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-----Original Message-----
From: Robert Wubbena [mailto:rwubbena@]
Sent: Saturday, March 12, 2016 9:22 AM
To: Liu, Chris (DES); Martin, Carrie R. (DES); Wagner, Lydia (ECY)
Cc: Andy Hobbs; Dave Schaffert; V ZvirzdysFarlar; Cheryl Selby; Cathy Wolfe; Bill McGregor 
Subject: Updated Background On Capitol Lake Web Site


CLIPA has previously provided to both the DES and the Dept of Ecology several key scientific reports and analysis
 of the documents you now list on your Capitol Lake Web Site.  Your list does not include these reports that directly
 address the current conditions and high lights some of the governmental documents that you have not included for
 some reason.


We previously requested your criteria and guidelines for listing some reports and not others. We discussed this with
 Carrie prior to the March 9 meeting and at the March 9 meeting but did not get a clear response.


We again request your written response to this question----who is responsible and using what criteria as the basis of
 your public listing of background documents and subsequent "significant difference in findings" in the
 "interpretation" of those documents.


For your direct reference and inclusion on your Web Site list, attached is our list of "Significant Findings since the
 CLAMP Recommendation of 2009".  We prepared this in September 2015 and shared this with you earlier. Many
 of the key reports are posted on the Department of Ecology List of Reports on the Deschutes TMDL study website,
 but not on your website.


Please insert this information into your "Request for Public Input"
both on line and at the March 9 meeting.. Additional new data is also now available for public discussion.


--
Bob Wubbena
rwubbena@





[bookmark: _GoBack]Significant Findings since the CLAMP Recommendation of 2009


September 2015


(CLAMP Recommendations not approved by Local Governments or accepted by DES/GA for forwarding on to State Capitol Committee for consideration)





CLIPA has assembled the studies, reports & agency emails associated with the 2009 CLAMP Recommendations related to the future management of Capitol Lake and CLAMP’s recommendation for the removal of the Tide Gate (dam). This information supports the development of a Capitol Lake Management Program that embraces the current WDFW fishery program and the return of Capitol Lake as an urban water based recreation area. Each of the following statements are based on agency or third party documents that confirm their findings/conclusions.


1)  USACOE STUDY CONFIRMS THAT TIDE GATE REMOVAL NOT SUPPORTABLE.  After further study by the ACOE in 2012 they found that removal of the Tide Gate is not consistent with their public responsibilities and is not cost effective.  Senator Karen Fraser in 2015 met with the ACOE and reported to CLIPA in an email that “the removal of the Tide Gate will not occur anytime soon—if ever”.


2 EXISTING CAPITOL LAKE PROVIDES NATURAL TREATMENT OF CONTAMINANTS FROM DESCHUTES WATERSHED AND IMPROVES WATER QUALITY IN BUDD INLET.  Dr David H. Milne, professor emeritus of the Evergreen State College and author of the textbook “Marine Life and the Sea”, has written two extensive reports addressing the relationship between Capitol Lake and Budd Inlet.  He reports that water quality in Budd Inlet is enhanced by the aquatic plant growth in Capitol Lake, in that Capitol Lake intercepts nitrogen nutrients that would ultimately deplete dissolved oxygen in the bottom water of Budd Inlet. In reality, Capitol Lake functions as a natural treatment process for the Deschutes River Watershed, and increases the DO in Budd Inlet by its natural processes.  Properly managed, Capitol Lake removes large volumes of contaminants from the Deschutes River prior to flowing over the Tide Gate into Budd Inlet. Without the Tide Gate and proper management, the watershed contaminant load would flow directly into Budd Inlet, having a negative impact on Budd Inlet.


3 WDFW 	SALMON FISHERY IN DESCHUTES RIVER ORIGINATES FROM TIDE GATE AND FISH LADDER CONSTRUCTION IN THE 1950’S.  No wild salmon fisher existed in Deschutes River prior to the construction of the Tide Gate except for a small Percival Creek fishery.  The proposed $46 million Pioneer Park Salmon Hatchery and pending repairs to the Fish Ladder is to accommodate the WDFW successful man-made fishery.  Capitol Lake serves as a transition zone for out migration of young salmon.  The failure to dredge Capitol Lake on a routine basis is an obstacle to the returning hatchery salmon. Removal of the Tide Gate is not part of the Pioneer Park Fish Hatchery project. CLIPA’s proposed Percival Creek Salmon Rehabilitation project for spawning Chum and Sea Run Coastal Cutthroat could enhance the benefits of the well managed Capitol Lake and Percival Creek area.


4 WDFW’S 2004 MITIGATED DNS EIS ANTICIPATES NO NEGATIVE IMPACT ON WATER QUALITY FROM PIONEER PARK SALMON HATCHERY.  The Ecology TMDL studies for the Deschutes River Watershed above Tumwater Falls will presumably serve as the basis for the NPDES for the Pioneer Park Salmon Hatchery to ensure that no new nutrient or waste loads contribute to the Budd Bay water body.  CLIPA’s proposed Capitol Lake Management Plan will assist WDFW in achieving this objective.


5 NEW ZEALAND MUD SNAIL REQUIRES ACTIVE MANAGEMENT, NOT ATTEMPTS AT ISOLATION IN URBAN WATERSHED. WDFW studies confirm that the NZMS is found throughout western Washington and the 19 western states.  Birds and other wildlife ensures that isolation is not successful and transport of the NZMS from and urban watershed will continue to occur with or without closure of the Lake to human contact.  Dredging is needed to achieve other environmental benefits and use of the Lake.  A WDFW staff email suggests dredging to help address the NZMS problem. Others suggest a properly managed lake would seek a natural balance in natural control of the NZMS.


6 COMMUNITY OPINION IN SUPPORT OF MANAGED LAKE. The public is overwhelmingly opposed to the removal of the Tide Gate forming Capitol Lake. Interviews of elected official candidates who door belled tens of thousands of homes between 2010 and 2013 support this finding. According to the written words of Bill Ruckleshaus, 1st and 5th administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency, public acceptance of environmental projects is critical to the long term support of agencies promoting those projects. The Army Corps of Engineers rejection of the funding of the Deschutes Estuary Restoration project due to the fact that the project is at odds with the Corps’ mission, has very poor cost benefit ratios, and has evoked strong public opposition. This is a federal response. WDFW’s own ESRP (Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program) has not listed this project in its 2015 ESRP Preliminary Investment Plan.


