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Responses (69)
Responses by Location

Responses by Interests
Water-based recreation
Water quality
Urban planning
Permaculture

4%

Non-water-based recreation

26%

Natural environments
Maritime and port activities
Local area business
9%

57%
4%

Landscaped environments
Historic structures
Climate change
Birds and wildlife/habitat
Architecture
0

Lacey

2

Olympia

Other

Tumwater

Unincorporated Thurston County

5
Primary

10
Secondary

15

20

25

Selection Process
Step 1: Sorted (organizational or individual)
Step 2: Sorted (primary interest)
Step 3: Reviewed “Why are you interested in participating on
this Community Sounding Board?“
Step 4: Considered residence
Step 5: Considered gender
Step 6: Additional review and refinement to improve diversity
of secondary interests
Step 7: Enterprise Services further refined the list to ensure a
balance of interests and approved a final list (25 participants)
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Charter
Establishes roles and responsibilities
Clarifies authority
Summarizes expected outcomes
• “Areas of agreement will be identified should they emerge, though
there will be requirement to reach consensus.”

Establishes operational protocols
• No quorum requirement
• One alternate permitted for organizational representatives

Sets standard for group conduct
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Meeting #1 Recap: April 8, 2019
Project overview
Charter review
Measurable Evaluation Process
• Generally positive response
• Insightful concepts to consider
• Not fatal flaws identified

Public comment opportunity
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Questions?
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Measurable Evaluation Process
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Evaluation Criteria
Evaluation
Criteria
Technical
Feasibility

Rating
Scale Notes
A component is considered technically feasible (1) if there are no apparent
technical or logistical obstacles that would prevent the component from
being constructed and maintained and (2) if there is technical uncertainty,
it is at an acceptable level based on current, standard engineering
High
practices.
Medium
A component is considered to have regulatory feasibility if (1) permits and
Regulatory
Low
approvals could be secured within project schedule and budget and (2) it is
Feasibility
within Enterprise Services’ jurisdiction to implement and there are no legal
protections on land, or other similar restrictions that could affect the
feasibility.
A component will support an environmentally sustainable outcome if it
Environmental
would provide net environmental benefits over a 30-year horizon,
Sustainability
High considering relative contribution to project goals.
Medium A component will support an economically sustainable outcome if it would
be cost-effective in meeting the project goal. A proposed approach is
Low
Economic
Unknown considered cost-effective if its present value life-cycle costs over a 30-year
Sustainability
time horizon are low relative to other proposed approaches within the
same project component.
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Evaluation Outcomes
Evaluation
Criteria
Overall Rating

Selected for
Optimized
Alternative
Component
Rating
Confirmed
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Rating
Scale
Green
Yellow
Orange
/×
Y/N

Notes
Green = Achieved the highest rating and no low ratings.
Yellow = Received a mixture of high and medium ratings, and/or one low
rating.
Orange = Received two or more low ratings, and/or the lowest rating
overall.
 = Selected based on results of the evaluation.
× = Not selected based on results of the evaluation.
(To be completed following technical analyses)
Y = Yes, component is considered feasible and sustainable, based on
current design, best available science, and EIS Project Team review.
N = No, component has failed feasibility and sustainability review.

Step 1

Ecological
Functions

Community
Use

10

Ongoing Sediment Control
Additional Dredging
Considerations
Invasive and Nuisance Species
Management
Freshwater Wetlands
Offsite Ecological Restoration
Recreational Opportunities in &
around Lake
Additional Recreational
Considerations

Selected for
Optimized
Alternative
Component Rating
Confirmed
(following technical
analyses)

Evaluation Outcomes
Overall Rating

Project Goals
Project Components
Water
Passive Water Quality
Quality
Improvements
Active Water Quality Management
Sediment
Dredging Summary
Management Dredged Material Disposal

Proposed Alternatives
Approach & Concepts

Technical
Feasibility
Regulatory
Feasibility
Environmental
Sustainability
Economic
Sustainability

