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 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS 

Responses to comments provided in this appendix address environmental issues raised during the 
public comment period for the Draft EIS. Responses are provided for each comment in the following 
sections. They are intended to provide clarification and refinement of information presented in the 
EIS and, in some cases, to correct or update information in the EIS. 

The text of the EIS has been revised as appropriate in response to comments and to reflect new or 
updated information, and the revised text has been incorporated into the Final EIS, supporting 
Chapters 1 through 20. 

Responses to comments in Appendix F are organized and presented in two main sections: 

(1) Global Responses to Comments (starting on page F-2 of this appendix). 

(2) Responses to Specific Comments (starting on page F-13 of this appendix). 
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F.1 Global Responses to Comments 
Numerous comments on the Draft EIS raised common concerns or questions that are most 
appropriately answered or clarified in one comprehensive, or “global,” response. Ecology has 
provided Global Responses to address these common concerns. Responses to comments received 
on the Draft EIS related to these topics refer to the pertinent Global Response. 

The Global Responses are organized as follows, presented in the following pages of this appendix. 

• Visual Resources 

• Helicopter Use in Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness 

• Lake Level and Bathtub Ring 

• Telemetry Equipment 

• Water Conservation 

• Recreation 

• Water Rights Topics 

• Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity 

• Relinquishment 

• Multi-fill Analysis 

• No Change to Municipal Use 

• Trust Donation 

• Instream Flow Rule 

 Visual Resources 
Several comments indicated concern related to visual impacts in the wilderness and asked for 
clarification on impacts and mitigation measures for visual resources. Because the dam is within the 
Alpine Lakes Wilderness, viewer sensitivity to man-made features in the area is high. Chapter 11 of 
the Draft and Final EISs describes potential impacts and measures to reduce impacts on visual 
resources from operation of the dam. 

Impacts on visual resources from construction activity, including the visual impacts associated with 
lake drawdown and helicopter use for all action alternatives, would be adverse in the short term and 
would occur during peak hiker and overnight camper usage in the area; however, these impacts 
would be temporary (lasting for only one construction season). Operational impacts for the action 
alternatives would largely be the result of water level changes that would be visible during the 
summer and fall, when recreational use of the lake is highest. The lake level would be higher later 
into the summer, and lower during low water conditions. These fluctuations are not expected to 
generally alter view quality. 

Mitigation measures include: 

• Minimize clearing area for staging and construction activities, and restore all disturbed areas 
to Forest Service standards. 

• Revegetate areas following construction. 

• During design of the dam, specify materials and colors that will visually blend with the 
landscape around the dam, to the extent feasible. 

• In the dam design, minimize the use of long, linear, and sharp rectangular edges to the 
extent feasible to reduce the contrast of the structure with the natural surroundings. 

• Plant and allow low-growing vegetation, such as grasses and herbaceous plants, on the 
armored downstream face of the dam to the extent that this is compatible with safe 
operation of the dam. 
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Based on comments received on the Draft EIS, IPID, in conjunction with Ecology, has identified 
Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative for the proposed action. Alternative 2 meets the project 
objectives and is the least visually intrusive alternative. With no mechanical gates, Alternative 2 will 
blend into the landscape more than Alternative 1. The No Action Alternative and Alternative 3 do not 
meet all of the project objectives. 

 Helicopter Use in Alpine Lakes Wilderness 
Many comments were related to the impacts of helicopter use within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. As 
described in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final EISs, other construction transportation alternatives 
were explored, including overland vehicle transport and pack animals, but they were ultimately 
removed from further consideration due to infeasibility, cost, and impacts. 

Motorized overland transport through the Alpine Lakes Wilderness was initially considered, but it was 
not analyzed in the Draft or Final EIS because IPID acknowledged that air transport would be 
preferable to both wilderness users and to IPID. Additionally, this method of transportation was 
removed from consideration because of comments received during scoping expressing substantial 
concerns about impacts from overland transport. 

Transportation of materials and equipment using pack animals to the dam site was also considered 
but determined infeasible due to the amount and weight of transported materials, the elevation gain 
to the dam site, and the number of animal trips needed. 

Although the use of helicopters would increase noise levels during construction, it would result in the 
fewest impacts on the Eightmile Lake Trail and the shortest construction period. Figures 9-1 through 
9-8 in Chapter 9 of the Draft and Final EISs illustrate the extent of potential noise exposure in the 
Icicle Creek Valley due to construction-related helicopter operations. Please see Section 9.7 for 
discussion of potential mitigation measures to reduce noise impacts due to construction activities. 
Refer to Section 8.4 for discussion on noise impact on wildlife due to construction activities. 

Eightmile Dam and some of the inundated bed and shore of Eightmile Lake are on two parcels of 
land (120 acres) subject to a Special Warranty Deed. Through the Special Warranty Deed, IPID 
retained certain rights through the land exchange with the Forest Service in 1990 after the creation 
of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness (see Chapter 2). The Special Warranty Deed (see map in Figure 1-2) 
reserves IPID’s rights to maintain and operate the dam and exercise their water rights. (See 
Chapter 2 for discussion of the Special Warranty Deed.) These “reservations” explicitly allow uses 
(motorized transportation and equipment or aircraft) otherwise prohibited by the Wilderness Act. The 
Deed includes the following description of the rights it reserves: 

“… a nonexclusive, perpetual easement across, through, along, and upon the 
property described herein for the purposes of maintenance, repair, operation, 
modification, upgrading and replacement of all facilities presently located in or 
upon the property described herein, together with a nonexclusive right of ingress 
to and egress from all such facilities for all such purposes, in accordance with 
Rules and Regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture, 36 CFR 251.17 and 
251.18, attached hereto and made a part hereof, in such manner as not 
unreasonably to interfere with its use by the United States, its authorized users or 
assigns, or cause substantial injury thereto. 

The Grantor [IPID] may exercise the rights hereunder by any means reasonable 
for the purposes described, including but not limited to the use of motorized 
transportation and equipment, or aircraft. These rights include the right to 
regulate water level of all facilities located upon the property described herein. In 
performing maintenance, repair, operation, modification, upgrading and 
replacement of facilities located in or upon the property described herein, the 
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Grantor will not without prior written consent of the Forest Service, which consent 
shall not unreasonably be withheld, materially increase the size or scope of the 
facilities.” 

As described in Chapter 1, IPID proposes to rebuild the Eightmile Dam to meet current dam safety 
standards. To rebuild and restore the dam, IPID will need to access the dam site, located completely 
on Special Warranty Deed land, which includes transporting people, materials, and equipment into 
the Alpine Lakes Wilderness with the use of helicopters. 

 Lake Level and Bathtub Ring 
Several comments were received regarding the changes in lake levels related to potential impacts on 
vegetation and aesthetics. As noted in Section 7.3.8 of the Draft and Final EISs, Eightmile Lake was 
created by a large earthen embankment (landslide) that blocked the drainage of Eightmile Creek, 
forming the lake. The southern lakeshore is a steep talus slope with sparse vegetation. As described 
in Chapter 11 of the Draft and Final EISs, restoring the lake level water surface elevation to 
4,671 feet under Alternatives 1 and 2 would contrast with existing conditions where some areas 
above the current high water level (4,667 feet) would be submerged by an additional 4 feet of water. 
Refer to Figure F-1 and Figure F-2 for photographs of the lake at these water surface elevations. 

Additional submerged areas would include rocky and sparsely vegetated shoreline areas as well as 
the wetland at the west end of the lake. Some vegetation would likely die as a result of inundation, 
and additional wetland area will likely be created at the west end of the lake. While some people 
would see the additional inundation of these areas as adversely affecting views, others would likely 
see the larger lake size as a visual benefit. The lake would remain a dominant feature with the 
restored water level, and the additional inundation would not eliminate any areas specifically valued 
for their visual character. Please see the visual simulations in Chapter 11 for the predicted visual 
changes from fluctuating water levels proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2. The high water level 
under Alternative 3 would remain at roughly the current level. 

A number of comments were received regarding the visual impacts associated with a “bathtub ring” 
remaining visible during low water levels. The dam is a form of human manipulation of the water 
level and flow that existed prior to the establishment of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, and its 
continued use is authorized by the Special Warranty Deed. Assuming the dam is constructed no 
higher than the existing lake (water surface elevation 4,667 feet), the primary manipulation is that 
the dam slows the release of water in late spring and early summer, and increases flows during the 
drier months of late summer and early fall. These water level changes are often apparent by the 
“bathtub ring” left from when the water was held at a higher level. A bathtub ring is currently present 
at the lake when the lake is held at a low water level in the late summer and fall (see Figure 11-4 in 
the Draft and Final EISs for a photo taken in October 2020). The bathtub ring associated with 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would be similar to what is currently present at Eightmile Lake, but would 
appear slightly higher on the shoreline than it currently does. Low lake levels under Alternatives 1 
and 2 can be seen (as a simulation) on Figures 11-20a and 11-20b of the Draft and Final EISs. The 
low lake level and bathtub ring associated with dam removal are simulated in Figures 11-16a and 
11-16b. 
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Figure F-1. Eightmile Lake at current high water surface elevation 4,667 feet. 

 
 

Figure F-2. Eightmile Lake at past and future high water surface elevation 4,671 feet. 
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 Telemetry Equipment 
Several comments were received about the size, location, and operation of telemetry equipment in 
the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The telemetry equipment at the repeater station would be located 
outside of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness on Icicle Ridge (Figure 1-2). As described in Chapter 2 of the 
Draft and Final EISs, the telemetry equipment would be similar in scale to the Forest Service’s 
existing repeater station on Icicle Ridge. Figure 2-10 in the Draft and Final EISs shows the existing 
Forest Service repeater equipment. Telemetry equipment located at the Eightmile Dam site would be 
replaced with equipment similar in size and scale to the existing telemetry equipment currently at 
the site. Installation of telemetry equipment would greatly benefit dam operations under the action 
alternatives. IPID would be able to more closely monitor the dam operation and have improved 
control over the amount and timing of water released by improving operational efficiency. Refer to 
Section 2.6.1 of the Draft and Final EISs for more detail. 

 Water Conservation 
A number of comments were received regarding the need for additional water conservation, and the 
need to prioritize water conservation over water storage. 

While conservation projects are outside the scope of this EIS, water conservation/efficiency is a key 
component of the Icicle Strategy, which is intended to balance out-of-stream and instream water 
demand and resolve habitat and fisheries issues. The Icicle Strategy includes a number of projects 
increasing water supply and reliability, including the Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project. 
Please refer to the 2019 Final Programmatic EIS (January 2019) for additional information on other 
projects including conservation projects as part of the larger Icicle Strategy. 

To improve water use efficiency, IPID developed a Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan in 2018 
(Anchor QEA 2018b), in coordination with Trout Unlimited – Washington Water Project. This plan 
includes a comprehensive plan for improving irrigation efficiency and promoting conservation. Refer 
to that document for a complete discussion of projects and programs to be undertaken to improve 
efficiency in the IPID system, and the amount of water savings that could be realized through 
implementation of the proposed projects. IPID prioritizes conservation and will continue to pursue 
funding for conservation programs with several partners, including Ecology’s Office of Columbia 
River, Washington State Conservation Commission, the Bureau of Reclamation, and others. 

The Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan promotes consistency with two of the Icicle Work Group 
(IWG) Guiding Principles: 

• Improved streamflow that will result from more efficient use of water diverted from Icicle 
Creek, and reduced diversion from the creek. 

• Improved agricultural reliability that will result from more efficient use of water and 
implementation of conservation projects. 

The City of Leavenworth published a Water System Plan in 2018 (Varela & Associates 2018) that 
included a detailed Water Use Efficiency (WUE) Program. This program outlines several efforts to 
increase conservation, focused on commercial conservation and consider a conservation-oriented 
rate structure, among other approaches. The City also implemented smart meters to help customers 
monitor their usage, and a customer education program to educate consumers on water efficiency. 
The City of Leavenworth is committed to water conservation and will continue to look for ways to 
increase water use efficiency. 

However, water conservation does not eliminate the need for storage. Storage is an important part of 
the Icicle Strategy that allows for targeted late season instream flow benefits and contributes to 
climate change resiliency since storage is more climate resilient. 
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 Recreation 
Several commenters requested information regarding mitigation for impacts on recreation. As 
described in Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final EISs, construction activities have been planned to 
minimize the impacts on hikers and recreationists to the greatest extent possible. Some users may 
experience delays or choose to avoid the area during construction, as helicopter noise will be 
noticeable. Recreationists at Eightmile Lake would experience visual changes due to fluctuating 
water levels, as described in Chapter 11, Visual Resources. Fluctuating water levels would also alter 
informal fishing opportunities around the lake, potentially making some areas less suitable for 
fishing and other areas more desirable, depending on the water level. While the future operation of 
the dam would change recreational opportunities at Eightmile Lake, some of these changes could be 
experienced as improvements by some recreationists, and there would be no permanent closure of 
recreation. 

As described in Section 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs, IPID would implement the following 
measures to limit impacts on recreation: 

• Construction activities would generally occur between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m. 

• Coordinate with the Forest Service to forewarn visitors of potential disruption of wilderness 
experience due to construction activities, including notice to people seeking reservations 
through the lottery and to those awarded reservations. 

• Provide signage to alert trail users regarding construction activity, including dates and hours 
of helicopter use, heavy equipment operation, and blasting with explosives. 

• Provide a general description of work period and work impacts, including potential areas that 
will be closed to the public such as the staging and construction areas, prior to the Forest 
Service lottery for overnight permits in the Enchantment Permit Area. 

• Provide alert of construction on the Forest Service Website for Alpine Lakes Wilderness: 
Okanogan-Wenatchee. 

• Provide notification and signage at the Leavenworth Ranger Station and suggestions of other 
recreational opportunities in the area. 

• While not expected, blasting with explosives could be necessary during construction. Should 
that occur, the Eightmile Lake Trail from its junction with the Caroline Lake Trail could be 
closed periodically over the course of 1 or 2 days. Blasting would be scheduled for mid-week 
between 11 a.m. and 3 p.m. and prior notification would be provided to the greatest extent 
possible through the alert systems noted above, press releases, and notification from 
outdoor recreation organizations. 

• Following construction, restore disturbed areas to Forest Service standards. 

Operation of the rebuilt dam is not expected to result in any impacts on recreation. 

 Water Rights-Related Global Responses 
Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity 

Several comments assert that the Draft EIS is flawed because Ecology has not performed a tentative 
determination of the extent and validity of the Eightmile Lake water right. However, as explained in 
the introduction to Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs, the EIS itself does not make or include a 
tentative determination of extent and validity of the IPID’s Eightmile Lake water right because the EIS 
process is not an action that triggers any requirement for such a tentative determination. Under 
Ecology Policy 1120, the Water Resources Program Policy for Conducting Tentative Determinations 
of Water Rights, the proposed project does not require any water right-related approval or action that 
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involves a tentative determination. Such determinations are required for rights associated with water 
right change applications under RCW 90.03.380, RCW 90.44.100, and related statutes. Since no 
change application has been filed by IPID for the Eightmile Lake water right, the requirement for a 
tentative determination of the extent and validity of this water right has not been triggered. 

In addition to being required when Ecology evaluates water right change applications, other 
circumstances described in Policy 1120 for which a tentative determination of extent and validity is 
made by the Department include “evaluating existing water uses associated with water rights 
pursuant to RCW 90.14.130 or other regulatory statutes that results in a departmental order.2” RCW 
90.14.130 concerns administrative orders issued by Ecology for water right relinquishment. RCW 
90.14.130 authorizes Ecology to issue an order to notify a water rights holder when it appears that 
their right has reverted back to the state for nonuse as a result of relinquishment. As explained 
below in the Global Response to comments related to Relinquishment, Ecology has ascertained that 
issuance of an order for relinquishment of the Eightmile Lake right is not warranted. 

Although IPID has not filed a change application, the Draft EIS describes IPID’s intent to donate a 
portion of the Eightmile Lake water right to the State Trust Water Rights Program for the purposes of 
instream flow. The quantification requirement for Trust donations under RCW 90.42.080(4) does not 
include a tentative determination but ensures that the water right donated into Trust “shall not 
exceed the extent to which the water right was exercised during the five years before the donation 
nor may the total of any portion of the water right remaining with the donor plus the donated portion 
of the water right exceed the extent to which the water right was exercised during the five years 
before the donation.” Policy 1120 specifically states that a tentative determination of extent and 
validity is not warranted when a water right is donated into Trust. 

Following the issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion of its 
water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will 
conduct a review of the quantities available (if any) for the Trust donation in accordance with the 
process prescribed by RCW 90.42.080(4). The results of this review will be part of a final decision on 
the requested Trust donation and will follow and be informed by the EIS process. 

As stated, the EIS process is not used to make a tentative determination of extent and validity. Rather, 
the purpose of the EIS process is to outline a range of possible outcomes for a proposed action. In 
this case, the EIS performed a reasonable evaluation to bracket the amount of water likely available 
under the existing water right to ensure that the alternatives considered and associated active storage 
capacities were reasonable within the right, and then to outline the range of potential outcomes that 
can result from those alternatives. In outlining the range of potential outcomes, consistent with WAC 
197-11-080 (3)(b), the Draft EIS documents the worst-case analysis within the range of outcomes. 
As such, the analysis made in the Draft and Final EISs adequately examines a reasonable range of 
active storage volumes and associated impacts that could occur from the proposed dam rebuild, 
regardless of whether a portion of the right may or may not be available as a result of Ecology’s 
quantification of the water right for purpose of the Trust donation under RCW 90.42.080(4). This 
analysis is also consistent with the water rights response included in the Scoping Summary Report 
(Ecology 2021d), available on the Ecology website, which points to water rights analyses to be 
conducted in the Draft EIS based on preliminary information and that IPID’s water rights will be 
addressed in relation to meeting the needs of the alternatives in the Draft and Final EISs. 

The EIS describes action alternatives with design active storage volumes that were determined to be 
reasonable given the review of information available on water use and storage at Eightmile Lake 
under IPID’s existing right at the time of Draft EIS preparation. Following issuance of the Final EIS, 
Ecology will review the quantities (if any) available for donation into Trust based on the extent to 

 
2 Department of Ecology Policy No. POL 1120, Water Resources Program Policy for Conducting Tentative Determinations of 
Water Rights. Effective August 30, 2004 (Revised). Section 3. 
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which the water right was exercised during the 5 years before the donation date. If IPID asserts a 
sufficient cause for nonuse (see Appendix B and the Global Response for Relinquishment) for a 
period immediately prior to the May 2024 Trust donation application date, and Ecology finds it to be 
excused under RCW 90.14.140 for that period, then the 5-year review period will be moved to 
precede such asserted and excused period of nonuse or partial nonuse. In any case and as 
described above, the analysis and determination of the quantity of water available for and accepted 
into Trust for instream flow does not constitute a tentative determination of extent and validity of the 
water right. It only reflects how the right was exercised in the 5-year period considered in the 
evaluation for the donation. As such, a later adjudication of the water rights in the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin or an action triggering a tentative determination of extent and validity (such as IPID filing a 
water right change application) as described above would result in a quantification of water use and 
annual quantity under the right. If a future quantification (through adjudication or future water right 
action) results in an annual active storage quantity that is less than the 2,000 acre-feet considered 
in this EIS, the physical active storage volume in the lake can be reduced through shortening the 
intake pipe outlet as described in the Final EIS without necessitating any changes to the main 
design. 

In any case, the total quantity accepted into Trust for instream flow plus the quantity retained by IPID 
for irrigation cannot be used in excess of the maximum active storage volume of 2,000 acre-feet that 
is considered in this EIS for the potential impacts analysis described above. The monitoring and 
reporting plan to be executed as part of the Trust donation process will be reviewed and approved by 
Ecology and will ensure that the 2,000 acre-foot limit of active storage is not exceeded on an annual 
basis and that the Trust donation is managed properly. 

Relinquishment 

As explained in Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, and further discussed in Appendix B, 
relinquishment occurs when a water right has not been fully used at least once every 5 years unless 
the right qualifies for one of several specified exceptions that excuse the nonuse. The EIS explains 
that relinquishment occurs through nonuse by operation of law, but a relinquished right (in part or in 
full) is still recorded as active (that is, not determined to be relinquished, in a water right document 
or decision, for example, superseding certificate or order) if there has not been an action that 
triggers a tentative determination of extent and validity. 

As discussed in Appendix B, RCW 90.14.130 – 180 governs relinquishment, and Ecology’s Policy 
1060 provides specific definitions and departmental policies related to relinquishment. Policy 1060 
states relinquishment “occurs when a water right has reverted to the state because of nonuse for 
five or more successive years after 1967 without sufficient cause that excuses the nonuse.” RCW 
90.14.140 lists numerous specific exceptions that are defined as sufficient causes that excuse 
nonuse of water and prevent relinquishment. 

Several comments stated that at least a portion of IPID’s Eightmile Lake water right has been 
relinquished as a result of nonuse; at least one comment stated that Ecology knows of this 
relinquishment. Several comments stated that the relinquishment has occurred since the 1990s, 
with one stating the nonuse has occurred due to dam erosion and irrigation efficiency improvements. 

However, it is not clear that there has been unexcused partial nonuse of the Eightmile Lake water 
right. This water right authorizes storage of water in the lake, and, as described in the Draft EIS and 
in the Global Response for Multi-fill Analysis below, through multiple filling of the lake, IPID has 
stored water in excess of the reservoir’s current capacity. While there may be partial nonuse of the 
storage right if the reservoir is only filled at one time each year, there is evidence showing that it is 
filled at multiple times (see Chapter 6, page 6-7 of the Draft EIS). Thus, while the storage capacity of 
the lake has been reduced during the last several decades, IPID has still exercised its storage right 
through multiple same-season filling. 
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In addition, as explained above, because there is no water right change application, a tentative 
determination of extent and validity has not been conducted for the right. If an appropriate water 
right action had occurred and less than the full quantity were to be tentatively determined as having 
been used, as suggested in some of the comments, then IPID as the water right holder would then 
have the opportunity to provide additional information to show sufficient cause for the nonuse by 
asserting an exception from relinquishment. One exception that possibly would be asserted by IPID 
and have to be considered by Ecology is the exception for “drought, or other unavailability of water” 
under RCW 90.14.140(1)(a). There may be a viable argument that the erosion of the dam has been 
caused by natural events and has resulted in the “unavailability of water,” and repairs to the dam to 
restore its function to the pre-erosion level could not readily be made due to circumstances outside 
IPID’s control, for example, the time required to get approval for construction access within the 
wilderness area. Further, one or more of the other exceptions to relinquishment may be asserted 
and may need to be considered as part of the analysis. For these reasons, Ecology has not deemed 
that the factual scenario for this water right warrants commencement of a relinquishment action. 

Ecology has not determined that relinquishment has not occurred, but, rather, that it is uncertain 
and undetermined as to whether relinquishment has occurred. Relinquishment occurs as a matter of 
law whether or not Ecology takes a formal action leading to a relinquishment order. And while the law 
allows Ecology to issue a relinquishment order for some situations other than during the water right 
application process, under Ecology’s standard practices, such an order is only issued when there is 
clear and compelling evidence that relinquishment has occurred. In this case, while there is a 
supposition by some that relinquishment has occurred, there is not clear evidence showing that 
there has actually been unexcused partial nonuse of the water right. 

Multi-fill Analysis 

Many comments were received concerning the Multi-fill Analysis. These comments generally either 
requested that the Multi-fill Analysis document (Aspect 2022a) be attached as an appendix to the 
Final EIS and/or suggested that there is no precedent for using a Multi-fill Analysis to determine the 
extent of a water right and that WAC 508-12-270 specifically states that only the initial filling of 
storage applies because only one filling of the reservoir is allowed under a water right. 

The multi-fill report provided by IPID (Aspect 2022a) describing the Multi-fill Analysis was reviewed 
and considered along with other information provided by IPID in preparing the Draft EIS, with the 
purpose of determining whether the range of storage volumes considered in the three action 
alternatives was reasonable given the existing storage right at the lake. The Multi-fill Analysis is 
described in footnote 8 in Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, and additional discussion has 
been added to the text of Section 6.2 of the Final EIS. 

The Multi-fill Analysis is based on a water-balance spreadsheet model using a range of historical IPID 
uses and practices and representative wet, dry, and average years. The methodology and 
spreadsheet modeling tool used is similar to the mass-balance approach used as part of the FPEIS 
to estimate the Eightmile Lake watershed yield (Appendix B of Ecology 2019a). The model uses a 
daily mass-balance to estimate change in storage at the lake over the season, which includes both 
inputs to the lake (precipitation and snowmelt data) and outputs from the lake (estimates of leakage 
out of the lake, evaporation, and a range of typical operational releases). Additionally, the model 
prioritized meeting senior water rights prior to multi-fill. While Ecology has not re-created the Multi-fill 
Analysis, it conducted a general review of the information and assumptions used, as well as the 
general methodology, and has ascertained that the analysis is reasonable. As noted in WAC 197-11-
420(4) “…an applicant may volunteer to provide any information or effort desired, as long as the EIS 
is supervised and approved by the responsible official.” 

The multi-fill report itself, as noted above, was not produced by Ecology. It is one of many 
background documents used in the EIS evaluation. All information sources used in the preparation of 
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the EIS are listed as references in Chapter 18 of the Draft and Final EISs. Some of these sources are 
available for review on the internet, and all are available through a public records request to Ecology. 

As mentioned, many comments referenced WAC 508-12-270, which states: 

Unless otherwise specified, a reservoir permit will allow the permittee to fill the 
reservoir once annually and the permit shall specifically state the period during 
which the water may be used to fill the reservoir. If water in excess of one filling of 
the reservoir is required, a further application for the additional water must be filed. 

This rule was filed on March 23, 1960. 

The above-mentioned footnote to Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs explains that the “one-fill” 
rule under WAC 508-12-270 is not applicable to the Eightmile Lake water right because the right, 
with a priority date of August 2, 1926, pre-dates the adoption of WAC 508-12-270. At least one 
comment asserted that the one-fill rule could still apply because the rule “could have simply been 
putting into writing the longstanding and historical practice of authorities responsible for 
implementing Washington’s water code.” However, there is no evidence presented for this. Further, 
even if true, a longstanding practice in and of itself does not constitute a law or a rule. Rather, the 
applicable legal principle is that laws, when enacted, are not retroactive unless specifically noted as 
such. And this principle is especially appropriate for agency rules, which are not statutes enacted by 
the legislature but, rather, are rules promulgated by an agency under authority delegated by the 
legislature. With respect to the Eightmile Lake water right, the certificate, and other documents for 
the right, do not include any condition requiring only one filling of the reservoir. Thus, since there is 
no one-fill condition, and WAC 508-12-270 is not applicable to the right, IPID’s multiple-filling of the 
reservoir has been lawful under its 1926 water right. 