7 BUDD BAY/ELD INLET WATERQUALITY NEEDS ASSISTANCE NOW.  With maintenance dredging and plant harvesting in a managed Capitol Lake, Budd Bay’s water quality could benefit in 2016 from such an action plan. Additionally, recent State reports show most of the southern Puget Sound Inlets have similar water quality problems.  Recent examination of data from a four-year study by the Pacific Shellfish Institute demonstrates that nearby Eld Inlet, which has no dam at its head, has seriously impaired dissolved oxygen levels in the bottom water that are frequently lower and much more prolonged that those seen in Budd Inlet.


8 COMMUNITY PRIORITIES AND PROJECT COSTS.  Benefit cost analysis for all projects and setting priorities on limited Federal, State and local funding is a community process.  Updated cost analyses of the CLAMP recommendation and preliminary design, reveals that the Deschutes Estuary Project will cost $258 million at a minimum over the first 20 years if it were started in 2015. During the same time period, estimates for Capitol Lake maintenance were $40 million while providing equal or better water quality benefits and protecting the urban waterfront from community recreation and economic returns.  CLIPA believes the funds saved could be more wisely invested in hundreds of more cost effective habitat rehabilitation projects in Puget Sound, particularly those for wild fish stock spawning enhancement.


9 VIBRANT AND LIVABLE DOWNTOWN. Assessments have now been made (Port of Bellingham Report of 2006) of the significant economic losses (costs) to the area due to the highly probable loss of shoreline business in Budd Inlet including the Port of Olympia. These entities generate revenues of over $260 million per year to the local economy. 


1. NUTRIENT AND SOIL RECYLING. Thurston County prides itself in it conservation and recycling programs.  Properly managed Lake dredging and plant harvesting will improve Budd Bay water quality and provide large volumes of natural Deschutes River sediments and composted plants & nutrients from the routine dredging of Capitol Lake.  The system has conceptually been designed and will provide many environmental and economic benefits for the community.





In summary, CLIPA’s findings and those summarized above provides a strong incentive for State and Local governments and active citizen groups to complete the Capitol Lake Management Plan and begin its implementation in early 2016.  CLIPA is prepared to meet with all interested agencies to begin a constructive and collaborative program to manage Capitol Lake for all benefits.



























Significant Findings since the CLAMP Recommendation of 2009 
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(CLAMP Recommendations not approved by Local Governments or accepted by 
DES/GA for forwarding on to State Capitol Committee for consideration) 


 


CLIPA has assembled the studies, reports & agency emails associated with the 
2009 CLAMP Recommendations related to the future management of Capitol 
Lake and CLAMP’s recommendation for the removal of the Tide Gate (dam). 
This information supports the development of a Capitol Lake Management 
Program that embraces the current WDFW fishery program and the return of 
Capitol Lake as an urban water based recreation area. Each of the following 
statements are based on agency or third party documents that confirm their 
findings/conclusions. 


1)  USACOE STUDY CONFIRMS THAT TIDE GATE REMOVAL NOT SUPPORTABLE.  After further study 
by the ACOE in 2012 they found that removal of the Tide Gate is not consistent with their public 
responsibilities and is not cost effective.  Senator Karen Fraser in 2015 met with the ACOE and 
reported to CLIPA in an email that “the removal of the Tide Gate will not occur anytime soon—if 
ever”. 


2 EXISTING CAPITOL LAKE PROVIDES NATURAL TREATMENT OF CONTAMINANTS FROM 
DESCHUTES WATERSHED AND IMPROVES WATER QUALITY IN BUDD INLET.  Dr David H. Milne, 
professor emeritus of the Evergreen State College and author of the textbook “Marine Life and 
the Sea”, has written two extensive reports addressing the relationship between Capitol Lake 
and Budd Inlet.  He reports that water quality in Budd Inlet is enhanced by the aquatic plant 
growth in Capitol Lake, in that Capitol Lake intercepts nitrogen nutrients that would ultimately 
deplete dissolved oxygen in the bottom water of Budd Inlet. In reality, Capitol Lake functions as 
a natural treatment process for the Deschutes River Watershed, and increases the DO in Budd 
Inlet by its natural processes.  Properly managed, Capitol Lake removes large volumes of 
contaminants from the Deschutes River prior to flowing over the Tide Gate into Budd Inlet. 
Without the Tide Gate and proper management, the watershed contaminant load would flow 
directly into Budd Inlet, having a negative impact on Budd Inlet. 


3 WDFW  SALMON FISHERY IN DESCHUTES RIVER ORIGINATES FROM TIDE GATE AND FISH LADDER 
CONSTRUCTION IN THE 1950’S.  No wild salmon fisher existed in Deschutes River prior to the 
construction of the Tide Gate except for a small Percival Creek fishery.  The proposed $46 
million Pioneer Park Salmon Hatchery and pending repairs to the Fish Ladder is to accommodate 
the WDFW successful man-made fishery.  Capitol Lake serves as a transition zone for out 







migration of young salmon.  The failure to dredge Capitol Lake on a routine basis is an obstacle 
to the returning hatchery salmon. Removal of the Tide Gate is not part of the Pioneer Park Fish 
Hatchery project. CLIPA’s proposed Percival Creek Salmon Rehabilitation project for spawning 
Chum and Sea Run Coastal Cutthroat could enhance the benefits of the well managed Capitol 
Lake and Percival Creek area. 


4 WDFW’S 2004 MITIGATED DNS EIS ANTICIPATES NO NEGATIVE IMPACT ON WATER QUALITY 
FROM PIONEER PARK SALMON HATCHERY.  The Ecology TMDL studies for the Deschutes River 
Watershed above Tumwater Falls will presumably serve as the basis for the NPDES for the 
Pioneer Park Salmon Hatchery to ensure that no new nutrient or waste loads contribute to the 
Budd Bay water body.  CLIPA’s proposed Capitol Lake Management Plan will assist WDFW in 
achieving this objective. 


5 NEW ZEALAND MUD SNAIL REQUIRES ACTIVE MANAGEMENT, NOT ATTEMPTS AT ISOLATION IN 
URBAN WATERSHED. WDFW studies confirm that the NZMS is found throughout western 
Washington and the 19 western states.  Birds and other wildlife ensures that isolation is not 
successful and transport of the NZMS from and urban watershed will continue to occur with or 
without closure of the Lake to human contact.  Dredging is needed to achieve other 
environmental benefits and use of the Lake.  A WDFW staff email suggests dredging to help 
address the NZMS problem. Others suggest a properly managed lake would seek a natural 
balance in natural control of the NZMS. 


