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Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project 1 

Commenter: Bob Triggs 
Affiliation: Little Stone Flyfisher 
Method of Comment: Web 
Date: 10/16/2020 

 

Comment 
I am utterly opposed to the plans for dams operating on the Chehalis River. Our goal should be to 
decommission and remove dams. Not increase dams and their impacts on watersheds and related 
species. No! 



Chehalis NEPA EIS Public Comment Record BUS-0002-WEB-IslandAdventuresWW 
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Commenter: Erin Johns Gless 
Affiliation: Island Adventures Whale Watching 
Method of Comment: Web 
Date: 11/13/2020 

 

Comment 
As a marine biologist and wildlife advocate in the Pacific Northwest, I am extremely dismayed with the 
effort to install a new and substantial dam on the Chehalis River at a time when there is so much 
evidence against dams due to their ecological detriment.  The endangered Southern Resident killer 
whale population, endangered due to a depletion of reliable food sources, have welcomed four new 
calves in the last two years.  They desperately need every salmon they can catch to keep those calves, 
their mothers, and their families alive.  The Chehalis is home to one of the critical salmon stocks on 
which this population relies, and damming this river will almost certainly have a negative impact on that 
stock. The evidence against dams is so strong that several across the United States are coming down in 
efforts to restore wild fish habitat, including in Washington state.  It makes little to no sense to invest 
great expense by constructing yet another controversial dam that will not hold up to environmental 
scrutiny.  

While I am not unsympathetic to the flooding concerns that will exist without a dam, I implore you to 
look into alternative solutions that will not jeopardize the already perilous status of local salmon and 
also the whales that rely on them.  Thank you. 



From: key keyenvironmentalsolutions.com
To: Chehalis
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Comments on the DRAFT NEPA EIS for the Chehalis Flood Retention Dam
Date: Thursday, November 12, 2020 4:18:03 PM
Attachments: Chehalis NEPA EIS_CSP Public Comment_DRAFT 11.02.2020.pdf

Good Afternoon

Attached are comments on the Chehalis Flood Retention Dam Draft NEPA EIS.

Thanks Key

Key McMurry, Owner
Professional Stream and Wildlife Biologist, SPWS
Key Environmental Solutions, LLC.
1975 State Route 6
Raymond, Washington 98577
(360) 562-5763 Cell
Blockedwww.keyenvironmentalsolutions.com
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17 November 2020 
 
Brandon Clinton, Project Manager  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project EIS 
c/o Anchor QEA 
6720 South Macadam Street, Suite 125  
Portland, Oregon 97219 


 


Mr. Clinton, 


Key Environmental Solutions, LLC., (hereafter KES), has been working on the coast since 1995 and has 
been heavily involved with salmon restoration for the entire coast. Key McMurry is the 
Owner/Professional Stream and Wildlife Biologist, SPWS., has worked with the Coast Salmon 
Partnership (CSP) since its inception in 2007. CSP is an alliance of local partners and scientific experts 
formed in 2007 in response to the Washington State Salmon Recovery Act,  KES appreciates the 
opportunity to comment on the draft National Environmental Policy Act Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project (Proposed 
Project).  The geographic range for CSP 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. 


KES’s detailed analysis of the DEIS is included with this letter, but I wanted to especially emphasize five 
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; 


• The DEIS results and conclusions are incomplete and possibly erroneous because the DEIS fails 
to include climate change impacts in the analysis; 


• The DEIS underestimates impacts of the Proposed Project on steelhead and Southern Resident 
Killer Whales; 


• The DEIS should use a revised set of metrics to select additional alternatives to the Proposed 
Project; 


• Mitigation is uncertain, and the DEIS does not address whether a compensatory mitigation 
plan for the Proposed Project is even feasible. 