No Change to Municipal Use 

There are several comments on the potential to convert some of the use under the Eightmile Lake 
water right from irrigation use by IPID to municipal use (for the City of Leavenworth). It is not possible 
for the right to be used directly for municipal purposes; that could not occur without the filing and 
approval of a water right change application requesting a change in purpose of use to add instream 
flows for the mitigation of a new municipal out-of-stream water use (under a separate new water 
right application) as a purpose of use authorized under the water right. Such an application has not 
been filed, nor is one expected to be filed in the future. Section 2.8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs 
states that increasing the municipal water supply as a component of this project has been removed 
from further consideration: “During the scoping process, several comments were received expressing 
concern over water from the Alpine Lakes Wilderness being used for municipal supply purposes. 
Based on such comments, Ecology has determined that water will not be made available for instream 
flow purposes for the mitigation of new out-of-stream uses, including municipal water supply use.” 

Trust Donation 

Comments were received related to whether the portion of the right to be donated to instream flows 
would stay instream permanently, and whether the water would remain instream to the Pacific 
Ocean. 

As discussed above, after issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a request to donate a portion of 
its Eightmile Lake water right to the State Trust Water Rights Program for instream flow purposes for 
the life of the rebuilt dam and related infrastructure. Although the timeframe is technically 
temporary, the Trust donation for instream flow purposes is tied to the life and existence of the 
infrastructure for the rebuilt dam and, as such, will likely be for a long period of time (for example, 
the existing dam’s life is reaching the 100-year mark). This also means that the quantities donated 
for instream flow would be used for those purposes exclusively as long as the infrastructure and 
project improvements are present and capable of storing water for release. As described above, 
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Ecology will consider the request and make a determination on acceptance of the Trust donation 
following issuance of the Final EIS. 

If Ecology’s review under RCW 90.42.080(4) and final decision on the Trust application results in 
less than 1,400 acre-feet (the quantity currently needed by IPID), then no water would be available 
for acceptance into the Trust Water Rights Program. This would not preclude IPID from making 
annual donations in years where it has surplus water and may not need the full 1,400 acre-feet. 
However, without the added annual benefit to instream flows as a result of the project under the 
pending May 2024 Trust donation application, Ecology’s OCR may not fund the dam construction as 
it would not meet the directives of OCR’s program. This does not preclude the use of emergency 
funds should there be a health and safety issue. IPID would still need to rebuild the dam to meet the 
requirements for the dam as required by Ecology’s Dam Safety Office, but it would need to seek 
alternative sources of funding. 

However, if Ecology’s review under RCW 90.42.080(4) and final decision on the Trust application 
results in excess of 1,400 acre-feet of water (beyond the quantity currently needed by IPID) and, 
thereby, water is available for donation into Trust, then the project would qualify for Ecology’s OCR 
funding for meeting instream flow demands. Any water donated to Trust as part of this project will 
only benefit instream flow and will not be used to mitigate any new out-of-stream uses. 

RCW 90.42.080 authorizes Ecology to accept donations to the State Trust Water Rights Program. The 
donated portion of the water right will be released from storage in Eightmile Lake to augment flows 
in Icicle Creek in order to benefit fish, with releases scheduled based on coordination with Icicle 
Work Group members, co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. See Section 2.6 of the Draft and 
Final EISs, and Section 6.5 of the Final EIS. 

Ecology holds and has legal authority to manage all Trust water rights within the framework of the 
prior appropriation system. Unlike Trust water rights that Ecology acquires through means other than 
a donation, which it actively protects, Ecology typically does not actively manage donations to the 
Trust Water Rights Program. However, in this case, the donated portion of the water right will be 
released from storage in Eightmile Lake to augment flows in Icicle Creek in order to benefit fish, and 
because of this benefit to fish, Ecology does intend to manage this donated water instream from the 
outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River. Given the 
relatively senior priority date of this Eightmile Lake water right (1926, Class V), it is likely to remain 
instream to the confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River. The scheduled releases for 
instream flow will be coordinated with Icicle Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream 
flow subcommittee, IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers (see Section 2.6 of the Draft and 
Final EISs). 

Instream Flow Rule 

As explained in Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, the waters of Washington State are a public 
resource whose use is controlled by water rights under the prior appropriation doctrine (first-in-time, 
first-in-right). Under the Water Resources Act of 1971, the state required Ecology to retain adequate 
flow in streams to protect instream flow resources. As a result, the instream resources protection 
program for the Wenatchee River Basin (Chapter 173-545 WAC) established minimum instream 
flows for Icicle Creek. These minimum instream flows are essentially water rights for the creek and 
have priority dates (6/3/1983 and 11/2/2001) just like any other water right. All rights on Icicle 
Creek with priority dates prior to those established for instream flow can legally divert water from the 
creek regardless of the flow level in the creek. Water rights with priority dates later than those for the 
creek can also legally divert water from the creek, but only when the instream flows are being met. 

In the case of IPID, their rights to divert water from Icicle Creek predate the instream flow rule; 
therefore, they can legally divert water from the creek up to their water right amount, even in drought 
years. 

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fapp.leg.wa.gov%2Frcw%2Fdefault.aspx%3Fcite%3D90.42%26full%3Dtrue%2390.42.080&data=05%7C01%7Cieks461%40ECY.WA.GOV%7C4b0b58306fcc4aa797ac08db888fdaf7%7C11d0e217264e400a8ba057dcc127d72d%7C0%7C0%7C638253923682861399%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C3000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=VfkTHnKDvYPS%2BHIWWfAVPBjLLgI5JPK95fauAU7goBc%3D&reserved=0
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F.2 Responses to Specific Comments 
This section of Appendix F contains copies of all comments received on the Draft EIS, and responses 
to those comments. This introduction explains the organization of comments and responses, and 
describes how to locate a response to a specific comment. Comment letters/emails/website 
comments were initially organized by date received, and by the type of entity providing the 
comments, in the following order: 

• State government agencies (coded as S-) 

• Organizations (coded as O-) 

• Individuals (coded as I-) 

• Public meeting/hearing comments (coded as M-) 

• Form letter comments (coded as FL-) 

Note: No formal comments on the Draft EIS were received from federal agencies, local agencies, or 
tribes. Ecology has conducted formal consultation with tribal governments on potential impacts on 
cultural and tribal resources. Consultation with the tribes will continue as the project moves through 
permitting and construction. 

Each comment letter/email/website comment received was given an identifying (ID) number (e.g., 
F-1), and each specific comment within that letter was numbered sequentially (e.g., F-1-1, F-1-2, 
etc.). Similarly, using a verbatim transcript of the three public hearings (one in-person, two virtual), 
each speaker and each specific comment by that speaker was assigned an identifying number (e.g., 
M-1-1). Appendix F also contains several index tables that enable a reader to find their comment 
letter and the associated responses. The index tables, organized by the entity type as shown above, 
list each comment letter received; the name and/or organization of that comment; and a hyperlink to 
the reproduced comments and associated responses in this PDF. Separate index tables are 
presented for each entity type in the bulleted list above (e.g., State government agency). Because of 
the length of the reproduced comments and associated responses, the best way to navigate this 
appendix is digitally, using the bookmarks and hyperlinks within the PDF, as well as searches in this 
PDF (i.e., using Edit/Find or Control-F on an IBM PC computer, or Command-F on a Mac computer). 

Following each index table, each comment letter and its corresponding responses appear side by 
side, with the comment letter on the left side of the page and the responses on the right side. 
Comments have been delineated (or bracketed) and numbered within each comment letter. Each 
specific comment is marked in the margin with the number of the comment and correlative 
response. 

A few additional notes to help readers in reviewing the responses to comments: 

• Several comment letters included attachments or exhibits, which were reviewed and 
considered by the EIS team but are not reproduced on the following comment/response 
pages due to length. 

• Where a specific comment is addressed by information in one or more Global Responses, the 
response refers to the Global Response(s). Where a specific comment is addressed by 
another specific response, the reader is referred to the other response to avoid duplication. 

• Four form letters were submitted through four different organizations (Sierra Club, The 
Mountaineers, Washington Wild, and Washington Trails Association). Because responses to 
each comment letter were similar, only one version of each is included in the responses that 
follow. A table listing all individuals that submitted a form letter is include in Attachment A. 
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F.2.1  State Agencies 

Index of Comments from State Agencies 
Comment ID Agency Name Page 

S-1 WDFW Brock Hoenes STATE-1 
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S-1
COMMENT RESPONSE  

S-1-1 
Alternative one. 
Brock Hoenes with Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement. For the eight mile dam rebuild and restoration project. The Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife's interest in this project is based on our agencies mandate to. Perpetuate fish, wildlife, and their 
habitat. More specifically for this project, WDFW offers our technical assistance in pre application review for the hydrologic project approval permit under the Washington State Hydrologic Code Chapter 220 through. 660, as well as technical assistance regarding WDFW priority habitat and 
species as both a technical advisor and permitting agency, we offer these observations and recommendations to consider for this project. 

S-1-1   Comment noted.

S-1-2
Preferred alternative. 
Upon review of the alternatives and available supporting documents for this project, WDFW supports alternative one due to the increased operational flexibility to manage and bolster in stream flows. Alternative one is especially important considering projected climate change impacts showi
earlier peak flows and significant reductions in minimum average flows and late summer flows.

S-1-2   Comment noted.

S-1-3 
Wildlife and wildlife habitat impacts. 
The following information is needed to identify impacts and Address mitigation needs for terrestrial species and habitats that occur in the area of the proposed project boundary. We recommended that permanent vegetat
removal is limited to the minimum footprint needed to construct the projects. To minimize vegetation impacts, we recommend clearing rather than grubbing. Grubbing removes underground vegetation including stumps 
roots and buried logs. Clearing would limit vegetation removal to only surface vegetation. Clearing is only a temporary impact to the vegetation rather than a permanent impact. Keeping stumps, roots and buried logs int
in riparian management zones will help reduce the risk of erosion and some plant species can re sprout from the remaining roots. We recommend a revegetation plan be required that describes the replacement in mitigati
required for impacts to riparian and forested habitats. The revegetation plan should include a monitoring and management requirement to ensure successful revegetation. 

S-1-3   Comment noted.
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S-1  
COMMENT RESPONSE 

S-1-4 
Page 4-27 of the EIS states “Although the lake area has a potential for larger fluctuations as 
compared to existing conditions, the relatively small increases and decreases of 6% or less would 
not substantially alter water resources in the lake. This minor percent variation would not 
substantially change lake hydrology” 
WDFW is concerned that broader post construction drawdown in pool raise within the eight mile 
reservoir, even if relatively small, may impact aquatic and terrestrial species. The draft EIS does 
not address and amphibian egg stranding relative to alternatives one and two where additional 
acreage will be inundated, subsequently dried, and with increasing frequency. Please include 
actions that will prevent these impacts to this species life history stage. 

 

S-1-4    Operation of the dam associated with all action alternatives would be similar to  
current conditions with the timing and release of drawdown. Water levels in the lake 
are highest in the spring and lowest in late summer. Amphibian species present in the 
area are adapted to surface water elevation changes. Additionally, water level 
manipulations are expected to occur outside of the breeding season. As noted in the 
EIS, impacts may occur on individuals associated with the aquatic changes, but because 
of the relatively small affected area, overall impacts are expected to be less-than-
significant. 

 

S-1-5 
on page 8 dash 36, the draft EIS states the construction of alternative two would require about 
10,000 cubic yards of material to be excavated from elsewhere on the site and used to build the 
dam.”  
The draft EIS does not currently specify the source and location of the 10,000 cubic yards of 
native material and its impacts on the wildlife and wildlife habitat. We recommend that the 
source and location of the native backfill needed to construct the project be identified for all 
three alternatives period’" 

 

S-1-5   As noted in Section 2.7.1, rock and earthen materials would be sourced from  
excavations associated with the new dam and piping. Section 8.5.3 of the Final EIS has 
been revised to clarify that materials would be sourced from the Special Warranty 
Deep parcels. Impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat are described in Section 8.5 of 
the Draft and Final EISs. 

 

S-1-6 
on page 8 dash 36, the draft EIS states the primary spillway length of 180 feet is 120 feet longer 
than under alternative one"  

we recommend including additional information to specify if this will affect any fish habitat withi  
the increased footprint of alternative two. 

S-1-6   None of the alternatives would result in a loss of aquatic habitat in Eightmile Creek.  
As recommended, additional information has been provided in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS on 
the effect of the wider spillway with Alternative 2 on fish habitat in the lake. The spillway in 
Alternative 2 will impact approximately 2,000 square feet of lake shoreline habitat at full water 
surface elevation. This small increase in spillway length and associated habitat loss associated 
with Alternative 2 is not expected to have a significant impact on fish in Eightmile Lake. 
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S-1  
COMMENT RESPONSE 

S-1-7 this additional information is recommended to identify impacts and address 
mitigation needs for water resources and water rights that occur in this area of the project
proposal boundary.
The water quality data for eight mile lake is nearly 50 years old and the water quality data
for eight mile Creek is over 20 years old period will additional water quality monitoring take
place before and after construction, and who will collect the data? We suggest collecting
new data and using it to make form decisions about water quality related actions.

S-1-7   Comment noted. Water quality monitoring in Eightmile Lake and Eightmile Creek will  
be conducted during construction to ensure water quality standards are being met, and 
in conjunction with any Section 401 Water Quality Certification permit requirements. 
Additional water quality monitoring is not currently planned as part of the Eightmile 
Dam Restoration and Rebuild Project. The recommendation for additional water quality 
data collection may be better suited for inclusion in future projects by the Icicle Work 
Group. 

S-1-8 as written, the draft EIS describes the potential for reduced stream flows in icicle S-1-8   Changes in the timing and magnitude of flow in Eightmile Creek during construction,   
from both surface water discharge at the dam and groundwater flow under, are 
believed to represent less-than-significant impacts on water quantity in the creek 
because flow volumes and timing will be within the typical range seen from current 
reservoir operations when year-to-year variations in the hydrologic cycle are 
considered. This certainly relieves the necessity of additional analysis for above-average 
and average water years suggested by the commenter. 

Creek during construction of any of the project alternatives. Drought conditions during the 
construction phase of this project would exacerbate potential stream flow impacts and could 
create additional stressors for aquatic species, including endangered species act protected
salmonoids. WDFW suggests including the following elements to the final EIS to increase our
understanding of the potential for significant impacts to streamflows.
1. A more thorough analysis of the potential impacts to stream flows occurring during the

construction phase. This analysis should consider a range of potential water years (i.e.,
above average water supply, median water supply, and below average water supply) Considering it is IPID's standard policy to release water from Eightmile Lake prior to 

releases from its other lakes/reservoirs, the early release of water during construction 
would likely represent a similar pattern to what is done normally during a severe 
drought year. IPID is planning on managing their other reservoirs to make up for any 
lack of flow from Eightmile Lake. 

that would provide more clarity on potential impacts. 
2. Additionally, this analysis should study how storage from other Alpine lakes operated by 

icicle pershastan irrigation district can be managed to fulfill IPID water needs and 
maintain the instream flow protections contained in chapter 173-545 of the
Washington administrative code Wenatchee basin in stream flow rule. While WDFW 
understands that the instream flow level set in administration rule are junior to IP ID's
right, we'd like to see minimal impacts from construction activities affecting Fish and
Wildlife. 

S-1-9 The sequencing of this project creates unnecessary uncertainty. The draft EIS provides 
analysis on the environmental impacts resulting from a dam project, but the underlying water 
rights stored behind the dam black clarity. We are unable to locate a reservoir permit securing
IPID's right to store water in eight mile lake. The extent and validity of IPID’s appropriative water
rights have not been tentatively determined by the Washington department of ecology. Having
clarity on the water rights before assessing that the environmental impacts would increase our
understanding of the potential environmental benefits of this project. Absent clarity on the
underlying water rights, it will be impossible to ascertain the quantity of stream flow benefits
derived from this project.

S-1-9   The sequencing of the project as it relates to water rights is being followed as
prescribed by state law, Ecology's policies, and established Ecology procedures. As part 
of the EIS, Ecology has reviewed the water right and the Multi-fill Analysis to determine 
whether the active storage volumes considered for each design alternative (up to 2,000 
acre-feet) are reasonable and inform the appropriate analysis of potential impacts of 
the alternatives. Without a water right action or clear evidence of non-use of the right 
(when considering potential for re-fills of the lake and statutory exemptions to non-
use), Ecology has not conducted a tentative determination of extent and validity of the 
Eightmile Lake water right or a determination of relinquishment (refer to Global 
Responses on these topics). After the Draft EIS was issued, IPID filed an application for 
Trust donation requesting that a portion of the right be donated for instream 
flow. After the Final EIS is released, Ecology will review the application for Trust 
donation, according to the process prescribed by RCW 90.42.080(4), and issue a final 
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S-1   
COMMENT RESPONSE 

decision. A Trust agreement will document the monitoring and reporting requirements 
and terms of the donation. Following final design and construction of the rebuilt dam, 
the monitoring and reporting will ensure that quantity donated to Trust and released 
for instream flow will remain within the quantity accepted for donation. The donated 
portion of the water right will be released from storage in Eightmile Lake to augment 
flows in Icicle Creek in order to benefit fish, with releases scheduled based on 
coordination with Icicle Work Group members, co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. 
See Section 2.6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 

IPID’s water right on Eightmile Lake (Surface Water Certificate 1228) authorizes the 
storage and use of water for irrigation purposes. The single water right that was 
certificated in 1939 includes 25 cfs for both storage and diversionary uses. Additional 
information on the storage component of the right is provided in response to comment 
O-9-15 of the Sierra Club letter. 

S-1-10 
WDFW is unclear how water donated as a result of the project would be protected in stream 
from other diverters junior to IP ID's water right, but senior to the instream flow rule. WDFW 
ultimately wants to ensure the water donated by IPID is protected in stream in perpetuity all 
the way to the Pacific Ocean. 

S-1-10   Water donated by IPID to the Trust Water Rights program will be managed instream   
within the framework of the prior appropriation system with respect to both 
diversionary rights and minimum instream flows established under WAC 173-545. In 
the context of the Icicle Creek subbasin, IPID's Eightmile Lake water right, including the 
portion requested for donation to Trust, has a priority date that is senior to the 
effective date of the instream flows set forth in WAC 173-545. Additional information is 
provided in Section 6.3.1 of Chapter 6: Water Rights of the Draft and Final EISs. 

In addition, refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation. As described in the Global 
Response, Ecology intends to manage this donated water instream from the outlet of 
Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River. The releases 
will be coordinated with Icicle Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream 
flow subcommittee, IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. Coordination and 
decisions surrounding lake releases and flow management within the Icicle Creek 
watershed will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG process including a decision 
support tool being developed as part of the Icicle Strategy. Also refer to the Section 2.6 
(Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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S-1 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

S-1-11 
Miscellaneous technical comments 
chapter 4 surface water rights, page four through eight of the draft EIS states COIC water right at the joint diversion structure allows for a diversion of 11.9 cubic feet per second for irrigation. Our comment is that this 11.9 cubic feet per second, or cfs, number is stated multiple other places in the draft EIS. There is current uncertainty of the actual amount of cascade orchard companies water right. 
Until this final amount is clarified through a tentative determination of extent and validity now says by ecology, WDFW recommends language stating that COIC may have a water right up to 11.9 CFS or cubic feet per second pending the issuance of a final report of examination by ecology. S-1-11   Prior to the writing of the Draft EIS, the last water right action concerning the Cascade Orchards  

Irrigation Company (COIC) right was in 1940, which confirmed the amount of the right at 11.9 
cfs. In 2020, COIC filed an application for change of its water right, and in August 2023, following 
the issuance of the Draft EIS, Ecology issued a final Report of Examination and change decision 
(CS4-35001J@1) to change the point of diversion and change the place of use. Additionally, 
Ecology decided that the component of COIC’s Irrigation Efficiencies and Pump Exchange Project 
that involves the downstream change in point of diversion qualifies as a "water conservation 
project" under RCW 90.42.020(6) and 90.42.030. RCW 90.42.020(6) defines a "water 
conservation project" as "any project or program that achieves physical or operational 
improvements that provide for increased water use efficiency in existing systems of diversion, 
conveyance, application, or use of water under water rights existing on July 28, 1991.” As part of 
its decision, Ecology found that 11.9 cfs and 4,012.6 acre-feet/year were available for change 
and authorized up to 8.0 cfs and 1,319 acre-feet for irrigation by COIC, subject to a development 
schedule. The amount identified for instream flow purposes varies by reach but is a maximum of 
11.9 cfs and 4,012.6 acre-feet. Refer to the CS4-35001J@1 Report of Examination for additional 
information on the development schedule, provisions regarding requirements for water use 
under the right, and the portions and reaches identified for instream flow. The discussion of the 
COIC right was modified in the Final EIS to reflect these changes. 

S-1-12 
Chapter 5, page 5-5 of the draft EIS states seepage losses out of the COIC canal have been identified at about 5% of the total canal flow, or about 0.3 CFS ecology 2019 a. This seepage number is different than the number cited in the water right changed draft we're part of examination for the COIC canal project. Both state seepage is about 5% loss but the COIC draft report of examination, or ROE, 
says seepage equals 0.5 CFS whereas the draft eight mile EIS says it equals 0.3 CFS. Please ensure consistency between the two documents. S-1-12   The Final EIS has been revised to correct this discrepancy. 
S-1-13 
chapter 6, water rights. Multiple places in the draft EIS reference on multi fill event analysis conducted by aspect consulting used to estimate I PID's historic storage in eight mile lake and to determine the range of the maximum activity storage volumes for the alternative actions. Our comment is to please include multi fill event analysis as an appendix to the final EIS so there is increased 
transparency around these calculations. S-1-13   The Multi-fill Analysis (Aspect 2022a) itself is not a part of the EIS, nor is it a product of Ecology. 

It was used as an information source for the EIS preparation and, therefore, is not included as an 
appendix of the EIS. The Draft EIS contains four appendices. One is a letter from Ecology; the 
other three are work products produced by the EIS consultant team. None are separate, outside 
information sources. All information sources used in the preparation of the EIS are listed as 
references in Chapter 18 of the Draft and Final EISs. These sources are available for review either 
on the internet or through a public records request to Ecology. Access to the document is also 
noted in the Global Response for Multi-Fill Analysis. 

S-1-14 
Chapter 6 water rights footnote 17 on page 6-14 of the draft EIS. States there has been neither a tentative determination of a validity and extent by ecology nor a court 
Our comment is that for the purpose of this draft EIS WDFW understands that a determination of extent invalidity IP ID's water rights related to eight mile dam is not required and acknowledges that this draft EIS process is not the correct venue to comment on water right details. However, WDFW is concerned that the numbers used in this draft EIS are being used semi authoritatively as 
justification for IPID water right claims and their plans for using their claimed water. WDFW wants to reiterate that the water right analysis is preliminary and that there is not yet an opportunity for public comment and resulting iteration of the analysis   S-1-14   Comment noted. As described by the commenter, the Draft EIS is clear that the water rights  

review in the EIS is not a tentative determination of extent and validity of IPID's water right. 
After the Draft EIS was issued, IPID requested to donate a portion of its water right to Trust for 
instream flow purposes. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct its review of 
the quantities available for the Trust donation under the right in accordance with the process 
prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4). The Trust donation review and acceptance decision will follow 
the standard Ecology practices. As part of that process, Ecology will post the Trust donation on 
its water right public posting page of its website for a 30-day period, as it does for other 
donations. 
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S-1-5   chapter 6 water rights but note 20 on page 6-18 of the draft EIS. States: “Page 15 of the ROE 
for S4-33068A notes prior to the issuance of this decision, reserve accounting based on observed 
permitted and exempt uses estimated at 0.006 CFS has been allocated against the icicle sub basin 
reserve as of 2011 (Aspect 2013)”. 
 Our comment is that per the instream flow rule amendment documented distributed to the icicle 
work group, the amount allocated against the Icicle sub basin reserve is 0.010 CFS as of 2023. 
Please ensure consistency between the two documents. 

 

S-1-15   A review was made of the 2023 Instream Flow Rule Amendment document mentioned in the  
comment and included on the Icicle Work Group webpage (Aspect 2023). The document 
references Chelan County's Riverbank software system and reports the amount allocated 
against the reserve to be 0.090 cfs with 0.010 cfs remaining available as of 2023. 
 
As noted by the commenter, footnote 20 on page 6-18 of the Draft EIS reports 0.006 cfs as 
allocated against the reserve based on information as of 2011 from the Report of Examination 
for the City of Leavenworth's right S4-33068(A). This information was provided in the Draft EIS 
for context in discussion of the City’s right but was not intended to be a statement of the 
present status of the reserve. The discrepancy between the footnote and the 2023 document 
mentioned by the commenter is likely the result of the time period of reporting (that is, 2011 vs. 
2023). The footnote was modified for the Final EIS to reference Chelan County’s updated 
reporting from the 2023 memo. 

 

S-1-16 
hydrologic project approval application 
the proposed project will require an HP a permit from WDFW. WDFW is available to work with 
the applicant prior to submitting an HP a application. For the eight mile dam rebuild and 
restoration project, whichever alternative is selected, additional information will be required. 
This additional information includes, but is not limited to, the following: 
1. Detailed plans showing equipment and material staging locations, access roads, and all 
other areas that will be impacted by construction. All construction staging areas and access 
routes should be clearly identified for all project locations.  
2. A scour analysis of the project site will provide information to help identify the proper 
size depth and volume for either rock Armory or a concrete sill alternative three that is being 
proposed downstream of the dam relative to the anticipated flow velocities.  
3. Detailed plans and information about the 2nd overflow spillway. More specifically 
design drawings should include a plan view, cross-sectional or profile view, ordinary high water 
line, height and depth a placed materials, and construction access. 
4. Classification on whether the work being proposed will be phased over multiple years. If 
work is ongoing or going to be overwintered between annual work windows, please provide 
detailed information on how the project site will be stabilized for the winter. 
5. They construction dewatering and de fishing plant for the project site. The plan should 
include in water site isolation method, such as cofferdams; Method for bypassing fish around 
the project area; number and sizes of pumps for dewatering; Fish screening, and the location of 
the upland area where the construction water will be pumped including the method for energy 
dissipation at the pump outlet to reduce erosion. 
6. A re vegetation plan for areas where riparian vegetation will be impacted by the 
construction. 

S-1-16   Comment noted. Ecology and IPID appreciate the assistance provided by WDFW. IPID will  
provide the information requested at the time of permit submittal. 
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S-1-17
Conclusion
going forward from this EIS process, WDFW offers our technical assistance to
IPID and ecology as you continue with this project. Our staff are available to
coordinate for further review of the project.

S-1-17   Comment noted. Thank you for your assistance with this project.

S-1-18
Additionally, we are very interested in ensuring that the proposed ensuring
flow benefits resulting from this project are protected on a permanent basis.
This is particularly important giving that these flow benefits are being
considered to offset permanent, additional, consumptive withdrawals from ice
school Creek under a proposal to access 0.4 CFS of reserved icicle Creek
water from their Wenatchee reserve. WDFW looks forward to reviewing and
commenting on IPID's forthcoming trust water program donation application
to ensure that donated flows are protected in perpetuity for the benefit of fish
and wildlife. 

S-1-18   Thank you for your comment. Refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation.

