology and Climate Change Technical Analyses Review. Prepared for
the Quinault Indian Nation. Taholah, WA.
17
Natural Systems Design. 2020. Critical Review of Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project
SEPA DEIS, Hydrology Technical Memo 2: Hydrology and Climate Change Technical Analyses Review. Prepared for
the Quinault Indian Nation. Taholah, WA.
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floodplains and wetlands, where fine sediments settle out during overbank flows. Both of
these impacts are under-predicted for the proposed project.
In addition, backwatering behind the FRE would occur at flows of 8,500 cfs or greater because
of the limited capacity of the Low-Level Outlets. Backwatering would disrupt natural river and
habitat-forming processes such as coarse sediment transport, movement of large woody debris,
and fish passage. Independent analysis of historical streamflow records indicates that such
backwatering would occur once every 3 years on average. 18
b. Stream Temperature
In Washington, summer base flows are projected to decrease, particularly for rain-dominated
watersheds west of the Cascades, such as the Chehalis River Basin. 19 Low flow conditions will
become more severe and less water in the stream exacerbates rising stream temperatures.
According to the DEIS, river temperatures would increase under the proposed project by as
much by 3.6°F to 5.4°F in the reservoir area and immediately downstream and by 3.6°F to 9°F in
Crim Creek (DEIS, p.53). The temperature impacts would continue 20 miles downstream of the
FRE (DEIS, p.42). Trees removed during construction, operations, or from flood events, would
cause the river temperature to increase due to loss of shade. In addition, trees larger than 6
inches in diameter would be regularly removed to prevent accumulation at the FRE outlets
(DEIS, p.21). Although the applicant claims that native vegetation would be encouraged (DEIS,
p.21), the loss of trees would not only reduce shading, it also would eliminate the important
habitat-forming and maintaining processes of a forested riparian zone, such as filtration of
sediment and pollutants, introduction of woody debris and nutrients, sources of terrestrial
insect prey for salmon, and wildlife habitat.
Elevated stream temperatures and reduced dissolved oxygen level would result in significant
and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts to surface water quality and designated uses
of the Chehalis River and Crim Creek for salmonid habitat (DEIS, p.43). Currently instream flows
and stream temperature standards are not met at Ground Mound, (DEIS, p N-21) and the
impacts of climate change on these parameters would be worsened by the FRE (DEIS, p. 123).
No mitigation is proposed by the applicant other than plans to try to develop a mitigation plan
in the future, although the DEIS concedes that implementation of a plan may not be technically
feasible and economically practicable (DEIS, p.43).

Natural Systems Design. 2020. Critical Review of Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project
SEPA DEIS, Hydrology Technical Memo 2: Hydrology and Climate Change Technical Analyses Review. Prepared for
the Quinault Indian Nation. Taholah, WA.
19
Tohver, I.M., A.F. Hamlet, and S.Y. Lee. 2014. Impacts of 21st-century climate change on hydrologic extremes in
the Pacific Northwest region of North America. Journal of the American Water Resources Association 50(6): 14611476.
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4. The Local Actions Alternative and the Chehalis Basin Aquatic Species Restoration Plan
(ASRP)
The Local Actions Alternative would be developed by local governments and communities in
collaboration with The Office of the Chehalis Basin. Although there is currently enough
information about this basin-scale floodplain management approach, the DEIS does not
develop or analyze a reasonable alternative to the FRE in detail, as is required by state law.20
The Local Actions Alternative is capable of meeting both of the Chehalis Basin Strategy goals
through an integrated basin plan to reduce flood damage and restore aquatic habitat. It would
utilize methods that are congruent with salmon recovery and are sustainable in the long-term
because they do not require on-going maintenance or risk catastrophic dam or levee failure.
The FRE would not protect all the communities in the basin and would not help with floods
other than major floods (38,800 cfs at Grand Mound or 14 percent probability) or catastrophic
floods (75,100 cfs or a 1 percent probability). An integrated flood management approach
would provide benefits throughout the watershed and would help with regular, lesser flooding.
A coalition of the State of Washington, the Confederated Tribes of Chehalis, the Quinault Indian
Nation and others are working together to develop the ASRP to restore river health and salmon
populations, and to prepare for the impacts of climate change. The ASRP is a science-based, full
watershed approach that will restore 200 to 400 miles of the river and its tributaries. The
major components of the ASRP include restoring riparian forests to provide shade, large woody
material, erosion protection, and wildlife migration corridors; floodplain restoration that would
improve off-channel and wetland habitat, attenuate flood flows, and augment low flows;
removal of fish passage barriers; and installing instream large woody material to improve
geomorphic function and habitat-forming processes in the river.
Nature-based solutions such as the ASRP work with nature to increase the resilience of
communities and ecosystems to climate change. They have concomitant benefits of improving
biodiversity, delivering ecosystem services, and enhancing human health and well-being.
Protecting and restoring ecosystem function also preserves climate refugia, where changes are
expected to occur more slowly or to a lesser degree.
Conclusion
In conclusion, the SEPA DEIS for the Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction
Project describes a preferred alternative with many significant and unavoidable adverse
impacts to the environment and to tribal interests. Nonetheless, the DEIS fails to present
sufficient detail in a number of areas: the mitigation for significant adverse effects to the
environment; the adverse impacts to fish, other aquatic species, SRKW, and the riverine
20
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ecosystem; how climate change will alter environmental conditions during the life of the
proposed project; adequate analysis of the Local Actions Alternative; and impacts to tribal
treaty rights. Hence, the analysis provided in the DEIS is insufficient for a meaningful evaluation
of the full impacts of the preferred alternative.
The very consideration of constructing a dam on what is now a free-flowing salmon river sets a
dangerous precedent and is incongruent with the significant investments in ecosystem
conservation and restoration currently underway to promote climate resilience and protect
critical habitat. Today more than ever, with declining fisheries and compounding pressure from
climate change and population growth, comprehensive river basin planning that protects and
restores riparian and floodplain function is essential. While Washington State makes significant
investments in restoring degraded habitat, it must also fully exercise its authorities to protect
the essential habitat that remains. Without these protections, habitat that is essential to
salmon recovery and ensuring that tribes can exercise their treaty-reserved rights to fish,
gather, and hunt will be lost. It is the responsibility of the State of Washington to honor tribal
rights and resources, and as a co-manager of the fisheries resources, to use its SEPA authority
to deny the preferred alternative and continue to fund and develop actions such as the ASRP
that will promote public safety, resilience to climate change, and a thriving environment in the
Chehalis River Basin for generations to come.
Should you have any questions on this matter, please contact Eliza Ghitis, Climate Change
Scientist at eghitis@nwifc.org or (360) 438-1180.
Sincerely,

Justin R. Parker
Executive Director
cc: Tyson Johnston, Vice President, Quinault Indian Nation
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RE: Publication 20-06-002, Draft EIS for the Proposed Chehalis Flood
Damage Reduction Project
Dear Mr. White,
American Rivers appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood
Damage Reduction Project (Proposed Project). American Rivers is engaged in the
ongoing Chehalis Basin Strategy in order to achieve reduced flood damage to people and
property, and habitat restoration for salmon and aquatic species throughout the
Chehalis Basin. After reviewing the DEIS, we must oppose the Proposed Project as it
would have significant environmental and cultural impacts. These impacts, which in
many cases cannot be mitigated, are contrary to the integrated goals of the Chehalis
Basin Strategy.
American Rivers believes every community in our country should have clean water and
a healthy river. Since 1973, we have protected wild rivers, restored damaged rivers and
conserved clean water for people and nature. With headquarters in Washington, D.C.,
offices across the country, and over 350,000 members, supporters, and volunteers, we
are the premier river conservation organization in the United States, delivering
solutions that will last for generations to come.
American Rivers has been concerned about flooding and habitat degradation in the
Chehalis Basin for many years. Overall, we recognize the need to address habitat and
flood risk reduction in the Chehalis, and we support the Chehalis Basin Board in their
endeavors to strike the right balance between these complicated issues. We understand
the need to consider structural flood risk reduction strategies, however these must be a
tool of last resort and be compatible with the dual goals of flood risk reduction and
habitat restoration, or demonstrate robust mitigation to ensure the project will not be
contrary to the restoration goals for the basin.
1

In 2o16, American Rivers submitting joint comments on the Chehalis Basin Strategy
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS). In our letter, we
expressed several concerns for both the Flood Retention and Flow-Augmentation
(FRFA) and Flood Retention Only (FRO) dam proposals and opposed the construction
of either of the dam alternatives based on the information presented in the PEIS.
In 2017, American Rivers completed an in-depth investigation of flood reduction actions
that had been considered in the Basin over the past three decades. This investigation
uncovered previously considered actions that are overlooked in today’s Strategy, as well
as “lessons-learned” from past studies that are still pertinent today. Conclusions from
this research bring valuable perspective to the decision-making processes currently
underway in the Chehalis and inform our input to the public review process.
In 2018, the Chehalis River Basin Flood Control Zone District (District) proposed to
advance the large-scale flood reduction components of the Chehalis Basin Strategy first,
including the construction of a new dam and levee improvements. American Rivers
submitted scoping comments and raised numerous concerns that the proposed largescale flood reduction projects would have marginal flood reduction benefits at enormous
cost to the citizens of Washington state and to the health of the Chehalis River Basin.
Now in 2020, we continue to have grave concerns about the Proposed Project. The
Department of Ecology has concluded that the Proposed Project would result in
probable significant adverse environmental impacts and that no mitigation measures
are included to mitigate those impacts. In addition, both the Quinault Indian Nation and
the Chehalis Tribe have expressed opposition to the construction of a dam on the upper
Chehalis River above the town of Pe Ell, Washington.
We offer more detail on our concerns in the comments contained here.
I.
The proposed facility would have significant adverse environmental and
cultural impacts
II.
Mitigation measures have not been developed or feasibility of mitigation is
uncertain.
III.
The purpose and objectives of the Proposed Project are vague
IV.
The DEIS fails to propose reasonable alternatives including local action
alternatives

I.
The proposed facility would have significant adverse environmental and
cultural impacts.
The Proposed Project includes a Flood Retention Expandable facility (Expandable Dam)
which consists of a flood retention facility and associated temporary reservoir that
“would be built with a foundation and hydraulic structure extents capable of supporting
the future construction of a larger facility that could expand water storage from 65,000
acre-feet to up to 130,000 acre-feet.”, and changes to the Chehalis-Centralia Airport
levee (Airport Levee) that would raise the levee 4-7 feet, widening the levee, and raising
a portion of NW Louisiana Avenue.