Key Environmental Solutions, LLC., 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 
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that inhabit the Chehalis River basin. Further, KES recognizes 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 negative and high 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 
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,  
 


 
Key McMurry 
Owner/Professional Stream and Wildlife Biologist, SPWS 
Key Environmental Solutions, LLC. 
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COMMENTS OF KEY ENVIRONMENTAL SOLUTIONS, LLC. 
Interested Party Background 


Key Environmental Solutions, LLC., is an environmental consulting company specializing salmon 
restoration. KES is part the Coast Salmon Partnership which 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 CSP 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 and has 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. Based on 
information provided by the DEIS, 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 high environmental impacts. We agree with this 
conclusion. The Proposed Project will increase the water temperatures upstream and 
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, are disregarded and their contribution to flood damage reduction is not 
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evaluated. 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 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 current stresses on salmon in the Chehalis River basin; 


• The DEIS results and conclusions are incomplete and possible erroneous because the DEIS fails 
to include climate change impacts in the analysis; 


• The DEIS underestimates impacts of the Proposed Project on steelhead; 


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


• The DEIS should use a revised set of metrics to select additional alternatives; 


• Mitigation is uncertain and the DEIS does not address whether a compensatory mitigation plan 
for the Proposed Project is even feasible. 


We provide a more detailed explanation for each of these concerns below. 


Detailed Comments 


The Proposed Project will exacerbate current stresses on salmon in the Chehalis River and set back more 
than two decades of effort to protect and restore salmon habitat. 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. 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. The Proposed Project 
will work contrary to the two decades of investment in restoring water quality and salmon habitat in the 
basin and 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. 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. 54). The DEIS concludes that water withdrawals during construction will have low 
impact on surface water hydrology (DEIS p. 78). However, these additional water withdrawals 
will certainly influence both fish and the farming communities downstream that are already 
stressed by summer low flow conditions. Summer stream flows in the vicinity of the FRE facility 
(Doty) are currently below minimum instream flow threshold required under WAC-173-522, and 
there have been just 8 years between 1929 to 2015 that the Chehalis River basin had no days 
below the minimum instream flow (DEIS p. 54). 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. 


• Water quality. During the summer months, water temperature in the Chehalis River upstream of 
the FRE facility already exceeds water quality standards set by the Washington Department of 
Ecology (DEIS Appendix G, p. 99). Operation of the FRE facility will cause stream temperature to 
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increase an additional 2°C due to the removal of trees from the riparian areas surrounding the 
temporary reservoir (DEIS Appendix G, p. 99). Further, the temperature increases caused by 
operation of the FRE facility will extend downstream to the junction with Elk Creek. The Chehalis 
River upstream of the FRE facility location is currently an important summer rearing area for 
juvenile salmonids and these temperature increases will restrict suitable summer rearing habitat 
for salmon further upstream (Winkowski et al. 2018). 


• Fish passage. There are currently more than 1,300 known culvert fish passage barriers in the 
Chehalis River basin that restrict salmon access to needed habitat. During the five years of 
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. Recent studies demonstrated upstream movements of juvenile salmon and steelhead 
through the proposed FRE location and conclude that juveniles undergo these migrations to 
seek cooler water temperatures during the summer reasons when downstream temperatures 
approach lethal limits (Winkowski and Zimmerman 2017). Construction of the FRE facility will 
block juvenile salmon and steelhead 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 DEIS results and conclusions are incomplete and possibly erroneous because the DEIS fails to 
include climate change impacts in the analysis. Climate change is anticipated to result in larger and more 
frequent floods during the winter months and higher stream temperatures with lower stream flows 
during the summer months (Tohver et al 2014, Mauger et al 2016). These anticipated changes are large 
enough they will likely affect both flooding and fish in the Chehalis River basin. Indeed, scientists 
preparing the model outputs for the DEIS acknowledged that “Including climate change predictions in 
the mid- and late-century scenarios would dramatically alter species responses across the basin and 
might change conclusions about effects of the proposed project on the four modeled salmonid species.” 
(DEIS Appendix K, EDT Modeling Report p. 46).  