Evaluation Criteria

Questions?
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CONTEXT ON EIS LEVEL OF ANALYSIS

April 16, 2019

Level of Analysis
EIS analysis needs to be sufficiently detailed:
To support a comparative evaluation of impacts between alternatives
• Not necessary to understand every detail

To support the conclusions about proposed mitigation measures

• i.e. Would mitigation measure feasibly/ adequately mitigate potential impacts

SEPA notes that EISs should be concise, readable documents:
“…an EIS is not required to include all information conceivably relevant to a
proposal…” WAC 197-11-402 (6).
EIS analysis helps support permit review but often additional information will be
required and developed during design and permitting phase (e.g., an EIS
evaluation of water quality may not be at a level sufficient to meet all of the
requirements for obtaining a CWA 401 Certification for the selected project
alternative)
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Water Quality Analyses for EISs
Describe existing conditions by using:
• Existing reports, TMDL studies, other available studies
• Existing water quality monitoring data

Characterize conditions to understand comparative impacts/benefits
of alternatives
Perform a data gap analysis to determine:
• If additional sampling or data collection is needed to establish existing
conditions or to augment/update specific areas where data are outdated,
unsuitable

Where there is a significant body of previous data:
• Review the data for validity
• Determine areas where additional or updated information is needed
• Develop a plan to address the major data gaps
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EIS Impact Analysis: Qualitative and Quantitative
EIS evaluations can include both qualitative and quantitative water
quality assessments.
Many EISs include a combination of both, and use well-established
assessment tools that allow for robust, comparative evaluation
without exorbitant costs.
The purpose of the EIS evaluation is to compare the relative impacts of
the alternatives in terms that are understandable to a broad audience.
As noted in WAC 197-11-425(3),
• “Most of the text of an environmental impact statement shall discuss and
compare the environmental impacts and their significance...” (emphasis added)
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EIS Water Quality EIS Evaluation Examples Qualitative
Boundary Hydroelectric Project FERC NEPA EIS – dam removal/restoration:

• http://www.millponddam.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/FEIS-Boundary-Sullivan.pdf
• FERC EISs are typically backed up by a lot of project proponent studies, and in this case TMDL
water quality improvement plans, but the EIS itself is qualitative in addressing effects.

Elwha River Ecosystem Restoration Implementation NPS NEPA FSEIS:

• https://www.nps.gov/olym/learn/nature/loader.cfm?csModule=security/getfile&PageID=136240
• Qualitative analysis with relative magnitude impact evaluation rating of negligible, minor,
moderate, or major:
• “Qualitative information, or quantitative information from similar projects (on order of
magnitude), was used to assess impacts of construction activities and specific operations of the
pre-treatment and other facilities affecting surface water.” (page 111)

Skokomish Ecosystem Restoration Project USACE NEPA EIS:

• https://www.nws.usace.army.mil/Portals/27/docs/civilworks/projects/Skok%20GI/Skokomish_Fi
nal%20FR-EIS_13AUG2015_CLEAN.pdf?ver=2016-05-04-125207-780
• Concise qualitative discussion of water quality effects
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EIS Water Quality EIS Examples – Quantitative and
Qualitative
Tualatin Basin Water Supply NEPA EIS

• http://tualatinbasinwatersupply.org/resources (see Water Feasibility Study;
2009 EIS Part 3)
• Included some modeling and semi-quantitative assessment using insights from
other previous modeling
• Example of fairly rigorous quantitative assessment with some qualitative
analysis

SPU ‘Plan to Protect Seattle’s Waterways’ SEPA EIS.