The DEIS concludes that the Expandable Dam “would have probable significant adverse
environmental impacts from both construction and operations”. Significant adverse
environmental impacts identified in the DEIS include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Significantly degraded fish and wildlife habitat including water temperature
increases, removal of habitat and hundreds of acres of trees, and temporary
inundation of almost 850 acres;
Significant impacts to spring-run and fall run Chinook salmon, coho salmon,
steelhead, lamprey, freshwater mussels, etc., due to degraded habitat, elimination
of spawning areas, and reduced fish passage survivability;
Significant impacts to wildlife including amphibians and marbled murrelets, due
to habitat degradation, noise, and reduced nesting and breeding areas;
Degraded water quality due to temperature increases and decreased dissolved
oxygen;
Permanent elimination of wetlands and wetland buffers, streams and stream
buffers, and .3 acres of the Chehalis River;
Permanent loss of access to 14 miles of kayaking and 13 miles of recreational
riverbank fishing;
Land use changes inconsistent with current land use and zoning designations;
and
Emissions of over 123,000 metric tons of greenhouse gases.

Adverse environmental impacts are adverse tribal impacts. The Chehalis Tribe and the
Quinault Indian Nation have the hard-won legal right to hunt and fish in their usual and
accustom grounds throughout the basin. It is critical that any plan that will impact tribal
rights have tribal support – both the Chehalis Tribe and Quinault Indian Nation are
opposed to the Proposed Project. American Rivers supports their position and opposes
the Project due to the probable significant adverse environmental impacts, for which the
project proponent has not identified adequate mitigation.
This project also paves the way for future development in the floodplain. Evidence from
around the country has proven that time and time again floodplain development leads
to a false sense of security and ultimately puts more people in harm’s way. In the
Chehalis Basin, we now have the opportunity to chart a new course - one that has the
potential to improve our environment, support our diverse cultures and keep people
safe. The Proposed Project offers too little for too few.
A. The Proposed Project would have detrimental impacts to aquatic species,
forcing already struggling populations of salmon toward an endangered
species listing.
The DEIS states that “construction and operation would have significant adverse
impacts on spring-run Chinook salmon, fall-run Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and
steelhead from degraded habitat, noise, and fewer fish surviving passage around the
FRE facility”. Recent genetic studies have shown that that spring-run Chinook salmon in

the basin have unique genetic markers 1. Their numbers are also declining at a rapid rate
leading some experts to believe that protection under the Endangered Species Act is
inevitable. If these wild salmon are extirpated from the Chehalis, they will not just reemerge with improved habitat as was previously thought. Once they are gone, they are
gone.
Additionally, the site of the Expandable Dam is home to approximately 15.7% of all
steelhead populations in the entire basin. In February 2020, Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) closed all steelhead fishing of the Chehalis River and its
tributaries due to expected low returns. Maintaining 70% of historical salmon
abundance is the goal of existing salmon recovery plans. The Proposed Project is
predicted to reduce abundances below this important threshold– undermining more
than two decades of investment and millions of taxpayer dollars already spent in the
basin.
The proposed Expandable Dam has been billed as a modern, environmentally friendly
approach to flood damage reduction that will act as a free-flowing river the majority of
the time with only minor impacts when it closes every 7-years. However, the DEIS
makes it very clear that the construction and operation of the Expandable Dam will
reduce populations of salmon and steelhead significantly and extirpate spring-run
Chinook populations in this area by mid-century – with no viable mitigation proposed.
It is clear that the proposed facility, would be a death sentence to migratory fish species
of the Chehalis Basin.
In a basin with salmon populations declining toward extinction and hundreds of
millions of dollars being allocated to protect and restore aquatic species habitat, projects
that pose “significant adverse environmental impacts” to vulnerable species cannot
move forward. The Chehalis is the second largest watershed in the state and its salmon
populations are critical to the entire food web and the critically endangered Southern
Resident orcas that depend on Chinook salmon for their survival.
The Proposed Project would raise water temperature, a limiting factor for
salmon populations.
Temperatures in the Chehalis Basin are one of the biggest limiting factors for the future
health of salmon populations. Water temperature is steadily increasing in the Chehalis
Basin due to climate change, decreased riverside vegetation and increased human
development. A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for temperature already exists in
the upper Chehalis River 2. The TMDL assumes that riparian vegetation will be
protected, and water quality will not be further degraded.
The Proposed Project would violate the TMDL and increase water temperatures by up to
9ºF in the temporary reservoir area, and by up to 5.4ºF for 20 miles downstream of the
facility. The temporary reservoir would inundate Crim Creek which provides important
cold-water inputs to the Chehalis River. Ninety percent of trees will be removed within
1

Tasha, Thompson Q., et al. “Run-Type Genetic Markers and Genomic Data Provide Insight for Monitoring SpringRun Chinook Salmon in the Chehalis Basin, Washington.” 2019.

2

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/ezshare/wq/WaterQualityImprovement/TMDL/LewisCounty.htm

the 600-acre reservoir area decreasing shade on the river and an additional 247-acres
may not survive the frequent inundations caused by closing the Expandable Dam. The
true impacts and feasibility of this assumption has significant uncertainty because the
Vegetation Management Plan that would investigate this is a recommended plan for
mitigation, which has not been developed yet.
It is essential to preserve existing cold-water refugia wherever possible in the Chehalis
Basin. The predicted water temperature increases that would result from the
Expandable Dam would likely have significant impacts on struggling salmon and
steelhead populations and would work against the aquatic species habitat restoration
goals that are intended to preserve these species.
The Proposed Project would significantly alter river and stream processes
Flooding is a natural process that is essential to creating the physical characteristics of a
healthy river and sustaining healthy aquatic habitat. By holding back the peak flows, the
Proposed Project would eliminate critical habitat forming processes, cut off existing offchannel habitat and dramatically reduce the transport of sediment and large wood that
create the building blocks of a healthy river. The DEIS found that “a reduction in large
wood would change and simplify the structure of in-channel habitat, reduce pool areas
and shelter for fish from flows and predators.” It would also “result in more bed scour,
reduced habitat complexity, and less spawning area for fish.”
This would have a dramatic impact for the Chehalis River far downstream of the dam
and force even more money to be spent on habitat restoration to mimic what the river
would do naturally if natural processes were to remain intact.
Additionally, aquatic habitat underneath the temporary reservoir would be eliminated
during a flood event. According to the DEIS, the inundation would “lead to loss of
riparian zone function, elimination of salmon spawning habitat, an increase in
deepwater habitat that would be unsuitable for some stream-adapted fish species, an
increase in turbidity, a loss of food supply for fish, and a loss of salmonid and other
species’ eggs due to suffocation.”
It is anticipated that floodwaters would be stored every 5-years (20% of the time) by
mid-century and every 4-years by late-century (25% of the time). However, recent flood
events have shown that the frequency and intensity of storms is increasing potentially
resulting in the reservoir filling more frequently. With a life cycle of 3-8 years, whole
generations of salmon would be eliminated.
The Proposed Project would have significant adverse impacts on other
aquatic species
While salmon and steelhead are charismatic species, there are many other aquatic
species that are integral to the healthy river system and would suffer significant adverse
impacts from the Proposed Project. Western Ridged Mussels are of particular concern.
These mussels filter substantial quantities of water and may help reduce the turbidity
and nutrients in the water while increased the exchange of oxygen benefiting other
species. They establish colonies over hundreds of years and are slow to adapt to rapid