6 COMMUNITY OPINION IN SUPPORT OF MANAGED LAKE. The public is overwhelmingly opposed 
to the removal of the Tide Gate forming Capitol Lake. Interviews of elected official candidates 
who door belled tens of thousands of homes between 2010 and 2013 support this finding. 
According to the written words of Bill Ruckleshaus, 1st and 5th administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency, public acceptance of environmental projects is critical to the 
long term support of agencies promoting those projects. The Army Corps of Engineers rejection 
of the funding of the Deschutes Estuary Restoration project due to the fact that the project is at 
odds with the Corps’ mission, has very poor cost benefit ratios, and has evoked strong public 
opposition. This is a federal response. WDFW’s own ESRP (Estuary and Salmon Restoration 
Program) has not listed this project in its 2015 ESRP Preliminary Investment Plan. 


7 BUDD BAY/ELD INLET WATERQUALITY NEEDS ASSISTANCE NOW.  With maintenance dredging 
and plant harvesting in a managed Capitol Lake, Budd Bay’s water quality could benefit in 2016 
from such an action plan. Additionally, recent State reports show most of the southern Puget 
Sound Inlets have similar water quality problems.  Recent examination of data from a four-year 
study by the Pacific Shellfish Institute demonstrates that nearby Eld Inlet, which has no dam at 
its head, has seriously impaired dissolved oxygen levels in the bottom water that are frequently 
lower and much more prolonged that those seen in Budd Inlet. 


8 COMMUNITY PRIORITIES AND PROJECT COSTS.  Benefit cost analysis for all projects and setting 
priorities on limited Federal, State and local funding is a community process.  Updated cost 
analyses of the CLAMP recommendation and preliminary design, reveals that the Deschutes 
Estuary Project will cost $258 million at a minimum over the first 20 years if it were started in 
2015. During the same time period, estimates for Capitol Lake maintenance were $40 million 
while providing equal or better water quality benefits and protecting the urban waterfront from 







community recreation and economic returns.  CLIPA believes the funds saved could be more 
wisely invested in hundreds of more cost effective habitat rehabilitation projects in Puget 
Sound, particularly those for wild fish stock spawning enhancement. 


9 VIBRANT AND LIVABLE DOWNTOWN. Assessments have now been made (Port of Bellingham 
Report of 2006) of the significant economic losses (costs) to the area due to the highly probable 
loss of shoreline business in Budd Inlet including the Port of Olympia. These entities generate 
revenues of over $260 million per year to the local economy.  


1. NUTRIENT AND SOIL RECYLING. Thurston County prides itself in it conservation and recycling 
programs.  Properly managed Lake dredging and plant harvesting will improve Budd Bay water 
quality and provide large volumes of natural Deschutes River sediments and composted plants & 
nutrients from the routine dredging of Capitol Lake.  The system has conceptually been designed 
and will provide many environmental and economic benefits for the community. 


 


In summary, CLIPA’s findings and those summarized above provides a strong incentive for State and 
Local governments and active citizen groups to complete the Capitol Lake Management Plan and begin 
its implementation in early 2016.  CLIPA is prepared to meet with all interested agencies to begin a 
constructive and collaborative program to manage Capitol Lake for all benefits. 
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:


Denisc733
Martin, Carrie R. (DES) 
rwubbena@; bikeandfish@
Work Plan
Tuesday, March 08, 2016 1:32:47 PM


Dear Carrie,


While I left a comment on survey monkey, I wanted to urge you to give added visibility to costs and public
 opinion gathering. Granted that these need to follow identification of alternatives they are separate
 directives of the proviso. As you know, CLIPA has calculated the costs of pure estuary, lake retention
 and improvement, and the Lake/Percival Estuary alternative. We are also in position to offer estimates
 when other alternatives are offered. Please don't forget about that in your challenging work.


Denis



mailto:carrie.martin@des.wa.gov



















100.00% 63


100.00% 63


100.00% 63


Q1 Please provide your contact information:
Answered: 63 Skipped: 0


# Name: Date


1 Allen Miller 3/18/2016 5:57 PM


2 Barbara A. Smith 3/18/2016 5:55 PM


3 Jim Lengenfelder 3/18/2016 5:52 PM


4 Bob Wubbena 3/18/2016 5:44 PM


5 Patricia Thulin 3/18/2016 5:43 PM


6 Zena Hartung 3/18/2016 5:41 PM


7 J. LaValle 3/18/2016 5:38 PM


8 Debra Jaqua 3/18/2016 5:34 PM


9 Sharon Foster 3/18/2016 5:33 PM


10 Heather Fink 3/18/2016 5:27 PM


11 Preston Wheaton 3/18/2016 5:25 PM


12 Jana Wiley 3/18/2016 5:16 PM


13 Helen Wheatley 3/18/2016 4:53 PM


14 Laura Schleger 3/18/2016 4:48 PM


15 Dave Peeler 3/18/2016 4:43 PM


16 Mark Dahlen 3/18/2016 4:40 PM


17 McConkey RCSK:P 3/18/2016 4:37 PM


18 Mike Ramsey 3/18/2016 4:31 PM


19 Robert Jensen 3/18/2016 4:23 PM


20 Jo Sullivan 3/18/2016 4:20 PM


21 Dennis Rosvall 3/18/2016 4:18 PM


22 Cynthia Cook 3/18/2016 4:14 PM


23 Alice M. Curtis 3/18/2016 4:12 PM


24 Sue Patrude 3/18/2016 4:08 PM


25 Bill Foster 3/18/2016 4:04 PM


26 Bill Foster 3/18/2016 3:59 PM


27 Peter Cook 3/18/2016 3:50 PM


28 Deb Nickerson 3/18/2016 3:48 PM


29 Elizabeth Stark 3/18/2016 3:45 PM


30 Hal Bellerud 3/18/2016 3:31 PM


31 Jerilyn Walley 3/18/2016 11:09 AM


Answer Choices Responses


Name:


Email address:


Phone number:
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32 Greg H. Schundler 3/18/2016 10:54 AM