As described, Ecology intends to manage the donated water instream from the outlet of 
Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River. The Reservation of 
Water for Certain Future Uses under WAC 173-545-090 and the process for considering an 
additional 0.4 cfs under WAC 173-545-090 (1)(d)(iv) is separate and beyond the scope of this EIS, 
which will require adherence to standard rule making procedures including opportunities for 
public comment. 

In addition, after the Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion 
of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology 
will conduct its review of the quantities available for the Trust donation in accordance with the 
process prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4) and will follow standard Ecology practices for issuing 
decisions for Trust donations. Although the timeframe requested is for the life of the rebuilt 
dam infrastructure (long-term temporary), the donation will be tied to the life and existence of 
the infrastructure for the rebuilt dam and, as such, the quantities donated for instream flow 
would be used for those purposes exclusively as long as the infrastructure and project 
improvements are present and capable of storing water for release. 
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Index of Comments from Organizations 
Comment ID Organization Name Page 

O-1 Blue Bird, Inc and Washington Cherry Growers, LLC Raymond Schmitten ORG-1 

O-2 Stemilt Growers West Mathison ORG-2 

O-3 Alpine Lakes Foundation David Knibb ORG-3 

O-4 IPID Anthony Jantzer ORG-7 

O-5 Washington Trails Association Michael DeCramer ORG-12 

O-6 Harnden Orchards Inc Peshastin Irr. District Daryl Harnden ORG-15 

O-7 Peshastin HiUp Growers Shawn Cox ORG-16 

O-8 Blue Star Growers Gene Woodin ORG-17 

O-9 Sierra Club Margie Van Cleve ORG-18 

O-10 Icicle Creek Watershed Council Sharon Lunz ORG-88 

O-11 Center for Environmental Law & Policy Margaret Franquemont ORG-91 

O-12 Trout Unlimited Lisa Pelly ORG-102 

O-13 Washington Wild Tom Uniack ORG-104 

O-14 
 

Alpine Lakes Protection Society (ALPS) Rick McGuire ORG-112 

Organizations 
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I am President and CEO of Blue Bird, Inc. a fruit packing co-operative founded  
in the Wenatchee River v alley in 1913. Blue Bird and Washington Cherry 
Growers a Blue Bird subsidiary represent over 200 growers and 4000 acres of 
tree fruit in Washington State. Of that acreage 1700 acres is in the Wenatchee 
River Va lley; these fa rms and farm fa milies are dependent on the Icicle  

Irrigation system for the very surviva l. 
O· l · l Not only the farm families rely on this industry supported by the irrigation 

systems but there are 400 employees who work for our wa rehouse, which 
packages and stores the product for consumer sales. Ag riculture is a key 
employer in the va lley. 
My sons are raising the sixth generation on farms dependent on the water 
supplied by the Icicle Irrigation District. 
The late season wa ter is particularly important for tree health in the desert 
climate we fa rm in. Draught is a consta nt threat. 
The Icicle Irrigation District is well managed by environmentally sensitive 
management and a board with a history of wildlife and wilderness preservation. 

0 .1.2 Their actions speak for themselves as they have proceeded with maintenance 
work in a manner to minimize all impacts in the wilderness areas. 
The Wenatchee Va lley is the last of the Washington tree fruit regions populated 
by family farms. Owned and operated by generational farm families not 
corporate farms. The continuation of their water supply without costly red tape 
is integral to their survival. 

  
  

RESPONSE 

O-1-1 Thank you for your comments. 
  
O-1-2 Your comment has been noted. 
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MO'/ 30, 2023 

To whom it may concern, 

I am writing to cxmvey S.temih Growel'3- support ol t he Eightmile Dam Rebuild ard Restoratio n Projea 
Draft Environ.mental Impact Statement. we learned of thiS comment per.od from the lcid@'Werking 

0-2·1 1 Group, a multi-stake holder group t hat has worked for 10 years to develop proposals that address the 

most urge nt is.sues in k ide Creek.. 

Thi$ project 15 welc.omed by pe;grgrcwer5 becall!'j:e it will re~ore the needed capi!cftv to the re5ervoir 
and provide a tuncnonal dam for years ahead. These reservoirs are valuable for providing fam1ers with 

lrrlgadon water late In the season, 3nd durli,g droush1 ,;ears. It also Includes the lnsta11at1on of remote 
gates ro operate resel'\rol.fl en e3Ch lake, which wm allow for efficient use of the reservoirs durtng 
lnlgnion 5e;a5on while allowing the ~e5, to be open at certain rime$ to incre;a5e flow forfi5,h 

0 -2-2 populations. 

Ste mi lt works with ma"-' pear growers in the Icicle Creek area, and rebuilding Ei!!:hl:mi le Dam will help 
growers continue to grow fruit in these ideal sites to the benefit of our local ec;onomy. We ful)y support 

th• ,.build or Eightmilo Dam and additiOnal restoration work. Thank vou for your ti..,. and 
consideration. 

Thank you. 

West Mathison 

P'r(!Siden.t/CEO 

Ste milt Growers  
 

  RESPONSE 

 O-2-1 Comment noted. 
  
O-2-2 Comment noted. 
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June 1, 2023 
The Alpine Lakes Foundation submits these comments on the draft EIS for 
rebuild ing the Eightmile Lake dam. 

We do not question that the Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District has an existing 
private right to water from Eightmile Lake. The question is how much. 

This question is centra l to proposa ls to rebuild the dam because Eightmile Lake 
is within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. Federa l law prohibits structures or 
installations in the wilderness, subject only to existing private rights. 
Wilderness Act section 4(c). 16 u.s.c . § 1133. courts ha ve strictly construed the 
meaning of "existing private rights". See High Po int, LLLP v. Na tional Park 
Service .. 850 F.3d 1185, 1197 (11th Cir. 2017) (private rights exception is 
"narrow" compared to the Wilderness Act's "strong preservation purposes"). 

0-3-1 See genera lly Drakes Bay Oyster Co. v. Jewell, 747 F.3d 1073 (9th Cir. 2014) 
(government could refuse to renew permit for private operator in wilderness); 
McMaster v. United States, 731 F.3d 881, 889-90 (9th Cir. 2013) (owner of 
mining cla im not entitled to surface rights after area became wilderness). 

It is settled law that a non-confirming use such as a water right within a 
wilderness ma y not be expanded. Even if it we re clear that the irrigation 
district had continued to use whatever water right it owned when Eightmile 
Lake became part of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, it could not now enlarge that 
right. The U.S. Forest Service Land Management Plan for the Alpine Lakes 
underscores this point on page 162 under Management Direction: "Current 
water diversions will not be expanded." Aga in, on page 
164: "Except as provided for In Section 4(d)(4) of the Wilderness Act [requiring 
presidential approval]. watersheds will not be altered or managed to provide 
increased water quantity, qual ity, or t iming of discharge." 

The Department of Ecology ("Ecology") says that it has not made a tentative 
determination of the va lidity and extent of the irrigation district's water right 
because no application has been filed to trigger a formal review of that right. 
This disregards Ecology's obligation to resolve the extent of the Irrigation 

O-3-2 district rights before proposing a dam. Without knowing the extent of those 
rights, designing a replacement dam puts the cart before the horse. 

Many groups and Individuals have long cla imed that the irrigation district has 

RESPONSE 

O-3-1 The comment concerning federal law prohibiting structures or installations 
subject only to existing private rights is noted. The comment concerning the 
prohibition on expanding water rights within the wilderness is also noted. 
However, there is no proposal to expand the Eightmile Lake water right. The 
amount of water use under the water right is limited to the extent of the right 
and no more, and the alternatives analyzed in the EIS would allow IPID to 
exercise its current water right. The comment implies some of that water right 
has been relinquished, but relinquishment has not been established; and if partial 
relinquishment has occurred, the range of active storage volumes considered in 
the EIS adequately addresses impacts (see the Global Response for 
Relinquishment). 

O-3-2 Ecology did not conduct a tentative determination of extent and validity as part of 
the EIS process, as described in the Global Response for Tentative Determination of 
Extent and Validity. Refer also to the Global Response for Multi-fill Analysis. 

The comment about inchoate rights and relinquishment of unused rights is 
noted. Relinquishment for the Eightmile Lake right has not been established. See 
the Global Response for Relinquishment. Also refer to response to comment 
number O-9-15 for information regarding perfection of the right along with the 
Global Response for the Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. While 
the annual quantity was not included on the Eightmile Lake water right certificate 
when it issued in 1939, it is clear that some, and potentially all, of the right was 
perfected based on available information in the record related to infrastructure 
and historical beneficial use. 

The comments concerning the early history of the right and issues with the dam 
are noted. Additional information is provided in Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

From the comment, it is unclear which study conducted by the Center for 
Environmental Law & Policy is being quoted, and additional context and a 
reference would be needed to evaluate this conclusion on historical use. 

Concerning the comments about the requirements of RCW 90.14.130, Ecology 
has established standard practices as to when to conduct a formal review of a 
water right. Due to the many relinquishment exemptions that may apply in this 
case, it is not clear that a portion of the water right has been relinquished (see 
the Global Response for Relinquishment). 
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never put to beneficial use the full water right granted to it, described at the 
time of the grant as "inchoate". Inchoate refers to something anticipated, not 
yet fully formed or developed. Under Wa shington law, the unused portion of 
that right was never acquired or has been relinquished through non-use. For 
years the extent of th is relinquishment has been a subject of public debate. 

The irrigation district's cla im to Eightmile Lake stems from a 1929 adjudication 
granting it 2,500 acre-feet per year for agricu ltural purposes. A year later it 
filed a proof of appropriation. But there were problems from the outset. The 
dam leaked. It was never built high enough to store 2,500 acre-feet. It further 
deteriorated over the years. The gate valve stopped working decades ago. 
Since then. the irrigation district has mainly relied on gra vity flow. 

0 -3-2 
The Center for Environmental Law & Policy, which has studied this issue, 
recently concluded: "We are aware of no evidence that IPID [the irrigation 
district] has ever withdrawn more than 1800 acre-feet, and it may be that no 
more than 1600 has ever been used." Th is appears to be the best evidence 
ava ilable to estimate the extent of the irrigation district's current water right. 

RCW 90.14.130 directs Ecology (using the term "shall", not "may") to determine 
the extent of any relinquishment "[w]hen it appears to the department of 
eco logy that a person entitled to the use of water has not benefic ially used his 
or her water right or some portion thereof, .... " 

This statutory requirement does not depend on the irrigation district first 
making an application that would "trigger a formal review." The statute says 
"when it appears" that a person ha s not used "some portion" of their water 
right. Ecology must determine the extent of that relinquishment. That is 
precisely the situation here. Yet, Ecology has taken no action under this 
statute. 

We are aware of an analysis prepared by Aspect engineers for the irrigation 
district's attorneys. This analysis is not included in the draft EIS, but the EIS 
refers to it. Aspect claims that the irrigation district has in fact continued to use 
all or most of its full water right through what is called a multi-fill operation at 

O-3-3 Eightmile Lake. If that is accurate, then the irrigation district would not need a 
higher dam - as two of the alternatives propose·- to obta in its full water right. 
It could continue to operate on a multi-fi ll basis at the current reservoir level.  

 
 
 

RESPONSE 

The Multi-fill Analysis prepared by Aspect was referenced in Section 6.2 of the 
Draft and Final EISs. All information sources used in the preparation of the EIS are 
listed as references in Chapter 18 of the Draft and Final EISs. Some of these 
sources are available for review on the internet, and all are available through a 
public records request to Ecology. Refer to the Global Response for Multi-fill 
Analysis for additional information. 
 

O-3-3 The height of the dam does not determine the water right, and the restored 
 height (aligns with pre-erosional height of 4,671 feet; see Section 4.3.1 of the 

Draft and Final EISs) of the dam under Alternatives 1 and 2 does not affect the 
limits of use under the water right authorization. The amount of water use under 
the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the extent of the right and no more. 
The design volumes of up to 1,698 acre-feet and 2,000 acre-feet represent the 
maximum active storage water volumes that were considered for impacts in the 
EIS and were found to be reasonable active storage volumes that fall within the 
limit of the water right. If a future quantification (through adjudication or future 
water right action) results in an annual quantity that is less than the 2,000 acre-
feet considered in this EIS, the physical active storage volume in the lake can be 
reduced through shortening the intake pipe outlet, as described in the Final EIS 
without necessitating any changes to the main design. Regardless of the final 
dam height and single-fill active storage volume, the water use is limited to IPID’s 
right, and any excess water would be allowed to pass through the lake as natural 
flow without being actively managed and released for beneficial use. Also refer to 
the Global Response for the Multi-fill Analysis. The Multi-fill Analysis is described 
in the Water Rights Global Responses and was relied on (in part) for the water 
right evaluation in the Draft EIS to assess whether the range of storage capacities 
for design alternatives being considered were reasonable. Refer also to the 
Global Response for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. Following 
the issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion 
of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. Refer to the Global 
Response for Trust Donation. 
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To put it in terms of the Wilderness Act, multi-fill operation with a higher dam  
would impermissibly allow the irrigation district to expand rather than simply 
ma intain its existing private right. 
It is not clear if this multi-fill analysis is an acceptable way to measure a water 
right or if Ecology is relying on it. If it is not, then the best available evidence is 
that the irrigation district has relinquished all but some 1,600-1,800 acre-feet 

0-3-3 annually and the irriga tion district concedes that it only needs about 1,400 
acre-feet on a single-fill basis for irrigation purposes. Neither it nor Ecology 
can rely on a multi-fill analysis to conclude there has been no relinquishment, 
as the Aspect engineers suggest, and then use a single-fill analysis to justify a 
higher dam. Either there has been no relinquishment on a multi-fill basis so a 
higher dam is not needed to use the full water right, or a single-fill analysis 

 

shows substantial relin quishment so that a higher dam is not needed to use the 
remaining water right. They cannot use one analysis for measuring 
relinquishment, and the other ana lysis for deciding the height of the dam. 

Under either ana lysis, a dam higher than the current dam would allow the 
irrigation district to expand rather than ma intain its water right. Aga in, 
expansion of its water right is not allowed. 

Alternative 3 is the only alternative that arguably complies with these limits. 
The other two would allow withdra wa l of up to 2,000 acre-feet annually on a 
single-fill basis, far more than the irrigation distri ct has ever used and thus has 
a right to use. 

The draft environmental statement estimates that under Alternative 3, 
withdra wal could be "up to 1698 acre-feet". This may allow for too much water 

0 -3-4 use given the known facts, but at least it comes closer to compliance with 
Washington's la w on relinquishment and comes closer to mainta ining but not 
expa nding an existing private right under section 4(c) of the Wildern ess Act. 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would violate both those laws. 

Ecology's State Environmental Po licy Act Ha ndbook sa ys at page 36 : 
"A reasonable alternative is a feasible alternate course of action that meets the 
proposal's 
objective at a lower environmental cost." [emphasis added ] 

Alternatives that would violate the law are hardly reasonable or "feasible ". 

 

RESPONSE 

O-3-4 Refer to Global Responses for Relinquishment, Tentative Determination of Extent 
 and Validity, and Multi-fill Analysis, as well as the response to the comment 

above for O-3-3. The amount of water use under the Eightmile Lake water right is 
limited to the extent of the right and no more. A tentative determination of 
extent and validity is not a part of the EIS or Trust donation process as described 
in the Global Response for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. The 
monitoring and reporting plan will ensure that the 2,000 acre-foot limit of active 
storage is not exceeded on an annual basis, that the Trust donation is managed 
properly, and that any excess water would be allowed to pass through the lake as 
natural flow without being actively managed and released for beneficial use. 
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The Special Wa rranty Deed does not expand the irrigation district's right to 
more water or a bigger dam. The district ma y only retain rights that it had 
before granting the deed, and it did not have such pre-existing ri ghts. 
Purportin g to include them in the deed adds nothing. For instance, the  

irriga tion distri ct could have reserved in its spec ial wa rra nty deed a right to 
build an airport at Eightm ile La ke, but that does not actually give it the right to 
build an airport. 
This point was affirmed when the irrigation district claimed a right, as expressly 
reserved under its Special Warrant Deed, to open a road to Eightmile Lake. 
Based on the foregoing analysis - basically, that you can't give yourself a right 
you don't have - the Forest Service co rrectly denied that request. 

0-3 -5 That decision was in fact mandated by the Wildern ess Act, section 4(c), which 
says in pertinent part: 

there shall be no ... permanent roa d within any wilderness area 
designated by this Act and except as necessary to meet minimum 
requirements for the administration of the area for the purpose of this Act 
(including measures required in emergencies involving the hea lth and safety 
of persons within the area), there shall be no tempora ry road . . . . 

The minimum requirements necessary for administration of the area for 
purposes of the Wilderness Act do not warrant a road and there is no 
emergency involving the health or safety of anyone in the area. Any proposals 
for a ro ad through the wilderness must remain off the table. 

Thank you for considering these comments. 

Alpine Lakes Foundation 
By Da vid Knibb 
Vice-President 

 
  

RESPONSE 

O-3-5 As noted in Section 2.8.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, overland transport through 
 the Alpine Lakes Wilderness was originally considered but removed from 

consideration following the scoping process. No new roads will be built in the 
Alpine Lakes Wilderness associated with this project. 
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Icicle Directors Peshastln Oir«-1.on: 
Mel~f' fl#e:,t:JVnan Daryl Hamd@n 
Oennis fl.Wi.tlph Ril;;hard$miths;ion 

 
Crolg Christensen BIii Da..,les 

Icicle & Peshastin Irrigation Districts 
C holan Coun1y 

559.:1 Wcstcott • Post Of:fice Box Sll 
Casbmcrl? WaWllgton ~15--0371 

 

Ju.ne I, 2023 

Department of Ecology, Centra l Regiona l Office 
Attn: Melissa oownes 
1250 West Alder Street 
Union Gap, WA 98903 

Subject: Eight Mile Reservoir Dam Replacement Envin;inmentitl lmpi;tC.1. Statement Comme,nts 

DeariMelissa 

The disuicts a~ very concerned ~t option 3 is heing serilll;L'ily cooside~d as -ii viable option for 
the repleicement of the Elgh1 Mile La.ke Dam. Permanemly setti ng the maximum W,iiter level at 4fi61 
w1X1ld be a .!ievere imp,;1ct to LIie Lakes ec0$f$te m ,iind to lhe enlire wate~ed. Regardless or lhe di.strict'i• 
water rights It ts very important to be able to ra.lse the lakes w.a1er level back to the 4G?l elevation. Not 
being able to recha.rgi!" I.he upper end wet.l ands ol lhe lake has beeo a ne.gali ve impact oa the lakes 

0-4-1 OC'CIS)'Stem and to oonliaue !his inlD I.he fut:u.11!" would conLi□lll! harm to lhe lake's l!O'.>S)'SIPm Recharging 
the hl gJl wedands, provldlng a larger mass to airry the lakes cooler temperatures r.art_her lnto the late 
suJ»mer, providl ns for i,mpera1ur, gradleots. providing a more vaned hablm< ar< all lmJ)IJrt&it 10 !his 
eolire wai,rsbed. Thi, lake has btto • ,.,.,,.,,o1, for alm05t 100 yeillll and SU?JlO"" a ""'Y healthy 
ecos)•stem. 

I lls<oned 10 all tbe Individuals Bl"' i,s,Jmooy a, the beaiilt&'l and was quite dlsg11Sled. None of 
m,m have bttn to th, lake more lhttn I. I have bttn 10 Ille lake at lea5t 50 dmes; som,dmes for persooal 
reasons, .such as fishing or camplng, h,wtng t.lkcn youlh up ro the lake oo numerous occaslons; for work, 
to release wal.E!r, check on status, and to perfana mai111J!'na□ce. l ha,,1! hiked around the lake and flown 
owr the e:alill! water sN!d I do not beli l!\,'e that there is a pe,son alive lhat is mon! familiar with the lake 
and its war.er shed than I am. I have been al the lake when water was floodi ng over the dam and when the 

0-4-2 lake wos abou1 os low os l1gets. I bave thorouglt.ly enjoyed all ruy visits lO Ille lake. llavlllg seen tbe lake 
Just aftor Ille Jack c,,.k Fire was very dlsboanenl □g at first but I 1,a,., come u, .,e the'"'"' beauty of 1he 
place. l wou1 d dcd,t that there is a pecson alh.1! that has see.n the lake befa11! it became a reservoir. They 
would have to be well over 100 years old to ha1,1! any memories of the lake prio r to it becoming a 
reservoir. The forest service has said that this is the most visited lake in the wildemes.s; if :so, being a 
re~rvo1r must not havt bad a bad lmp,xl on i~ bc:aUly oromdoor expc.t1ence. 

Then, an, oo good rtosons 10 stt th• ltlgh-warer Uno btlow 1b• ltlsto~c wawrlln,, It would not 
improve tru;! ecosyst(! m. h would not imprm"e lhe esthetk.'i of lhe La.l,;e. It would not improve the 
wilde~'is e-x(>f;!rience. It would h;;irm tile ecru:ys1em of the lake i;llnd watershed and hiWe ii detrimem~I 
impact on the dis tricts. 

I would al.so Uke 10 en.Ler Lato W record for c:onslrl~Uoa my l~tli!"r .subm.ined to lhe Scoping 
P~ss ~ it iS sli.U valid. 

Ju5t lo case you mlgb1 n0< undeJStand, tbe dl!Ulcts are very oppoocd oo s,lllos 111" pennaoen1 
bJgh•water llne lo Ille lake u, elevalioo 4667 and do not •uppon opolo□ 3 '1S a "1able al tematlve. II d0<s 0-4.3 
nol meet the districts' or the wa.tershOO!i' needs. 

Sincerely 

Anlhony D. Jant2.er 
Project Manager 

1 Attached 
 

Lm Jan 30, 2021, Scoping CommeolS 
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O-4-1 Comment noted. 
  
O-4-2 Comment noted. 
  
O-4-3 Comment noted. 
 



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Organizations, Page ORG-8 JUNE 2024 

O-4 
COMMENT  

 
Icicle Dire<tors Peshastln D."ect.on: 
Mel~nl/le~an Daryl Hamden 
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Icicle & Peshastin Irrigation Districts 
Cholan Councy 

5594 Wcstct(t • POSI. Of:lke Box Rl 
C~mcrl!' Waibington 98815-0371 

January 30. 202 l 

Department of Ecology. Central Regiona l Office 
Attn : Mel Issa Downes 
1250 West Alder Street 
Union Gap, WA 98903 

Subject: Eight Mill!' Resl!rvoir Dam Replacerm!nt Scoping Comrm!nl:5 

Dear Melissa 

Ll!lonlng lO and n,vl•wlng comm,nts gl von by many lhrough II>< scoping procoss on lh• EIS for 
the Eight Mile Lake/Resl!rvoir Dam Re-placement, it is clear to me that many er thl!' commentnrs do nDl 
ha\lE a clear picmre or thl!' needs of the dislrict or the Icicle Creek Watershed. T he reservoirs within the 
wilderness i::lre mainly nN!ded during drought years s11Ch as 2015, hut wal:J;!r is gem;'!rally 1':leased from at 
toast on• n,s,evolrovery )'l'at. Dudng 2015 th, d.lsll'lc,s n>l•asl'<l water Crom all thelrotorag• [acilld°' 
Evon w!lh all lhe romvolrs bt!ng used, botb d.lsll'lcts bad to prorate !heir de liven°' 10 customers down to 
4.5 g;,]Jons per minui. per share/acre (normal d1Str1c1 d•llverl., are 6. 75 gprn) and tho historic channel or 
Icicle C.reel-: saw flows as littl e i:1-"i 15 CFS; ne•ttier nf wh idl are accept.ab le tn lhe di.stricLo;. l ... uclcy far our 
fiJTilers we were blessed with some r,iiin.o; during key times tn get through the sea.o;oo wi thout major crop 
damago. 

111,,. are l.ndMduals lllnt say that mo dlsll'lcts can co11SOM !heir way out of the no•d ror the 
r,,s,rvolr.l wllhln Ill< wlldomoss. arural Ilows l.n Icicle Crook, durtng Ill• monllls c»: July lllrough 
October In 2015, abovo lh• dlstrlct's dlvorslon. foll below 50 CFS. Even II tho dlsu\cu had n•vor ul""d 
flews aad temperalllll!S within the creek would havl!' bel!n unacceptable Le the goals af the Icidl! Working 
Group. The dislricls~ reservoirs during this time were releaslng 50 to 85 CFS. The districl'!i are not the 
only dlvorttrs on lh• cre,k oornre !hey Iii, only r,,s,rvolr operotors oo tho cre,.k. Dudng lllls tlm• rram, 
lht Bur,au c»: Rodamadoo was rcl•aslng 50 CFS below th< dlsa!ct's diversion. Ewn II the Dlsll1ct had 
,..rosy,tom loss and oor farmers.,.,. 100% ottidcnt taklng all of lh< water In ti., creek. lh•tt woold not 
haw been enough water 1n the oeek whhout thf! rese.tVO&rs to m.C!M their mlnimum ooe.ds. 2020 was oot a 
declared drought and the di.strict wa.o; rell!'asing water from be th Eight Mile and Squall! Lakes and the 
hi.s-tnric channel of tcide Creek dm pped below t 0CFS. Tos;;1y, oc imply, thQlt lhe s tor~ge waler is not 
n•l'<i•d by tho dlsn1ct or wai,rshod ls not In any way come,. Wllh di, lnll'Oductlon of llllgratory fish 
Wlthin lbe- ldde. Crte-.k Wiltt!rShtd. lhl!' water I$ neNfed more man(!\'@'[. 

Th• dlsll'iru llJvo been in a coo.s,,.,,adon and u1J1!1']Jllng mode since the early 1920's, prtor to tho 
c~atlon c»: the r,,servolrs. Toe d.lsll'lct.s "''"' formed to be able to Hoot bonds to lmprovo tbe canal 
systems. Over the past 15--20 yean; lhe disUicts have spent several million OOL1al5 on conservation, piping 
aboot 7 mile.so( di Leh and replaciag about 2,000 fel! t of concrelP liner per year. As part ol the Icicle 
Worldng Group th• districts llJvo ccmmlnod to ccnseM 10 CFS. As prnt of tllat commlan•nt lhe 
d.lsu\ru doubl•d !he canal mnlntonance filnd lhat ls us,d to purchase rni,em ond pip,. Tl!, districts ar, 
comm.I ned ID conservadot'l t1nd improving ln.strtam flows. 