environmental changes. The Chehalis Tribe, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the
Aquatic Species Restoration Plan have called for there to be more research into the
distribution and role that these species plan in the health of the Chehalis River.
The Proposed Project may destroy some of their habitat in the upper basin, and their
inability to adapt quickly and redistribute their populations around the facility could
result in reductions in their populations and the benefits they provide.
The Proposed Project would reduce fish passage
There are significant questions about the fish passage at the Expandable Dam during
and after construction. The Applicant states that the 1,630-foot bypass tunnel would
mimic the Chehalis River and would provide downstream fish passage for juvenile fish
during 32-months of construction. It is unrealistic to think that a dark tunnel 1/3 of a
mile long would mimic a natural river.
Trap and haul facilities would be the only form of adult fish passage around the
Expandable Dam during construction and when the gates are closed. The DEIS states
that adult salmon and steelhead passage survival during construction is only 32-65%.
This method would also be used during operation of the facility. Yet, during a flood
event the estimated passage survival rates are estimated to be 91%. This does not seem
to align with the previous estimates and seems overly optimistic. The trap and haul
process would be made more difficult during the fall winter months because of
increased turbidity and high-water flows. This is also when the majority of species
would be migrating and when the gates are likely to be closed.
Trap and haul facilities are also not conducive to other aquatic species like lamprey and
freshwater mussels. While some species can move above the dam when the gates are
open it is unlikely that freshwater mussels will be able to repopulate areas above the
Expandable Dam. These aquatic species are critical to a healthy river system and
without them in the upper watershed, impacts to salmon and overall river health cannot
be fully understood.
B. Because the SEPA and NEPA are not released together, as is customary,
it is impossible for the public to consider the full environmental cost of
the Proposed Project.
A National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis provides a “hard look” of
cumulative impacts of past, present and future projects. The SEPA EIS also provides a
cumulative impacts analysis but with far less detail. In Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, 177
F.3d at 810 (citing City of Carmel, 123 F.3d at 1160) the court rejected the cumulative
impacts analysis in the EIS stating that it relied on “broad and general statements
devoid of specific, reasoned conclusions and was “far too general and one-sided to meet
NEPA requirements.” 3
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NEPA also requires a cost-benefit analysis, which is not required under SEPA. Many
other alternatives to reduce flood damage proposed over the last several years were not
adequately considered because they were deemed too expensive. Now the Proposed
Project includes an Expandable Dam with no cost estimate for the proposed
construction or of the future expansion.
Without this “hard look” into the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and
thorough cost benefit analysis, the public and decision makers do not have enough
information to make an informed decision about this project.
C. The Proposed Project would irreparably harm the legally protected
treaty rights of The Chehalis Tribe and Quinault Indian Nation.
As a keystone species of the Chehalis River ecosystem and important cultural resource,
the value of salmon to the local Tribes cannot be understated. While the DEIS
acknowledges that the reduction in fish populations may result in increased closures of
the fisheries, increased regulations on fishing and the degradation of the salmon fishery,
we share the concerns raised by the Quinault Indian Nation 4, that the DEIS defers
cultural impacts assessment to the federal National Environmental Policy Act analysis
and impacts to treaty fishing, hunting and gathering rights to future government-togovernment consultation.
The Chehalis Tribe and Quinault Indian Nation have been collaborative partners
throughout the Chehalis Basin Strategy. They provide strong leadership on the Chehalis
Basin Board, and we believe the Tribes have made a good faith effort to explore options
that could provide both flood risk reduction and aquatic habitat restoration – a balance
vital to long-term health of their communities.
Unfortunately, the Proposed Project does not live up to this balance and as a result both
the Quinault Indian Nation and The Chehalis Tribe have indicated their opposition to
the proposed project. Pursuing this project in the face of Tribal opposition is
unacceptable. The only option for the Department of Ecology is to deny the Proposed
Project and commit to development of a robust Local Action Alternative.
D. The Proposed Project does not explicitly state how it would work with
landowners to acquire the property for the Expandable Dam.
The flood retention facility would be located on property currently owned by
Weyerhaeuser and the Panesko Tree Farm and used for commercial forest. The DEIS
states that the properties would be acquired to accommodate the Expandable Dam and
reservoir and the properties would no longer function as a commercial forest. It does not
state how exactly the land would be acquired and what type of outreach has taken place
with the landowners to date.
Landowner outreach and collaboration was discussed at length in the ASRP Phase 1 plan
and is the lynchpin to large scale restoration in the basin. The ASRP committed to only
acquiring properties on a voluntary basis. It is unclear from the DEIS whether the
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Proposed Project intends to follow the same standards or if imminent domain may be
enacted if landowners are unwilling sell.
E. The Expandable Dam would result in increased risk during catastrophic
events.
The Expandable Dam would eliminate major floods in the short term resulting in a false
sense of security downstream and potential for development in the previously flooded
areas. As is common below dams, there is significant risk of hazard creep— an increase
in development in the floodplain and inundation zone of a dam because it no longer
floods on a regular basis. Across the county trillions of local, state and federal dollars
have been spent trying to protect at risk communities from flooding when many of those
costs could have been avoided by simply building elsewhere in the first place. As
occurred this May in Michigan, failure of dams and flood protection facilities can occur,
particularly during severe storms, forcing communities behind levees and downstream
of dams to evacuate or resulting in a loss of life and property. Reliance on the
Expandable Dam will inevitably result in increased floodplain development at risk
during a flood that exceeds the design or in the event of a catastrophic dam failure.
The drawdown plan for the dam also does not seem to accommodate for sustained
storms. The idea presented is that when a winter storm hits the Willapa Hills the river
will swell to a point where 38,000 cfs is recorded at Grand Mound and the gates of the
Expandable Dam will close creating a temporary reservoir for up to 35 days as the storm
passes. As any Northwesterner knows, the rains don’t typically stop after one storm.
What will happen if a major flood hits and it continues to rail while the reservoir is full?
There are significant questions for how the dam will be operated in this scenario and
how downstream communities could potentially be impacted.

II.

Mitigation measures have not been developed or feasibility is uncertain.

According to the SEPA statute WAC 197-11-400(2), mitigation measures must be
included in an EIS to address significant environmental impacts. Mitigation measures
must be analyzed in sufficient detail for the public and agencies to judge whether or not
mitigation would affect the harm it is intended to address. Reasonable mitigation must
be proposed in order for decision makers to adequately evaluate the total environmental
impact of the Proposed Project. Without this, decision makers, under SEPA, should
deny permits for the Proposed Project.
Ecology proposes various mitigation activities in the DEIS including developing and
implementing mitigation and management plans for various resources, including
vegetation, wetlands and wetland buffers, streams and stream buffers, fish and aquatic
species and habitat, wildlife species and habitat, riparian habitat, surface water quality,
recreation, greenhouse gas emissions, and large woody material. However, in most cases
the mitigation measures must be developed and implemented by the Applicant.
Further, the DEIS states that “mitigation measures would reduce but not completely
eliminate the significant adverse impacts or the feasibility of mitigation is
uncertain.” In other words, Ecology cannot determine if the “probably significant
adverse environmental impacts” of the Proposed Project can be mitigated because the
Applicant has not yet developed the required mitigation plans. [emphasis added]

Instead of developing and presenting a clear mitigation plan, the Proposed Project
simply lists what potential mitigation measures may be needed. This does not provide
the sufficient level detail to make an informed decision on the true environmental
impact of the proposed project. The DEIS states that determining the feasibility of
mitigation may take place at a later stage of design during the permitting process. By
that point, millions more taxpayer dollars will have been spent developing the Proposed
Project with significant adverse environmental impacts and no guarantee they can be
mitigated.
Since the 1970s, we have poured 10’s of billions of dollars into the restoration of our
environments and the recovery of our endangered species. In 2012, more than $503
million was spent on Chinook salmon and steelhead recovery alone even as populations
are continuing to decline 5. It is now clear that protecting existing habitat is far more
certain and cost effective than trying to mitigate what was lost.
Even if mitigation is proposed, it is almost guaranteed to not be as ecologically effective
as the existing habitat by late-century and there is significant concern about its longterm productivity.

III.

The purpose and objectives of the Proposed Project are vague

During scoping for the Proposed Project, American Rivers voiced concern that the
Proposed “[P]roject description provides minimal information regarding the need and
purpose of the project”. The SEPA clarifies that the Applicant’s Purpose and Objective
are:
“Purpose: to reduce flood damage in the Chehalis-Centralia area by
constructing a flood retention facility and temporary reservoir near Pe Ell and
making changes to the Chehalis-Centralia Airport levee.
Objective: To reduce flooding coming from the Willapa Hills and improve the
levee protection level at the Chehalis-Centralia Airport”
The DEIS states “The purpose of the Proposed Project is to reduce flood damage in the
Centralia and Chehalis area. It would not protect all basin communities from all
flooding, and it is not designed to stop regular annual flooding from the Chehalis River
or smaller floods.”
A key pillar of the Chehalis Basin Strategy is developing a basin wide solution to reduce
long-term flood damage throughout the entire Chehalis Basin. While this updated
purpose and objective provide marginal clarity regarding the areas that the project is
intended to reduce flood damage to, it falls short of the purpose of the Chehalis Basin
Strategy, including the 2019-2021 biennium appropriation of $73 million for
implementation of the Strategy, which is intended “to aggressively pursue
implementation of an integrated strategy and administer funding for long-term flood
damage reduction and aquatic species restoration in the Chehalis river basin.” RCW
43.21A.730(1). The narrow focus of the purpose and objective of the Proposed Project
5
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fall short in that it fundamentally does not meet the intended goal to reduce flood
damage and restore aquatic species habitat in the basin and thus is not a viable
alternative for the strategy.
The DEIS expands upon the flood damage reduction goals of the project: “The Applicant
has identified the following metrics for the reduction in flood damage:
•

Protect approximately 635 structures of value from flooding risk during a
catastrophic flood.
• Reduce disruption of access via main transportation routes, specifically ensuring
access along SR 6 and Interstate 5 (I-5) is open within 24 hours of a catastrophic
flood.
• Minimize flood-related impacts (e.g., closure) at the Chehalis-Centralia Airport.”
The Proposed Project nearly accomplishes this goal but there would still be flooding
over major roadways in the Mid and Late Century scenarios – 48-hours of inundation at
the I-5 and NW Chamber of Commerce Way Interchange. More concerning is that the
Proposed Project reduces the numbers of structures inundated around ChehalisCentralia by less than half. In Chehalis, only a narrow strip of offices is projected to have
reduced flood risk but critical facilities like the Lewis County Jail would still have over
2+ feet of inundation in late century.
With a price tag of over $1 billion dollars the Proposed Project would provide only shortterm flood protection for the small segment of the basin instead of fulfilling its statutory
obligation. Furthermore, single purpose infrastructure projects have been proven to fail
time and time again providing a false sense of security for people living and working in
the floodplain. While this would be a new facility, designed to modern standards, it
would still have a limited lifespan. There are significant unanswered questions about
how its operation and management that are critical to safety of downstream
communities, which are not addressed in the DEIS. As decision makers grapple with
how best to utilize limited taxpayer dollars, it is important that they get a high and longterm return on their investment.
The DEIS makes it clear that the Proposed Project does not accomplish the Chehalis
Basin Strategy goal to reduce long-term flood damage throughout the entire basin and
poses significant harm to aquatic species.