Several key results of the DEIS would likely change if climate change impacts were included in the 
analysis. First, flood benefits described in the DEIS are likely inaccurate as both the amount of water and 
the 100-year floodplain are underestimated for both the No Action and Proposed Project. Second, the 
negative impacts of FRE facility operation are likely underestimated (Alternative 1 or 2). Because the 
DEIS did not included climate change in the analysis, the DEIS has underestimated the frequency with 
which the reservoir will be filled and therefore underestimated the impacts of FRE facility operation, 
including fish passage and riparian habitat degradation. Specifically, more frequent filling of the 
reservoir will also increase impacts from the trap and haul operation and disruption to downstream fish 
passage. This is especially relevant for impacts to adult coho salmon and steelhead that migrate 
upstream during the peak months of the anticipated dam operation. Further, more frequent filling of 
the reservoir will increase riparian habitat degradation and have resulting impacts on both water quality 
and fish habitat. This is especially relevant for impacts to adult spring Chinook salmon and juvenile 
salmon and steelhead that use the area of the river upstream of the FRE facility location during the 
summer months when degraded riparian habitat has its greatest effects on water quality.   


The DEIS underestimates impacts of the Proposed Project on steelhead. According to the analysis 
presented in the DEIS, impacts to steelhead during the five years of construction will include a 53% 
reduction in the project area above Crim Creek but no impact to steelhead at a basin-wide scale (DEIS 
Appendix K, Figure 4-8, Table 4.5-2). However, results from recent studies indicate that a far greater 
basin-wide impact on steelhead is likely during the five years of FRE facility construction.  


First, the DEIS analysis assumes 5.6% of steelhead habitat in the basin occurs upstream of the FRE 
facility (DEIS Appendix K, EDT Modeling Report Table 4-4). However, recent studies have demonstrated 
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that closer to 15% of the adult steelhead in the Chehalis River basin spawn upstream of the FRE facility 
location (Ronne et al. 2020, data also provided in DEIS Table 4.5-1). Recent studies have also shown that 
juvenile steelhead migrate upstream of the FRE facility location during the summer months, presumably 
to find cooler water temperatures (Winkowski and Zimmerman 2017). Taken together, these studies 
demonstrate that far more than 5.6% of the Chehalis River basin steelhead will be impacted by the FRE 
facility. A 53% reduction on more than 15% of the population is certain to have a larger basin-wide 
impact than is currently reported in the DEIS.  


Second, the DEIS analysis should include impacts on the genetic diversity of steelhead. Recent genetic 
studies have revealed that steelhead in the Chehalis River basin are not a single population, and there 
are at least three distinct genetic groupings associated with the lower, middle, and upper basin 
(Seamons et al 2017). The upper basin genetic grouping includes steelhead spawning in the South Fork 
Chehalis River and upper Chehalis River. Impacts of FRE facility construction will have a far larger impact 
on this genetic grouping of steelhead than for the entire Chehalis River basin. 


Third, the model used for the DEIS analysis should include repeat spawners which are an important 
component of the steelhead life cycle and critical to the long-term stability of steelhead populations 
(Moore et al. 2014). The DEIS describes the range of repeat spawning rates known for steelhead (DEIS p. 
119), and the zero percent assumed in the EDT model used for the DEIS analysis is most certainly outside 
of this range (DEIS Appendix K, Integrated EDT-Lifecycle Modeling of Salmonids p. 15). Repeat-spawning 
steelhead will be particularly vulnerable to fish passage through the FRE facility because of the multiple 
exposures to impacts in both the upstream (handling) and downstream (temporary lack of passage) 
directions. Repeated impacts on more than 15% of the basin-wide steelhead population is certain to 
have a larger impact than is currently reported in the DEIS. 


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 (Hanson et al. 2013). 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, any actions that further degrade spring Chinook 
salmon in the Chehalis River basin will 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. The DEIS 
concludes that there will be a low indirect impact to SRKW because Chehalis River Chinook salmon are 
not currently a significant dietary source for the SRKW. 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 SRKW recovery, especially 
when the SRKW feed near Grays Harbor. Conversely, further depletion of the spring Chinook salmon 
from the Chehalis River should have a high negative impact on these endangered marine mammals. 