• http://www.seattle.gov/util/cs/groups/public/@spu/@drainsew/documents/web
content/01_030105.pdf
• Described existing water resource conditions and sources of pollutants using
existing sources. In some cases, surrogates were used to represent categories of
constituents. Evaluated relative reductions in pollutant loading from
alternatives.
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Tualatin Basin Water Supply EIS
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WATER QUALITY METHODOLOGY

Water Quality Methodology for CL-DE EIS
Relies heavily on existing data and previous analyses with updated
analysis as appropriate
• High level of available data and previous analyses of Capitol Lake and Lower
Budd Inlet
• Uses established protocols, models, assessment tools
• Efficiently uses available funds
• Allows informed decision making within project schedule

The EIS evaluation will focus on comparative impacts to the water
quality parameters of key interest
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Existing Conditions Assessment
Compile Existing Hydrologic and Water Quality Data:
• Watershed
• Capitol Lake
• Budd Inlet

Calculate Monthly/Annual Statistics:
• Capitol Lake - over 10 years (2005-2014)
• Budd Inlet - over 14 years (2005-2018)

Compare to Water Quality Standards/Other Criteria
Evaluate Data:
• Long-Term Trends
• Spatial Differences
• Parameter Correlations
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New Data Collection
Existing Conditions in Capitol Lake:
• Monthly Water Quality Sampling

o May-October 2019
o Monitor at two historical stations in North and Mid basin (adding a bottom sample from the
North basin)
o Traditional/conventional parameters plus TOC, TSS, TVSS (to supplement Ecology data and
Budd Inlet impacts) and phytoplankton species biovolume
o Blue-green algae toxin testing of up to 6 samples if scum observed

• Sediment Coring

o October 2019
o 17 sediment samples from 7 cores (4 in the North basin, 3 in the Middle)
o Parameters include metals (total and TCLP), SVOCs, PCBs, dioxins/furans, pesticides,
hydrocarbons, and other organics, TOC, grain size and other conventionals
o 4 sediment samples will be analyzed for sediment phosphorus fractions to support
development of the lake phosphorus budget
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Lake Management Analysis
Water and Phosphorus Budgets:
• 10-Year Average Inputs/Outputs for Summer Months
• Summer P loading limit to meet trophic state criteria

Assess Effects of Management Efforts:
• Watershed management
• Sediment management
• In-lake management
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Alternatives Impact Analysis
Summary of approach to Impact Analysis for each alternative
• No Action – based on current conditions and trends
• Managed Lake – defined based on achieving water quality (e.g., 20 ug/L TP goal
to achieve mesotrophic conditions) and plant management goals
o estimate impact to other key parameters (e.g. relative increases or decreases in algae or
temperature) at that trophic state
o evaluate effects on Budd Inlet based on TMDL modeling

• Estuary – based on assessment of low and high tide periods

o Use Budd Inlet TMDL modeling to represent inlet water quality
o For transition zone (old capitol lake) use river trends to represent low tide water quality and
use predicted water quality in lowest part of Budd Inlet and assessment of sediment
character to qualitatively predict impacts to key parameters during high tide

• Hybrid - based on managing the lake portion to meet criteria and
hydrologic/geomorphic differences in estuary size
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Alternatives Impact Analysis
Relative change in parameter values and criteria exceedance based on trends
and evaluation of new data
Qualitative, comparison to existing condition– i.e., no change, improvement
(minor or major), deterioration (minor or major)

Capitol Lake
Existing
No Action
Lake
Estuary
Hybrid
Budd Inlet
Existing
No Action
Lake
Estuary
Hybrid
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Temp

DO

pH

Turbidity Nutrients

Algae

Fecals

Metals

Organics
No Change
Improvement
Deterioration

Upcoming Project Activities
Developing methodologies for the following disciplines
•
•
•
•
•
•

Hydrodynamic and Sediment Transport Modeling
Economics
Sediment Quality
Aquatic Invasive Species
Land Use, Shorelines and Recreation
Wetlands/Vegetation and Fish/Wildlife

Reviewing existing background documents and identifying data needs
Obtaining new data as needed
• Bathymetric survey of Capitol Lake
• Water quality sampling in Capitol Lake
• Potential recreational surveys

Coordinating a consultant-team site visit
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Questions?

Thank you!
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