IV. The DEIS fails to propose reasonable alternatives including detailed
local action alternatives.

According to the Washington State Administrative Code section WAC 197-11-400(2),
“an EIS shall provide impartial discussion of significant environmental impacts and
shall inform decision makers and the public of reasonable alternatives, including
mitigation measures, that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance
environmental quality.” Ecology identified only two other alternatives to be evaluated in
the DEIS: the Local Actions Alternative and the No Action Alternative.
The proposed project consists of local action alternatives in the DEIS are supposed to
provide that “reasonable alternative”, yet they are so vague as to not be valid under the
statute. As an example, over 95 pages are devoted to describing the impacts of the

Proposed Project in the DEIS whereas only 16 pages are devoted to the local actional
alternatives.
Moreover, “reasonable alternatives” should consider “lower environmental cost or
decreased level of environmental degradation”. The DEIS provided suggestions for
categories of local actions but don’t provide details about potential implementation
strategies or project examples. The local action alternatives in the DEIS are meant to
serve as this more environmentally friendly option, and they likely would have a lower
environmental cost than the Expandable Dam, but there is just not enough information
to properly assess that at this time.
A. The Local Action Alternatives were not developed to the same level as the
Proposed Project as part of the DEIS.
Appendix 1 describes a variety of local actions that could help achieve “long-term flood
damage reduction” (a key tenant of the Chehalis Basin Strategy) – including:
•
•
•
•

•
•

Land use management
Floodproofing
Buy-out or relocation of at-risk properties or structures
Floodplain storage improvement including:
o Riparian restoration
o Afforestation
o Floodplain reconnection
o Water flow abatement
Channel migration protection
Early flood warning systems

Unfortunately, the specific mechanisms and opportunities to implement each of these
actions is not described in detail. The potential benefits are not quantified nor are the
potential impacts. Rather, the DEIS writes off detailed analysis of these actions by
stating “The Local Action Alternative does not identify specific projects because those
decisions would be made by local governments.”
This is extremely disappointing. While it is true that the ability to implement many of
the actions in the Local Action Alternatives at the project level may rely on local
government decision-making, given the existence of data and plans at the regional and
local level that include these actions, it seems reasonable that Ecology could provide a
more substantive analysis of the local action alternatives. For instance, much of the
information needed to develop a more substantive plan that incorporates these
suggestions already exists:
•

•

Land use Management: As part of the ASRP, Anchor QEA reviewed land use
regulations in Lewis County, provided suggestions to better integrate restoration
and protection into existing codes, and referenced local Comprehensive Plans
and Future Land Use Plans to assess the impact on aquatic species. That was not
done in this DEIS to review the impact of land use change on flood damage
reduction.
Floodproofing: The Ecology estimates that 75% of residential homes and 25%
of other buildings in the 100-year floodplain be retrofitted in the basin. In

comparison, the Proposed Project would reduce structural damage by 29% in a
late-century major flood and 43% under a late-century catastrophic flood. This
seems to suggest that the local floodproofing action may be more effective at
reducing flood damage throughout the basin than the Expandable Dam.
• Buy-out or relocation of at-risk properties or structures: As part of
maintaining compliance in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) and to
be eligible for hazard mitigation funding, Lewis County has developed, and
regularly updates, a flood hazard management plan with information on at risk
properties or structures. Similarly, Ecology works with FEMA to maintain
RiskMAP which has already identified repetitive loss properties and can calculate
the expected damage during a 100-year flood. Based on this existing information
a “reasonable” plan could have been created that strategically identifies at risk
properties and structures for buy-outs or relocations.
• Floodplain Storage Improvement: The ASRP recently competed an
exhaustive report on the restoration opportunities in the basin. Natural Systems
Design (NSD) also recently published a report specifically identifying
opportunities for floodplain storage in the basin (Abbe et al. 2020). While the
findings do not result in as much flood reduction as the proposed dam floodplain
storage can be an important component of providing basin-wide flood damage
reduction and aquatic species habitat – the goal of the strategy.
• Channel Migration: It has been recommended in NSD’s report that erosion
hazards from channel migration should be mapped and used to prioritize action
on at-risk properties as part of the Community Flood Assistance and Resilience
(CFAR) program. Despite this clear connection to local actions there is only one
reference to CFAR in the entire DEIS.
• Early Flood Warning Systems: The DEIS references improving the existing
Chehalis Basin Flood Warning System but does not detail the impacts of these
improvements.
American Rivers acknowledges that no one solution will provide basin wide flood
damage reduction. To accomplish this lofty goal, we believe structural and natural
solutions must be proposed and evaluated together to fully assess their potential
environmental and flood damage reduction impacts.
B. An environmentally friendly flood damage reduction alternative was
never adequately evaluated.
The idea to dam the Chehalis River was first seriously proposed in the 1980s. Since then
there have been multiple efforts to revive this idea even when more modern
environmentally friendly solutions to reduce flood risk have been developed. Because of
this historic preference for singular silver bullet solution to reduce flooding, other
alternatives were written off early as too expensive, too disruptive or too ineffective to be
analyzed in greater detail – all while 10s-of-millions of taxpayer dollars were spent
analyzing and developing the Proposed Project.
In 2018, American Rivers worked with Anchor QEA to conduct a comprehensive review
of past strategies other than the dam to reduce flood damage in the Chehalis Basin. It
found:

•
•
•
•

Large-scale actions cannot replace local-scale floodplain management actions.
Protect population centers and critical infrastructure from flooding but return
floodplain capacity elsewhere.
Move towards a landscape conducive to flooding.
Some previously excluded actions may warrant consideration in the Chehalis
Strategy such as elevating I-5.

A Restorative Flood Protection Alternative was developed that highlighted how
floodplain restoration actions can increase floodplain storage reduce flood peaks by as
much as 21% (Abbe et al. 2020). These actions align with recommendations in the ASRP
but the total flood reduction impact of the ASRP remains unknown. If this alternative
had been more thoroughly evaluated early on there could have been coordination
between the development of ASRP and the flood damage reduction team to develop
projects that reduce flood damage and restore aquatic habitat.
While this alternative alone may not be able to reduce flood elevations around ChehalisCentralia as much as the Expandable Dam, it has significant flood reduction potential.
When combined with local flood protection actions, floodproofing, voluntary
acquisitions, hazard preparedness and sustainable land use management, a restorative
approach could be an important component of a viable basin wide flood damage
reduction alternative.
Similarly, programs like buyouts or elevating I-5 were dismissed early on but now may
be a viable option that have more broad support than the Expandable Dam.
Moving forward, Ecology should develop an interdisciplinary task force made up of local
jurisdictions, tribes, agencies, conservation districts, businesses, NGOs, etc. to review
flood damage reductions options in an impartial and transparent way and provide
recommendations for a Plan B. the task force should prioritize projects that have dual
benefits in the ASRP to reduce flood reduction and increase habitat.
C. The DEIS fails to assess alternatives to the Expandable Dam, including a
non-Expandable Dam with a smaller foundation and hydraulic structure.
As stated in our scoping comments, American Rivers has significant concerns about the
“expandable” nature of the proposed Flood Retention Expandable facility. “The
proposed FRE facility is considered expandable because it would be built with a
foundation and hydraulic structure extents capable of supporting the future
construction of a larger facility that could expand the water storage from approximately
65,000 acre-feet to up to 130,000 acre-feet. This expansion may or may not occur, and,
if pursued in the future, it would be subject to a separate environmental review and
permitting process.”6
The purpose and objectives include broad, general terms to address storm impacts from
the Willapa Hills and flooding in the Chehalis-Centralia area but do not suggest that
future construction of an expanded dam with permanent reservoir is necessary. The
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Applicant and the DEIS fail to demonstrate or justify why an expanded dam could be
necessary.
The Applicant indicated in a letter from the Applicant to the Corps of Engineers dated
March 7, 2019, that “flexibility for future generations” is necessary to allow for
additional flood storage or flow augmentation water storage. They state that the project
must be built with “adaptability” to the tune of an additional $100 million investment in
the larger base prevent having to construct a larger facility at some point in the future. It
is absurd to expect the Washington state taxpayers to invest an extra $100 million in
this project which would have significant environmental impacts without adequate
justification for the increased size and impacts.
It is also unclear to us why the DEIS does not include assessment of a more
appropriately sized facility that includes a foundation and hydraulic structure designed
to accommodate the current intended storage of 65,000 acre-feet, rather than the
130,000 acre-feet intended to be stored by the hypothetical expansion. Given that the
project Applicants did not include a smaller alternative, it appears reasonable that the
Applicant intends to pursue an expansion in the future.

Conclusion
The Chehalis Basin Strategy is a tremendous opportunity to demonstrate how flood
safety improvements can go hand-in-hand with healthy watersheds. Flood safety does
not need to come at the loss of native fish and healthy rivers. Unfortunately, the
Proposed Project would come at too high a cost to the environment and Tribal cultures
of the Chehalis Basin. We encourage the Department of Ecology to reject the Proposed
Project. We strongly encourage Ecology to commence development of a non-dam
alternative that is compatible and integrated with the aquatic species restoration plan.
American Rivers stands ready to continue working with the Chehalis Basin Board to
develop and implement components of the Chehalis Basin Strategy that will reduce risk
to people and infrastructure while simultaneously restoring natural processes that are
critical to healthy aquatic ecosystems across the Chehalis Basin.
Thank you for the opportunity to engage in this process and for your consideration of
these comments.
Sincerely,

Wendy McDermott
Director, Puget Sound-Columbia Basin
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Hello,
Please accept attached Trout Unlimited letter and comments regarding the SEPA Draft EIS for
the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project. A confirmation that these comments were
received would be much appreciated. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this
proposal.
Sincerely,
Luke Kelly
Trout Unlimited Project Manager
lkelly@tu.org

May 27, 2020
SEPA Draft EIS for the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
Also submitted electronically via: https://chehalisbasinstrategy.com/eis/comment-form/
RE: Comments on Draft SEPA EIS for proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project
Trout Unlimited (TU) is grateful for this opportunity to comment on the Chehalis River Basin Flood
Damage Reduction Project Draft EIS. With over 300,000 members and supporters – including 4,000
members in the state of Washington – and over 220 staff, TU is North America’s largest non-profit
organization dedicated to the protection, conservation, and restoration of cold-water fish and their
watersheds. Our strength is derived from our grassroots members and volunteers working together with
our staff toward the common goal of ensuring resilient fish populations for future generations. TU is
dedicated to using the best available science to guide our efforts, and we have the benefit of applying
the expertise of our staff fisheries scientists to support efforts requiring careful analysis, such as the one
at hand.
We commend the collaborative effort to develop, fund, and implement the ambitious and much needed
Chehalis Basin Strategy. TU strongly agrees that flood damage reduction actions are a critical piece of
the strategy to address the impacts of flooding on the Basin’s communities. The 2007 flood devastated
families and businesses in the Chehalis Basin, and we preface our comments with the acknowledgement
of this incredible suffering and the need to find a solution that brings safety and peace-of-mind to the
people of this watershed. We are keenly aware of the years of careful analysis of various flood damage
reduction alternatives, and we commend the efforts made as part of the Chehalis Basin Strategy to find
a solution that works for both people and fish.
That said, Trout Unlimited is an organization dedicated to conserving, protecting and restoring North
America's coldwater fisheries and their watersheds, and our analysis of the Draft SEPA EIS (DEIS) reflects
that mission. That analysis leads us to conclude that the proposed flood damage reduction actions, if
implemented, would pose an unacceptable threat to salmon and steelhead sustainability in the basin.
Our comments on the proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project are as follows:

Direct Impacts to Salmonid Populations
•

Construction of the FRE facility will result in direct losses of spawning and rearing habitat and
potentially high mortality of emigrating juvenile salmon and steelhead through the dam. The
DEIS clearly states that construction and operation of the FRE facility would have significant
adverse impacts on spring-run Chinook salmon, fall-run Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and
steelhead. The Project Area in the Above Crim Creek Sub-basin represents a significant
proportion of the salmon and steelhead spawning in the upper Chehalis Basin. Between 2013
and 2017 WDFW spawner surveys indicated 96-100%, 72-100%, 28-67%, and 27-40% of all
spring-run Chinook salmon, fall-run Chinook salmon, coho salmon, and steelhead redds,
respectively, surveyed in the Upper Chehalis River Basin above Crim Creek were located in the

proposed reservoir inundation area (Ashcraft et al. 2017). The habitat in this area is critical for
salmon and steelhead in the Chehalis Basin, and the construction and operation of the FRE
facility will degrade the habitat quality to a point that impacts would be impossible to mitigate
at the site.
Whereas the proposed FRE facility will almost certainly render the habitat within the inundation
zone unsuitable for salmonids, it also will create a migration obstacle for fish that attempt to
access spawning habitat further upstream and for juvenile fish seeking high quality rearing
habitat. The reach of the Chehalis River and tributaries upstream from the proposed FRE facility
contains some of the most productive salmon and steelhead habitats in the entire basin. For
example, 15% of the steelhead produced in the basin come from the upper Chehalis River,
which represents only 4% of the total habitat.
Overall, the portion of the Chehalis Basin that is above Crim Creek is especially important for the
persistence of salmon and steelhead. Climate change models suggest that within the
downstream reach between Crim Creek and Rainbow Falls, Spring Chinook, Coho, and steelhead
could be extirpated by late century under the No Action alternative (only Fall chinook are
estimated to maintain some level of productivity [DEIS Appendix E, tables E-24 and E-25]), but
the reach above Crim Creek maintains productivity in late century with the No Action
alternative. This reach is already critical for salmon and steelhead production and will become
more important in the face of climate change, as fish seek coldwater refugia at higher elevations
in the Basin.
•

Construction of the FRE facility will result in substantial adverse impacts on salmonid
abundance, productivity, spatial structure, and diversity. These four metrics are used in Viable
Salmonid Populations (VSP) status assessments, and they are key to evaluating population
viability for three reasons. First, they are considered to be reasonable predictors of extinction
risk. Second, they reflect general processes that are important to all populations of all species.
Third, VSP parameters are measurable (McElhany et al, 2000). The DEIS reports that the
proposed FRE facility would negatively impact all VSP parameters for salmon and steelhead.
Appendix E of the DEIS notes that spring-run Chinook salmon in the Above Crim Creek reach
would experience a 97% decrease in estimated abundance under the Proposed Action (Table E11) and an 87% decrease under the No Action Alternative (Table E-23). We believe that risking
an additional 10% decrease in spring Chinook abundance as a result of the FRE facility in the
Above Crim Creek modeled reach is unacceptable and will almost certainly eliminate the
genetically unique spring Chinook population that utilize this reach.
Under the proposed FRE facility action alternative, productivity in the reach above Crim Creek
will be significantly decreased for spring chinook, fall chinook, coho, and steelhead. DEIS
Appendix E Tables E16 and E17 indicate that the productivity for all four of these species will fall
below a sustainable level. For example, extirpating winter steelhead in this reach would mean
extirpation of 15% of the winter steelhead in the Chehalis basin. We have significant concerns
that the proposed project’s impacts to salmon and steelhead productivity will result in many, if
not all, of these species ultimately being petitioned for listing under the Endangered Species Act.
The Draft EIS clearly states the proposed FRE facility represents a significant impact to the
genetic, physiological, morphological, and behavioral diversity of the salmon and steelhead in
the Chehalis Basin. Coho salmon and steelhead found at - and upstream from - the proposed
FRE facility are genetically distinct from coho salmon and steelhead in lower river areas.
Additionally, Chinook salmon genetic structure (both spring-run and fall-run) within the Chehalis
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Basin indicates that populations comprise upstream (South Fork and upper Chehalis River,
Newaukum River, and Skookumchuck River) and downstream groups (Wynoochee, Wishkah,
Satsop, Black, and Chehalis mainstem rivers; Brown et al. 2017). As such, any decline of Chinook
salmon, coho salmon, or steelhead in the upper basin due to the Proposed Action would
represent a significant loss of genetic diversity from Chehalis Basin populations (Appendix E,
page E-145).
The proposed project will cause a decline in spatial structure for all salmonids at some level.
Given the considerable impacts to habitat that the proposed action would have above Crim
Creek, we don’t believe there would be any way to maintain or improve productivity for salmon
and steelhead in this reach if the FRE is constructed. The best outcome that could be achieved
via mitigation (and one we feel is unrealistic) would require a trade-off between reduced
populations within this reach and increased populations elsewhere in the Basin. This type of
shift in spatial structure would have negative impacts on salmon and steelhead population
viability, and is especially critical to avoid in the case of spring Chinook because they are the
least abundant anadromous salmonid in the Basin; their spatial distribution in the basin already
is limited; and there are possible genetic issues related to spring and fall Chinook inter-breeding.
There are two spring-run Chinook salmon populations in the Project Area, and EDT models cited
in the DEIS suggest that both would be nearly eliminated by late-century due the combination of
climate change and the Proposed Action. Of note, the area has supported greater abundance of
spring-run Chinook salmon in the recent past under habitat conditions that have not markedly
improved. Point being, the DEIS population predictions are based on recent trends, which may
misrepresent the historical abundance and intrinsic potential for a larger spring chinook
population in the Upper Chehalis sub-basin. Spring Chinook numbers in the Upper Chehalis subbasin have decreased ten-fold since the 2015 and are thought to be a fraction of historic levels
(Hiss and Knudsen 1993). Given the restricted current distribution of spring Chinook in the
Chehalis Basin, habitat within the Project Area is important to the spatial structure and viability
of this species, and we recommend that restoration efforts (e.g. ASRP) are employed to
promote spring Chinook sustainability, instead of actions that will essentially eliminate them.
The DEIS states that the construction of the Proposed Project would have a moderate adverse
impact on resident fish because they could continue to use habitat upstream and downstream
of the construction site; however, they would still be affected by impacts on the aquatic habitat
and disconnection from habitats on either side of the construction site. We believe moderate
impacts on resident fish as found by the DEIS represents a conservative estimate of impacts,
considering resident fish (e.g. cutthroat and rainbow trout) need unimpeded access upstream
and downstream to access spawning and rearing habitats as well as temperature and high / low
flow refugia.

Impacts to Water Quality and Watershed Function
•

Construction of the FRE facility will result in significant negative impacts to water quality in
the reservoir and downstream reaches. Stream temperature, turbidity and dissolved oxygen are
expected to exceed water quality standards as a result of the proposed project, and these issues
are considered to be significant adverse impacts in the DEIS. These water quality parameter
exceedances are predicted to occur for 18 days for a modeled catastrophic flood and 28 days for
a modeled major flood, with impacts extending up to 20 miles downstream from the FRE facility.
The effects of turbidity/siltation and dissolved oxygen depletion on salmonid redds are well
documented and predictable. Trout and salmon eggs die unless cold, oxygenated water is
readily available. What is more difficult to predict is the population-level effect these impacts
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might have on the sensitive salmon and steelhead populations in the Chehalis Basin. With so
many existing uncertainties around how the facility would be operated (i.e. management plan),
the frequency and magnitude of future floods, and the frequency and duration of inundation at
the facility, it is difficult to quantify the water quality impacts. However, we believe that the
modeled water quality exceedances will at the very least stress the Basin’s salmon and
steelhead populations and would accelerate their decline.
Water temperature already is a critical limiting factor for salmon and steelhead in the Chehalis
Basin, and will become even more important in the future. Given that mitigating water
temperature increases that result from climate change already is an extremely difficult
proposition, we can’t support a proposed action that will significantly exacerbate the problem.
We strongly believe that the predicted increased water temperatures by over 50F in the Chehalis
River upstream from the FRE facility, and by 90F in Crim Creek will be unmitigable and will have
disastrous consequences for trout and salmon in these reaches.
•

Construction of the FRE will have negative impacts on seasonal flow patterns. The Water
Analysis also notes use of up to 150 million gallons of Chehalis River water during construction
of the facility. The time of year and the rate at which water is withdrawn will largely determine
the impacts this activity will have on fish and aquatic organisms. For example, water
withdrawals during low flow periods will exacerbate water quality impacts described above and
would have detrimental impacts on salmon, steelhead, and trout survival.

•

Construction of the FRE will have negative impacts on natural geomorphic processes, including
sediment transport and LWD transport. The results of the Earth Analysis presented in the DEIS
describe several significant adverse effects that would severely impact salmon and steelhead.
Namely, reduction in channel-forming flows and inhibited recruitment and mobilization of large
woody material downstream of the facility site will interrupt important channel forming
processes. It is those processes that build and maintain the habitat upon which salmon, trout,
and other aquatic organisms in the Chehalis Watershed depend. We believe the DEIS does not
adequately address the true impacts of disrupting natural stream processes and the ecosystem
services that accompany it.