The dlsl!'icts did not build lhe m•tvOI" on a w~lm. They noNled a stoble w01,,rsupply lO become 
viable Cruil produc:el'S. ll cost lhe di:.sDicLS Lho~ds ot dol~ and ll!Sou.n::es lO conslillCt the l ive 

 
 

RESPONSE 

O-4-4 Comment noted. This information was received in January 2021 during the 
 Draft EIS scoping period, and was analyzed and incorporated into the Draft 

EIS. 
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res,M>lrs that th•ydld, and lhey have coodnu•d lhe ••P'""'' lhrougb the y,ars rnaln~ and 
operating them. Elglu Mlle dam was com1rucled stilltlng In 1927 and compl,u,d In 1929. Toe outl<1 
works haw Deen modified seve:ral tillM!s over the years and ext1msive ll!'pairs have also been done, 2018 
being the most ll!'ce:nt major project m I.he dam. Eight Mile Lake is the easiest of the reservoirs to get lo 
and the one that had the most heavy equipmen t used during construction n ls de:ar by lhe waste piles 
that the 25-foot-deep ll'toch dug dudng lli, cons1r\Jctlon was done by an overllead lloetwcncb syst,rn. 
They,.,,. moving rocks lbal wdghcd up to 10,000 pounds and leaving spoils In pU.._ Toe area was 001 
• dod arod wUdemcss at tho dni, (lt w., In fact pdvate property) and Uttl• offo11 was made to restore the 
esthetic:s of the area. Waste piles and the pit where they acquired the dirt for lhe l!'anhen portion of~ 
dam are sti ll visible. 

In the proof of appropriation docunmt 61ed in 1939 the district shored up two diffl!'l'ent kinds or 
slora~ water rights.. First through the a mstnx:ted oullet works and the known leak in the lake tbl!' district 
proofed up occlve storag, of approximately 2,000AF. The oudei gate r,IMSJngapproxlmau,Jy l..680AF 
and the leak allowing the dlsmc, 10 us, :iboot 320AF. T1lt dls<rlc~ oot being :Ible ,o gravity release lhe 
entire 2,500 AF r.i. inchoate waler right awarded l>y Lhe 1929 adjudication, slated in the proof of 
appropriation dcx:u.lnl!nl that it wou1d pump the remaining waler during e:xt.reme droughts thus daiming 
500 AF of dead storage. 11te three proof of appropriation dcx:um1ml5 filed oo the same day and by Um! 
same p,rson d early stau, that th, ,niirt lncboau, wau,r dght ol Eight Mlle [;ii<, was pill to beneficial..,. 
lnl9JO. 

M.flny comments h&ve come in s1'1lin.g that [he, di.strict has ~ linquished J)ilrt of thei r wale r rtght 
based 0t1 two different sa!nar1~. First lhat the- distric:t has not used lh.e e allre 2,500 AP of wa ~r within a 
five-year window. Thi.s iS a swrage water right that comes Wilh a diverSioaary water right of 25 Cl-"S to 
rill the lake. The diveJSiona,y ""'''" right ol 25 CFS has been U!.1!d every year , iJJCe it .,., awaroed. The 
SIOl'<lge right of 2,SOOAF lhe dlstrtct stat,s lhat the Jake hos ""' ~rheld less 1/m 2,500AF of w•t<r. Yes, 
there has been • sblft from active storage 10 dead s«>rage of a pproxlmately 320 AF due to th, dfilllage to 
the earthen pon:loo of the dam, but the lak• sllll bolds more than 2,500 AF of water In 115 currem 
oondili tm. Sectmtl, lhe district is unab]e LO rai:s l!' the l ake to its hi..slDrit hlgb-water 1evel, the diiferenCI!' of 
thi! 4 fel!'L of elevalioo should be ll!linquisbed due to lhe fac t tha.1. dte lake has been unable ID be raised to 
tlii! 4671 elevation for owr 30 .)'e.a:J:S. Being that this is a resl!':rvoir;. the districts bl!':1ieve lhat 
rellnqulsbme nt does oo, apply, but that almndoomenl Is the rule that applles lo ,~,. tvo!rs and stOffll wau,r, 
and sine• lhe dlstr!ets hove p,t1ormed maintenance oo lite ou.tlet works througbou t the history of tltt 
res,M>lr and have continued to us, and rel,.,. water from th, res,rvolr th, dlstl!ro are sun, that th, 
water right has not bl!':en abandoned. 

Many of the commenfS have-com~ in s-t,'Ui11J lhal we should Wait to deSign the dam until an e-xll!'nl 
and validity ~re.rminadcm ,oa Lhe di.stricfS wacer righLS h~ bee.a compleU!d. TIEre is no current leg.aJ 
reasoo for an extent and val1dl ty check to be done at thts ti me. rr I.he di.soi.ct decides to lran.'i:fer a portion 
of its WBiter rig.ht to the Stille, an extent and validity check will be done il-1 that d~. The district is gotng 
throogl, a voluoiary pr,Urnlnary .. tent and va!Jdlty checl< wllh OOE to see LI there"' eoough water right 
left to transrer .some waler lO OOE. lf not, thE! distritl.S may not do a transfer thus negating any ne:ed for 
an 1!'.Xle-nl and validity being done on their water righL 

The dam design ls 001 contingent oo lh• wau,r ri,ghL Tb• drlvlng factor on tho dam design Is the 
passing of Oood water not the amou nt or .storab le watec. If lhe water right e:nds up le:ss than is currently 
thm1ght, then a11 that needs to be dooe is toshonen the outlet pii~. Only ooe end needs to be shortened to 
limi1 the ammmtor water that can be released from tile lake.. The disaicLi; fe~I smmgly (oo maner what 
tho,.,..,, ~gh, end, up b•Jng) that lt Is b•st for all conctrncd to have th• maximum •leva~oo bo ,,,.tot1'd 
,o i " P"-mao l•vel ( 4671) and lea'1ng th• lati!est pool poss lb I• at m .. 1mum draw down ol tM lake. 
Having th• inlot 10 th• oudet pip• as deep as possible Will help hold t,mperamres in the creek down and 
having a larger pool in the lpke will ali;o help temperao.u~.s in the lpke. The biggest question m the dam 
design I~ dn we wam a smaller dam with giiltes or a 1arger dam without gates ,on IOp. The larger dam will 

 

RESPONSE 
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t.ik.e com:lde.rably more concrete and dlstum more ground ln coostructioo and smgl.ng and tlkr :morr 
1rn11Spo1tadon of suppll"5. 

The hissest concem thilt r heard wa,;: for lhe a-all-.portation of eqllipnent and supplies in and out 
of lhll' COl.'IStrucllon Sili~. Mlny haw stall:!d lb.at lhey want us to use normal wildMne.ss ingress a.nd egress 
(pack animals) for th• project. I do DO! think that th•y have thought this through. It takes 60 00-pound 
sads or concrete mi~ to make a yani of concrete. ll eurrently looks like it wiJJ take between 2-50 to350 
yanls or ooncre1t to conslJ'OCt ooe of me dams. 250 tl01es 00 eq uols 15,000 sac"5 of con<re1t. If you 
loaded .. ch p.,cl( alliOlill with 4 sacl(s ~0 pounds) lt would tal<e 3,750 '11ps to haul Ule cemeot alooe. 
You are only allowed to haw e heart beats per group in lhe eochanLmenLs, so !hat would leave 6 pack 
animals, a horse and driveL If you amid get 3 lrips per day, ii would lake 208 days la get 250 yards of 
ready mix to thi! lake. If you had twosel!i 0£ t.E!iUilS you could cul that to 104 days. SomE of lite swff 
a.eeded isjusl ool possible lo haul in with pack animals.. A]so, the shear nwnber of trips with pack 
animals would de""-'tlllf th< tmU and thai ls Just for the minimum oonc«te only. 

We are looking at flying ;;Ill oJ the equ ipment and supplies in vii;I heavy lift helic;:optl;!rs. Using 
only a. heavy lirt heli copter would foroe IL'i to take everything i n at once due to lhe extreme mohiU1.atioa 
charg•. B""lcally. a hoary loft btllcopttr cos1< abou1 SHJ0,000 m.tnlmum for showing up, so you g,i as 
nmcb don• as qUlckly as posslbl •· Usl"f! a ho"")' lill h.Ucop1tr would allow us u, gc,1 a small mld-slu 
~cavator up to the l.ak@ ia piec@S whl!'~ we wou1d have to reassemble il. It would .aJso allow for fower 
trips tn and ouL Tra1t-.par~lion in would like•y li.lke an;11,md 70 tri~ Thi-. woutd req1.rire the leillJe-'-l 
slc!ging 3re3 both eil the leike and pickup, polnL \\'e ilre "'"()ridng on gett;ing a quote 8:t th.is dme blJ( lhls wUI 
con over $300,000 in and about S125,000 oul. 

The scoond optioa would be to havt a heavy lift c001e la 10 Uy up 11-, excavator and any 
o"'rslulwelgb1 ltoms and dten ha"' a hucy fly ln the ,.,.I of the su,lf m abou, 2,000 pounds per trlp, The 
cc mcnl alone would take about 450 ttlps. I havt oot wortc.ed om which would cost more. The hucy 
would all□w for-smaller staging areas so would disturb te-ss farest land but, would require 3 to 4 times as 
many flight day,. 

The lhinl approach is to walk the excavator up to Lhe Lake lltrough the wild.emess. There is a road 
Ulat goes up to the edge of Ule wUdemm. l t ls lo poor shape but could be Hxed up lo• oouple of days. 
The e>cavator would not need to CJ•ate a rood bu< Just mo"' rocks Md dowoed trees out of tbe way to get 
up to lhe lake. We oould theo ay up lhc ,.., of the swffwldl a buey. This would alow ror a larger 
e:x:cavatvr to be taken into dll! job sight Having a 200-siz.e machine ver.;es a 120--s.ize machine would 
Likel.)' cut the-c005tructioo Lime by a l least one qualti!.r: This ....,ould likely sa-..-e over$250,000 off of the 
proJOCl by l...,lf. An excavator walklag In and out of Ule wUdemess would loavi, very Uttle footprint. 

The lasl approach would be tn take everything in OVl!'rland. The districl would ren1 er purcha.-.e .a 
lrclcked style dump truck C"api!ble or haul ing abou1 the !i.clme i:t'i: I.he heiJYY lift helicopte r. Admittedly the 
excavator on illi way in would need t.o do a better job ol prepping a path for lhe dump tn1ck. An excavator 
cao climb ov, r and scraiml• op thlnll$ lha1 you would """" gu,ss It could. Tucked dump lnlC.S .,.. 
sornewha, limii,d In what th•y can got over and climb. Thli approoc:h would l•ave a scar on Lh• larxl for 
S!Veral ye.m. but lhat could be mi.ni mi.z.ed by work on dll! way out to restore the diswrbed area •fhis 
woold be lhe cheape-51 option by for. 

Many during the comment period have iDCOrrectly .slali!d lhal lhe district cannot rue the overland 
melho::t. T1ie special warranty deed .specifically slates: 

''EXCEPTfNG A O RESERVING to the grantor, 115 suoces,ors and assigns, a nonexdllSivt, 
perpetual easemen t across, through, aloog and upon lhe prop•rty oosalbed ~eroln for Ul• purpo,es of 
malnt,nance, repair, operaooo, rnodlflcanon, upgrading and reploctm•n1 of all taclllnes presently localed 
in or upc:m Lhe property deso:ib~ he.rain, 1.og~Lber with a nl'.Jru!Xd usive- righ1or ingress la and egrl!'SS from 
all such faciliLies focall such pu.rpases, in at.umlaoce wilh lite Rules and Regul ation of UM! Sem!tary of 
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Agriculture, 36 CFR 251.17 and 251.18, auachod J-o,n,io 1111d mod<• part 1-o,n,ol, In ,rucb lllllllll<r"' 001 
UJU'Oil'lOnably IO ln«rf,n, with lts uso by tb• United Swtes, II.• authorized us,rs or asslgns, orGJllSO 
substantial injwy therelD. 

The Gra□lorm.ay ex.erdse I.h i? rigbts h.ereundl'.!:'r by any means r@.ts:onable for I.h i? purposes 
described. including but not limil.00 to the use al motorized transport.a.lion and equipm~al. orairo-a:fL 
Thes• rights indude the right to regulat, "'""' level ol all ladliUes locat,d upoa the property desmbed 
here-in. In perfomJi ng maintenance, repair; operatiOI\ modi fi cadon, upgradJng and replai:e~nt ol 
foclllUes locatoo In or upon the property described bereln, the granror will no< without the prior wrttten 
oonsent al the Forttt Service, which consent shall not unreasonably be wilhheld, materially inc.tease the
size or scope of I.he rac::ilities. 

The Unlr,d Star,s of Amodca shall charg, oo roe for the exorcise of tho rights ""'"'l!d or gr.mr,d 
het"t-under, nor shall 1t require any funher perm:Lss~on tor the Granro:rto exerdse tht rlghM grantOO or 
reserved hl!'rein." 

I fe~ that this language is \ 'l!I)' dear in lhat thl! dis1ricts have thl! "'right of ingress ID and egR!..5s 
rrom'' lhl! sight and ••inch.ting but not Umi.ted lo the US I! of motoriz.~ transportation and equipment, or 
Aircraft.• 

The disuic;ts h.,;iV('! been '\1;!1)' cleillr that their prererred method of ing~ to aiKI egll;!Si."i fmm the 
lake would be option ooe fol lowed clO!iely by option twn. This or co\lT!ie is based on tfl.e ability of the 
d.lsltiets 10 afford lite .. tr.I COSL Tills would lncn>as• th• COOi of lit• proj •ct by $300.000 to $500.000. If 
"' can !ind somoon• to pay lor tho al r uonspon, w• would obVlou,ly Oy !he oqU!pmoot and suppU•s lnw 
and out ol the )akt. The major pl.llOEd funding.source tor dte project Ls the .sale of wacer co the state to.
use in improving nows withi n rcide Creek. If the cli$1licts end up with no Wiilterthiit Lhey feel ttaey ca n 
sell, th.is could limit the abllity of the ctisttict.s lO afford the exrra cost Milke no m•stake, I.he di.5tri.C15 h11ve 
no choice~ they have lO repalrfreplace the dam whether CM" not they get om..c;'lde funding. The districts have 
offered to remm•e l1we ingress and egress with mototi200 u-amportation,. equipml!nt from the sped.a] 
warran ty deed if we can get through this prnooss i □iatt and without using it tor this action. 

Slncoroly 

Anthony D. Jantter 
Secrelluy, Maoog,r 

RESPONSE 
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Comment submitted as an attachment. Thank you.  

Washington Trails Association 
 

70~ Se«md AvOO\le, $~Ile 300, Seat~e WA "104 • 206.625.1367 • Wl<l.crg 

June 2nd. 2023 

G. 'Thomas Ttbb Direc1or, 
Office of Columbia River 
Washington DepQnment of Ecology 
Central Region Office 
12.SO We:5-1 Alder St nion Gap, 
WA 98')03 

RE: F.i~fmJJ c Dill ' 
ccnnme1Jt.s submitted e/ec.rro,1/00/ly t/Jl"CJJlg/J 1/Je commem portal -
J1ups:/lc.amme.1t-Jrt1cker.l!sa.uoe.cor,tlElglttmlleDamDraflEJS/Jnde:r_i1t1nl#/1./Jlwelcome 

Dear Dlrector Tebb: 

Washingmn Trails Association apprcda1c!I the opportunity to provide commcn1 011 lllc Draft 
Environmental lmpaicl Sts1c:mc:ot f"o r the Eigbtmilc Darn Rebui ld imd Restoration. Our organization 
pro\lJded comme11ts during tbe s.coping, for lhis. project and during the lciele Strategy proc~. 

Washington Tn1ils Association has. s more than 50-ycar IC'gll:C)' of' cng.agi.ne; the h.ikii,g community_ WTA 
entmoces hiking expcricnc.cs in Washington state by empowering a d.ivcme and growing community of 
hikers to c;<plore. ste\11a.rd and protect trolls Bind pubUe lands.. WTA Js 1he muion•s larg,est state.based trai l 

mai nlenance and hiki ng.ad\•ocacy nonprofit organi7ation, wiah moro than 26,000 membe r homeholds_ In 
2022, WTA crcw!l lBigcly composed of"vohmtecm pc-rformcd over IS2/:,f$J boors o(trail maintcrumcc 

0 -5-1 ac..-oss the state. During the upoomlngsummer, WTA \'Oluolecr crews will work in partnershi p with lhe 
Ok::mogan,,Wenarchee NariQn:.tl Fore$! on pl'Qjects in 1he Er'IC"h:.tnrment Permit ZoDe of lhe Alpine Lake-s 
Wilderness_ WTA's stewardsh ip wort speaks to du!l h iking. cornmuniry's. deep pai!lion for recreatioo and 
concern far publlc lands. stewardship. 

TI1e Alpine Lailce:s \\rildeme-s,.s i$ one of1he mos;r iconic arl(! rrea.sured plnc:e!l: in lhe Nat iQn:.tl Wildeme!l:!l: 
Pro:sarvation Sys.tern, and 001? of the most visited wildemes!I area.~ in the country. 11')1!' propose-d 
construction wi \J impact the wilderness qualiti~ of the Elghtmile drainage and affoct recreation 

experierices Md visual resoo rce WTA is coocerne:d 3.bo\Jl 1.be:se i mpxts. C\l r org:m..iza1ion is also 
concerned 1hat the De-partmenl of Ecology iSc preparing to select an a\1erna1ive without de[emlin ing the 
e:x1em and validity of tho -water rights held by the Icici~ and Peshas1in Irrigatlon Districts. (IPfD). 

0-5-2 1 
  
  

RESPONSE 

O-5-1 Comment noted. 
  
O-5-2 Thank you for your comment. Refer to the Global Responses for 
 Relinquishment and Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. 
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Wilde:mes.s managamam mquiro:s. govarnm1m1 agencies to act with rn:s.traim and u,;:e only the minimum 

tool required LO administer an area. The Depanrneru.ofEcology cannot reasooablyde-termine whe1her 

alterruuive.s thal would increase the s1orage caP3city of the Eight.inile <lam are legal find justified without 

0 -5-2 understanding whether TPl'D has reli1)g_uisbed any portio1, ofitS his10ri c waterrig_ht'i IO Ille state of 
Woshing1on UDder RCW 90.14.l liO. We ask that 1he resp0asible official study the ex1en1 and validity or 
IPID• rights prior 10 selecting ar, alternative so that Ecology may select an option that is in ll,e public's 
best ioLares~. 

The Draft ElS gives wide de~rence to I.he 1peci0l warranty deed in ilS consideration of 1.he propos.ed 
comtruclion acthri Lies. iro.pacLS on I.be Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The special war.raury deed was 11egotiated 
with Ille For .. , Service i.tJ 1990 "'1d gronlS lPID " ... a 1>ooexctuoive, perJ>el\131 ea.semen, across, tlllou_gb, 
aloog, and up0n the property described oercin for the purpooeo of maintenanc,, repaiI, operation, 
modification, upgrading and replocement of all fucilities presently located in or upon the p,-openy ... ". 
This easement- gives IPID I.he legal authority LO rna.iilt.ain the EigbLrnile dain. HOY/ever, this nooexclosh~ 
easement is eoasarlllned by ForestSeivicc p0Ucy. The federal govemmem actiog through the Depat1ment 
of Agriculture agieed to the &pecial warr.mty deed language in the undttstaodlll@; tha t ihe easemen1 would 
111.ign with wildem ... management and the existing 198 l Alpine Lakes Management Area Land 

0-5-3 Management Pl.au (ALA.MP). Lf the Eigbttnllc dam was inn.mdcd to be exempted from the pro\lis.ious of 
the ALA.MP, the f Ol't:§;t Service would mwe created a mtm.agement pine illmenclmenL This did not occur. 
Rather, the ALAMP, which WM iaoorparated into the Wenatchee Forest Plan, clad.fies what wru; lnteoded 
nine years. Later when the federal government agreed to the s.pecial warranty deed. The A.LAMP state.s ; 

Olrrent water divmiOC1.S wm not be expanded. They will continue to be mainiaioed by primitive 
means uole.s~ an environmental analysis indicates that the work cannot be accomplished wi thout 
mOI.OJ'md 4:!quipmcnL Use o(moto:rizcd cquipmcmt will oornply with dm::-ction dCM:llbcd in 
[.,ction] Administrarloo [parng)11phsJ IO and 11"' (ALAMP pl62). 

WTA is concerned that all thre l?i alt.cmalivos propose to expand water dive.rsian. All three altcmalivcs 
indudc a pipe tmlt would grant lPlD ~ ability to draw the lake. down to 4,636 rcet, which is 
approximatdy4 feet lower lhan the cu1Tent low water Lc.,,·cl.."' The ability to lower the lake oonstitutcs a 
new str\lcture lha1 expaDds the water divers.ion in the wilder11ess. Alternative I and Alt.emacive 2 propooe 
m increase, lhc clcvatioo ofth~ late by four fccL WTA bdie\fllS that lhcsc a.ctioos cxceicd the granted ri_ght 

0 -5-4 m rnoc:tify, upgrade, and replace:! 4:!lll"re llt facdiries. The Departmcm of Ecology shoold de'\11:lop an 
eltemsti.,,·i:: to ri::buitd the current dam to meet Dep11rtmcmofEcology's. dam :safi::ty standaids tbst does not 

exp;ind TPTO's ability t.o raise and lower the lake beyond what is currently en:,:ibled by existing facilicies. 
1bc dam should be constructed ID blclld into lhe acslhctie& aftho natural land,;capc 8!I the cull'E!nt dam 

dO<S. 

Allerin_,g the h1lce, leve\ wi ll have .signiticanl imp:acts on 1he recreational expe:rienceof vi5i1ors. l0 lhe 
Alpine Lakes WildBmC5.S. WTN.s analysis s.uggcs.l!L that if tlm late <!lavatioo is incrca.'iC-d to 4,671 fee1 

pons ofEi&]ttm.ile Loke Tulil ~1552 oo the oonh side oflhe lake and loca1ed ootside ofth .. pecial 
w•rnmty deed woold be iou11do1ed. This UoodiJlll, u~pactis in addiuoo lO Ille J)roposed relocatioo of1roil 

0 -5-5 # 1552 due to directoot\.~ll"Uction a.ctivitie.~ s.ummari?:ed in Figure 11. Lowering the lake during periods of 
drought 'Will change the recreational experience. VLi;itors will have a more, difficul1 time ac<!es:sing the lake 

RESPONSE 

O-5-3 The Draft and Final EISs considered other construction methods, including 
 primitive measures such as the use of pack animals (as described in Section 

2.8.3). See the Global Response for Helicopter Use in Alpine Lakes Wilderness 
for a discussion of why pack animals are not proposed for use during 
construction and why the project proposes to use motorized equipment. As 
described in Section 2.7.2, dam construction is expected to occur in one 
season, which would not be possible without the use of motorized equipment. 
 
In regard to the expansion of water diversions, see the Global Responses for 
Water Rights as well as responses to comments O-3-1 and O-3-4. There is no 
proposal to expand the Eightmile Lake water right. The amount of water use 
under the water right is limited to the extent of the right and no more. 
 

O-5-4 Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs describes the regulatory context related 
 to IPID's water right. The range of active storage volumes proposed for the 

action alternatives (up to 1,698 to 2,000 acre-feet) appears to be reasonable 
based on IPID's records of their historical storage and release practices at the 
lake and their estimated range of multi-fill volumes. Refer also to the Global 
Response for Multi-fill Analysis. As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the 
Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be developed in 
which IPID will monitor and report total annual active storage and release 
volumes for instream flows as well as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of 
stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum active 
storage volume of the design alternatives considered regardless of the 
configuration of the proposed structure and regardless of whether practices in 
a given year involve multiple fillings or a single fill. If a future quantification 
(through adjudication or future water right action) results in an annual 
quantity that is less than the storage volumes considered in this EIS, the 
physical active storage volume in the lake can be reduced through shortening 
the intake pipe outlet as described in the Final EIS without necessitating any 
changes to the main design. Also refer to the Global Responses for Tentative 
Determination of Extent and Validity and Lake Levels. 
 
With regard to aesthetics, refer to the Global Response for Visual Resources. 
 

O-5-5 Due to site topography, the higher water level would not inundate any 
 recreational opportunities in the area, including Trail #1552. During the 15- to 

20-week construction period, access to the area directly adjacent to the dam 
and staging area would be restricted, and a small portion of the trail would be 
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and Bneounte:r s landi;:cspe funher domina.J.ed by humari 1nodifi cation. The visusl impacto r a largely  
etnP<Y reo,rvoir located inside an area desigoated by Congress for proleelioo in perperni1y would be quite 
severe, Based oo t~ Fores1 Ser.rice's Scenery Management System, 1he dra.lllage should t,,e managed for 
j)re!\:ervatfon,11 In tln!I draft E,IS , the pla1ming team write~: 

The projec t is in tbe Alpine Lakes Wilderness, which is designated nuder lhe Wenatchee Fores, 
Phm for p,servation. However, the Alpine Lakes Aiea Laod Manogemem Plan recognizes 1"31 
certain pre-ex.itti~ homtm modi.ficatloru; llre allowed to continue and be maintained, sucb as the 
Eig.htmi le Dom. 

WTA appreciates. 1h31. existing uses wi\h impacts oo vi.sml resources can be maiulai.oed ill t.liis are~ under 
the Alpine Lakes Area La.ad Management Plan. However. this. proposed action woold change Jake size 
illld etevatiw from historic le,re!A and com ti rute a new impac1 on the wilderness's. visual quality. Under 
Forest Service policy maintainiog a visual quaU ty of preservation demands a ''vt,y high" siandard of 
.soenic integrity "where tbe yaJ\itd ltm&tape cbaracter •15• illlilct witb only minute if any d1wiat:i0n.s. The 
existing lond>.:ape character oad sea,e of place is expre...,d 01 the higbes1 possible level" (lJSDA 
Haodbook 701). \\~ did not find sufficieal discussion of the impOCI of meclrunically comrolled 
fluctuations in lake 101,-el from key viewpoints to demoostta tc a thorough imaly-sis of the proposed actloa 's 
impacts oa protected visual rcsoorces. WfA eac:wrages the Departmeot of Ecology l() comidcr an 
alternative that malmaim the maximum elevation of the lake at 4,fi67 Ceet 11ad doe5 oot create e aew 
abili l}' 10 draw down the lake level 10 4,636 fee t, Tbe final EIS should analyz< lhe proposed action and 

0 .5.7 
discu.M how it oomplics whh tbc scenery maoagcme.nt system. If sucb im imu.lysJ& docs oat occur, it will 
need to be undt::rtakco dmiog a fbdcrtd NEPA proc:tM. 

WTA is also cooccml'd about the potenrlal for trail closures and displeiccinenl of trail ua.crs.. We aslr: that 
any construction closllJU allow the pubhc to safely move througb the art:a when com:tnumon activiti l'.1i 

0 -5-8 arc pliUSed,. 5uch es on " -eekcnds. 1t is important to \Vl-:A. that any trail or areo closures. rue limited in size 
::1ud duration and preserve the publi c's abi lil)' to 1mjoy nearby srea'i includins; trail t/1554 to La.kB Carolina 

and Windy Pass. 

TI~m_k you for considering our C(lfl'lmenl$, WTA it:affwoold be happy to clarifyttny oflhe infonnation we 
haw provided or answor any quc!ltion you miglu have.  