33 Ben Dennis 3/18/2016 10:52 AM


34 Daniel Einstein 3/18/2016 10:32 AM


35 Ilene Le Vee 3/17/2016 2:02 PM


36 Ilene Le Vee 3/17/2016 1:51 PM


37 Robert H. Krier 3/16/2016 8:28 AM


38 Greg Williams 3/14/2016 8:36 AM


39 LISA RIENER 3/12/2016 11:04 AM


40 Jennifer Davis 3/11/2016 4:48 PM


41 Zena Hartung 3/10/2016 11:49 AM


42 Krag Unsoeld 3/10/2016 10:50 AM


43 Joseph LaValle 3/9/2016 6:10 PM


44 Martin McCallum 3/9/2016 12:15 PM


45 Wynee 3/9/2016 10:22 AM


46 Lisa Belleveau 3/9/2016 10:17 AM


47 Paul Allen 3/9/2016 8:38 AM


48 Greg Schundler 3/8/2016 9:34 PM


49 Dennis Burke 3/8/2016 3:34 PM


50 Denis Curry 3/8/2016 1:12 PM


51 Sue Cummings 3/8/2016 12:30 PM


52 Daniel Einstein 3/7/2016 1:26 PM


53 Matthew Teter 3/7/2016 1:00 PM


54 Lyndsay Stricklett 3/7/2016 11:43 AM


55 Allen Miller 3/7/2016 10:56 AM


56 Barbara Smith 3/7/2016 10:29 AM


57 Steve Pointec 3/7/2016 9:31 AM


58 Jenna Schroer 3/7/2016 9:29 AM


59 Dani Madrone 3/7/2016 8:51 AM


60 Bob Wubbena 3/6/2016 2:23 PM


61 Hayley Gamble 3/5/2016 2:34 PM


62 hayley gamble 3/5/2016 1:38 PM


63 test 3/4/2016 4:11 PM


# Email address: Date


1 3/18/2016 5:57 PM


2 3/18/2016 5:55 PM


3 3/18/2016 5:52 PM


4 3/18/2016 5:44 PM


5 3/18/2016 5:43 PM


6 3/18/2016 5:41 PM


7 3/18/2016 5:38 PM


8 3/18/2016 5:34 PM
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9 3/18/2016 5:33 PM


10 3/18/2016 5:27 PM


11 3/18/2016 5:25 PM


12 3/18/2016 5:16 PM


13 3/18/2016 4:53 PM


14 3/18/2016 4:48 PM


15 3/18/2016 4:43 PM


16 3/18/2016 4:40 PM


17 3/18/2016 4:37 PM


18 3/18/2016 4:31 PM


19 3/18/2016 4:23 PM


20 3/18/2016 4:20 PM


21 3/18/2016 4:18 PM


22 3/18/2016 4:14 PM


23 3/18/2016 4:12 PM


24 3/18/2016 4:08 PM


25 3/18/2016 4:04 PM


26 3/18/2016 3:59 PM


27 3/18/2016 3:50 PM


28 3/18/2016 3:48 PM


29 3/18/2016 3:45 PM


30 3/18/2016 3:31 PM


31 3/18/2016 11:09 AM


32 3/18/2016 10:54 AM


33 3/18/2016 10:52 AM


34 3/18/2016 10:32 AM


35 3/17/2016 2:02 PM


36 3/17/2016 1:51 PM


37 3/16/2016 8:28 AM


38 3/14/2016 8:36 AM


39 3/12/2016 11:04 AM


40 3/11/2016 4:48 PM


41 3/10/2016 11:49 AM


42 3/10/2016 10:50 AM


43 3/9/2016 6:10 PM


44 3/9/2016 12:15 PM


45 3/9/2016 10:22 AM


46 3/9/2016 10:17 AM


47 3/9/2016 8:38 AM


48 3/8/2016 9:34 PM


49 3/8/2016 3:34 PM
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50 3/8/2016 1:12 PM


51 3/8/2016 12:30 PM


52 3/7/2016 1:26 PM


53 3/7/2016 1:00 PM


54 3/7/2016 11:43 AM


55 3/7/2016 10:56 AM


56 3/7/2016 10:29 AM


57 3/7/2016 9:31 AM


58 3/7/2016 9:29 AM


59 3/7/2016 8:51 AM


60 3/6/2016 2:23 PM


61 3/5/2016 2:34 PM


62 3/5/2016 1:38 PM


63 3/4/2016 4:11 PM


# Phone number: Date


1 360 3/18/2016 5:57 PM


2 253 3/18/2016 5:55 PM


3 360 3/18/2016 5:52 PM


4 360 3/18/2016 5:44 PM


5 360 3/18/2016 5:43 PM


6 360 3/18/2016 5:41 PM


7 360 3/18/2016 5:38 PM


8 360 3/18/2016 5:34 PM


9 360 3/18/2016 5:33 PM


10 360 3/18/2016 5:27 PM


11 360 3/18/2016 5:25 PM


12 360 3/18/2016 5:16 PM


13 360 3/18/2016 4:53 PM


14 360 3/18/2016 4:48 PM


15 360 3/18/2016 4:43 PM


16 360 3/18/2016 4:40 PM


17 360 3/18/2016 4:37 PM


18 360 3/18/2016 4:31 PM


19 360 3/18/2016 4:23 PM


20 na 3/18/2016 4:20 PM


21 na 3/18/2016 4:18 PM


22 na 3/18/2016 4:14 PM


23 na 3/18/2016 4:12 PM


24 360 3/18/2016 4:08 PM


25 360 3/18/2016 4:04 PM


26 360 3/18/2016 3:59 PM
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27 360 3/18/2016 3:50 PM