Additional Concerns
•

Costs and Benefits
We are concerned the balance between costs and benefits associated with the proposed action
has not been adequately evaluated in the DEIS. Specifically, any informed decision regarding the
proposed action requires a comprehensive analysis of the flood benefits derived from the
proposed FRE structure and airport levee, weighed against the combined total costs to
taxpayers, fish and wildlife populations, and ecosystem services (e.g. clean water, clean air).
The DEIS acknowledges 11 significant adverse environmental impacts (out of 17 environmental
elements assessed), including those that we have previously highlighted to fish populations,
aquatic habitat, and watershed function. It also acknowledges that the proposed action provides
only a partial fix for the flooding problem in downstream communities. Whereas we fully
acknowledge that a partial fix is better than no fix at all, especially for the areas that receive that
benefit, our own interpretation of the DEIS findings is that a partial fix simply does not scale with
the expected adverse impacts on fish populations and consequently on tribal treaty rights. Put
more plainly, is it worth risking the future existence of salmon and steelhead in the Chehalis
Basin in return for a partial solution to catastrophic flooding?
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•

High Level of Uncertainty
The inherent uncertainties in modeling both population and climate trends make it difficult to
adequately quantify impacts of the proposed actions. Therefore, this high level of uncertainty
exacerbates the risk of the proposed action to salmon and steelhead populations, in our view.
Predicting the recurrence interval of floods is an inexact science and continues to become more
so as the climate template changes rapidly. As such, there is very little certainty in predicting the
necessary frequency and duration of FRE operations. The project proponents appear to
acknowledge this fact by proposing an ‘expandable’ structure – ostensibly to accommodate
unforeseen (but expected) changes in flooding regime. If we concede that the future operation
of the proposed structure is at least somewhat unknown, it stands to reason that the impacts to
fish and the aquatic system will be, as well. It should also be acknowledged that the threat of
FRE failure and resultant catastrophic flooding (while representing a low probability of
occurrence) are very important concerns, particularly in the context of climate change where
back-to-back atmospheric river events may become increasingly common.
Modeling population trends carries with it much of the same uncertainty as modeling weather
events. This uncertainty is illustrated by the discrepancies between model results within the
DEIS. For example, exhibit 5.3-2 shows the percentage of change in salmon and steelhead
abundance during construction based on the integrated modeling for the two sub-basins. The
DEIS notes that the EDT modeling showed changes in abundance similar to the integrated
model, however Appendix E Table E10 suggest otherwise. Compared to the Integrated model,
the EDT model indicated much greater impact on abundance for all salmon species. In Table E10 the Integrated model indicates a 54% decrease in abundance for spring chinook Above Crim
Creek, whereas the EDT model indicates an 84% decrease in abundance.
Furthermore, this characterization in the DEIS of trends in salmonid abundance through time
relied primarily on integrated model results, which estimate salmonid habitat impacts within
only two reaches of the mainstem Chehalis – just above and just below the FRE facility. In our
opinion, the integrated model does not adequately address the possible impacts to salmonids
and habitats outside of the modeled areas.
The many assumptions and uncertainties associated with DEIS modeling significantly increase
the potential risk to salmonid populations already in steady decline. For example, there is
significant uncertainty related to the effectiveness and impacts from trap and haul facility;
impacts from the FRE facility’s inability to pass all fish species or life stages; and lethal and sublethal impacts resulting from trap and haul (e.g. lower productivity due to elevated cortisol
hormone levels in fish).
Also, there is significant uncertainty associated with the proposed project’s impacts on juvenile
salmon and steelhead. The DEIS analysis focuses almost exclusively on impacts to adult fish.
However substantial monitoring efforts have documented the regular migration of juvenile
salmon above the dam site, and the construction and operation of the FRE facility will certainly
have significant impacts to juvenile salmon, steelhead, and trout.

Summary and Closing Remarks
As mentioned in our introduction, we are extremely sensitive to the need to identify an approach to
flood damage reduction in the Chehalis Basin that protects the lives and livelihoods of its residents,
while sustaining the critical fish populations that rely on this watershed. Taking no action is
unacceptable in our view. However, Trout Unlimited feels the proposed FRE project poses an
unacceptable risk to fish populations in the Chehalis River basin.
TU’s Mission: To conserve, protect, and restore North America’s coldwater fisheries and their watersheds.
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The DEIS makes it very clear to us that the proposed action seeks to address the problem of flooding
(albeit partially) at a very significant cost to fish populations. As such, it seems inconsistent with the
objectives of the Chehalis Basin Strategy, which is to fix both problems in tandem. Certainly, we would
not set out to restore fish populations by implementing a series of habitat actions that significantly
exacerbate flood risk in downstream communities. Congruently, we cannot support a proposed flood
reduction alternative that poses a significant threat to the sustainability of salmon and steelhead
populations. Simply put, If the goal is to fix what is broken with both flood and fish resiliency in the
Chehalis Basin, we shouldn’t begin that effort by breaking one of those things even more.
For these reasons, and those we describe elsewhere in these comments, Trout Unlimited cannot
support the proposed action, which very clearly would have significant negative impacts to salmon and
steelhead in the basin. While acknowledging the years of hard work and expertise that have gone into
developing the current proposal, we strongly urge the Chehalis Basin Board to reconsider and re-analyze
(to the extent possible) local flood damage reduction actions and/or other combined approaches that
do not have the inherent unavoidable negative impacts to fish populations associated with the proposed
FRE facility.
To meet the Chehalis Basin Strategy objectives in the near-term, we strongly support prioritizing
projects that provide dual benefits of flood damage reduction and habitat restoration (i.e., local flood
damage reduction actions and ASRP implementation). It is unfortunate the restorative floodplain
alternative (as modeled) did not achieve the desired flood damage reduction benefit, but we
recommend that alternative be re-analyzed in combination with other potential actions to the extent
practical. And, while we fully acknowledge that property acquisition is a politically sensitive approach to
the problem, and will not be possible in many instances, we do believe that moving people out of harm’s
way (where feasible with willing landowners) is at least part of the solution to meeting the flood damage
reduction objectives over the long-term in an economically sustainable way.
We greatly appreciate your consideration of these comments, and we are happy to answer any
questions you may have about our concerns.
Sincerely,

Luke Kelly
Olympic Peninsula Restoration Project Manager

10318 35th Lane SE
Olympia, WA 98513
360-789-8282
Luke.Kelly@tu.org

Brad Throssell
State Chair Washington Council of Trout Unlimited
12819 SE 38th Street, #462
Bellevue, WA 98006
425-260-0861
wacounciltu@gmail.com

TU’s Mission: To conserve, protect, and restore North America’s coldwater fisheries and their watersheds.

Page 6 of 6

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

WordPress
info@chehalisbasinstrategy.com
Chehalis: EIS Comment Form
Wednesday, May 27, 2020 4:58:21 PM
American_Whitewater_Chehalis_DEIS_Comments.pdf

Message:
Thomas O'Keefe
American Whitewater
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Comments:
Comments of American Whitewater, our members, and supporters are attached.
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Thomas O’Keefe, PhD
Pacific Northwest Stewardship Director
3537 NE 87th
  St.
Seattle, WA 98115
okeefe@americanwhitewater.org

May 27th, 2020
Gordon White, Program Manager
Shorelands and Environmental Assistance
Department of Ecology, State of Washington
300 Desmond Drive SE
Lacey, WA 98503
<gordon.white@ecy.wa.gov>
Andrea Doyle, Program Director
Office of Chehalis Basin
Department of Ecology, State of Washington
300 Desmond Drive SE
Lacey, WA 98503
<andrea.doyle@ecy.wa.gov>
Submitted Electronically: <https://chehalisbasinstrategy.com/eis/comment-form/>
RE: American Whitewater Comments on Washington State Department of Ecology’s Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage
Reduction Project
Dear Mr. White and Ms. Doyle:
I am writing on behalf of American Whitewater regarding the Washington State Department of
Ecology’s Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood
Damage Reduction Project (DEIS). American Whitewater is opposed to a new dam on the
Chehalis River (aka Flood Retention Expandable Facility). The State of Washington should cease
efforts to dam the Chehalis. Instead, the Department of Ecology should lead an effort to
enhance natural floodplain storage capacity, provide mitigation and assistance to landowners in
the floodplain, discourage new floodplain development, and improve opportunities for the
public to use and enjoy private forest lands for recreation. Healthy rivers, vibrant fish runs, and
outdoor recreation are keystones to the quality of life in the Pacific Northwest. We should be

seeking ways to secure these values for the future while addressing the issues of flooding and
fisheries declines.
Interest of American Whitewater
American Whitewater is a national non-profit 501(c)(3) river conservation organization founded
in 1954 with approximately 50,000 supporters, 6,000 dues-paying members, and 100
local-based affiliate clubs, representing whitewater enthusiasts across the nation. American
Whitewater’s mission is to protect and restore America’s whitewater rivers and to enhance
opportunities to enjoy them safely. The organization is the primary advocate for the
preservation and protection of whitewater rivers throughout the United States, and connects
the interests of human-powered recreational river users with ecological and science-based data
to achieve the goals within its mission. Our vision is that our nation’s remaining wild and
free-flowing rivers stay that way, our developed rivers are restored to function and flourish,
that the public has access to rivers for recreation, and that river enthusiasts are active and
effective river advocates. As an organization that represents recreational river runners on
issues related to both conservation and public access to waterways, American Whitewater has
an interest in the Chehalis River. A significant percentage of our members reside in Washington
State—a short driving distance from this river for recreation.
The Chehalis River has one of Washington state's longest continuous sections of Class III
whitewater, yet it remains relatively unknown to many paddlers due to access issues involving
restrictive policies of a private timber company. The reaches below the proposed dam site were
mapped and documented for recreational use by Wolf Bauer on the Washington Kayak Club’s
Kayaking River Map during the 1950s and 1960s.1 The reach upstream of the proposed dam site
was first described in detail in A Guide to the Whitewater Rivers of Washington;2 it is also
included in American Whitewater’s National Whitewater Inventory.3 A new flood control dam
proposal would eliminate 14 miles of this wild and free-flowing Class III whitewater (West Fork
to Pe Ell), forever keeping paddlers from discovering this underused trove of quality whitewater
in southwestern Washington. Our vision is for a river that remains free-flowing and is accessible
to the public.
Process Comments
While we appreciate the attempt to make accommodations in response to the evolving health
and safety policies designed to hinder the spread of COVID-19 in Washington, we feel they
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Document/view/documentid/578/
Bennett, J. 1991. A Guide to the Whitewater Rivers of Washington. Swiftwater Publishing Company.
3
https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/River/detail/id/2081/
1
2

resulted in inadequate public engagement. Our members contacted us that they had trouble
joining the webinar meetings that were not well designed for mobile devices and presented
challenges for those living in communities without access to high-speed internet. The comment
period should have been further extended to allow for adequate public participation and to
provide critical opportunities for direct engagement that public meetings provide.
In addition, no email comment option was provided and members of the general public were
required to navigate several pages through the Department of Ecology website to find the
comment form. During the scoping phase, an email address was provided and we directed
comments to this same email address. To ensure these comments are included as part of the
administrative record, we have copied and summarized comments sent by American
Whitewater members and supporters as Exhibit A included with this filing.
Comments on Purpose and Objective
The project purpose is defined as, “to reduce flood damage in the Chehalis-Centralia area by
constructing a flood retention facility and temporary reservoir near Pe Ell and making changes
to the Chehalis-Centralia Airport levee,” with and objective “to reduce flooding coming from
the Willapa Hills and improve the levee protection level at the Chehalis-Centralia Airport.”4 As
the DEIS acknowledges, the proposed project “would not protect all basin communities from
all flooding, and it is not designed to stop regular annual flooding from the Chehalis River or
smaller floods.”5 Catastrophic floods would continue to impact the community and vulnerable
infrastructure.6 The “benefits” of the proposed dam would thus not justify the significant cost
and severe and irreversible adverse impacts of the proposed project. The proposal represents a
19th century approach to a problem that requires 21st century solutions that apply modern
science and a current understanding of ecosystem function.
The Local Actions Alternative is identified as an approach that “could potentially achieve the
Applicant’s objective through improving flooplain function”7 but with no specific projects
proposed, there is no meaningful basis for evaluating this alternative.