Sincerely, 

/sJ Micbacl DcCramcr 

Mich.sel Dc:Cramsr 
Policy and Planning Manager 

 

Washington Tra.ih Association  
  

RESPONSE 

temporarily relocated to direct hikers away from the active construction. 
Following construction, the original trail will be reopened and the detour trail 
restored. Refer to Sections 10.4, 10.5, and 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs for 
further discussion. During low water periods (in late summer and during a 
drought), recreationists would still be able to access the lake as the 
topography on the north side of the lake is gently sloping. Figures 11-20a and 
11-20b provide visual simulations of low lake levels associated with 
Alternative 1. The low lake level of 4,636 feet would be the same for all action 
alternatives. 

  

O-5-6 The water level at Eightmile Lake has fluctuated since the dam's inception in 
 1929. Alternatives 1 and 2 would restore the lake to the pre-1990 level. 

Figures 11-16a through 11-24 in Chapter 11 of the Draft and Final EISs show 
visual simulations of the fluctuating lake levels under each alternative from 
several key viewpoints. Refer to Global Responses for Visual Resources and 
Lake Levels. 
 

O-5-7 Comment noted. The EIS alternatives meet the project objectives outlined in 
 Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. As noted in Section 1.11, the Forest 

Service will conduct a review under NEPA, which will include an analysis of 
visual impacts. 
 

O-5-8 Section 10.4.2 of the Draft and Final EISs describes that the small portion of 
 the trail that would be closed during construction activities and temporarily 

relocated to direct hikers safely around the construction area, and that 
recreational opportunities would not be limited during construction. While 
not expected, blasting with explosives could be necessary during construction. 
Should that occur, the Eightmile Lake Trail from its junction with the Caroline 
Lake Trail could be closed periodically over the course of 1 or 2 days. Blasting 
would be scheduled for mid-week between 11 a.m. and 3 p.m. Refer to the 
Global Response for Recreation and Section 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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Dept. of Ecology  
Attn : Mel issa Downes 

1250 West Alder St. 

Union Gap. Wa . 98903  

My son and I farm 250 acres of orchard In the upper Wenatchee Fl.Iver valley. 
Because of the climate, the soil and most important a dependable supply of 
irrigation water this area is the premier val ley in the world for growing pears . 
Because of the dams that were instal led almost 100 years ago tanners have had a 
reliable supply of late season water to fin ish out the growing season. In the 45 years 
I have been farming there have been many years (2015 being the last one) that we 
would not ha,e had enough water to finish the growing season. 0-6-1 
It is important to understand that there are mul tiple benefits from these dams. The 
late season release of water also impro,es the habitat for fish and other wildli fe. 
And as we look to the future and the effects of cl imate change these dams will take 
on a more important role. As the snowpacks are diminished and there is less water 
available the dams wi ll be the only means to have any wat er available late in the 
season . 

These are the ,easons I feel that Alternative I is th e best option going forwan:I. We 
need to have capab il ity to store as much water as poss Ible to meet present and 
future demands. There will be impacts on the wilderness from any of the three 
alternatives. Any additional impacts from alternative l are justified because of the 
long term gain In additional storage capacity. I believe every effort will be made to 
minimize damage in the wilderness area . 

0-6-2 
This has been a long process Invol vi ng many different Interested parties. Everybody 
has had to give a little to be able to reach this decision. Thi s is going to be our only 
chance to fix the dam at Eight Mili, lake. I bel ieve it is imperative that we do the one 
option that gives us the most flexability into the future. Wheth er the water is for 
Irrigation or for the fish we need the most t hat we can store- And that Is why I 
support Alternative l. 

Thank You, 

Daryl Harnden 

Vice Pres ident Harnden Orchards Inc. 

President Peshastln Irrigation Dist.  
 

RESPONSE 

O-6-1 Comment noted. 
  
O-6-2 Comment noted. 
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My name is Shawn Cox and I am Genera l Manager of Peshastin HiUp Growers  
and a 4th generation pear farmer in the Wenatchee Va lley. 

Created in the 1920's, Peshastin HiUp Growers is a co-Operative, with 34 
 

grower families, that packages pears for retail markets. We ha ve over 100 full 
time year round employees and over 200 during peak season. 

The crea tion and management of the irrigation water fo r the farms in this 
va lley has created an economy and destination that many people vacation and 
want to raise their families in. The continued management and Eight Mile dam 
project Is absolutely necessary for these communities to survive. If you would 
like to see how devastating potential irrigation issues can create on 
communities, please talk with those in Medford OR. 

Fa rmers are great stewa rds of the land, whether it be irriga tion, wildlife , 
habitats, or overall environmenta l stewa rdship. I am confident that the boa rd 

0-7-1 and management of the IPID will determine the correct amount of water our 
growers minimally need while using the best management practices to 
conserve natural habitat and water for our streams. 

It is essential to have a storage reservoir for late season irrigation and 
ava ilability of wa ter in draught yea rs. Also , I see that there are concerns over 
annual maximum water rights and the only thing I ca n personally say is that the 
irriga tion wate r is well managed and distri buted to the growers. After the Jack 
Creek fire, I have suffered economic losses because the wa ter is turned on 
later and turned off earlier than in years prior. While I don't know the entire 
history, I do know that there has been a reduction that has caused a negative 
impact since the reservoir was damaged. It also shows that previous to the fire 
there wa s more irriga tion used to enable our farmers the highest chance of 
success in the market. At current times our growers are struggling and many 
work second jobs to pay the bills. Irrigation water is integra l to the success of 
our fa rmers and I urge you to move forwa rd with the Eight Mile project so we 
can get back to the levels of irrigation we had prior to the Jack Creek Fire. 

I appreciate you taking the time to read my comment and feel free to reach out 
to me with any questions that you ma y ha ve. 

Rega rds, 
 

Shawn Cox 

 

Genera l Ma nager of Peshastin HiUp Growers and Cox Orchards LLC  
 
  

RESPONSE 

O-7-1 Comment noted. Economic impacts on the agricultural community associated 
 with the project alternatives are discussed in Chapter 15, Agriculture, 

Development, and Other Economic Activities, of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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~ BLUE STAR GROWERS, Inc. 
 

~ Pears and Apples 
 

June 2, 2023 

To whom it may concern, 

Blue Star Growers is pleased to express our support for alternative 1 of the 
Eightm ile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project Draft Environmental Impact 

Q.8-1 Statement. We were informed about the comment period through tile Icicle Working 
Group. a collaborativ@ entity d@dicat@d to addrnssing crucial conc@rrls in lcic l@ Cm@k 
ov@r th@ past d@Cad@. 

The significance of this project cannot be understated for pear growers, as it will 
reinstate the necessary reservoir capacity and establish a functional dam for th e 
years to come. These reservoirs play a vital role In providing lanmers with irrigation 
water, particularly during the late season and drought yea rs. Furthennore , the 
inc lus ion of remote gates for the reservoir opera tion at each lake will ensu re 
efficient utilization during the irrigation season, wh ile strategica lly opening the 
gates at certain times to bolster fish popu lations. 

Q.8-2 
As an organization th at wor1<s closely with 71 pear growers fanming over 2,800 
acres in the Icicle Creek reg ion , Blue Star Growers recognizes that the restoration 
and reconstru ction of Eightm lle Oam will enable growers to conti nue cultivating 
Pears in these highly favora ble locations . This. in tum, will contribute to the 
prosperity of our local economy. We wholeheartedly endorse the rebuilding of 
Eightmi le Dam, along wi th any supplementary restoration efforts that may be 
necessary. 

We appreciate your time and consideration in reviewing our perspective. Thank you . 

Sincerely, 

Gene Woodin 

Gen@ra l Manag@r 

Blue Star Growers Inc. 

P.O. Box I • Cashmorn, WA 988 15 • (5091 782-2922 

 

RESPONSE 

O-8-1 Comment noted. 
  
O-8-2 Comment noted. 
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June 5, 2013 

TomTobb 
Director, Of liCe of the Columl>la Rl._ie, and lclcle wo,k Group Co-leM 
Washington State Department of Ecologv 
USO A Ider suee t 
Union G•p, WA 98903 
Commenrs s.ubmJrred electronically to: 

RE: Elghtmlle Dam Restoration and Replacement Proj ect Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Di.rector Jebb! 

Thank you for the opponunltv to comn"lent on, the Draft Environmental ,mpact Statement (ElS) for 
Elshtmlle ~m Rebuild and Restoration. tu an orsanlzatlon ~ have participated in t t\e lcic~ 
Wotks,oup process for at least a decade, submlttlnscommenu, both ·w,l tten and oral, at various times. 

The Sierra Club w.as. one of several en"fronmental or,an'23Uons (l'\at submitted comments ror the draft 
prog,ammatlr;. EIS ror t he IClcle Creek w1ter Reiource Management Str,ate~ In July 2018. The concerns 
we r.alsed ln 2018 Included the lack of wa,ter conservation as well as concerns 41 bout going forw41,rd with 
t his process before a $l8J'llficant number of outstanct:lngquestlon5, regarding t he Icicle and Pes~tln 
Irrigation District's {IPID' s}Wi!ter rights were $-ettled. 

The Sierra Cl ub part icipation in this process intensified when ttle faci litated "W'ilderness staketlclder 
group was convened in January 2020 and later whe n Sierra Club vo lunteer5 part icipated in both Icicle 
Workgroup and Icicle Steering Committee meetings, which continue. We belie11e t he facilitated 
wih:lemes.s stakeholder group led to productive conwersations and furthered an understanding of the 
range of issues as perrel11ed from multiple poin~of ..,.iew. 

0 -9·1 
The Sierra Cl ub has been consiste11t in staling t hat we support the reconstruction of the Eightmile Lake 
dam to meet Dam Safety requirements as well as the pro..,isioning of water in Eightmile and lr ide Creeks 
for instream flow neC"essary for salmon, steelhead and other aquatic speC'ie.s. 

We stc1ted our disc1ppointment when t he Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Reconsuuction Scoping EIS was 
released in December 2020 because a last minute "surprise" was insened into the m ix. That "'surprise" 
jwhich had nei.,er been discU5Sed at any lckle wortgroup meeting. Icic le steering Committee meeting or 
t he wiklerness stakeholder group) was the consideration of "'01/erland grourw::I transport" to access the 
dam si te . This meant that road construction was sucklenlyan option for dam access in a federal 
wilcfemes.s area. The Sierra O ub submitted comments on t he draft Eightmile Dam Rebuik:I and 
Restoration Project Scoping EIS in January, 2021. Our reply stated that we believed such a road wou ld 
be a c.lear violation of the WiklemessAct and we are glad to see this access option has been deleted 
from consideration and so documented in this draft E.IS. 

180 Nickerso n St reet I Suite 202 I Seattle WA 98109 I 206-378-0114 

 
 

RESPONSE 

O-9-1 Comment noted. 
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In April, 2023, almost 27 montM after submiSsion of sooping comments, th~ draft ElS for the Eightmil~  
Darn Rebui ld and Re<;onstruction was re leased. The go.1 I of the Si@..ra Club in eYa1uating this document 
is simple: determina which altern;itivc p,rovides for dam fe<:onstruction with tha least impact to 
wildem s.s whi le at the sam@ time providing suff1den.t watfn' ne~.s-sarv to suppor't salmon., stecl htad 
and other aqua.tic: species In Icicle Ctcck. Whl&e- tM' draft EIS Is ove, 450 pages, It fails to ptovide the 
info,mation neces.sary to make this determination and It cofltaln:s vet another ... , u,prist .... The '"'surprise· 

0 -9-2 In this instance Is a new method of water storage calc.ulatlon that is referenced In the draft EIS without 
the necessary detall to detem,lne the viablllry of such an app,o.aich. A,ga ll"I.. like '"'ove,tand ground 
trar1Sport," this methodology was not daseussed In th lclc le workgroup meeti ngs o, tke l(lcle sleerlns 
Committee meetings. (The wllderne.ss stakeholder .(Croup has been Inactive for seve ral war.s.) The DEIS 
prowldes no '4Jtlo"ijlle for why thl.s niew methOd of c;:aku larlon Is belngdhc.ussed c1t this late da1e, It Is not 
consistent ly applf~ throughout 11,,,e document, c1ml t he,e Is some question about the legality of thl.s 
c1 pproac.h_ 

I This draft EIS docs not answu the fol lowingqucstioM which, a,o central to our goal for se lection of al'\ 
0-9•3 altemat lve: "'How much water is: available for Trust Watct tlBf'iu? Will the ttusl water rights be spectf~d 

0-9-4 I for permanent lnstream flow ? Has IPID reli nquished any water rle,hts? Who Is Soin.g lO pay for 
reconstruction of the ct.am7 The DEIS ls at best, Incomplete, blJt often sflent on the$e mafters. Because ().g.5 I 
of t tils, it appears this EIS Is tl)'lng to.sel l a "pis In a poke:" More deta11 ls needed to assuage the 
uncenalnty tMt .spread throughout t he draft EIS. 

Our attached comments ask for clarification on many issues, some: of wt,ich we have asked repeatedly 
since. at least 2018. we. respectfully reque.st the. Department o f Ecology clearly respond to our 
comments so we can continue: to sup,pon the> t imely re<:onstruetiOn of the Eightmile Lake dam, 

Regards, 

Mairgl'e Van Cleve 
Sierra Club- Washington State Chapter Co~ervatlon Chair 

 

Cc.: Governor Jay lnslee 
U.S. Se nator Patty M urray 
U.S. Senator Maria Cant well 
U.S. Re present:at ive Kim Schrier 
USFS Region 6 Regional Forester Glenn Casamassa 
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest Supervisor Kristin Bail 
Wenatchee River District Ranger Jeff Ri..-era 
La ura wat$0ti.. Director of E<:olof( 
~ 81odgett, Te<hnlcal Coordinator, Yokamo Nation 
ChU<k 8ru.hwood, ~nlo r Polley A,;Msor, Colville Confederated Tribes.  

 

RESPONSE 

O-9-2 The comment appears to be discussing the Multi-fill Analysis completed by 
 IPID's consultants and reviewed as part of the EIS process. Refer to the Global 

Response for Multi-fill Analysis for further discussion. 
 

O-9-3 Refer to the Global Responses for Trust Donation and Tentative Determination 
 of Extent and Validity. 

 
In addition, the focus of the water rights review in the EIS was to assess 
whether the range of active storage capacities for design alternatives being 
considered were reasonable. This review was accomplished by reviewing the 
information available, including the Multi-fill Analysis. After the Draft EIS was 
issued, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion of its water right 
to Trust for instream flow purposes. Following issuance of the Final EIS, 
Ecology will conduct its review of the quantities available for the Trust 
donation in accordance with the process prescribed by RCW 90.42.080(4). 
 

O-9-4 Refer to the Global Response for Relinquishment. 
  
O-9-5 Project financing is described in Section 1.9 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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CRAG LAW CENTER  
LEGAL AID FOR THE ENVIRONMENT SINCE 2001 

 

J,me5,2023 

Tom Tebb, Dlrector and fclc]e \\'o rk Group o-Lead 
Office of o lumbia River 
Wash ington Deportment of Ecology 
AUil: Eightmile Draft El 
12 0 W Alder St. 
Un ion Gap, WA 98903 

RE: Slrrrn Cl ub - \ VA C h:opitr Comme11 t:i on Dra ft En,1lronmtnt :a.l lmpatt Sta temtnt 
for [ igbtmile D:am UebuiJd and n.estoration Proj ect 

Dear Director Tebb: 

Thank you for the opponunity to oommem on the Draft Environmetllal Impact tatemem 
fo r the Eigh1mile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project (""DEIS"). The fo llowing comments were 
prcporcd on behalf ofll1c Washinglon late ChJIJMcr of the "icm, Club. Please include lhcsc 
comments and the allachcd exh ibits in the record for the Eightmilc Dam project planning 
process. 

I . I 111roductlon 

The Sierra Club i.< • 501(c)(4) non-pro fi1 organizo1ion with over 100,000 members and 
suppo rters in \Va-shington State and over l8 million members n~nionatly. The Washington Stale 
Chap1e.r is headquanered ir~ Seattle arld is one of64 Sierra C]ub chapters across the cornury. 
\Vashinglon h.apter members a11d supporters live, work, and recreate throughout Lhe sta te of 
\Vashl ngton. including In the Alpine lakes Wilderness 1:1rcl1. The Sierra lub has a long-sl~nding 
interes, and lnvo lvemem ln 1he Alpine Lakes Wilderness. Many Sierra Club memben worked 10 

es.tablis.h the Alpine lnkes. Vlildemes.s lending up 10 the 1976 des.igmuion. as we ll as.1he Alp ine 
Lokes Area Land Management Pion of 198 1. ln ad<lit ion, the Sierra Club wori.ed with olher 
org,1niza tiot1S to advocate for the expansion of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness in 2014 . llicAlpinc 

0-9 -6 Lakes Wilderness is a tre.asured resource for many of Sierra C lub's rneinbers locally as well as 
nalionu lly. 

1l.1e Sierril Club has also been acti\•ely involved in .and fol lowing die de elopmem of the 
Icic le 1ra1egy find it!!. rel111ed proc:~s.es . The ler-i-a lub has been a member of the faci ll t.nted 
Wiklemess stakeholder group that was created by lhe Ic icle Workgroup in 2020. The Sierra Club 
believes the cxchn.ngc of ideas a11d inionuation in that group nsis1i11g of members of the 
Departmen1 ofEcology Office of Colwnbia Ri,•er (OCR), U.S. Forest Service (USFS), Icicle 
1'<-sha.slin lrrigaiio n Dis1ric1 (IPfD). und var ious environmental O[!!aniz,Hiorn,~ h11s been 

Crag Law Conlar • 3141 E 9.Jrn~d• SL • Patl .. d. OR 97214 • aa9.0<g  
 

RESPONSE 

O-9-6 Comment noted. 
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Sierra Chili - WA Chapter Comments on Eighnnile Dam DEIS  
June 5, 2023 

productive. Sierra Club submitted comments during the Scoping Process for the Eighlmile Darn 
Rebuild and Restoration Project. 

Toe Sierra Club understatlds lhe need to rebuild Eiglumile Lake dam in accordance with 
the requlrcments of the Office of D•m Safety. The Sierra Club olso respects and recognizes the 
importance of sa lmon and other fish species i.J.1 Ic icle Creek and the Wenatchee River basin to the 
inherent rights 11nd Treaty risJ,ts of the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the Yakama Nation and 
the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation. The Sierra Club recognizes and supports the 
noed for oddirionol Wlltcr in Icicle Creek to suppon both wild fish and the hatchery fish bred to 
mitigate for the construction of the Grand Coulee Dam, which eliminated spawning habiuit for 
huge numbers of wild salmon and other fish spc:dcs. 

While Sierra Club has several significatU concerns with the DEIS as detailed in these 
comment<, Sierra Club would like to !inst commend the Department ofEc<llogy (F..oology) for 
eliminating several of the major concerns identified in Sierra Club's scoping commcnls. In 
particular, Sierra Club is very pleased to sec that the DEIS has c,cludod the option of road 
conslruction through the Alpine Lakes \Vildemess to provide access to the dam sile for 
roconSIJUction. Simih,,ly, Sierra C lub is glad lo sc:c: that the: darn comuuction footprin~ 
associated dam infrastructure, and construction related activities will be limited to the area wi1hin 
the Special Warranty Deed por<els, Additionally, Sierra Club suppons Ecololl)''s statement Uiat 
any amount of water donated from IPID's Elghtmile Lake water risJ,t 10 the State Tru<t Water 
Rights program will be used only to supplement i.nstream flow and will not enable any addirional 
allocation of water 10 the Ci ty of Leavenworth. 

The Sic:rra Club is l!'--ncnilly supponivc of the: objc:cti= oftl1c Eiglm:nilc Dam Proj c:c~ 
panicularty the objecti,·e ofim.provlng instream flows in Icicle Creek to support ftsh habitat. 
However, Sierra Club is concerned with Ecology's overall approach to the Project and the 
sequencing of dt<ision-making that may or may not occur throughout the process leading up 10 

the replacement ofEightmilc Dam. The discuss ion in the DEIS spotlights two key areas of 
uncertiinty lhat must be addressed before Ecology can proceed with further review and 
approvals related to the Project. 

First, there is a concerning lack of clarity regarding the scope and status of IPID's  

EisJ,tmile Lake wate,- risJ,t and an acknowledged uncertainty regarding the historic use ofthe 
water riglu. lhis in rum creates confusion reg;irding Uie DElS's discussion of how storage 
volume is measured at Eightmile Lake a.nd the proposed do1JJ1tio11 of some portion of IPID's 

0-9 -7 water right to the Trust progt,1m. Toe Sierra Club is concemed with the precedent that Ecology 
may be setting with its analysis of!PIO"s Eighllnilc Lake water riglu and how that analysis will 
be applied to water rights associated with the other IPID dams in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness 
that are part of the broader Icicle Strategy. 

Second, and related to the above issue, the DEIS does not clearly define the scope and 
extent of]PID 's "exis1ing private rights" under the \VildernessAc:t This is an important 
considerntion because Eightmile Lake and the surrounding area, particularly including the 

0-9-8 Special Warranty Deed parools, ore protected under the Wildcmcss Act and any activ itics th.at 
take place on pro1ec1ed Wilderness must be consistent with applicable laws and regulations, 

 
 

RESPONSE 

O-9-7 Ecology is following its standard policies and practices with regard to the 
 Eightmile Lake water right for the Draft and Final EISs, as discussed in the 

Global Responses for Relinquishment and Tentative Determination of Extent 
and Validity. 
 
The focus of the water rights review in the EIS was to assess whether the 
range of active storage capacities for design alternatives being considered 
were reasonable. This review included late season refill of the active storage 
volume as presented in the Multi-fill Analysis. After the Draft EIS was issued, 
IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion of its water right to Trust 
for instream flow purposes. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will 
conduct its review of the quantities available for the Trust donation in 
accordance with the process prescribed by RCW 90.42.080(4). Also refer to 
Global Responses for Trust Donation and Multi-fill Analysis. Water rights 
associated with the other Alpine Lakes are outside the scope of this EIS. 
 

O-9-8 The introduction to Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs describes the Special 
 Warranty Deed and the rights it reserves. The Deed reserves IPID's rights to 

maintain and operate the dam and exercise their water rights. A copy of the 
Special Warranty Deed has been included in Appendix E of the Final EIS. Under 
Ecology's standard policies and practices, there has been no action to further 
define the extent of the water right (see the Global Response for Tentative 
Determination of Extent and Validity). 
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<ubject only to "existing p.-ivate rights." Whether the activities proposed in the action altemati,·es 
arc feasible, and therefore reasonable, necessarily depends on the scope of IPID"s " existing 
private right<" under the Special W=y Deed. 

The alternatives in the DEIS ore premised up<>n the scope or IPID's rights under 
Washington water laws and the Special Warranty Deed issued pursuant to 01e Wilden1essAct. 
However, the DEIS does not clearly or adequately define those right< and instead defers any 
determination oflhe scope or IPID's rights to • later decision or review process. Yet, the DEIS 
acknowledges that the ftnal design and construction of the Eightmilc Dam Project is contingent 
on the scope of these rights. This approach continues to result in an inefficient use of agency and 0-9-9 public rc,s;ourtt5 and risks fwthcr invcl:,,imcnt ofsignific:anl time and cncrgy into pursuing project 
altcmotive\l that ultimately prove to be infca,iblo. Mon:ovcr, it is difficult for the public lo fully 
understand and engage regarding the potential environmental impacts of tl1e proposed 
alternatives in light of such uncertainty. The Sierra Club respectfully request< tluu f=logy 
address these 1Wo l\10damental issues either before or as a pan of tlte Final Environmental 
Impact Suncment (FEIS), 

U. SEPA Background 

The S1ate Environmenlal Po hey Act (SEPA} process identifies and analyzes the 
environmental impacts of government decisions... RCW 43 .2 1C.010. These decisions may involve 
issuing J>C1lllll5 for p,ivotc projects, construciing public facilities, or adopting regulations, 
policies, or plans. The SEPA review process nutkes transparent and explains to agency decision 
makers, applicants, and the public the environment,] impacts of a proposed project. WAC 197-
1 l--030. Under SEPA"s cnvironmcnuil review procc:;:;, agencies muot prepare an environmental 
document that consists of the range of proposed. activities, alterna1ives, and impacts lo be 
analyzed in accordanoe with SEPA's goals and policies. WAC 197-1 1-060 . More sp«iflcally, the 
lend agency 1 must make a threshold determination to determine whether an ETS is required. 
WAC 197-1 1 ·330. If the lead •!!"llcy determines that the proposal will have significant advene 
environmental impaclS, then the agency must prepare an EIS. Id. 

0-9-10 An EIS must describe the proposal, including construction activities, operation/use, post 
operatiowclosure, related physical activities and physical ch.anges/distutllances, and agency 
requi rements; identify reasonable alternatives, including the no action and preferred alternatives; 
and the affected environment, significant impacts, and mi1igation measures. \VAC 197-L 1.-402; 
SEPA Handbook, al 35-38 (2018). The range of impacts that mu51 be evaluated in an EIS include 
the direc~ indirect, and cwnul•tive impacts or the proposa~ the short-oerm ond lons-tenn 
impacts, as well as 1bc likelihood that the proposal will serve as precedent for future actions. 
WAC 197-11-060(4}. 

Under WAC 197-1 1-440, an EIS mu« include • disc-ussion or alternative< a., well a., the 
proposed action. While an EIS is not required to examine all potenlial ahernatives; the number 
and range of alternatives must be reasonable. Weyerliaa1,Jer ,,. Pierce Comrt)t, L24 Wn.2d 26, al 

41 ( 19~)- Aecordcng 10 SEPA resuJations, • reasonllble allemative is an action that could 

1 1DC lead agency de..,do:J:5 or L5 presented with :ii prupm.al. Tht:)' m the agcm::y with the main 
r<:op0nsibility for complying with SEPA's pro<od11ral guidelines. WAC 197-11 --050. 

 

RESPONSE 

O-9-9 As stated in Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs, it is not the role of the EIS to 
 determine the status of any particular water right, nor is the EIS the proper 

venue for such determinations. The focus of the water rights review in the EIS 
was to assess whether the range of active storage capacities for design 
alternatives being considered were reasonable within the existing right. As 
described in the Global Responses, the Multi-fill Analysis was relied on (in 
part) for the water right evaluation in the Draft EIS to assess whether the 
range of active storage capacities for design alternatives being considered 
were reasonable. The Multi-fill Analysis provides a range of stored volumes 
based on re-fill estimates (in dry, average, and wet years) sufficient to support 
that 2,000 acre-feet of active water storage and release is reasonable at the 
lake. The EIS recognizes there is some uncertainty in the amount of the water 
right due to possible relinquishment; therefore, the analysis for the EIS covers 
a range of values such that the analysis will still be valid if partial 
relinquishment has occurred. Following the issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID 
submitted an application to donate a portion of its water right to instream 
flow. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will review quantities in 
accordance with RCW 90.42.080(4). As described in the Global Response for 
Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity, the analysis and 
determination of the quantity of water available for and accepted into Trust 
for instream flow does not constitute a tentative determination of extent and 
validity of the water right. If a future quantification (through adjudication or 
future water right action) results in an annual quantity that is less than the 
2,000 acre-feet considered in this EIS, the physical active storage volume in 
the lake can be reduced through shortening the intake pipe outlet, as 
described in the Final EIS, without necessitating any changes to the main 
design. The monitoring and reporting plan to be executed as part of the Trust 
donation process will ensure that the 2,000 acre-foot limit of active storage is 
not exceeded on an annual basis and that the Trust donation quantities are 
managed properly. 
 