The DEIS should use a revised set of metrics to select additional alternatives to the Proposed Project. 
The DEIS evaluated 2 of the 61 alternatives considered for the Proposed Project. The two action 
alternatives selected for evaluation were a flood retention expandable facility (FRE, the Proposed 
Project) and a flood retention only (FRO) facility. These alternatives were so similar that there were 
minimal to no differences found when evaluating their impacts on the natural and built environment. 


A more appropriate set of metrics is needed to expand the list of alternatives to the Proposed Project 
that are considered. The applicant’s goal for the Proposed Project is to “reduce flood damage in the 
upper Chehalis River Basin” (DEIS, p. 1). In order to screen alternatives that may achieve this goal, the 
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DEIS used the flood levels, or amount of water, at four river gages on the Chehalis River mainstem 
between Adna and Grand Mound. However, there is a difference between flood reduction and flood 
damage reduction. While flood reduction can be measured by the amount of water at a particular river 
gage, flood damage reduction is better measured by the amount of damage to structures and properties 
caused by increased flooding. Indeed, alternatives listed in DEIS Appendix D as local alternatives and 
other alternatives (p. D-5 to D-7) may allow for flood damage reduction without any changes to the 
amount of water flow recorded by the river gages. An updated selection of alternatives is needed and 
should be based on the ability of that alternative to reduce damage to infrastructure and property 
rather than the amount of flooding alone. 


There are compelling reasons to want a side-by-side comparison of the flood damages expected under 
the local action alternatives versus the Proposed Project. The set of local actions considered by the DEIS 
would likely have much less impact to aquatic species and their habitat than the Proposed Project and 
may have substantial flood damage reduction benefits.  A previous analysis found that “approximately 
75% of residential structures and 25% of other structures within the Chehalis River floodplain could 
feasibly be floodproofed” (DEIS Appendix D, p. 3). Although the DEIS provides estimates of flood damage 
reduction to valuable structures provided by an FRE facility (DEIS Table 5.4-3), it does not provide similar 
estimates of flood damage reduction were these valuable structures to be raised, retrofitted, or 
floodproofed without an FRE facility. Due to the lack of analysis provided, we are unclear whether the 
Proposed Project will offer additional flood damage protection beyond that of an alternative based on 
local actions. 


Mitigation is uncertain, and the DEIS does not address whether a compensatory mitigation plan for the 
Proposed Project 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 
compensatory mitigation for the Proposed Project could be either ecologically effective or cost effective.  


The DEIS describes actions to compensate for unavoidable impacts to aquatic and terrestrial resources 
and provides nine mitigation types identified by the applicant, including riparian buffer expansion, 
hyporheic exchange enhancements, and cold-water retention structures (DEIS p. 269). However, the 
DEIS lacks any evaluation of whether or how likely these actions are to compensate for negative impacts 
of the Proposed Project. For example, benefits of riparian buffer expansion will be realized after multiple 
decades of tree growth and will do very little during the five years of FRE facility construction and the 
early years of FRE facility operation. Benefits of hyporheic exchange enhancements, while plausible, are 
largely experimental in their implementation and have yet unknown ability to compensate for negative 
impacts of the FRE facility. Also unknown is whether mitigation actions implemented in a different 
location from the FRE facility will benefit salmon and steelhead that spawn and rear near the FRE facility 
location. A lack of alignment between the spatial impact of the Proposed Project and the spatial impact 
of the compensatory mitigation is of particular concern given recent genetic studies that demonstrate 
spatial structure to the salmon and steelhead populations in the Chehalis River basin (Seamons et al. 
2017; Thompson et al. 2019, Seamons et al 2020). 


During the first five years of construction, salmon numbers upstream of the FRE facility are predicted to 
decline by more than 1,000 fish. 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. 