At Page S-3, State Environmental Policy Act Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Chehalis
River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project.
5
At Page S-3, State Environmental Policy Act Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Chehalis
River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project.
6
At Page 172, State Environmental Policy Act Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Chehalis
River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project.
7
At Page S-6, State Environmental Policy Act Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Chehalis
River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project.
4

As an alternative to the dam, we urge the Department of Ecology to instead adopt a
comprehensive plan that mitigates flood damage throughout the Chehalis Basin without further
degrading the Chehalis River system.
Comments on Recreation
In addition to impacts on salmon habitat and overall river health that will be degraded with
construction of a dam on the Chehalis River, recreational opportunities on the river would be
lost with the construction of a new dam. We concur with the analysis in the DEIS that a new
dam on the Chehalis River would result in a “significant and unavoidable” adverse
environmental impact to recreation with “permanent loss of use of 13.8 miles of the Chehalis
River for kayaking and whitewater boating and 12.8 miles of riverbank for recreational fishing.”8
While current access policies implemented by Weyerhaeuser restrict access, our vision for the
future is a river that is open and accessible and not lost permanently by a dam and reservoir
that would foreclose use of this reach of the Chehalis River for whitewater kayaking and rafting.
We encourage the state to work with private forest land owners to enhance recreational
opportunities on rivers that flow through commercial timberlands. Outdoor recreation is
important to our quality of life in the Pacific Northwest. We should be seeking ways to improve
opportunities to enjoy outdoor recreation and access to our waterways and not further limit
them.
The assessment of impacts to recreation was inadequate in the DEIS. In our previous
comments, American Whitewater requested a site visit focused on recreation.9 We have
directly participated in dozens of studies to evaluate the impacts to whitewater recreation of
proposed and existing dams. As noted in our prior scoping comments, an established
peer-reviewed methodology for these studies is available from the National Park Service Rivers
and Trails Conservation Assistance program.10 Unfortunately the DEIS only included a cursory
29-page review of impacts to recreation that was substantially less than is standard for projects
of this scope and scale.11

Significant Adverse Environmental Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Summary, Exhibit S-6, State
Environmental Policy Act Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood
Damage Reduction Project.
9
Scoping Comments of American Whitewater on Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project
Environmental Impact Statement, October 29th, 2018,
<https://www.americanwhitewater.org/content/Document/view/documentid/2178/>
10
Whittaker, D. B. Shelby, and J. Gangemi, 2005. Flows and Recreation: A Guide to Studies for River
Professionals. Hydropower Reform Coalition and National Park Service – Hydropower Recreation
Assistance. Available at: https://www.nps.gov/ncrc/programs/hydro/flowrec.htm
11
Appendix J, Recreation Discipline Report, State Environmental Policy Act Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, Proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project.
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Conclusion
American Whitewater is opposed to a new dam on the Chehalis River based on the degradation
of the Chehalis River system that would result and the significant and unavoidable adverse
environmental impact to whitewater recreation. As an alternative to the dam, we urge the
Department of Ecology to instead adopt a comprehensive plan that mitigates flood damage
throughout the Chehalis Basin without further degrading the Chehalis River system. Such an
approach should apply modern science and a current understanding of ecosystem function.
Sincerely,

Thomas O’Keefe, PhD
Pacific Northwest Stewardship Director
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Message:
Jay Gordon
Washington State Dairy Federation
Jay@wastatedairy.com
Grays Harbor

Comments:
Please see attached.
Thank you.
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Washington State Dairy Federation

May 27th, 2020
From: Jay Gordon and Dan Wood, Washington State Dairy Federation
To: Department of Ecology, Shorelines and Environmental Assessment Program
Re: Comments on SEPA Draft EIS for the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project.

These comments are given on behalf of many Chehalis Valley farmers and specifically on behalf of the dairy
farmers we represent at the Dairy Federation.
First, thank you to all the folks at Ecology and the consultants and contractors that worked on this voluminous
Draft EIS.
Our farmers and families who live in the Chehalis Basin have been increasingly impacted by more flooding and
higher floods over the past 30 years. The data shows what our farmers are experiencing – there is a clear trend to
higher and more frequent floods.
It is also clear to our farmers and to most folks who have looked at the innumerable studies of the flooding and
the fisheries situations that doing nothing leaves us with simply bad consequences. Things are not going to get
better if there are not decisions and actions on both flood control and fisheries enhancement.
This proposal to build a flood control structure, a temporary storage dam, it is supported by our farmers. Without
a flood control structure, many farmers will be forced to farm with more flooding in the wet season and less
water to irrigate in increasingly drier summers.
It is our hope we can move beyond the yelling and disagreements that have been a hallmark of this basin for over
80 years. We are looking for solutions that will benefit everyone in the basin, including reducing flood damage on
people’s homes, farms, and businesses as well as for folks who want more vibrant salmon and steelhead runs.
This flood control structure should be done correctly, which includes mitigation for impacts, in combination with
a comprehensive aquatic species plan.
We believe solving both these challenges is possible and a far better alternative than repeated flooding and
declines in our fisheries. Pretty sad future if we fail to find a pathway that works to solve these two problems.
We appreciate all the time, effort, and analysis, by so many, on this flood control proposal.

Summary of comments
Five questions are outlined in the “Guide to commenting on SEPA documents.” Later we will outline specific areas
of concern as it relates to these questions or other areas of concern.
The general questions asked are:
1. Are the SEPA documents complete and accurate? No or not yet.
2. Do they provide enough information to analyze likely environmental impacts? Not well enough.
3. Do they identify mitigation measures to avoid adverse impacts? Yes and no. There is confusion.
4. Is the evaluation and Determination of Significance supported by findings and conclusions? We agree the
proposal will have significant impacts to address. There are plenty of findings and conclusions in the
EIS, but we disagree with some conclusions or find them incomplete or inaccurate.
5. Are there alternatives that address the proposal/s purpose and need? The EIS lists many of the recent
alternatives that have been considered (in appendix 1) and we support the statements, conclusions and
findings that all those alternatives considered over the past 40 or so years are not feasible alternatives.
General observations
First observation - The report is very difficult or confusing in trying to get an accurate picture of impacts of the
proposed flood retention structure as compared to projected future conditions, especially the fisheries impacts.
Please review the EIS for clarity on “what is the impact of the FRE/levy projects as compared to future conditions
without the project (future conditions are informed by modeling on climate changes in your opening summary).
To give just one illustration of conflicting and confusing statements: See page 78 side box, last paragraph:
Paraphrased, it states that the proposed project impacts are significant because the reduction is salmon even
further below 70% of historical. Doing nothing also leads to further declines in salmonids (see p. 84, exhibit 5.35). See also last line on page 78 that makes a blunt statement that the proposed project would decrease the
spatial structure of the population by “eliminating spring run Chinook salmon” … The same is also true if we do
nothing WITH embedded CLIMATE CHANGE PROJECTIONS! (See page 85). There are zero Spring Chinook at end
of century in either case, and that needs to be stated consistently.
Second observation – The use of percentages in decline or impacts of the salmon population does not give a
clear picture of impact. You need to list the number of fish that your modeling shows will be impacted both in the
“Do Nothing” scenario (future anticipated conditions) and in the future conditions with the proposed FRE/levy
projects. It is really confusing to gage the real impacts when there is confusion or conflation of the impacts (see
above point) and percentages. Simple example is: if last year a river had 1 fish and this year it had no fish, that is a
100% decline in the population, but it is still one fish.
Third observation- The two points above lead us to conclude that your assessment of the impact on Southern
Resident Killer Whales is poorly informed and needs more work. We question how you arrived at the conclusion
that the salmon losses from the project creates a “moderate adverse impact” on the SRKW (Page 76). Specifically