See the Global Responses for Relinquishment, Tentative Determination of 
Extent and Validity, Trust Donation, and Multi-fill Analysis. 
 

O-9-10 Comments regarding SEPA and WAC sections are noted. Ecology issued a 
 Determination of Significance (DS) and prepared the Draft EIS that reviewed a 

range of reasonable alternatives, consistent with WAC 197-11-440. The 
objectives for the project are outlined in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final 
EISs. A wide range of alternatives were considered during the preliminary 
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development and consideration of alternatives; Section 2.8 of the Draft and 
Final EISs describes alternatives that were considered but not carried forward, 
along with the reasoning behind why they were dropped from consideration. 
Alternative 3 was added for review as a result of public comment received 
during the scoping process. 
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feasibly attain or appro..'-imate a proposal's objectives, bul at a lower env ironmental cost or 
dccn:ascd le,<cl or cnv iroiuuental degradotion."' WAC 197- 1 l-440(5J(b ). Reaso nab le 
a11ematives may be those over which an agei1cy with jurisdictio n has author ity 10 control 
impilclS. either directly. or indirect.ly 01ro u:gh requirement of mit iga tion ,ne.a-sures. Coliimbia 
Ri,,erlceepen. Pon of Vancouver USA. 188 Wn2d 80, 97 (2017). WA 197-11-070(1) prohibilS 
an agency from rnking an action on a proposal th.u would limit the choice ofreason.1ble 
allem9tives before a final delennimuion ofnon-signilic8nce or a final environment11.I imp.net 
sta.temenl on the proposa l is issued by a resPons.ible offic ia.l_ Columbia Rfrerkeeper, 188 \Vn.2d 1u 

85. 

In addit ion, S • PA borrow, heav ily from NET'A and rcf<TC11cc 10 EPA"s procedural 

0 -9-10 requirements. i~ appropriate when consiru iri_g SEPA's requin: nlC'J'IK ooJUirmfor a S11Stni1Jc1ble 
5l0 i: Unir<'d State, DOT. 881 F.Supp2d 1243. 1259 (W.D. Wa sh. 2012) (noting tha1 the court's 
findings on the rea...o na ble range of .tt.lterniu i .. ,es under EPA were disposit ive i.mder SEPA)_ 
Washlngcon couns have held th.1 t an EIS which is .sufficient co mee1 • PA may also be used to 
satisfy S PA rcquircmc ncs so long as nolice pro .. ~sions have been rncl. ld. ac 1260; RCW 
43.2 IC. L SO_ Under NEPA, the altematives analysis is. the '"heart of the enviro tunental impact 
s1tttcmcn1." 40 C.F.R. § I S02.l4(a). •· onsidcr•tion ofroasonab le altem•tives is nccC:SSllljl lo 
ensure that o,e agency has before it and takes i1110 acroum all poss ible apprwches to, and 
potentia l environmental impacls o~ a paniculru' projec t." Nort/iem Alaska E1Tvfto11me11ta/ Center 
"· Kempt/Jome, 457 F. 3d 969, 978 (9th Cir. 2008 ). The re<juiremen1 en= 1hat the "most 
intelligent, optimally beneficia l decis ion will u ltinia1ety be niade." id., qoo ting Ca/l'ert Cliffe' 
Coonlinating Comm_ v. u.s_ Atomic Energy Comm'n., 449 F2 d 1109, 1114 (D.C. Cit. 1971 ). 

Jll. The EIS and Jte.-na tin5 Should be B:1sed on an A.ccurn te Unde.-s tanding oflPJD~s 
Water Rii:ht, Ralher Than Hypolh<ll«ils That May D<pe11d Oll an Jn.,,lld or 

npedect~d \Vate.- Right, 

111c DEIS ident ifies IPID"s water right at Eightmilc Lake as an ··issue to be Resolved" 
due to uncertainty surrounding tl1e scope and status of the wa•er right_ DEIS at 1- l0.2 Despite 
this rcoogni1 ion. chc DEIS proceeds to a.nnlyzc allc.mativc designs for the Eighunllc f>mn 
rcplacc..'fTicnt and 1hc assoc iated lm pact5 wi1hou1 n.-solving any of the W1ccnainty with [PIDS 

0-9-11 \\1ater right. Ecology in.s1ead says it " rill defer :my detennina tion on tJ,e status of lPlO•s Wil ler 

right \.lnlil an tins.pecitied and un en~iill- to--occu.-f\1t\tre IT\l~t wacer righ1 don::i tion from l"P fD. As 
a resu lt, the DEi is replete ,vith assumption abo111 the stanis oflPID " \\Sl ier righl H1at are 1101 
adequately explained or supponcd by Hie historical record. Ecology's SEPA a1ia ly is and the 
proposed altenta.tives cannot be based on suc:h an opaque presenlation of this foundai ional issue. 

 

ll1e d iscussion in. the DEIS is inadequate in several res1>ects and should be corrected in 
the FE.IS. First, the DEIS puts tl1e cart before the horse by defining and analyzing alternatives. 

2 Sierru O ub has raised 1his os an jssue that needs 10 be r~h•ed lL'S-ptirt of"tbis process sJnce ius comments 
~uhmiued for 1he Draft Programmatic Envirorw,1e.nu1I lmp;ict Stmeme m for 1he Icicle, Creel: W:uer 
Re:w\rrces M:m.ngemen1 S1r:uegy in JuJy 20 18. (Comment!l beg_in on p~e A·39, wml!'r righL.: on JXtge A· 
41 : http:d/ww:w co rbrh:m~~llllWll: 
""'"'"'<s!d'"311l~nn1n.i:fu:,rl~l>'Jlm,mnrn<rulJ!%2ll&m~ ri~<ll'.inal%20W 
tt 20-'}~20DPE1 OCvmmcnts ' 26° ORcs 

4  
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RESPONSE 

O-9-11 While there is some uncertainty as to the annual active storage volume of 
 IPID’s Eightmile Lake water right, the range of volumes addressed in the Draft 

and Final EISs encompass the water right even if partial relinquishment has 
occurred. The EIS process is not a vehicle to determine relinquishment nor the 
extent and validity of the water right, although Ecology is confident that IPID 
possesses sufficient rights to support the range of alternatives in the EIS. If a 
future quantification (through adjudication or future water right action) 
results in an annual quantity that is less than the 2,000 acre-feet considered in 
the EIS, the physical active storage volume in the lake can be reduced through 
shortening the intake pipe outlet as described in the Final EIS without 
necessitating any changes to the main design. 
 
After the Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a 
portion of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. Following 
issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct its review of the quantities 
available for the Trust donation in accordance with the process prescribed in 
RCW 90.42.080(4). 
 
Now that the Trust donation process has started, Ecology will ascertain the 
quantity of the right available for Trust donation purposes after the Final EIS 
issuance, since that is the correct venue for addressing this issue. To date, 
there has not been clear and compelling evidence of relinquishment, which is 
required for Ecology to initiate a relinquishment action. See the Global 
Responses for Relinquishment, Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity, and Trust Donation. 
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that may later be determined to be infea<ible because they are based on an invalid water right. 

0 -9-11 1 The FEIS should iru: ludc a mort detailed llXplanat ion for how Eoology is characterizing IPID's 
water right and how that characteri"'1lion is supported by the law and historical record. Second, 

0-9-12 I Ecology should fully e,plain the basis for and application of lhe multi-fill analysis tha t is 
referenced in the DEIS. Thirtl, the DEIS incom:>e1ly as.sens 1001 Ecology is precluded from 
making a determinalion on the validity of LPID's water right now as pan of this process. lbe 

0-9-13 1 FEIS should include a ten!Ative detennination oflPlD's water right and the alternatives should 
be revised based on the outcome of that detennination. Finally, the FEIS should provide• more 
detailed OJ<planation and analysis of the potential trust water right donation from ll'ID in order 

0 -9-14 1 for the public and EcolOS)' to have a more complete understanding of the environmen!Al impacts 
of the proposed alt=atives. 

A. T he FEIS must pn»i de clarity on the scope and clas,lflcatlon oflPID's Elj:btmlle 
L aike v.·11 te ,- .-ight. 

The DEIS provid£s contradictory and un,upponed charactcrr,ations of!PID's water righ1 
at Eightrnile Lake. The development of alternatives for the EIS is based on IPID's irrigation 
needs and the CJ<tcnt and scope of!PID's water right. Ecology cannot proceed 10 a FEIS !hat 
inlcudes an adequa1e alternatives analys is wi.thout providins a clear description oflhe soope and 
classilicaiion of IPID's waier right that is supported by 1he law amt 1he historical record. 
Spec ifically, Ecology must clarify 1111d explain whether IPID'< water right inc ludes both the right 
10 me the water from Eighonilc Lake (Le. • surface water r ight} a..,J the rigtu IO store water in 
Eightmile Lake (i.e_ a reservoir or storage righl). Additionally, Ecology must explain the legal 
ba<is for its asswnption that IPID's water right includes an annual quantity and how Ecology will 
dclCJTJlinc the valid annual quanlity oflhe waler right as is nccc,;sary to support the ultimate 
design and permiuing of the Eisll<mile Dam replacement projec t. 

The DEIS at some points describes TPID's water right at Eighbnile: Lake as. '"authorizing 
0 -9-15 the storage and me of25 cfs of water," D£IS a, 6-1, and includes the waler right in IJ>ID's 

"es1imated to tal siorage rights ." DEIS at 6-13. Elsewhere, the DEIS describes IPID's Eightmile 
Lake water rigln as imply aulhorizing the "use of25 cfs for irrigation purposes-•· DEIS at 6-2. 
The DEIS muddles the two d ifferent classifications of water rights (s11rfacc and storage) and fails 
10 acknowledge the legal and practical dilferences between them. Ecology should clarify and 
prope,ly support 1he clas.<ification or !PIO'< water right in the FEIS, con,; i tent with •lilte law and 
the history of tl1e water right. 

Washington's water laws, the historic.al evidence of IPlD's waler right. and Ecology's 
\Varor Rights Tracking System (\VRTS) all dis!ingulsh bciwcrn a surface water rigln for !he 
diversion and beneOcial use of water and a reservoir or storage right to impound water as a 
source for a beneficial use. To begin, the 19 17 Water Code-which was in effect at the time 
!PIO'< predecessor, Icicle Irrigation Oistrict, •wlied for • permi1 rouse water from Eighnnile 
Lak tablished the process for applying for a pennit 10 appropriate water, WA Session Laws, 
1917, Ch. 117, Sec. 28_ The Law established dJfferent application requirements depending on the 
proposed use of the appropriation .. Specifically, the 1917 Water Code provided, 

 

 

 

RESPONSE 

O-9-12 See the Global Response for the Multi-fill Analysis. 
  
O-9-13 See the Global Response for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. 
  
O-9-14 Refer to the Global Responses for Trust Donation, Tentative Determination of 
 Extent and Validity, and Multi-fill Analysis. 

 
One focus of the water rights review in the EIS was to assess whether the 
range of active storage capacities for design alternatives being considered 
were reasonable within the existing right. This review included late season 
refill of the active storage volume as presented in the Multi-fill Analysis. After 
the Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion 
of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. Following issuance of 
the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct its review of the quantities available for the 
Trust donation in accordance with the process prescribed by RCW 
90.42.080(4). 
 

O-9-15 The comment raises whether the water rights analysis in the EIS is sufficient to 
 support the analysis of the alternatives. As part of this concern, it questions 

how much is perfected and whether the SWC1228 is a storage right or a 
diversionary right only. 
 
First, Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs adequately describes the water 
right for the purposes of the EIS. As further described in the Global Responses, 
a Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity is outside the scope of the 
EIS review. Instead, one of the purposes of the water rights evaluation in the 
EIS is to determine whether the active storage design volumes area 
reasonable for the alternatives being analyzed. This was accomplished 
through review of information available at the time of the Draft EIS and 
supplemental information provided by IPID, which describes the multiple 
fillings of the active storage volume particularly in late season. The analysis is 
described in the Global Response for Multi-fill Analysis and relies, in part, on 
the information presented in IPID’s multi-fill memo (Aspect 2022a) and 
Ecology’s review of that information and other records provided by IPID. As 
described in Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, although the eroded 
capacity of Eightmile Lake with stop boards installed is 1,151 acre-feet, lake 
releases allow for additional late season storage capacity and, coupled with 
subsequent late season precipitation events, can serve to refill some of the  
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"If for agricultural purposes, [the appLicalion] shall give the legal subdivision ofthe 
land and the acreage to be irrigated, as ncac as may be, and lhc amounl of water 
expressed in acre-feet to be supplied per season. 

If for ronstruction of a reservoir, it shall give the height of the dam, the capacity of 
the reservoir, and the uses to be made of the impounded waters.'" 

ld. Section 38 of the 1917 Water Code imposed additional requirements for an applicant 
proposing IO apply water stored in a reservoir to a beneficia l use: 

"All applications for reservoir pennits shall be subject to the provisions of sections 
27 to 33 oflhi< act, both inclusive. But the party or parti<:S proposing to apply to a 
bcooficia l use the waler Slorcd in any such reservoir shall also file an application 
for a pcmtlt, to be known as the secondary pcmtlt, which shall be in compliance 
with the provisions of sections 27 to 33 of this act, boLh inclusive ... 

Id. at Sec, 38.3 

0 -9-15 The application for IPID's Eightmile Lake water right (Perm it No. 828) provides that the 
applicant seeks to appropriate waters from "Eight Mile Lake" in the amount of25 cubic feet per 
second, to the extent of2000 acre-feet and is to be applied for the beneficial use of"irrigation." 
fahibit A at p.l . The application identifies the land to be irrigated as approximately 7,000 acres 
within the Ic icle Irrigation District and the Pcslwtin Irrigation District. Id. al p.l. Undcr 
"Description of Works" the application states "cballnel C\JI at oulle1 or lake, 6 fee t wide aJ1d 
control gate imtalled with wood •truc.ture." ld at p.1. Beneath that section, the opplication form 
providts: "•When storage work• are rontemplated a storage permit mu.<t be filed in addition to 
the above.'' Id, Nowhere in the application is there any information rcgardntg the hcigln of the 
dam proposed to be constructed at Eightmile Lake or the capacity of the proposed reservoir for 
storage. 

By all objoctive measures, the application was to appropriate water fo r ''agricultural 
purposes," ralher than for "con<truelion of a reservoir," as contemplated in !he 1917 Water Code. 
Acccrdingly, the permit for IPID's l!ighlmile Lake water right provides that, "Ille at110unt of 
water appropriated shall be limited to the amount which can be applied 10 beneficial use and 001 

to exceed 25.0 cubic feet per second, or its equi,•alent in case of rotation." Exhibit A at p.4. The 
permit docs not identify any annual quantity or rcsc.rvoir storage capacily. /d, Further, there is oo 
indication lhat IPID''s predecessor ever filed a separate application fo r a storage or reservo ir 
permit as was required under the law and explicitly noticed on the application form. Moreover, 
wh ile the Notke of Beginning of Constn,clion for the waler right, filed in July 1927, stated the 

1 This: requirement Te nl!l. iM in Wa~hing10n"!\ W:ne.r Code m this day. RCW § 90,03,370(1 Xa), Howei.-er, in 
2002 1he Wfl . .'~hj r'lgtoo leg.i.sknure :imended the sr.an.rte to pn;lvide., "A .seoor,cbry per,ni1 ror the bem!lficiil!l 
use ofwi!lttr shall not be required fur UK ofw1tter stored in a re.scrw:rlrwhere the water righl fo:rtbe 
,oorco of tho >tun:d wa1crauthilri2"> the beneficial use." 57th L<gi,iaturc, 2002 Reg. Scs,ion, l·IB 2993, 
Soc.. 10; ""' RC\V ~ 90.03.370(1)(c). 

6  

RESPONSE 

capacity and add to the annual volume of water actively storage at the lake. 
As described in the Draft EIS, this multi-fill practice reasonably supports the 
design volumes of 1,698 acre-feet (under Alternative 3) and 2,000 acre-feet 
(under Alternatives 1 and 2) for the alternatives considered. If a future 
quantification of the water right (through adjudication or future water right 
action) results in an annual quantity that is less than the 2,000 acre-feet 
considered in the EIS, the physical active storage volume in the lake can be 
reduced through shortening the intake pipe outlet as described in the Final 
EIS without necessitating any changes to the main design. In addition, the 
monitoring and reporting plan to be executed as part of the Trust donation 
process will ensure that the maximum design volume of up to 2,000 acre-foot 
limit of active storage is not exceeded on an annual basis and that the Trust 
donation quantity is managed properly. Refer to the Global Response for 
Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity for additional information. 
 
Second, it is clear from the documentation, particularly the Icicle Creek 
Decree, that the right does include the right to store water as well as to use it 
for irrigation. The comment notes that nowhere in the application is there 
information regarding the height of the proposed dam or the proposed 
storage capacity. The implication is that a storage right was never applied for. 
However, this statement is contradicted by later documents and the Icicle 
Creek Decree, which clearly show storage as part of the right. For example, in 
the remarks section of the Proof of Appropriation, a description of the dam 
construction work is provided, including reference to a dam being built. Also, 
the Decree clearly includes a storage right. The comments on the permit and 
notice of construction are noted. However, subsequent documents support 
that IPID has a valid storage right. Specifically, the Icicle Creek Decree (which 
post-dates the permit) states “the claimant, Icicle Irrigation District, is the 
holder of the following permits to appropriate and store water from lakes 
tributary to Icicle Creek” (emphasis added). Following this statement in the 
Decree is a list of three lakes, including Eightmile Lake. Additionally, current 
practices of issuing separate water right documents for reservoir and 
diversionary rights do not necessarily reflect past practices. 
 
Finally, the comment goes on to note the certificate also does not reference 
an annual quantity or storage capacity. This is duly noted. However, the 1929 
Icicle Creek Decree confirms the water right permit for Eightmile Lake 
includes storage of water and the subsequent 1939 certificate states that  
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pennit as including "the approprilltion of(25) twenty-fwe second-feet and lhe storage of2000 
aero-feet of the una JJPropriated waters of Eight Mile Lake," Exhibit B at p.l, subsequent 
documents do not support a conclusion that IPID has a valid storage right. 

In October 1929, lhe Chelan County Superior Court issued the Icicle Creek Drort<: 
adjudicating the water rights to Icicle Creek and its lriblllaries, For the Eigbtmile Lake wa1er 
right (Penn it No. 828), lh.e Decree no tes lhe pennitted amount or water as 25 cubic feet per 
second with a yearly maximum or 2,500 acre-feet. fahibit C at p.6. The DEIS no te< !hat there is 
oo documented explanation for the increase in the maximum annual quantity from 2,000 •=
feet as sta ted in the application, to the 2,500 acre-feet stated in the Decree. DEIS at 6-1 1, n 12. 
The Dccrcc slates that the Eigbtmile Lake watc, right wa,; ''i_nchoulc but may be perfec ted by 
complhmc:r:. v.ri th pn:)vis.ions undc.- which the: pcrmi1s were issued_ .. Ex.Cat p..6. Ac.cording to the 
DEIS, "inchoate waler rights have not been used, and are, 1herefore, not perfec1ed. n DEJS at 6-1. 

How"'er, the DEIS concludes in a fooniote. ''since the dam wa• completed in 1929, IPID 
bas been storing water. Tirns some, ifoot all, ofthi, 2,500 acre-fecc has been used and, therefore, 
is perfected and no longer inchoate. That said, lhe perfected amount has not been determined by 
Ecology or by• court through an a<ljudication of water rights." DEIS at 6-1, n 2. The DEIS docs 
ool explain the legal or factual basis for this conclusion that !PIO has perfected an annual 
quantity or storage right potentially up to 2,500 acre-feet from Eighunile Lake. This conclusion 
is foundatioDH.l to the alternatives ma.lysi.'i in the DEIS~ however. it is not supported by the 
historical record. 

0-9-15 As noted, the adjudication Decree provided that the Eightmile Lake water right could be 
perfected Ulldcr the provisions stated in the permit. E,. Cat p.6. Permit No. 828 cswblished a 
timeline by which IPID's predecessor was required to put the water lo beneficial use, which was 
to be completed on or before October 22, 1930. F.x . A at 4 . Under the 1917 Water Code, once a 
water u.<er demonstrated lhat an appropriation had been perfected, lhe state hydraulic engi,.,.r 
was required to issue• cenificate es1ablishing the water right. I 917 Water Code, Sec. 34. IP1D 's 
predecessor submitted the required documentation to demonstrate that it had perfected the 
Eigbtmilc La.kc water right on August 16, 1939. Neither the oticc of Completion of 
Construo1ion nor the Proof of Appropriation tiling,; make any reference to storage capacity or an 
annual quaruit)' for appropriation. Exhibit B at 2.; Exhibit D. Instead, these documents reference 
only the 25 cf;; appropriation fh,m Eightmile Lake. Id. 

The logical oonclusion from those documents is that 1.PID's predecessor did not provide 
documenuuion to demonstrate that it had perfected the 2,500 acre-feet maximum annual quantity 
stated in the adjudica1ion De<:,cc, or any ,toragc right, within the time period spe<:ificd in tho 
pennit. According.ly, the water right certificate (No. 1228} confirms that IPID's Eightmile Lake 
water right is only for the use or water from Eighlmile Lake for the purpose of itTigation on 
7,000 actt< wilhin the Icicle and Peshastin Irrigation l)Lstricts and "•hall not exceed twenty-five 
(25) cubic feet per second." Exhibit E. The Cenificate does not include an annual quantity and 
makes no reference to any storage or reservo ir right. Id. Ecolo!l)''• Water Rights Tracking System 
confirms lhe clas&ificalion of IPID's Eightmile Lake waterright as a «surfilce watet'' right, rather 

 
 

RESPONSE 

“said waters has been perfected.” It is historically clear that IPID and its 
predecessor have been storing and using Eightmile Lake water since the dam 
was constructed. A water right is perfected when it is put to use. Since 
storage and use of water has been occurring since 1930 per the proof of 
appropriation and IPID records, some or all of the 2,500 acre-feet of storage 
has clearly been perfected. This is the factual basis for the conclusion in the 
EIS that at least some of the storage right has been perfected. Further, 
knowing the exact valid annual quantity is not required for the EIS process 
since the EIS covers a range of active storage volumes such that if some of the 
amount was not perfected or has been partially relinquished, the storage 
volumes used in the EIS are still reasonable given the information provided 
and for the purpose of the analysis. Additionally, it was common practice in 
the last century for water right certificates to not list annual quantities and 
for Ecology to later define said annual quantities during later water rights 
actions. To date, there have not been further water right actions on the 
Eightmile Lake right (and as stated in the Draft and Final EISs, the EIS process 
is not a water rights action). Refer to the Global Response for Tentative 
Determination of Extent and Validity. 
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than a •reservoir" right, ond does not <peeify any 11nnual quantity. See WRTS, Certificate 01228, 
Record o. S4- •0 l825AACWRIS.' 

There is no discU!lSion in the DEIS or known documentation that indicates that IPID'< 
predecessor ought an extension of time to perfect the 2,500-acre-foot =• llTillm annual qwntity, 
as was required un<hlr Ille 1917 Water Code. Sec 1917 Water Code, Sec. 33. And there is no 
supp>rt in the law for Eoology's suggestion in the DEIS thJ!L IPID'• predooessor wa_, allowed Lo 
perfect the annual quantity of the water right over an indefinite period of time since 1930 ond 
wilOOut any rcal-1:imc doc:umcntat:ion to prove th.at a specified annual quantity of water was p'l.l1 
lO beneficia.1 use. 

Additionally, as detai led above, ti.,,-e is no supp<,n in the hisiorical record that IPID has• 
0-9-16 reservok or storoge right in Eighunile Loke un<hlr Washington's woter laws. The DEIS references 

an ea<ement that the Department ofJ>ul, lic Land, gm,ted to IJ>ID's predeoessor in October 1927 
to "overtlow and pclJ)llrually inund.1te" the "bed and shores of . . . Eight Mile Lake." DEIS at 6-
11 . However, an casement is no t tho equivalent of a water right and docs not have tl1c effect of 
creating a right to store water in Eighlmile Lake under Washington's waler code. The DEIS doe< 
not c:it plain what n:lcvancc the eascmr:nt has lo the: status of'[P!D's w,11.tc:r right. Morwvcr. the 
DEIS failsto specify the extent orlhe easement, which is relevant to the status oflPID's 
"existing private rights" that were preserved under the Wilderness Act, •• discussed funher 
below. 

Ecology's asswnption that IPID holds• valid water right to some annual quantity fonns 
the basis for the analysis and proposed allernatives discussed in Uie DEIS. The DEIS also 
presents the lllllge of alternatives for storage capacity based on a multi-fill analysis and would 
increase the ac~ive scorage ca_paciry under each action altematlve; this assumes that IPID's 

0-9-17 Eightmile Lake w•ter right constitutes a "'reservoir" or <toragc righL A8 discu.s.sed further below, 
Ecology should not proceed to a FEIS wi thout clarifying the stal\lS and scope ofll'ID '• 
Eightmilo Lake water right.' Such wicenainty cannot fonn the basis of• rtoso11"<1 and infonned 
environmental analysis. 

8. E-0ology's r·ellana, on tbe "'•ltl•tlll aoaly,is Is oot •d•q••t•ly e plaioed in the DEIS 
and i, not supported by law. 

l lle DEIS relies on • '\nulti-1111 analysis" completed by Aspect Consttltlng as suppon for 
0-9-18 the assenion that IPID has historically stortd and released at least 1,400 acre-feet, and po1emially 

exceeding 2,500 acre-fee~ per yeJ!J'_ DEIS at 6-6, n S (citlngAspect 2022a). Ecology seems 10 

rely on this analysis as presumptive proof that IPID 's water risht has not been relinquished. 
DEIS at 6-6. As discussed further below, this does not relieve Ecolo&r of its obliga tion to make a 

'In COTit:rtl!il, [PID'.s water right rorSnow- Crtck lli c:IBMified in Ecology's WR1"S as a ''"re:servorr"' right 
and incl1,u::le.!;: on ly an annual q,i:mt ity of 1,000 ,acre .. foet. Set WR.TS , ertifica1e No. 1592. Record Nn. R4 .. 
•02752CWRJS. 
'Ecolo.ll,)' should exploia wbeth<:r and how hs •n,..,0otmle qu.ontJty" onal}~"' for det"'1:Dlniag the Qa for 
the City or l.awenworth's water right., where the ceni6ct'ltt dJd not include: a Qa figure, appli§ in the 
coat<,.tof!PID 's Elghonil e Lake w•tcr right S,e DEIS ot 6-15-6-16-

 
 

 

RESPONSE 

O-9-16 Discussions to the level of detail suggested by the commenter concerning 
 historical permit extensions is beyond the scope of the Draft and Final EISs, 

where a summary of the water right is sufficient in order to discuss impacts 
from the alternatives. 
 