28 na 3/18/2016 3:48 PM


29 na 3/18/2016 3:45 PM


30 360 3/18/2016 3:31 PM


31 na 3/18/2016 11:09 AM


32 908 3/18/2016 10:54 AM


33 360 3/18/2016 10:52 AM


34 360 3/18/2016 10:32 AM


35 360 3/17/2016 2:02 PM


36 360 3/17/2016 1:51 PM


37 360 3/16/2016 8:28 AM


38 360 3/14/2016 8:36 AM


39 360 3/12/2016 11:04 AM


40 360 3/11/2016 4:48 PM


41 (360) 3/10/2016 11:49 AM


42 360 3/10/2016 10:50 AM


43 360 3/9/2016 6:10 PM


44 360 3/9/2016 12:15 PM


45 360 3/9/2016 10:22 AM


46 (360) 3/9/2016 10:17 AM


47 360 3/9/2016 8:38 AM


48 908 3/8/2016 9:34 PM


49 360 3/8/2016 3:34 PM


50 360 3/8/2016 1:12 PM


51 360 3/8/2016 12:30 PM


52 360 3/7/2016 1:26 PM


53 Na 3/7/2016 1:00 PM


54 360 3/7/2016 11:43 AM


55 360 3/7/2016 10:56 AM


56 253 3/7/2016 10:29 AM


57 360 3/7/2016 9:31 AM


58 360 3/7/2016 9:29 AM


59 360 3/7/2016 8:51 AM


60 360 3/6/2016 2:23 PM


61 253 3/5/2016 2:34 PM


62 253 3/5/2016 1:38 PM


63 test 3/4/2016 4:11 PM
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73.02% 46


26.98% 17


Q2 Are you attending as:
Answered: 63 Skipped: 0


Total 63


a private
citizen


an affiliate
of an...


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%


Answer Choices Responses


a private citizen


an affiliate of an organization
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Q3 What organization are you affiliated
with?


Answered: 17 Skipped: 46


# Responses Date


1 North Capitol Campus Heritage Park Development Association 3/18/2016 5:57 PM


2 CLIPA, Olympia Yacht Club, SSSS, TMDL 3/18/2016 5:52 PM


3 CLIPA 3/18/2016 5:44 PM


4 DERT 3/18/2016 5:41 PM


5 DERT 3/18/2016 4:43 PM


6 Former Friends of Waterfront; Friends of the Lake 3/18/2016 4:38 PM


7 DERT 3/18/2016 4:23 PM


8 Black Hill Audubon Society 3/18/2016 3:48 PM


9 SSFF 3/18/2016 10:52 AM


10 DERT 3/18/2016 10:32 AM


11 Burbank/Elliot Neighborhood Assoc. 3/12/2016 11:04 AM


12 DERT 3/10/2016 11:49 AM


13 South Puget Environmental Education Clearinghouse (SPEECH) 3/10/2016 10:51 AM


14 CLIPA 3/8/2016 1:12 PM


15 DERT 3/7/2016 1:26 PM


16 North Capitol Campus Heritage Park Development Association 3/7/2016 10:57 AM


17 CLIPA 3/6/2016 2:23 PM
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61.11% 33


59.26% 32


46.30% 25


40.74% 22


46.30% 25


38.89% 21


0.00% 0


59.26% 32


Q4 Different parts of the work plan will
receive focus at different times.  Please


indicate which parts of the work plan you
would like to provide input on


Answered: 54 Skipped: 9


Total Respondents: 54  


# Other (please specify issue and suggested method) Date


1 I like Proviso 1. 3/18/2016 5:55 PM


2 *Sediment management > where to put dredged material. *Other - SLR 3/18/2016 5:41 PM


3 Comments on draft work plan: I can't site specific sections, but I support the conversion the "Lake" into an estuary.
This will benefit wildlife habitat and also the aesthetics of this area. It will be MORE interesting than a shallow polluted
"lake".


3/18/2016 5:35 PM


Best available
science


Hybrid
alternatives...


Shared funding
(state, loca...


Shared
governance


Sediment
management


Flood
mitigation


Other


Other (please
specify issu...


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%


Answer Choices Responses


Best available science


Hybrid alternatives (something other than strictly "Lake or Estuary")


Shared funding (state, local, federal, & other entities)


Shared governance


Sediment management


Flood mitigation


Other


Other (please specify issue and suggested method)
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4 I am frustrated that this work plan seems to simply be a duplication of work that's already been done. This money and
time being spent is doing work that's already been done. Why stall an action? Why spend more money needlessly?


3/18/2016 5:28 PM


5 Clean up trash in lake. Comments on draft work plan: Please remove dam 3/18/2016 5:25 PM


6 Other: Public observer in meetings. Would like to be kept informed. Comments on draft work plan: Is the scientific info
to include Milne's work: I do not think that the "reflecting pool" is "historic". History is what was there for thousands of
years before the dam. Future management plan - restore Estuary and have it managed by U.S. Fish & Wildlife.
Nisqually management would easily include it with their Grays Harbor estuary. Must be shared cost between Port,
marinas, state, cities and county for sediment management.


3/18/2016 5:21 PM


7 Best available science: Don't let this get dragged beyond reasonable standards to a degree where it becomes an
obstacle to progress; DO use the best science. There is a lot of it already done, and the conclusions are clear. Estuary
is best.


3/18/2016 4:56 PM


8 Why are we doing yet another study at tax payers expense? Especially without real public comments that will even
influence the design. Their plan is already set - public comment can't really change it at this point. *The hybrid
alternative is a horrid idea!! *Share Governance - DES is not the proper agency to be handling this issue. This is a
natural system, not a building! Ecology and DNR should be the sole agencies involved.


3/18/2016 4:51 PM


9 Appears to be a logical approach to the budget proviso. However, the Exec. Committee members are waffling on
providing resources to the Technical committee. *Losses of habitat that have already occurred due to all in past.
*Other: GIS scoping, sea level vise, economic, public and community benefits, state interest under coastal Zone
Management Act and State Shoreline Management Act.


3/18/2016 4:47 PM


10 Affiliated with:Former "Friends of the Waterfront" per the Trivo isthmus project. Now a new group on "Friends of the
Lake".


3/18/2016 4:39 PM


11 When you get to the point of considering restoration a Hernative designs find an appropriate reference site, e.g. Mud
Bay. There is a lot of misrepresentation in the media of what a restored estuary would look like.


3/18/2016 4:34 PM


12 The plan lacks a section addressing legal constraints regarding the various options. Chief among these, in addition to
the State Environmental policy Act. Are: the Shoreline Management Act, the Coastal Zone Management Act, the
Water Pollution Control Act, and the Rivers and Harbor Act of 1899.


3/18/2016 4:24 PM


13 What are the value, goals and mission which will inform the choice among the options (and their design)? #2 mention
some, it a comprehensive list? How are these values and goals identified arrival at? When in the process will these be
one option selected and agreed upon?


3/18/2016 4:21 PM


14 I am a retired professional in EIA/SIA and could help and/or advise in this area. 3/18/2016 4:15 PM


15 I appreciate this process of examining the best available science in addition to the other parts of the work plan. This
increases the likelihood of choosing a path ahead that makes the most sense. Thank you!