we looked at your graphs and compared (estimated numbers based on your graph) mid-century, Chinook (Fall
and Spring) in the “Do nothing” option (exhibit 5.3-6 and 7) with the Chinook salmon numbers with a flood
control structure (FRE) (Exhibits 5.3-3 & 4). If you add up the numbers of fall and spring in these two sets of
exhibits with the “project” or “Do-nothing” option…you end up with:
• 275 fall Chinook and 35 Springers – do nothing option, Mid-century, above and below project area.
• 265 Fall Chinook and 15 Springers – with Project, Mid-century above and below project area.
30 less fish! Yup, its thirty fish, but at last count there were around 75 SRKW individuals. That means that 4/10th
of one fish less per year for each whale is now classed as a “moderate adverse impact”. To make this statement
considering actual numbers seems extreme and to state this before we even talk about or factor in project
mitigation and/or the basin-wide Aquatic Species Recovery Project is objectionable.
Fourth observation – in many places of the document the following statement or a version of it is made (see
page 68):
“There is uncertainty if mitigation is feasible; therefore, the Proposed Project would have significant and
unavoidable adverse environmental impacts on surface water quality.”
This is a rather odd statement and repeated in several areas. It is a troubling sentence for a couple of reasons:
a. We do not understand why the report contains this statement with such an odd structure. A simile would
be “We do not know if the sun will come up tomorrow; therefore, it will not.” Please explain how you can
state there is an uncertainty and then make a definitive conclusion… all in the same sentence?
b. Given there is an entire mitigation chapter (5.17) and the SEPA process requires considering mitigation,
we are confused as to why the above statement is being used in this report.
Fifth (and final) general observation – This EIS and the SEPA process are sadly lacking the ability to address
complex issues in complicated basins like the Chehalis. This is probably not the fault of the authors of this report;
you all are limited by the wording in state and federal laws.
Here are a few examples. The EIS can only by law address negative or detrimental environmental impacts. That is
just not right. For example, cutting large conifers down in the footprint of the inundation zone will have impacts
to species that live in that ecosystem, but replanting that same area will or could create new ecosystem habitats
that may have positive impacts for other species or may be better habitat for existing species. Only half of that
cycle (the cutting) is addressed in an EIS.
Another example is that farms, homes, businesses, and things like sewage treatment plants were all inundated in
the 1996, 2007 and 2009 floods, yet this EIS does not talk about how much gas, oil, soil, chemicals, dead animals
and sewage flowed into the Chehalis because of that inundation. Water quality was massively impacted and will
continue to be impacted by floods if we do nothing, and less so if the proposed project advances to completion.
Inability to address both negative impacts along with positive benefits is only looking at one side of a coin, sadly
giving an incomplete picture of the project. We know it will add work, to add positive benefits to a SEPA EIS, but
the agencies and legislature should at least consider this shortcoming.
This draft does not have a complete mitigation plan, yet. However, the EIS and this process – even with the full,
complete mandated mitigation plan is not reflective of the larger Chehalis Basin-wide plan to address both

flooding and fisheries. While this is a massive document, it is still a far too constrained evaluation of a complex
valley and the need for complex multi-aspect solutions.
Specific concerns or questions:
•

Exhibit S-5: there are numerous concluding statements in the chart, and we cannot find the basis for
these:
o How did you conclude there would be a 9 degree increase in water temperature? Does
this also include the “Do nothing” water temperature increase predicted from climate
change? If so, then it is not fair to ascribe this increase just to the flood retention
structure. Did you account for mitigation effects from tolerant trees such as willows and
alder in the inundation zone?
o How does a temporary flood structure that is only full on average once every 5-7 years
cause 11 acres of wetlands, 333 acres of wetland buffers, 17 miles of stream, 441 acres of
stream buffers to just disappear (“…permanently eliminated…”)?
o Impacts downstream of the structure supposedly increase turbidity when water is
released from the temporary reservoir. Is this an increase over the do-nothing option
that causes massive flooding across our farmland and erodes our farmland into the river?
If there is an increase, please explain your logic, or is there is a net environmental
benefit?

•

Summary Page S-15 – states that there would be a “…permanent loss of use of 13.8 miles of the
Chehalis…” for boating and 12.8 miles for fishing. What is the basis for this statement? The structure
would only operate in specific conditions which are included in the report, and there has never been a
flood or rainfall event in the summer that would close the tubes/ports on the structure. So, we must ask
why the riverbanks and river would be closed or lost for access? (The only loss that comes to mind is
under the structure and the inundation zone every few years, and only in the winter for about a month.)

Conclusion
We look forward to seeing the next version of this EIS, especially with a more robust mitigation plan to address
the detrimental impacts that are outlined in this report.
However, we hope folks realize that our Chehalis Valley farmers are tired of talk and process. They are tired of
processes that only looks at negative impacts while ignoring positive benefits. They are tired of processes that are
not comprehensive.
Many, many individuals have worked for the past 8-9 years to find a basin-wide solution that meets the needs of
our valley, informed by information and experiences of and from some of the world’s finest scientists.
To the authors of this EIS we say thank you, but also challenge everyone to look at all the components and frankly
compromises that we as a valley will need to make to have healthy salmon runs, less flooding, safer homes and
businesses, better water quality, productive farms and cities, and a transportation system that isn’t shut down
more and more often from flooding.

Lastly, to repeat a bit of a theme in our comments, a do-nothing option is certainly a bad choice. Doing nothing
results in more flooding and extinct fish runs.
The choice we all face is to act and face risk or not act and live with the identified and well-understood negative
consequences.
Thank you again for your help, experience, and effort.
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Message:
Washington Surfrider Foundation
lschotman@surfrider.org

Comments:
Please find our public comment letter attached.
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May 27th, 2020
SEPA Draft EIS for the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project
c/o Anchor QEA
1201 3rd Ave., Suite 2600
Seattle, WA 98101
Subject: Comments Regarding the Proposed Chehalis Basin Flood Reduction Project DEIS
Thank you for the opportunity to provide written comment on this project, as well as for the extension of
the comment period deadline. Below are specific comments, concerns, and shortcomings we identified
with the DEIS as written. In summary, our concern about the long-term impacts to downstream coastal
communities leads us to strongly support watershed restoration efforts in place of the proposed flood
retention facility, as a healthy river ecosystem provides the greatest long-term benefits to the diverse
communities throughout this watershed.
Coastal Resiliency in the Face of Climate Change
We believe further investigation into the long-term impacts this structure may have on our coastlines is
warranted. A primary concern is how the proposed flood retention facility will impact sediment transport
downstream to our coastal beaches, several of which already suffer from significant erosion problems
that sea level rise will only exacerbate. Rivers play a critical role in transporting sediment that replenishes
our beaches. While the Columbia River is the largest driver for sediment in that littoral cell, it is heavily
impacted given the number of dams in that basin, and the input of the Chehalis should not be discounted.
Furthermore, impacts to unique wave characteristics and quality around Westport should be evaluated in
the final EIS.
Coastal Recreation and Whale Watching
Coastal communities downstream of the proposed dam rely heavily on tourism. In 2014, Washington
residents took an estimated 4.1 million trips to the Washington coast, with nearly 60% saying the primary
purpose was for recreation. Average respondents spent approximately $111.14 per trip, translating to an
estimated $481 million in direct trip expenditures. Of the 4.1 million trips, 35.6% were taken to Grays
Harbor County, with some of the highest rates of activity found along the shorelines of Grays Harbor
County and the ocean and estuary coastlines. Whale watching is one of the most popular recreational
activities along the Washington coast, especially in Grays Harbor. The proposed structure would directly
threaten already declining stocks of spring Chinook, a primary food source for our ESA listed southern
resident orcas, further threatening this ecologically, culturally, and economically important population.
The recreational use report can be downloaded and incorporated into the Final EIS by
visiting: https://washington.surfrider.org/rec-use/.

The Surfrider Foundation advocates for solutions that can restore the natural functions of coastal
ecosystems, protect our shorelines, and prevent negative impacts to our oceans, waves and beaches. A
watershed-based approach also helps support resilient and healthy communities and economies
throughout the Chehalis Basin, particularly in the face of climate change and its projected impacts to
hydrologic cycles. Natural rivers and creeks maintain stream flows for wildlife, transport sand to our
beaches, and provide resiliency in the face of climate change.
We stand with the Quinault Indian Nation and the Confederate Tribes of the Chehalis in their opposition
to a dam and their request for a more robust and comprehensive Local Actions Alternative that would
address flooding issues throughout the basin.
Sincerely,
Gus Gates
Washington Policy Manager, Surfrider Foundation
Liz Schotman
Washington Field Manager, Surfrider Foundation
Eleanor Hines
Chair, Surfrider Foundation Northwest Straits Chapter
Joe Wood
Chair, Surfrider Foundation Olympia Chapter
Jill Williams
Vice Chair, Surfrider Foundation Olympia Chapter
Christine Rayburn
Ocean Friendly Restaurants Coordinator, Surfrider Foundation Olympia Chapter
Leia Althauser
Secretary, Surfrider Foundation Olympia Chapter
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Message:
Steve Erickson
Whidbey Environmental Action Network
wean@whidbey.net
Island, WA

Comments:
Please see our attached comments.
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Whidbe y Environmental Action Network
Restoration

Edu cation

Pre ser vation

Box 53, Langley, WA USA 98260
(360) 579-4202
wean@whidbey.net

Dedicated to the preservation and restoration of the native biological diversity
of Whidbey Island and the Pacific Northwest

May 27, 2020
TO:
FROM:
RE:

c/o Anchor QEA
Steve Erickson, Litigation Coordinator
SEPA Draft EIS for the Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project

Please accept and consider these comments on behalf of Whidbey Environmental Action Network. We
believe that no impediment to the free flow of the Chehalis River should be constructed, and concur with
the DEIS conclusion that there will be multiple significant adverse environmental impacts caused by the
proposed dam. The significance of the identified adverse impacts is magnified due to their permanence
and context. In particular, the permanent loss of a free flowing river in western Washington will
irretrievably rob current and future generations of their aesthetic, substantive, and spiritual natural
heritage. And it is easily predictable that the dam will cause the extinction of at least one population of
salmonid. More extinctions are highly probable over the lifetime of the project when the direct negative
impacts of the dam (increase in water temperature, decrease in other water quality parameters, impediment
to migration, increasing flood plain development) are considered cumulatively with other projected
impacts. These include continuing anthropogenically caused climate change and the other degradations of
natural systems caused by our civilization's fixation on ever increasing consumption of nature (so-called
raw materials) and the resulting ever increasing production of waste streams that are too great and/or
impossible for natural systems to detoxify. Permanently trading our natural heritage and the loss of unique
life forms for a dam that does not even fully correct the perceived problem is a really bad deal for us, our
children, and whoever is left to try and survive in the degraded wrecked biosphere we are creating. That
these values and functions are difficult or impossible to quantify in monetary terms does not lessen their
economic importance over the permanent time frame that needs to be considered. The dam project should
simply be dropped.
We have one other comment regarding the considered alternatives. For too long the timber industry has
almost completely avoided responsibility for the far reaching environmental damage it causes. Recent
floods have been made worse by the industrial forestry inflicted on this watershed. An alternative should
have evaluated the effects on flood frequency, magnitude, and duration of variably including more
unlogged set asides (i.e. riparian buffers), unlogged reserves in critical locations (i.e. landslide prone
locations), lengthening rotations to generally increase slope stability, and staggering logging to limit the
proportion of forest within the watershed that is in a hydrologically young condition at any one time.
Methods to achieve these include (obviously) both regulatory and nonregulatory approaches, but simply
because these may not be within the authority of the project proponent does not exempt them from
consideration under SEPA.