Conclusion 


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 
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$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 true solution for the Chehalis River basin. Similarly, alternatives that 
provide solutions for fish but exacerbate or maintain 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 believe 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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November 14, 2020 
 


Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project 
c/o Anchor QEA 
6720 South Macadam Street, Suite 125 
Portland, OR 97219 
 
Re:  Comments on NEPA Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Chehalis Flood Damage 


Reduction Project 


***** SUBMITTED ELECTRONICALLY ***** 


The Chehalis River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Project does not warrant further consideration for 
permitting processes of the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE).  The proposed project (dam and 
airport levee) is narrowly focused on construction of facilities that are at most intended to reduce the 
potential for flood damage to a minor degree in only a small portion of the Chehalis Basin.  It would 
not appreciably reduce the risk of flood damage throughout the vast majority of the Chehalis Basin.  
Environmental impacts of the proposed project would be significant, adverse, likely unavoidable, and 
not fully biologically mitigatable.  The scientific assessments provided in the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) are seriously flawed and not credible.  


An irreversible cascade of environmental degradation would be triggered beginning with construction 
of the proposed project, accelerating environmental damage that will likely result in permanent loss of 
ecological functions and important biological resources.  The proposed project would come at 
enormous cost, both in terms of wasteful expenditure of millions of dollars in public funds and 
consequential damage to fish, wildlife, and biophysical characteristics which cannot be fully 
biologically mitigated.   


The abject failure of the DEIS to identify alternatives to address the twin goals of the Chehalis Basin 
Strategy of reducing flood damage and restoring aquatic species throughout the Chehalis Basin is 
personally disappointing to me as a former member of Governor Inslee’s Chehalis Basin Task Force.  As 
a professional with over fifty years of experience working with complex environmental issues involving 
fisheries, forestry, climate change, computer simulation modeling, and statistical analysis, I found the 
lack of adequate quality assurance/control oversight for the information presented in the DEIS to be 
disturbing, shocking, and appalling.  Analytical flaws, deficiencies, and omissions are glaring and 
alarming.  The scientific basis for assessing risks to ecological and biological processes is woefully 
deficient and fails to even remotely approach requirements and standards regarding use of the best 
available science to inform decision making.   


Serious methodological, modeling, and analytical errors understate likely environmental consequences 
of the proposed project.  A partial list of egregious flaws includes:  


 Failure to evaluate risks, uncertainties and impacts of climate change.  While acknowledging 
uncertainties, the DEIS fails to evaluate major effects of environmental changes in atmospheric 
and oceanic patterns projected by current climate science.  No attempt is made to consider 
impacts on the frequency, intensity, of extreme storm events, alteration of temperature, 
precipitation, and flow patterns, implications of changes in ocean acidification, sea level rise, 
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estuarine and marine conditions.  The projected frequency of dam closure under currently 
available projections of climate change, and consequential adverse environmental impacts, is 
grossly underestimated.  There is great uncertainty regarding how, where and when 
precipitation and flooding events will materialize in a watershed as large as the Chehalis Basin.  
Construction of permanent structures to try to reduce flood damage in a small part of the 
Basin would constitute an irreversible commitment of resources to a course of action that will 
likely prove ineffectual while foreclosing opportunities for adaptation and restoration of 
environmental processes necessary to maintain resiliency in the face of uncertainty.  From a 
social equity and environmental justice perspective, the approach of benefiting a few while 
leaving the rest of the Chehalis Basin to happenstance is unsupportable.  The failure of the 
DEIS to substantively address climate change represents a dereliction of public responsibility 
that both denies reality and defies reason. 


 “Bait and switch” tactics to secure permitting.  Impact assessments in the DEIS are limited to 
consideration of a smaller dam while acknowledging that a larger dam may be considered for 
separate permitting at a later time. This has the appearance of a morally corrupt and legally 
suspect incrementalist approach that attempts to circumvent full disclosure and transparency.  
In a 1959 article in Public Administration Review entitled “The Science of Muddling Through”, 
Charles Lindblom described “root” and “branch” approaches for securing social license.  With 
the “root” approach, attempts to secure approval for project with large environmental 
footprints at once meet with considerable complexities and opposition that are difficult, 
costly, and time consuming to try to overcome.  In contrast, the “branch” approach breaks 
impacts into smaller pieces to make them more palatable for consideration by public and 
administrative review and budgeting processes.   