Concerning the comment about there being no support or historic record 
about IPID having a reservoir or storage right on Eightmile Lake, refer to the 
response to comment O-9-15. 
 
The October 1927 easement referenced in the comment is not considered as 
part of the Eightmile Lake water right; instead, it is presented as background 
of historical events at the lake after the water right permit issued and prior to 
the Icicle Creek Decree. 
 

O-9-17 Refer to the response to comment O-9-15 as well as the Global Responses for 
 Relinquishment, Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity, and Multi-fill 

Analysis. 
 

O-9-18 Refer to the Global Responses for Multi-fill Analysis and Relinquishment. Also 
 refer to response to comment O-9-15 for discussion of the storage component 

of the Eightmile Lake water right. In addition, the comment states "Ecology 
seems to rely on this [multi-fill] analysis as presumptive proof that IPID's water 
right has not been relinquished." However, the Draft EIS does not state that 
relinquishment has not occurred, only that it is undetermined. 
 
The commenter states the EIS does not provide a justification of its reliance 
on the Multi-fill Analysis and that even if the Eightmile Lake right is a valid 
storage right, the inadequacies in the discussion of the Multi-fill Analysis in the 
EIS must be addressed. It is important to note that the Multi-fill Analysis is just 
one of many documents and studies reviewed and used as part of the EIS 
process, and any reliance on the Multi-fill Analysis provides a reasonable 
range of storage volumes rather than exact quantities. The Multi-fill Analysis 
provided was authored by IPID and not Ecology, and does not represent 
Ecology’s determination of quantities or extent of the water right. Refer to the 
Global Response for Multi-fill Analysis for additional information. 
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fOnn.al determinolion of the volidity of!PID's W1lter right. Additionolly, the referenced onalysis is 
not provided as pan of the DEIS and should be included as an appendix to the FEIS. 

The DEIS ftnds support for the multi-fill analysis by referencing WAC 508-12-270, 
which imposc-.s a Hone-fil l" requirement on reservoirs, and the fact that the regulation was 
adopted al\er the established priority date for IPID's water riglu at Eightmile Lake. DEIS at 6-6. 
n 8. Thus, Ecology reasoru;, "WAC 508-12-270 is not applicable to the Eigbtmile Lake water 
right." Id. However, WAC 508-12-270 opplies specifically to•• reservoir pennit." As discussed 
above~ IPlD's wa1cr right at Eightmitc Lake is not classified as a res.crvoir permit; lhcrcforc, the 0-9-18 question of whether a "one-fiU" or •'multi•fill" analysis is appropriate for determining the exteru 
of IPfO's waler right is entirely misp loood. lPfO does not hove ony pcrfec1cd '" ccrtifical<:d right 
fo r 1'<$CTV<)[r storage. The multi-fill i\nalysi~ is lmscd on the false premise that "!PIO' S10111gc 
right provides for 2,500 acre-feet (AF) of storage." Aspect 2022a at p. I. 

1he DEIS does not provide any other explanation or justification for its reliance on the 
multi-fill analysis. Even if Ecology were 10 somehow detcnninc that IPID holds a valid 
storage/reservoir r~ there are numerous inadequacies in the DEIS's discussion of the multi ... fill 
analysis OJ1d the multi-fi ll analysis i.tsclfthot musl be addressed ond corrected in the !'EIS. 

First, it is not clear whether there is any precedent for Ecology employing a multi• fill 
analysis to determine the extent of• stornge water right. The DEIS notes the 1960 adoption of 
WAC 508-12-270 as the justification for concluding that the regulation does not apply to water 
rights that pre-dote its adoption. However, the mere adoption of • rule does not itself indicate that 
the principle embodied in the rule W1lS non-existent in the IJiw prior to the rule's adoption .. In 

0 -9-19 other words, the rule could have slrnply bcc:n putting into writing the long-standing and historical 
practice of authorities responsible for implementing Washington's water code. Ecology should 
explain and provide support for its assertion that rt:Sm·oirStorage rights were quantified based 
on a multi-fill anaJysis. prior to 1960. Ecology's reasoning in thi.i; decision has the potentillll to s.et 
the precedent for other storage water rights in the state, including those associated with the other 
projects that fPfD seeks to complete as part of the Icicle Stmtegy. 

Second, the multi-fill analysis includes modell ing ofhistorieol operations based on 
release rate scenarios of 35 cfs and 20 crs, w h:ich the memo states are '"considered to be a 1ypical 
range hosed on pattern. described by fPID, and conservative eomporcd to the maximum hLstoric 
release rates described of 40-50 cfs." Aspect 2022a at p.2. 1his is at odds with- and likely 011 

e.ceedance of- lPID's Eighnnile Lake water right. The only ceniticated water right that IPID 
0-9-20 holds at Eighunile Lake is for 25 els of instantAneollS diversion. Ex. E. Therefore, any modeling 

which fonns the basis of tho ahomalivos in the EIS- not to mOlllion Ecology·s dc1crmination of 
the lawful historical use of the water right-should be limited by the extent or the water right 
itself. The DEIS should oot consider alternatives that provide for s1orag;, capacity in EigJ11mile 
Lake b•sed on • rcleose rate of35 er,, or higher, oil ol~mativcs should he hosed on • release rate 
of25 cfs. 

Third, the DEIS relies on the multi-ml analysis 10 detennine the historical quantity of 
water pul to beneficial use and is based on the eurrOlll active storage volume of I, 151 acre-feet. 

0-9-211 DEIS at 6-1- 6-2 . I-lowever, each of the action alternatives would significantly increase the active 

9 

 

RESPONSE 

O-9-19 See the response to comment O-9-18 as well as the Global Response for the 
 Multi-fill Analysis. 

 
O-9-20 Comment noted. Ecology recognizes the instantaneous quantity (Qi) for the 
 Eightmile Lake water right is 25 cfs, and the alternatives in the EIS are based 

on this rate. The Qi for the storage component of the right is considered as 
the rate of inflow entering the lake and filling it, rather than the amount 
released at the dam. A range of release rates were presented in the IPID 
report and are described based on observations by IPID and assumptions 
described in the 2022 memo (Aspect 2022a). As described in response to 
comment O-9-18, the Multi-fill Analysis was a part of the information 
reviewed. Also see the Global Response for the Multi-fill Analysis. 
 

O-9-21 The Multi-fill Analysis was used in estimating the reasonableness of the 
 maximum active storage volumes for each alternative. The volume available 

for active storage and release from a rebuilt dam will be based on the 
evaluation of the Trust donation request that was submitted to Ecology after 
the issuance of the Draft EIS. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will 
conduct its review of the quantities available for the Trust donation in 
accordance with the process prescribed by RCW 90.42.080(4). As described in 
Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved 
monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will monitor and report total 
annual storage and release volumes for instream flows as well as for IPID's 
irrigation use such that uses of actively stored water under a rebuilt dam fall 
within the limits of the maximum active storage volume of the design 
alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet) regardless of whether practices in a 
given year involve multiple fillings or a single fill. The monitoring and reporting 
plan will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed properly. Refer to 
Global Responses for Trust Donation, Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity, and Multi-fill Analysis for additional information. 
 
Additionally, the EIS generally discusses historic uses and volumes of water 
based on supporting documents, but does not make a determination of 
historical quantities used, nor does it make a tentative determination of the 
extent and validity of the right. Refer to the Global Response for Tentative 
Determination of Extent and Validity. 
 
The comment also questions the estimates of the difference between 
maximum active storage volumes and multi-fill volumes (cumulative annual 
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active storage under the right). The physical active storage volume, which is 
essentially the same as a single-fill volume (assuming the lake level was down 
to the low-level outlet pipe prior to filling) can be straightforwardly calculated 
for each alternative as the physical volume of the actively managed portion of 
the lake. It is essentially the maximum instantaneous active storage available 
for each alternative without any refill. Multi-fill volumes, essentially the 
cumulative active storage volume over an entire season of use, include the 
initial filling of the lake plus additional fillings resulting from late season 
precipitation refilling an evacuated space in the active storage reservoir due to 
releases earlier in the season. Multi-fill volumes vary from year to year 
depending on releases and volume of late season precipitation and are helpful 
in looking at the total active storage under the right in a given year. Active 
storage volumes are the maximum volumes that are presented and evaluated 
for potential impacts in the EIS for each alternative and they cannot be 
exceeded in lake operations for a rebuilt dam. As described above, required 
monitoring and reporting of total annual storage and releases will ensure that 
total annual active storage use will not exceed the maximum active storage 
volume of the design alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet) and will also 
ensure that the Trust donation is managed properly. 
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storage volume of E.ighbnile Lake over current conditions to as ltl\lCh as 2,000 acre-feel DEJS at 
2-2, Table 2- 1. In discussing tho impa.cts of each action ahcrnative on water rcsow,;es, till: DEIS 
only present, the total storage based on a single-fill analysis. DEIS at 6-23. Th.us, ii appears that 
if a multi- fill analysis were completed for each of the action alternatives based on the lncreased 
active lOrage volum~ each alternative would result in a significan, i11crea.",c: in the tOtal storage 

0 -9-21 and release of water li'om Eighun.ile Lake. lllis would likely exceed the extent of IPLD's valid 
water right. Wilhcut a uniform analysi• between lhe no actlon and action alternatives, Ecology 
cannot conduct a true comparison of altem.abves. Moreover, Ecology risks evaluating 
allcrn.ativcs that significantly exceed the lcg;,l extent of IP ID riglus in ond around Bightmilc 
Lake. The FEIS must apply a unifonn analysis to each alternative to allow for a realistic 
comparison between lhc alt c:ma.tivcs a.nd their impacts. 

Finally, the multi .. fill analysis and the DEIS's discmsion of it relies on tenninology that is 
ne t defined in lhe law or the analysis memo. See Aspect 2022a. Specifically, the DEIS should 
doftllO the fo llowing tenns iliat form the basis for U10 muhi-fill analysis: 

• Usable Storage \.\l lwne 

0-9-22 • Active Storage \b lume 
• Multi-11 11 Active Storage 
• Muhi-ftll R~scrvc Pool Storage 

Without a clear Wlderstanding of lltese terms, it is difficult for the public to understand what lite 
multi-fill 11nalysis actua lly means and whether it i!'I. oons.istc::nt with the law. 

C. Ecolo~ could and should complete • tentative determination of relinquishment for 
IPID's water right al ElghtmU, La.kt btfore llnallzlng th< EIS. 

The DEIS acknowledges that lite status of IPID's water rig)>L ioan unreso l,•ed issue and 
that IPID's storage of water in Eig)ltmile Lake has been limited to 1,151 acre-feet due 10 damage 
of the dam for SC>me un.specitied amount of time, at least since 2017 •nd pc>tendal ly ._, far bockat 

Q.9-23 the early 1990s.' DEIS at I •JO; 7-3. Despite this uncenainty, the DEIS details a potential 
outcome where the ex tent and validity of IPID's water right is never determined. DEIS at 6-6-6-
7. Ecology appears poised to avoid ever mAldng any tentati, ·e determination on lhe extent and 
validity of the water ri,!ht and asscns Uun it has no outhority to make suoh a de1ennillllrion unless 
and until a change application ls liled. DEIS at 6-6 (referring to Ecology Policy 1120); ,., RCW 
90.42.040(9). 

• The DEIS i, C011Spi cuously vague on the timing of damage to the Eightmile Lalre dam ru,d how long the 
aaJveston,ge ltas been limited to 1.1 51 ocre-feel 1ne "Project Bocli:;groUDd" ><:aioo oftbe DEIS 
completely omi~ imY rcfereaoe to damage to the dam 1md lru.tcadJumps from the oonsuuction or the <bro 
in lhe 1920$ :s.lJ"aight to Lhe 2017 Jack Creek Fire. DEIS at 1 .. 2, Elsewhere;. the: DEIS acknowledges lh;iu 
the active s:torage has been limited due 10 d,1m,1ge "'in rece"1 years prior to thei Jack Creek Fire." DEIS at 
1-10. In a later section, tho DEIS details a 1995 DSO evaluation wbleb noted p<>tentilll ero.ion of the 
embonl::ment and• prior failure or tho earthen embankment. DEIS at 7-3. Ecology should provide as 
complete mid llCcumte • hlstory of the Elgl,tmilc Lake d11m es po..ible in tho FEIS. 
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  RESPONSE 

O-9-22 The Multi-fill Analysis (Aspect 2022a) is a reference document for the EIS but
not a part of the EIS itself. There is no need to define terms within that 
document that are not used in the EIS. The terms "multi-fill active storage" 
and "multi-fill reserve pool storage" are not used in the EIS. Refer to response 
to comment number I-35-3 for terms used within the EIS document. 

O-9-23 See the Global Responses for Relinquishment and Tentative Determination of
Extent and Validity. 

As described in Section 1.10 of the Draft and Final EISs, the physical active 
storage capacity of the lake has been limited to approximately 1,151 acre-feet 
due to damage to the dam; however, the annual active storage volume under 
the Eightmile Lake water right is greater due to partial refill(s) of the active 
storage capacity, which varies year to year. See the Global Response for Multi-
fill Analysis for additional information. 

The Draft and Final EISs acknowledge that the annual quantity under IPID's 
Eightmile Lake water right (see Section 1.10) has not been determined, and 
such a determination is outside the scope of an EIS. The unresolved issue is 
the quantity available under the water right for donation to the Trust Water 
Rights Program for instream flow, which will be determined following issuance 
of the Final EIS as part of Ecology’s review and decision on IPID’s pending 
Trust application that was submitted in May 2024. Regardless, the water right 
has an active status, and its authorized quantities are no more unresolved 
than the thousands of other water rights in the state that have not had 
actions that would trigger a tentative determinations of extent and validity. 
Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity and Trust Donation. 

Finally, the comment raises the question of when the damage occurred to the 
dam and the lack of information provided on the history of such damage. There 
was limited information available in the record to define the year(s) of damage 
and when the erosion occurred. The 1995 Dam Safety Office inspection is 
cited that points to pre-1995 damage. Additional historic data are unavailable. 
Relying on a projected range of anticipated active water storage and release 
volumes provides a range of potential impacts considered in the EIS. 
Additional review of reasonable volumes based in part on the Multi-fill 
Analysis and other supporting documentation supports the range of maximum 
active storage volumes considered for each of the design alternatives. 
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However, Ecology's Policy 1120- "Wnter Resources Program Policy for Conducting 
Tentative Oe1crmi11a1ions of Water Rights'' provides a list of multip le cirwmstanees where a 
tenta tive detennination should be conducted. Policy 1120 circumSlallces 0-9-23 01 p.2, That lis1 of 
includes when Ecology evaluates "existing water uses associated with waler rights pursuant lo 
RCW 90. 14.130 or other regulatory SlatulCS that n:sults in• departments I order." Td, RCW 
90. 14.I 30 is the section of the water code tha t governs relinquishmetll ofa water right. 

The DEIS acknowledges that relinquishment Is "an issue of potential concern wi lh 
n:spccl 10 tho water right associated with U1e project because of uncertainty over the historical 
amount of water tha1 has been stored in and released ll'om Eightmile Lake," DEIS at 6-6, The 
DEJS sta tes that "erosion of the earthen embankment portion of the dam slructur<: hos r<:duccd 
the active storage ~vai l~ble for release by gravity witJl()ut pumptng or siphonin_g to less than 
1,400 acre-feel under curreru conditions." DEIS at 1-7. And that this reduced capacity of Lhe 
Eightmile Lake dam dates back to some unspecified time before the 2017 Jack Creclc Fire. DEIS 
aiJ.10, 

RCW 90.14.130 provides that "(w]hen it appears lo lhe department of ecology lhat a 
pcr,;on cntill«i to the u:;c of water has not bc,Jcficially us«i his or her water right or •ome potion 
thereof, and it appears that said riglu has or may have reverted 10 the state because of •uch 
oooose, as provided by RCW 90.14.160, 90,l 4,170, or 90. 14.180. Ute department of ecology 
shall nol ify such person by order[.]"' F..cology's Policy I 060 - "The Relinqui.shment, Recission, 
and Abandollill£llt of Water Rights" details three w,iys tha1 vollllllary relinquishment can occur, 
including through an administrative order, a change application, or an adjudication. Policy I 060 

0-9-24 at p.6-7. RCW 90.14.1 30 uses mandatory language and requires Ecology to proceed with a 
"show cause" letter if it has 5Ufficic:at evidence 1ha1 a water right may have been relinquished. 

The DEIS deta ils sufficient evidence that at lea." some pnrtion of!PID's Eightmile Lake 
\veter right may have been relinqui hed or abandoned due to rum-use for at least a period of 5 
yean, and potentia!Jy much longer, o chllnge applicotion is required for Ecology 10 make• 
tentatNe detennjnatfon; indeed, Ecology is required to issue lPID n show cause leuer where it 
appears the Wlilcr right has or may have been relinquished or abandoned due to a period of 
nonusc. 

A clear under~tanding of the tat-US of the wa.ttt right ifi necessary to infonn the 
reasonableness of the action alternatives and the appropria1e sizing of dam. Eac,h or the action 
alternatives would increase the active stora gc capacity of Bightmilc Lake ii hove currcnl 
conditions. DEIS at 6-2. M discussed above, IPID does not ha.ve a water right certificate for any 
annual quantity or storage volume al Eightmilc Lake and lh= has been no determination of how 
much (if any) of the 2,500 acre-feet maxirnwn annual quantity stated in the adjudication Decree 

1 RCW 90.1 4. l 60 pro vi~: "An'f person entitled to divert wuttr or withdraw W£iters of the Mate through 
any appropriation authorized by enactment of the tegisl.amrc prior to enactment ofc:h l 17, Llwr. of 1917, 
or by custQm, or by general ~~udi~tion. who abando~ the ~me. or who volunL'fflly f;:ii b, wiltiout 
.sufficiem cause, IO beneijcialty use all or any p:ut of said ~er right to diven or withdraw ror any period 
of 6vo •ucccssive yem after J~ly I, 1967. sh•II n>Unqui>h ••ch r((!ht of portion 1brm,o(" Thi> prO\'i,ioo 
appem 10 apply 10 the 2,500 ~ere-feet anm.1.iJ.I q·unn Uty for [PID's wlilterright tha1 wns ooafinacd in the 
adjudic:1uion dcc:n:e but was ne\'cr pcr£'ectcd and certi6c:ated. See supm Part tlA. 

II 

RESPONSE 

O-9-24 Refer to the Global Responses for Relinquishment and Tentative 
Determination of Extent and Validity. 

In regard to the comment on perfection, a water right is perfected when it is 
put to beneficial use. While the annual quantity of the Eightmile Lake water 
right was not included on the certificate when it issued in 1939, it is clear that 
some, and potentially all, of the right was perfected based on available 
information in IPID’s water right records related to infrastructure and 
historical beneficial use. Refer to response to comment O-9-15 for additional 
information. 

Following the issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a request to donate a 
portion of its Eightmile Lake water right to instream flow. After the Final EIS is 
issued, Ecology will review quantities available for the Trust donation in 
accordance with RCW 90.42.080(4) and make a decision on what quantities to 
accept into Trust. Quantities in excess of the 1,400 acre-feet required for use 
by IPID will be placed in Trust for instream flow purposes. As described in 
Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved 
monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will monitor and report total 
annual storage and release volumes for instream flow as well as for IPID's 
irrigation use such that the total uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall 
within the limits of the maximum active storage volume of the design 
alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet). The monitoring and reporting plan 
will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed properly. 

As stated in Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs, it is not the role of the EIS to 
determine the status of any particular water right, nor is the EIS the proper 
process for such determinations. The focus of the water rights review in the 
EIS was to assess whether the range of active storage capacities for design 
alternatives being considered to meet IPID project objectives in a safe and 
effective manner. As described in the Global Responses, the Multi-fill Analysis 
was relied on (in part) for the water right evaluation in the Draft EIS to assess 
the reasonableness of the maximum active storage design volumes for each 
alternative. Ecology reviewed the multi-fill memo provided by IPID along with 
additional information in the record and determined that the design volumes 
of up to 1,698 to 2,000 acre-feet of active water storage were reasonable. The 
EIS recognizes there is some uncertainty in the amount of the water right due 
to possible relinquishment; therefore, the analysis for the EIS covers a range 
of volumes such that the impacts analysis will still be valid if partial 
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relinquishment has occurred or the Trust donation results in less than the 
maximum design volumes considered. Additionally, the monitoring plan will 
ensure that the total actively stored and released volumes are within the 
limits of the maximum active storage volume of the design alternatives 
considered (2,000 acre-feet) and that the Trust donation is managed properly. 
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has been perfected. Sup,-a Part DA. How can Ecology adequately develop and propose 
r<:asonablo alternatives based on SllCh significant 1mccrtainty smrowiding the water right that is 
ai lhe core of lhis project? I low can Ecology approve an annual monitoring plan 10 ellSure that 
water use is not increased beyond the limits of lPJD's water riSh~ when the valid extent of the 
water right i not known? See DEIS at &-2 1 . 

It is an inefficient u~ of agency and public resources to develop act-ion alternatives. and 
0-9-24 complete the SEPA analysis based on an uncertain and potentiall>· invalid water right. The DEIS 

acknowledges that the dam design may need to DC changcd in the futun: upon an evaluation of 
the waler right. DEIS at 6-7 ("If the Trust vo lume calculation under RCW 90.42.080 results in 
roduc-cd annual quantities, thc,c muimurn design volumes will n«d to be reduced, possibly 
through modification of the sypru,n and inmkc pipe as ru-rt of the final design phase."). Ecology 
should -complete a tentative detenninatfon of the exteLU and validity of wro •s water right before 
proceeding any further with the EIS and should revise the proposed alternatives and impacts 
analysis consistent with that de1ormlna1io1L 

D. The DEIS does nol lndude. odequale deta.lls on lhe potential donodon or water rl~hl 
to Stal• Tru•t Water RJJ:h1• Prognro. 

Sierra Club is generally supportive of tire proposal lhat IPJD will donate a portion of its 
Eightmile Lake water right 10 the Swe TruSI Water Right• Program to be used to supplernen1 
imtrcam nows .. However, there are many unanswered quesrions in lhe DBlS's discussion of the 
po tential Trust water ris)u donation and a IJlck of clarity over when and how the Trust donation 
would be completed or what procedures will be followed in Jhe process. Sierra □ub requests lhat 
Ecology fully address the following issues in the Final EIS. 

I. F....cology should cle:Hrl)' I! plain ho ·· mueh Willu could D I' "M>;nl b11 donatl!d to the 
TrusL 

The DEIS stotes that IPID requires 1,400 acre-feel of storage capacity at Eightmile Lake 
to suppon its irril!)ltion needs. DEIS at 6-2. Cum:ntly, IPID estimates thal it stores a 0111nulativc 

0-9-25 total of I ,464 to 2,228 acre-feet of water in the lake under a 111llgc of conditions. Id. Undcrthc 
action alternatives, the active siorage capacity oflhe dam would be increased to either 1,698 or 
2,000 acre-foot. DEIS at 6-23. The DEIS provides that under Alternatives I and 2 "up 10 600 
acre-feet" could be used to supplement insm:am flows tlirough a Trus1 do ua.tion. id. Under 
Alternative 3, "almost up Lo 300 acre-feet'' could be used to supplement instream Oows. id. In 
other words, the amount of waler available for donaLion to the Trust is dependent on the des igned 
active sloragc capacity for the three a.ction alternatives. 

However, the DEIS stales U1a1 because the amount of water stored in the Lake canno t 
exceed lhe storage qu•ntity aulhoril<ed by the water right, fo llowing IPIO'< request for• Tru.st 
donatio ti Eco logy will determine the siorage qllfilltity authorized in tile wa1er right through the 
Trust donation process. DEIS at 6-21, n 22. According to the DEIS, "'should lhat process indicate 
• Qa less than 2,000 or 1,698 acre-feet , the sto rage allowed under the alternatives will be 
r,;duccd, as would tltc ma,c_imum active storage caIJ"City for the final design." ld. Thus, it seem., 
that it is entirely unknown how much water will or could be donated to the Trust program to 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-25 Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
 Validity, Trust Donation, and Multi-fill Analysis. Additionally, response to 

comment O-9-21 provides more information on the distinction between the 
physical active storage volume and the cumulative annual active storage 
volume based in part on multi-fill as raised in this section. 
 
These Global Responses describe the process for determining the quantity of 
water that may be available for donation to Trust, a process that follows the 
Final EIS. They also describe Ecology’s review of the maximum physical 
volumes (up to 2,000 acre-feet) considered to be reasonable for the design 
alternatives considered in the EIS and used to analyze the potential impacts of 
these alternatives. Neither of these reviews includes a tentative 
determination of Extent and Validity of the water right. 
 
Specifically, after the Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted a formal Trust 
donation request to Ecology. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will 
conduct its review of the Trust donation as prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4) 
and make a decision on what quantities to accept into Trust. Quantities in 
excess of the estimated 1,400 acre-feet currently required for irrigation use by 
IPID will be placed in Trust for instream flow purposes. The Final EIS considers 
an appropriate and reasonable range of active storage volumes under each 
alternative to analyze for potential impacts. The maximum physical active 
storage volumes considered for each alternative are up to 1,698 acre-feet for 
Alternative 3 and up to 2,000 acre-feet for Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 
Refer to response to comment O-9-21 for additional explanation of how active 
storage and cumulative (multi-fill) volumes are calculated and used in the 
analysis. The multi-fill volume is appropriate to use for the RCW 90.42.080(4) 
analysis of the quantity of water actively stored and available for donation to 
Trust in the prescribed 5-year period. In addition, the active storage volume 
that is physically present in the lake can be reduced through shortening the 
intake pipe outlet as described in the Draft and Final EISs without 
necessitating any changes to the main design, if a future quantification 
(through adjudication or future water right action requiring Tentative 
Determination of Extent and Validity) results in an annual quantity that is less 
than the 2,000 acre-feet considered in this EIS. 
 
As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology- 
approved monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will monitor and 
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report total annual storage and release volumes for instream flows as well as 
for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall 
within the limits of the maximum active storage volume of the design 
alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet) regardless of whether practices in a 
given year involve multiple fillings or a single fill. The monitoring and reporting 
plan will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed properly in 
accordance with the Trust agreement. 
 
Refer to the Global Reponses for Trust Donation and Multi-fill Analysis for 
additional information. 
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S\ljlplement instream flows. This uncertainly f\Jrther calls into question Ecology's backwards 
opproach of developing oltcrnativcs and completing the cnvironmcnta.l analysis under SEPA 
before making any detenninalion on LIie extent and validity or IPID's Eightmile Lake water r igh.~ 
which Ecology admits may ullilnJltely require changes 10 lhe proposed allematives. 