3/18/2016 4:13 PM


16 Sea-level rise impacts; social implications; public access; future generations 3/18/2016 4:09 PM


17 Please take a look at Steve Shanewise's Deli option - A compromise is needed which can appease everyone. 3/18/2016 3:48 PM


18 Comments on Draft Work Plan: Save just the lake & make the Port of Oly pay to dredge it -- most cost effective 3/18/2016 3:46 PM


19 Work plan comments: Timing on Proviso 5 is too short. Proviso 1 should finalize prior to proviso 2 is finished. 3/18/2016 11:10 AM


20 Other: Outdoor recreation for economic development. Comments on Proviso 5: "engage in other related activities
which would contribute to reaching broad agreement on the long-term management plan."


3/18/2016 10:57 AM


21 Sediment management on the Deschutes first! 3/18/2016 10:52 AM


22 Sea-level rise 3/18/2016 10:43 AM


23 RE: Lake/Estuary......I would like to see a hybrid of the two with a public/private management structure to ensure profit
sharing enables sufficient/appropriate maintenance, flood mitigation/sediment management and a place that would
draw day-tourism as an adjunct to the state capital (which is in dire need of maintenance but I'll talk about that another
day).


3/17/2016 1:57 PM


24 Neighborhood imput/ comments from our neighborhood meetings on this issue. 3/12/2016 11:06 AM


25 Combine Lake with Estuary, Estuary should be treated like Nisqually Wildlife Park including board walk. 3/9/2016 6:13 PM


26 citizen involvement 3/9/2016 8:39 AM


27 Economics of Outdoor Recreation and Tourism 3/8/2016 9:34 PM


28 Costs and Public Opinion 3/8/2016 1:14 PM


29 Zebra snails 3/7/2016 1:01 PM
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30 Forget the studies, just take the dam out. 3/7/2016 9:34 AM


31 Schedule of Actions by each level of government and phased implementation. 3/6/2016 2:26 PM


32 Public support 3/5/2016 2:06 PM
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Q5 Please select the option you think is the
best way for DES to engage the public on


these issues.
Answered: 42 Skipped: 21


Best available
science


Hybrid
alternatives...


Shared funding
(state, loca...


Shared
governance


Sediment
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25.71%
9


40.00%
14


17.14%
6


17.14%
6


 
35


26.83%
11


34.15%
14


12.20%
5


26.83%
11


 
41


17.86%
5


39.29%
11


21.43%
6


21.43%
6


 
28


17.24%
5


41.38%
12


17.24%
5


24.14%
7


 
29


22.22%
6


40.74%
11


3.70%
1


33.33%
9


 
27


15.38%
4


50.00%
13


7.69%
2


26.92%
7


 
26


# Other (please specify) Date


1 Just getting "comments" from private citizens doesn't get the process to making a resolution of the issue. CLIPA has
provided a great deal of "new" scientific data that has not been provided/recognized by the DES website.


3/18/2016 5:54 PM


2 *Open house for presentation of "vetted & viable options & alternatives. *A facilitated discussion for all science used to
vet alternatives. *A stakeholder presentation after alternatives are vetted and defined. *A design charrette to "refine
public access to sit of vetted alternatives."


3/18/2016 5:47 PM


3 A design charette for gathering public preferences giving all a change to reflect upon alternatives. 3/18/2016 5:42 PM


4 3 options - Lake, Estuary, Dual 3/18/2016 5:38 PM


5 All of the above. 3/18/2016 5:36 PM


6 More in depth info for public. 3/18/2016 5:33 PM


7 *a facilitated discussion. *A stakeholder presentation giving equal time to community members to present science,
plans, findings, ideas.


3/18/2016 5:30 PM


An open house A facilitated discussion A stakeholder presentation


A design charrette (a collaborative meeting where a diverse group of stakeholders come tog...


management


Flood
mitigation


0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%


 An
open
house


A facilitated
discussion


A stakeholder
presentation


A design charrette (a collaborative meeting where a
diverse group of stakeholders come together)


Total


Best available science


Hybrid alternatives (something other
than strictly "Lake or Estuary")


Shared funding (state, local, federal
and other entities)


Shared governance


Sediment management


Flood mitigation
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8 All of the above. 3/18/2016 5:26 PM


9 * An open house, not in this building but where there is parking. * A facilitated discussion for Public Meeting with Q&A,
not just posters. *Review of the estuary feasibility study process in a PowerPoint presentation to include the CLAMP
recommendations to restore.


3/18/2016 5:22 PM


10 Other: Public Hearing. Let people express principles and values eg. love of wildlife or desire for expanded
transportation opportunities, trails, access to waterfront, etc. DNR & Ecology should play their role more forcefully.
State has always taken input form local business interests; but is should recognize changing contours of community,
values of recreation (not marinas) and concern for wildlife. Sea Level impact not a big concern if there's flood
mitigation. The above engagement options all happened with CLAMP already. People are cynical about endless
process.


3/18/2016 5:01 PM


11 *A stakeholder presentation (use for - already decided with plan as presented. *Other - Public Hearing - let people
express principles and values - pro/anti lake


3/18/2016 4:52 PM


12 *An open house (use for general information and focus topic) *A facilitated discussion (use for generating alternatives,
concerns, data gaps, etc. *A stakeholder presentation (use for describing specific proposed by side and science
issues. *A design charrette (use for developing consensus on alternatives) *Other Technical Committee meetings
should be open to public *(use for need presentation by Ecology on these technical studies and models


3/18/2016 4:47 PM


13 Design charette use for stakeholders, citizens and public comment 3/18/2016 4:41 PM


14 Open house, facilitated discussion and design charrette can all be useful. Too soon to decide use; Need 1-2 open
meeting like the one today.


3/18/2016 4:40 PM


15 *A design charrette (use for construction alternatives) 3/18/2016 4:35 PM


16 Public Meetings 3/18/2016 4:24 PM


17 A design charette used for determining public preferences and distributing unbiased information. 3/18/2016 4:19 PM


18 Meet with neighborhood organizations (near and far) to share scientific information and assess local values. 3/18/2016 4:17 PM


19 stakeholder presentation is only useful depending on the format. 3/18/2016 4:12 PM


20 Facilitated discussion used for evaluation of Best Science; Stakeholder presentation used for presentation of proposed
options; Design charette used for refinement of options.