 Errors, omissions, and flaws in scientific assessments.  Errors in modeling seriously 
underestimate damage to biophysical environments and habitats for aquatic species during 
dam construction and operation.  The methods employed in an attempt to evaluate impacts of 
variability in water flows on salmonids improperly “force-fit” incompatible models and 
information, resulting in a superficial and fundamentally flawed approach that produces 
unreliable results.  The dam construction period would encompass periods important to 
rearing, holding, and migration of anadromous salmonids.  The presentation of impacts in 
terms of basin-wide “abundance” attempts to characterize losses as numerically “small” while 
obscuring implications of the eventual loss of important sub-populations that are critical to 
biological resiliency and diversity.  Loss of population components could lead to reduced 
resource sustainability that could result in listing and protection under the Endangered Species 
Act, yet the DEIS fails to acknowledge this eventuality, much less substantively assess 
economic and social consequences of restrictions and actions to try to “undo” damage to fish 
resources and their environments.  


 No cost-benefit analysis.  The DEIS does not contain a cost-benefit analysis or a risk 
assessment of damage that could result from failure of the proposed structures. The DEIS does 
not estimate potential flood damage that would continue to be anticipated in areas outside 
the area intended to be protected by the proposed project or that would result from increased 
pressures for development within the floodplain.  Nor does the DEIs provide estimates for 
costs of operation and facility maintenance, including ensuring the availability of staffing 
expertise necessary to maintain the dam reservoir, manage intermittent dam closure and re-
opening events and ensure effective fish passage, or explain how funding is to be provided. 
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 Failure to consider impacts outside the study area.  The DEIS fails to evaluate impacts to areas 
downstream of Porter, particularly estuarine and ocean environments, and uses of affected 
resources such as fisheries.  Salmon produced by Grays Harbor are harvested by ocean 
commercial and recreational fisheries from Oregon to Southeast Alaska and by commercial, 
recreational, and subsistence fisheries in estuarine and freshwater areas. The proposed project 
would lead to reduced abundance, productivity, diversity and even loss of important 
population components of salmonid populations.  Damage to habitats and species affecting 
Constitutionally protected Indian treaty fishing rights may precipitate prolonged controversy 
and perhaps litigation, neither of which are described in depth in the DEIS.   


 Failure to describe and evaluate mitigation actions.  No details of proposed actions to mitigate 
for significant, adverse impacts are provided.  Instead, these details are deferred for 
development and evaluation of technical and economic feasibility during future permitting 
processes.  This would delay decisions regarding the proposed project and incur unnecessary 
costs despite the fact that full mitigation for biological damage would not be possible.   


The framing of the purpose, need, goals, and metrics in the DEIS is particularly disturbing.  No 
alternatives that could substantively advance the twin objectives of the Chehalis Basin Strategy at 
much lesser economic, environmental, and social cost are considered or analyzed.  I applaud Governor 
Inslee’s leadership in calling for the development of a no-dam alternative.  Clearly, the idea of 
attempting to develop an engineering solution to try to control environmental processes is outmoded 
and ill-advised.  A different approach, supported by policy and world-wide science, is warranted and 
needed.  As noted in the Congressional Research Service report “Flood Risk Reduction from Natural 
and Nature-Based Features: Army Corps of Engineers Authorities” April 27, 2020), the primary goals for 
floodplain management of the Federal Emergency Management Agency should be centered on 
reduction of economic losses and threats to public health and safety from flooding, and preservation 
and restoration of the natural and beneficial functions and resources within floodplains.  A better 
approach, supported by current watershed management and restoration science, would involve 
moving people and property out of harm’s way and allowing the river to be a river to support natural 
environmental processes.   


I strongly urge the USACE to cease further consideration of the proposed project and devote its 
expertise and resources to supporting development of a no dam alternative that would advance the 
twin objectives of the Chehalis Basin Strategy. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment.   


Sincerely,  


 
Gary S. Morishima, Ph.D. 
C.E.O, MORI-ko, LLC 
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