3/18/2016 3:52 PM


21 all communication methods apply for discussion with the public 3/18/2016 3:47 PM


22 An Open House for Proviso 2, A facilitated discussion for Proviso 3 & 4, A stakeholder presentation for Proviso 1, and a
Design charette for Proviso 2.


3/18/2016 11:12 AM


23 Other: Outdoor recreation for economic development. Open House used for discussion, understanding, transparency
Stakeholder presentation used for video record for public dissemination.


3/18/2016 11:00 AM


24 In my experience, what works best is a subject-matter presentation to all.......then breaking into specialized groups
charged with reaching consensus and reporting back to larger group.


3/17/2016 2:01 PM


25 The design charrette needs to include public comment. 3/10/2016 10:59 AM


26 open house with option to provide comments via web for those unable to attend 3/9/2016 10:19 AM


27 Public outreach and education beyond the City of Olympia 3/9/2016 8:40 AM


28 Costs and Public Opinion 3/8/2016 1:15 PM


29 Just take the dam out as cheaply as possible. 3/7/2016 9:36 AM


30 Information provided electronically (email) with request to reply on preferences. 3/5/2016 2:13 PM
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Q6 Please provide any other
feedback/comments you have in the box
below.  To submit additional materials, or
request further information, please email


DESCapitolLake@des.wa.gov.
Answered: 49 Skipped: 14


# Responses Date


1 The draft plan needs to acknowledge that Capitol Lake is protected by Federal law under the National Historic
Preservation Act as the historic reflecting lake as part of the City Beautiful Movement design of the State Capitol
Campus by Wilder and White. The tide lock is protected as a part of that historic plan. The draft plan needs to include
an analysis of the rechannelization of Percival Creek to restore the only Salmon run that existed in the Deschutes
River Basin. The draft plan needs to show the benefit of the tide lock for flood control. The draft plan needs to include
the water quality data compiled by Drs. Milne Soule, Ladd, and others at the Evergreen State College that show the
water quality benefit provided by Capitol Lake to Budd Inlet. The draft plan needs to include a Capitol Lake
Management District made up of the State, Olympia, Tumwater, the Port, and the Squaxin for shared maintenance
and financing. (transcribed by TR)


3/18/2016 5:59 PM


2 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 5:56 PM


3 Hybrid options ARE NOT necessary. Pursuing them is a waste of resources as DES now has the responsibility to
maintain the lake. (transcribed by TR)


3/18/2016 5:55 PM


4 Until the alternatives are defined & this design is sufficiently outlined to create a planning level description, the planning
level function of the alternatives is not possible. The then alternative should have the supporting science, cost, long
term impacts identified from both the State/CLAMP Reports and the CLIPA Reports that have been available to the
public and DES for at least a year. When a professional/science report is used, the authors and the reference should
be included, along with reviews of the data by other scientists and professionals. Criteria used to select "listed reports"
should be written. Rejection of any reports should be based on that criteria and the names of the professional that
"rejected" the report along with their professional qualifications. (transcribed by TR)


3/18/2016 5:50 PM


5 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 5:43 PM


6 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 5:42 PM


7 Additional contact information: josephlavalle43@gmail.com 360-481-6451 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 5:39 PM


8 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 5:36 PM


9 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 5:33 PM


10 Accept the findings of the survey done by the public utilities that shared 70% of resident's support doing what is best
for the health of the environment, stop stalling, and make a plan to restore water quality. Address sediment build up in
the lake that leads to flood risk. Restore migratory bird paths, and support the outdoor recreation that is abundant in
Olympia which would contribute CONSIDERABLY to our local economy. (transcribed by TR)


3/18/2016 5:31 PM


11 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 5:26 PM


12 I'm glad that sea level rise is being addressed with this project. CLAMP Partners: Squaxin, Port, City (& state?) were
meeting about sediment mitigation. It was not formally addressed as the state closed down CLAMP. (transcribed by
TR)


3/18/2016 5:24 PM


13 Hybrid alternatives: No. This is a dumb way to try to find compromise. As a historian who has submitted substantial
info to the Capitol Committee, I completely reject any claims of an "historic" basis for this. When the diagram was
made that was used in the Capitol Committee report, it was about an attempt to build a rode across the waterway (N-
South). Don't imagine there was an aesthetic idea behind it. It won't work in terms of circulation anyway. Expensive.
Loss of habitat. Shared Funding: Please give far more attention to the construction of a new 5th Avenue bridge. This
could become a major and positive part of the project: better bikeway, safer for pedestrians, underpasses allowing
connections to trails. SEEK FEDERAL FUNDS CONNECTED TO ESTUARY RESTORATION! Sediment: Certain
interests have been subsidized for years - they must now pay their fair share for dredging. SEDIMENT IS GOOD IF
DESIGN IS GOOD. (transcribed by TR)


3/18/2016 5:13 PM


14 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 4:52 PM
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15 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 4:47 PM


16 Other Southlake - Create a bermed walking path from 4th Street to the interpretative center between the SouthLake
and middle Lake Fresh Lake on the east side of SouthLake Berm. Estuary on the west side of the SouthLake Berm
(transcribed by TR)


3/18/2016 4:42 PM


17 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 4:40 PM


18 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 4:36 PM


19 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 4:25 PM


20 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 4:21 PM


21 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 4:19 PM


22 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 4:17 PM


23 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 4:13 PM


24 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 4:12 PM


25 1. Interested in the dual concept. Need more info. 2. You can dredge the Lake or dredge the Port. Sediment has to go
somewhere. 3. Think about this. Dredge the lake, deeper water means colder water=cleaner water=no mill flower or
scum growing on the warm water. Also colder water is good for fish. 4. Can the Port of Oly help with the costs. Lake
dredging will keep the sediment from the port area. (transcribed by TR)


3/18/2016 4:06 PM


26 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 4:01 PM


27 (Transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 3:52 PM


28 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 3:49 PM


29 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 3:47 PM


30 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 3:32 PM


31 (transcribed by TR) 3/18/2016 11:13 AM


32 I believe an economic analysis of outdoor recreation on multiple scales: state, county and city, will help to contribute
toward reaching broad agreement. This economic information is significant. 1. The city of Olympia has one of the
worst performing tourism economies in the Pacific NW despite location, amenities and aesthetics. 2. In Thurston
County, outdoor recreation generates more employment, 2x economic contribution, and 3x the tax revenue of the Port
of Olympia. 3. Washington State has one of the weakest per capita recreation economies in the region. It is 1 of 2 state
with NO tourism promotion budget. 4. Thurston County employment has significant representation in sectors that
would benefit from increased tourism. 5. An elegant and functional design would increase tourist visitation (see
Nisqually, Elwah). Please contact me for sources or more information! (transcribed by TR)


3/18/2016 11:05 AM


33 Budd Inlet is the 4th most impaired waterway in the U.S in terms of reduced and disolved oxygen. The single greatest
contributor to reduced oxygen levels is the 5th Avenue Dam. Restore the estuary and let the natural processes re-
establish. This is the best option environmentally and economically. An estuary also provides the best option for the
ability to adapt to sea level rise. (transcribed by TR)


3/18/2016 10:44 AM


34 After years and years of discussion on this issue of a Capitol Lake v.s. the estuary, many in the community are weary.
The community discussion, the state money spent on Capitol Lake, in Olympia, is huge. Many in the local
neighborhoods are weary of this process, or lack of process. Many in the community are disgusted by the ugly, smelly
swamp; that is called "a lake". Many are tired of the lack of leadership on this issue from DES. Many are tired of paying
for the Olympia " Yacht Club" dredging costs. Most of us in the nearby neighborhoods do not have a boat. Most of us
are tired of the discussion from the Yacht Club, after 30 years of living in Olympia. Many neighbors support the
estuary, it is the natural way to clean the area of the New Zealand mud snail (that can infect our pristine mountain
lakes). We want the salt water to clean the area. We want the salmon to swim up stream naturally. We want an
estuary.


3/12/2016 11:14 AM


35 Add online opportunities to collect input on phases of the studies and plans. Establish a hard date by which enough
science has been collected and decision-making begins. This is being over-studied.


3/11/2016 4:52 PM


36 There are a number of reasons that basically make the estuary approach the only option that makes sense. These
issues include sea level rise (the dam will be topped by high tides), the age of the dam (it will have to be replaced and
a permit to do so will be impossible), and the environmental value of a restored estuary system.


3/10/2016 11:03 AM


37 Combine Lake with Estuary. Estuary should be treated like Nisqually Wildlife Park, a home for wildlife. Include discreet
viewing platforms and board walk.


3/9/2016 6:14 PM
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38 Step 1 of the draft Work Plan is to "identify and summarize the best available science concerning water quality and
habitat as a result of either retaining or removing the dam." Capitol Lake is in clear violation of federal clean water
standards. This violation can only be resolved with the removal of the dam followed by basin-wide estuary restoration.
Thank you. Martin McCallum. Thurston County Stream Team volunteer.


3/9/2016 12:25 PM


39 I believe that summaries of the science, identification of options with estimated costs and impacts, and discussions
around this has been done many times over the last several years. So I wonder why it is being done again; and how
this group plans to get to an agreement this time. Or will we all just be back in another 5 years to analyze the new
science and options again? I noticed on the plan component #2 that the options are to include a list of things; one
being to maintain a historic reflecting pool. Does this mean that the plan of this group is to evaluate options that include
a reflection pond only? Or is a full estuary restoration option going to be considered and evaluated?


3/9/2016 10:30 AM


40 DES needs to move this discussion outside the walls of the City of Olympia since all WA State taxpayers fund the
project and will pay to try to maintain the Capitol Lake along with the 5th Ave. Dam.


3/9/2016 8:41 AM


41 http://www.slideshare.net/gregschundler/restoring-the-deschutes-river-estuary-olympia-wa 3/8/2016 9:35 PM


42 I could not access the revised workplan on this hotel computer. However, from the format it seems you have
continued to bury relative costs of alternatives and methods of gathering public opinion as separate tasks as was laid
out in the proviso. They deserve separate visibility. On "Best Science" it is imperative that you provide ALL scientific
reports and not just state agency materials. It is also important to includes the CLIPA plan for a Capitol Lake/Percival
Estuary as one of the alternatives.


3/8/2016 1:21 PM


43 How will the infestation of zebra snails impact the proposed estuary, and has anyone one considered stocking the lake
with sturgeon to help eradicate the snail. Being that sturgeon eat snails .


3/7/2016 1:08 PM


44 The recent scientific work on water quality in Capitol Lake by Dr. David Milne of The Evergreen State College needs to
be included in the materials. In addition the proposal to establish a Percival Creek channel directly to Budd Inlet along
the Deschutes Parkway needs to be included as an alternative to tide lock removal.


3/7/2016 11:03 AM


45 Take the dam out. let the lake return to it's natural state. 3/7/2016 9:36 AM


46 Let's stop wasting time and money on hybrid options. The damage needs to come out. An estuary will serve our
community and environment to improve water quality and increase biodiversity that is key to a healthy and vibrant
ecosystem.


3/7/2016 9:35 AM


47 At what point in the process will a decision be made? It seems a bit misleading to continue down a road of evaluating
alternatives, knowing that there are other factors that influence the ultimate outcome (Clean Water Act, tribal interests,
etc.). Hasn't the Department of Ecology already determined that the "new" science that has emerged to be invalid?
Seems like we're running around in more circles, and without a decision on the horizon and mention of other factors
that will ultimately influence the decision, it's difficult to trust that this process will results in forward momentum to
resolve this issue.


3/7/2016 8:59 AM


48 CLIPA has provide copies of key reports to DES Staff and have made our Website/Library of specific studies available
to the DES staff on several occasions. The CLIPA studies and third part analysis from respected professionals and
scientists in the community were provided to DES. Do we need to submit them again in a formal manner. They were
submitted to Director Chris Liu and Carrie Martin. Please confirm in writing it a full set o the formal reports must again
be submitted.


3/6/2016 2:31 PM


49 Will habitat discussion include in and out of the water habitat review? When soliciting public support, please consider
contacting neighborhood associations that are nearby and around Budd Bay, providing information at the Olympia
library, and posting web addresses by the Lake itself to inform people who live, work and play by the Lake/bay that this
process is happening. In the statement on share funding, could you add non-profit and private to the menu of options?
Item 3(a) does not make sense to me, it is trying to say something like: 'Identify criteria for including funding options in
a future funding model' 4(i) Would this include Puget Sound Partnership? (not sure exactly what they do)


3/5/2016 2:19 PM
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