Moreover, it is nOl clear when the DEIS is referring to active storage volume versus 
cumulative (multi-fill) slerage volume for Eightmile l a ke for pu,pooes or describing how much 
water IP!D requires, lhe current s1erage capaci ty, and what quantity of water may be avai lable 
for instrcam flows. The discmsion of the altcrnativc:s appears to be referring to a.ctivc: storage 
volume when evaluating the quantity or waler available fo r donation 10 LIie Trus~ DEIS al 6-23, 
but clscwhen:, the DEIS n:fcrs to the storage quantities for the alternat ives in terms of annual 
quantity, DEIS al 6-21, n 22. lfthc amount of water available for dona tion to the Trust is being 
described in tenns of active s10rag,e vo tume, then the actual cumulative amount of water 
potentiaUy available for instream flows should be much higher based on !PID's multi-fill 
onalysis. How does 600 ocre-feet of ac1ive storage volume 1111nslato into the amot111t of water 

 

0-9-25 dedicated to instl"'1m tlow') How will Ecology determine the acnral quantit}' of waler available 
for donation 10 LIie Trust based on active storase volume if Ecology is simultaneously using lhe 
mult i-fill analysis to dctc:rminc the nisto ric use of !PID's water right al Eightmile Lake? 

Altematively, iflhe DEIS is describ ing the amount of water available for donation to the 
Tm"i"t in tenns of cumulative storage volume, then it is not clear why the potential donation 
amount is being limit.ed to 300--600 acre-feet. lfthe multi-ml onalysis is applied to the action 
alternatives, it is likely that LIie cumulative storage volume in Eightmile l ake will exceed 2,500 
acre-feet in some years. The DEIS does not explain how !P!D proposes 10 manage stored water 
that ignificantly c~cccds its minimum required storage capacit}' of I ,400 acre-feet. Will the 
amount of \\1ater available for Lhe Trusl donatfon var)' from year-to-year based on how much 
water is avai lable for cumulative torage under a multi-fi ll anatysis:? \Vl thoul a clear 
understanding of how Ecology will determine and define the amount of water avnilable for 
donation to the Trust, it is difficult to undentand how the potential Trust donation will benefit 
instream flows or impact other water users. As a result, LIie impacts analysis in the DEIS is not 
adequate, 

II. The DEIS does not specify whelher the Trust donatl.on ,.111 be permanent or 
trmpor:11ry. 

The DEIS docs DOI specify whether lhe Trust donation from !PID would be a pcnmnent 
or temporary donation_ This is ao important distinction lhat could significantly change LIie long
tcnn impaclS of the proposed allcmativcs. For example, Ecology's Policy lO I O -

0 -9-26 "Admi.nislJ'ation or LIie Statewide Trust water Rig.his Program" provides lhal LIie temis or a 
temporary donation may be modified by the water right holder prior to lhe expiration of the 
donation withoutSubmitting a new donation form. Pt>licy I 010, Seo. 5.1. If IPJO'• donation l<J 
the Trust is only temporary, how can Ecology ensure that the IPID will not subsequently aller lhe 
dona tion to reduce the quan tity ofwnter provided and !hereby reduce lhe benefits of the project 
lo instream flows? Addilionnlly. if the donation is. only temporary, what will happen with that 
portion of!PID 's water righ1 after tho term of the dom,tion expires? The DEIS docs DO I explain 

13  
 

RESPONSE 

O-9-26 Refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation. 
 After the Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a 

portion of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes for the life of the 
rebuilt dam and related infrastructure. Although the donation is technically 
temporary, it is tied to the life and existence of the infrastructure for the 
rebuilt dam so it will likely be for a long period of time (for example, the 
existing dam’s life is reaching the 100 year mark). As part of the Trust 
donation process, IPID is also entering into a Trust Water Right Agreement, 
which will reiterate that the temporary Trust donation is for instream flow 
purposes only, must remain in place for the life and existence of the 
infrastructure of the rebuilt dam, and cannot be terminated sooner. 
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or anAl)'7.JO the potertial Jong-tenn ervironmental impact• that would re•ull ifll' ID 's water right 
r,:vcrtcd to IPID to be used for irrigation. 

Q.9-26 
Sierra Club supportS a donation of water to the Trust '° long as it is a pennanent donation 

and is explicit ly O(>ndition«I w limit the use for instream purp0ses. See RCW 90.42.080(1)(9). 

Ill. Th• El , hoold <lurly uplaln how th• wottr right ht d•flntd ror porpo,,. or 
th< Trust dona llon. 

The DEIS disrusse, the potential Trust donation from !PIO in terms of ac.re,feet. DEIS at 
6-23. A, di=c:d above, the DEIS appear, to be defining the amount of water available for 
donation to lhc Trust i.n term..,; or active S:tor111gc VQ lumc. But, water rights: f()r instrc:am flow are 
not defmed in 1enns of active storage volwne. How wiH Ecoklp;, n11sla1e t11e measurement of 
active storage volume to a donation of water for ins:tream flows? How can the Tru.~t donation be 
defined ln tomis of acre-feet when tho instream fiow mlos, and the trigger for detonnining 
whether junior users must curtail use, aro bosod on cubic·foct·pcr-socond? 

Moroovc,, how can Ecology accept a donation of water from IPID in tcnru; ofac:re-feet or 
storage capacity whoo IPID does not have a certificated water right it.it specifies any annual 
quantity or storage right? Ecology 's Program Guidance for the Trust Water Rip Program 
provides that Ecology will not an:cept donations of permit~ ·'which are not perfected water 
rights." Ecology Publication 22·1 1-012 al p.4. This would seem m apply to a donation of wa1er 
from IPID that is defined based on IPID's unperfected and uncer1ifica1ed 2,SOO acre-feet of 
storage that was determined in the Adjudication Decree. Similarly, Eoo logy•• process for Q.9-27 
permanent dona~on> to the Trust require the •pplicant w file a quit claim deed conveying the 
water right to Ecology and provides that for a partial donation, "the deed should clearly delineate 
inc;w:ntaneous and annual qwntities so that each pcrtion or the water right is. clear." Id at p.20_ 
How oould a quit claim deed for • donation of • portion of IPID's Eightmile Lake water right 
dolinoate itistanraneous and annual quantities whon 110 annual quanrity is speeified in the water 
right certificate? 

What will be the other panmctcrs of the portion of the water r ight that is donated to the 
Trust? Will the Trust donation be limited to the same period of use as lPID's water right? What 
happen.;;; to tru..';t w,1:1.te:r once it enters. the nexl do'Wil!itream wa.ttr'? Does ii become available for 
withdrawal'/ Will tho trust donation create instream Dow rights only ln the Icicle Creek Stream 
Management Uttlt, or will the right extend to the Wenatc,hee Ri,•er wiits at Peslwtin and 
Monitor? 

The answers 10 these questions necessar'ily affect lhe analysis of impacts and scope of 
reasonable alternatives. &:ology should provide more clarity on lhe feasibility and procedure for 
• Trust donation from ll'ID'< Eighbnile lake water right. 

Ill 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-27 Refer to response to comment O-9-25. The quantity of water available for Trust 
 has not yet been determined and will not be based on the active storage volume 

for the preferred alternative. Instead, it will be determined pursuant RCW 
90.42.080(4). In addition, the total annual water volume actively stored and 
released by IPID will not exceed the maximum active storage quantities 
considered for the analysis of potential impacts under the EIS. As described in 
Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved monitoring 
plan will be developed in which IPID will monitor and report total annual storage 
and release volumes for instream flows as well as for IPID's irrigation use such 
that uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the 
maximum active storage volume of the design alternatives considered (2,000 
acre-feet). The monitoring and reporting plan will also ensure that the Trust 
donation is managed consistent with the terms of the Trust Agreement. 
 
The Ecology-approved monitoring plan described above in response to 
comment O-9-21 will be included as part of the Trust donation process and 
will require monitoring and reporting of storage and release volumes. 
Releases will be monitored through telemetry at the dam outlet in terms of 
flow rate, which can then be converted to volume for a given release duration 
to ensure the Trust donation releases remain within the quantity accepted 
into Trust, and the total releases remain within the maximum 2,000 acre-feet 
of actively stored water considered for potential impacts. In addition, the 
releases will be coordinated with Icicle Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle 
Strategy instream flow subcommittee, IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-
managers. Coordination and decisions surrounding lake releases and flow 
management within Icicle Creek will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG 
process including a decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle 
Strategy. See the Global Response for Trust Donation for additional information. 
 
The comment raises questions on how an unperfected right could be donated 
to Trust. Water accepted into the Trust program under the Eightmile Lake 
water right will include perfected quantities under Certificate SWC1228 issued 
in 1939 and further described in response to comment O-9-15. As noted in 
response to comment O-9-26 and the Global Response for Trust Donation, 
IPID’s request to donate water to Trust is on a temporary basis for the life of 
the rebuilt dam and related infrastructure. 
 
Finally, as described in the Global Response, Ecology intends to manage this 
donated water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of 
Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River in cooperation with the IWG. 
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Sierra Club - WA Chapter Comments on Eightmile Dam DEIS 
June 5, 2023 

 
Iv. Th• DEIS doc• not ad<qualtly analyze and dls<Jos, the r<asonobly for<k<abl• 

Impacts oftbe propo,ed Trwt donation on lostreo.m flows. 

Given the u=tainties outlined above, ii is difficult 10 undenlland how the proposed 
allemativt$ will at'1la lly benefit Qr impact instream nows in Icicle Creek. The DEIS SUit<$ that 
instream flows for bolh lhe Icic le a-eek Basln and lhe Wenatchee River are often not met, 

0-9-28 panicularly in drought years. DEIS at 6-9. How will the donation from IPID change or impact 
Ibis outcome? According to the multi-fill analysis, under a variety of modeled releases for n 
ranl!C of water years lhc minimum acth·c r,;lcascs at the dam exceed 1,400 acr,;-fcct under all 
scenarios and the maximum releases are ln the range of 1,950 to 2,041 acre-feet. Aspect 2022• at 
7. If IPID has actua lly been stor ing aro rc lcasin,g a,; much as 2,000 AF of water from Eightrnilc 
Lake histo rically, but only rcquin:s use of 1,400 AF, will a trust donatfon actua lly rn;ult in any 
change in stream □ows from current cooditions'l 

The DEIS does not evaluate how often, if at all, instream flows may be me1 as a result of 
the Trust donation. Nor does the DE!S exphlin whether tho amount of waler available throu!!h tho 
Tl"ust donation will vary based on Ille tolJll water availability ln EigJ11mile Lake. In other words, 
will thcTruSI donation watcrbc rc lcasc:d in drought ycars, even if there is not enough water 
available to satisfy IPID's minimum 1,400 acre-foot requirement'/ The DEIS indicates !hat there 
will be no swnmer mini.mwn flow release from the outlet pipe wider any oflhe alternatives. 
DEIS at 4-24. Th i..i. appears to indicate that even with the Trust donation, minimum inst:ream 

0 -9-29 !lows will not be guaranteed. The DEIS also does nm explain when the Trust donation water will 
be released for in stream flow. Will the donated portion of lhe water right be re leased at the same 
time as water !hat is released for IPID's u-rigation use, or will !he Trust water be released only at 
the end of the season after IPID has CJ<haustc:d its 1,400 acre-feet of toragc? The DEIS docs not 
explain whether instream flows will be improved. yeararound, during the summer months, or only 
during some shorter period oftimc a., a n-sult ofthe Trust donation. The DEIS docs not include 
•uflicicnt in formatlon to support its conclu•ion that the proposed alternatives will have 
substantial benellts to surface water resources. 

The DEIS docs not reference any action-forcing mechanism for IPID to donate a portion 
of its water right 10 the Trust. Instead, the oms relics on IPID'• illlentions. DEIS at 6-2. How 
will Ecology ensure !hat IPID actually follows lhro~ with a donation to the Trust? ls there any 
requirement or binding agreement that JPTD &mate a portion of it!I water right? [fTPTD does not 

0 -9-30 follow through with the dona.don. will F.cology ever make a rcmadve de1ermi.t1.ation of 1he exten1 
and validity of IPID's water right, or will Ecology proceed with approving lhe Eighnnile Dam 
replacement project based on the assumption that IPID has a valid and perfected water righ t to 
store 2,500 ac~o-fcct of water? 

Sierra Club bas serious concerns abcuJ lhe lack of clarity and cenalnty sU1TOundlng 
IPID's water r igh t and the proposed Trust donation, as well as Ecology's ml<-ordered approach 
of designing alternatives that are premised on these uncenainl:ie:s. Sierra Club is supponive of 

0-9-31 improving instream flows lhrough a Trust donation, but only if all available water in e:tcess of 
IPID's. minimum requirement of 1,400 acre-feet is permanenlly donated to supplement instream 
flows. 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-28 Donating a portion of the Eightmile Lake water right to Trust for instream flow 
 purposes allows Ecology, in cooperation with its Icicle Work Group partners, 

to manage the releases to benefit fish. Without accepting a Trust donation, 
Ecology lacks the authority to target releases for optimal instream benefit. 
Timing is important, and the ability to release water when it will most benefit 
fish is critical, particularly in response to climate change. Coordination and 
decisions surrounding lake releases and flow management within Icicle Creek 
will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG process including a decision 
support tool being developed as part of the Icicle Strategy. Also refer to the 
Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs and the Global 
Response for Trust Donation. 
 

O-9-29 Refer to the response to comment O-9-28 for information on how the releases 
 for the Trust donation will be managed to benefit fish both in terms of timing 

and quantity. Releases will be independent from those required by IPID for 
irrigation purposes and would be accomplished by opening the valve remotely 
via automation on the low-level outlet at the lake. The overall timeframe for 
releases is limited to the season of use of the Eightmile Lake Water Right, 
Certificate 1228. Additional information on dam operation under all the 
design alternatives is presented in Section 2.6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 
As described on page 6-2 of the Draft EIS, IPID has indicated that it needs 
1,400 acre-feet of active storage capacity for irrigation and that any excess 
would be donated to Trust for the purpose of augmenting instream flows. In a 
year when less than the full donated quantity plus the 1,400 acre-feet for 
irrigation is available for release from the lake, then IPID’s 1,400 acre-feet for 
irrigation will be fully satisfied prior to releasing any water under the Trust 
donation for instream flow. Also refer to the Global Response for Trust 
Donation for additional information. 
 

O-9-30 Refer to Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity 
 and Trust Donation. 

 
Further, the results of this review will be part of a final decision on the 
requested Trust donation and will follow completion of the EIS process. 
 
The comment raises the question whether up to 2,500 acre-feet could be 
stored at a new proposed dam. The maximum quantity is limited to 2,000 
acre-feet of actively stored water as this is the maximum quantity considered 
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COMMENT  RESPONSE 

for impacts under the EIS. Refer to Section 1.10.1 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
Additionally as described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs and 
in the response to comment 0-9-27, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will 
be developed in which IPID will monitor and report total annual storage and 
release volumes for instream flows as well as for IPID’s irrigation use such that 
uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum 
active storage volume of the design alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet). 
In this way, the maximum design volume for the alternatives (up to 
2,000 acre-feet) considered in the evaluation of potential impacts of the 
project would not be exceeded as part of the actively stored and released 
water at the lake. Additionally, the monitoring plan ensures that the Trust 
donation quantities are managed properly and that any excess water would 
be allowed to pass through the lake as natural flow without being actively 
managed and released for beneficial use. 
 

O-9-31 Refer to the Global Responses for Trust Donation and Tentative Determination 
 of Extent and Validity, as well as responses to comments O-9-21, O-9-25, and 

O-9-27. 
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Sierra ChJb - WA Chaplcr Comments on Eightmile Dam DEIS 
June 5, 2023 

JV. Th• EIS and alletnath••• should be hll""d on an 1«ura1t. and <l<ar und<rStondlng or 
IPll)'s prtvato existing rights wllhln the Spedal Warranty Deed area•• determined 
at the linte the area was desl5tn1.te:d as wilderness. 

A. Regulatory Background 

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness orea is regulated pursuant to the 1964 Wilderness Act (PL 
88-S77~ the Alpine Lakes Area Mllllagement Act of 1976 ("ALAMA ") (PL 94-3S7), and the 
Alvine L<lkcs Arca Land Manogcrnc:nt Plan ("ALAM!"'). The Al.AMA designated lhc Alpine 
Lakes Area as w ildern.ess., inLended wilderness (lands to be added. to the wilderness when 
intc:rmingh:d privote lands were acquired), and established• managcrornt uni t cncom])OSSing lhc 
entire Alpine Lakes Am, to be managed by• single manag""""1t plan. DEIS at 3~. The 
legislation recognized that there were valid existing rights within the area, which included 
Eightmile dam and inho ldings own,,,! by the Icicle lrri!lJltion Di.stric t (ITO). Id. Five yearS later in 
I 98 I , the fore st Service published the ALAM!' which guides the management of the Alpine 
Lakes Wilderness for recreation and economic utilization. Id. Finally, 9 years later, the S\VD was 
e.ecuted in 1990 between the Forest Sen-ice and IPID, which deta iled and reserved IPID 's 
privotc existing rights. 

lhe Wilderness Act defines wilderness as being free from permanent improvements and 
protected 10 preserve the area's natura l conditions_ 16 U.S_C, § I 131(c). More specifically, 
wilderness appears substantially untouched by humans and vrovides outstanding op])Orrunities 

0-9-32 for solilude ora primitive and uncorumed type of recreation. Id. Section 4(b) or the Act stoles 
that the relevant agency is respons ible in administering a wilderness area for the purpose or 
])TCSm-ing the area's wildcmc-ss character. 16 U.S.C. § II 33(b). The Wilderness Act 
categorically prohibits structures, pennanent roads, motorized O<fuipment, and commercial 
enterpris.e.q subject to two exceptions: a private right!\ cxcepdon: aru,1 an administrative needs 
exception. 16 U.S.C. § I 133(c). These exceptions should be oonstrued norrowly. See High Point, 
LLP c Nat'/ ParkServ .. 850 F.Jd 11 85, 1197 (1 1111 Cir. 2017)(Slating the exceptions to the 
section 4(c) prohibitions are «subject to only very limited, narrow e.ceptions"): ,ea Drakes Bay 
Oysrer Co. " Jewell, 141 F.3d 1073, l 088 n.8 (9th Cir. 20l4)(noting that Congress did not mean 
fo r lhc existing private rights exception to be• "crystal balr' a Uowing all possible uses existing 
before the withdrawal to continue indefinitely.) . 

111e ALA.MA d.irects the Forest Service to ... administer in accordance with the provisions 
of Al..AMA and with the provisions of tlte \Vilderuess Act ... whiclmer is the more restrictive" 
lands acquired and designated•• "wildemess" or "intended wilderness," Pub. L. No. 94-357, 90 
Stat. 906 § J(c). The oorctary ''shall administer the Federal lands in the managemcnl wiil in 
accordance with the 1'1ws, rules, and regulations applicable to the national forests in such a 
manner as 10 provide for the management of all of the resources of the managemem unit." Id. at 
§ 3(b). The Secretary shall pr,,pon, a wildeme~, management plan for the Alpine Lakcs Area. Id. 
a1 § 5. The ALAMP is the management plan that provides the management objectives and 
directives for the Alpine Lakes Area. The Fores.t Service does. not ha'\1e the .authority to 
administer the lands so acquired in a manner Dloonsist.ent wilh or Less restrictive than the 
\VilclcmessAct. ln addhfon, tho Forest Service cannol override the Wilderness Act or the Alvine 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-32 As described in Section 1.11 of the Draft and Final EISs, the Forest Service will 
 review the proposed action under NEPA. IPID developed three design 

alternatives that were evaluated through this SEPA review process. The SEPA 
process will allow the Forest Service to consider a well-developed proposed 
action. 
 
Once the Forest Service receives IPID’s preferred dam proposal, it will assess 
whether the proposed actions are consistent with the rights that IPID reserved 
in the Special Warranty Deed, which defines the extent of IPID’s existing 
private rights under section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act. The Forest Service will 
assess the consistency of IPID’s proposal with the direction in the Alpine Lakes 
Area Land Management Plan as part of its NEPA analysis. 
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Sierra Club- WA ·1iap1er omn,c,nt,; on Eiglumile 0,1111 D ·IS 
June 5, 2023 

 
Lakes Area Management Act as pllrt of its land acquisition of non- retlern\ lands withjn 1he 
wil<lcmcs • and intended wilderness. 

The Special Warramy Deed ("SVi'D") was authorized by the direcl ion of the Wilderness 
Ac1 and the A LAMA, JlUr~'1.u1111 to 1hc dechdons reuched in 1hr: Alpine l..akes.A rt.-a Acquhd1iQ11.') 
Fina l El . 1979.' These statutes allow private par, ies 10 reserve ea emems and prolect existing 
privme interests and access: while eilso un ifonn)y allowing. the Forest Service to regu lme the \.L'i:e 
of reservation;; and eusements. Und("J" the SWD the lrriga.t io n District granted all property rights 
in 1hc land to the .S. subject lo certain SJJ"Cificd rights ,vhich were reserved in lhc SWD, 
inc luding the right to 1nai11ta in and operate the Eightmile Lake datn. 

0-9-32 The S\VD gnmt.s JPrD c:ertal n specified right with in the Wilderness Ami. These r ights 
inc lude a nonexclusive 1>erpetual eilsement aero s. through.., along. and upo n the property for the 
p1,upoi::e of mi!l lntenance. repair, openuion, modifica1 ion, upgrading. and replacemen t of all 
fac ilities proscndy located in and upon the properly. hhibit F al p.2. The deed pennilS the 
wantor 10 exercise these righls by any means rca onablo for the purposes dcscrib<d, including 

 

but 1101 lin>iled 10 the use of motorized transpor1ation, equ ip,ne,u, and aircroJL Id. Further, in 
performing maintenance, repair. opcrntion. modification. upgrading. and rcplacc1nc..-n1 of fo.ci li1ics 
located in or upon the propeny, 1he grantor wil l nol withom writlen consent of l11e Foresl Se.n.·ice, 
materially increase the size or scope of the faci lities. Id. ln addit ion. lPID ma intains 1he right to 
reE,'UiaL< waler level of<,11 fac il ities localed upon lhe property. Id. Finally, 1he dee<l g,un1s !PIO 
the right lo overflow and inundate the b<d and shore ofColchuck. Eight Mile, and Klonaquo 
lruces ond reserves oll other water rights in fa""' of IPID. Id_ at 3. 

8. The DEIS doe!f: nol provide sufticitmr infor mation to dt1re r m ine rhe scope oflPlO'5 
"erutln~ ~•Iva re rl~hu" under the Special Worrnnly Deed. 

The \VD reserves IPID eertuin rights 1ha1 ex isted prior 10 1he e<tablishmen, of the Alpine 
Lakes Area as wildemcs Under 1hc SW D. IPID may c>ercisc cenain rights and nonconfonning 
uses 10 the e.,ten L indica1ed in o,e deed_ 11,e Special Warranty Deed Are'1 comprises po.rc.,ls lllol 0-9-33 
oow exist willtin 1hc Alpine Lakes \Vildcmcss. DEIS al 1-2. More specifically, the SWD overlaps 
with Llie south ond norlhe11.SI sides of Eightmile Lokc and a(ljoining upland h11bita1s. fd. al 8-13.9 

Ecology should evaluate at'ld describe the e.;,,.:tent or lPID's •·e..1is1.lng private rights·• reserved in 
the SWO in order 10 ful ly c:-vn lu1ue whether 1he propo!led al!t:matives ure oonsi..1,tenl with the 
Wiklemess Ac1, 

• Additional .:u11 hority for fodc.rnl kmd acquis.ition is provided in the \VNks Act, GenernJ Exc:h:rnge Act, 
find FLMPA. The Gener.a.I Exc::h~e Act allows the Fores:, Set"\'ice 10 exchange forest erVic:e land for 
pr1\101e llllnd subject 10 ~ il'Sonable regulations. of the Forest Ser\'ice. 16 U.S .. § 486. The Vleek.s Act 
ullows the Forest Sn-vic:i;:: to exchange land in the pu.blk: iaten:"St :s.ubjcc:t 10 Fore.st S~rvii..-:t laws imd 
r-egulai ic:llu. 16 .S. , § 5 18. Fin::illy, FLPMA (ll'Qvid~ the Secre13ry with the ~Uthori1y 10 ::1cquirn l:;!Jnd~ 
ihrough e:ic-c-.h:mge- when i1 is in the publie irace:res:t !\U~ec-110 applicable ):)\l;'S. rut~, a nd regu l:nio1'1S, 43 
u_s_c. ~ 1716. 
• See aJ:1-0 Eightmile Special HOrmmy Deed Parcel:J.. 
https;//(ortre~.w.a.govlc1..:y/ezsharc/ocrlcightrmld£1gbtMileSWD.pcl( 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-33 The locations of the Special Warranty Deed parcels are depicted in Figure 1-2 
 of the Draft and Final EISs. Additionally, a copy of the Special Warranty Deed is 

included in Appendix E of the Final EIS. 
 
IPID's rights reserved through the Special Warranty Deed are described in 
Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. Once the Forest Service receives IPID’s 
preferred proposal, it will assess whether the proposed actions are consistent 
with the rights that IPID reserved in the Special Warranty Deed, which defines 
the extent of IPID’s existing private rights under section 4(c) of the Wilderness 
Act. The Forest Service will assess the consistency of IPID’s proposal with the 
direction in the Alpine Lakes Area Land Management Plan as part of its NEPA 
analysis. 
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June 5, 2023 

The original dam wn• c<impleted in I 939 and provided gravi ty draw down of the !Ake of 
25 fcct. Exhibit G (Aspect Consulting. Review ofEightmilc Lake Storage Authority (2014)) at 4. 
The structure included a 25 -foot-deep cul in the 0111Jet channel to hold a creoooled wood s1,we 
pipe 30 inches in diarneter, a standard reservoir cast iron gate embedded in concrete, and a 
concrete cut-otTwall place(! in channel approximately 50 feet down the stream fh>m the contrOI 
ga1e. /d. Drawings of the dam li'om !PlD's files and &:ology's Darn Safety mes show two dams. 
the main impoundment and a second dam iocorponuing the spillway structure. ld. 1• At 1he time 
JPID's. w.ater right lru:: luded a waterdiv-ersion rate of2S cfs. and a storage amount of2000 acre-
feel Id. at 3. lni1ially the dam was h1tcnclcd 10 inmasc the height of the lake to 4.681 feel bout 
was redes igned during construction to eli.mi.na te lhe add.itfonal sLOrage., only utilizDlg the 
maximum hi,toric wotCI' elevation of4,67I feet. DEIS at 7-2. Oilier dam ,truc.tw-c:s included a 
flow-control nQtch with insetS for .. Stop logs." wi_ng wall~, 1:md a !op illw1:1y constructed ofsttme 

0 -9-33 and concrete masonry, an earthen fill embankmeru to backfill the excavated area and connec1 
•tructures to the natural earthen embankment, and low-level outlet pipe with •- water-control gate 
oi lhe upstream ond. /d.. at 7-2- 7-3. It also •Pl'= that tho inle1 and outle1 pipe were modified 
over the yean;. Aspect 2022a, Declaration of Tony JanlZCr, a1 24-25. 

It's unclear from the DEIS and other supporting documents what the. specifications of the 
dam- iru: luding specific measurements such as height, width, and lenglh of the structural 
fealllre ere at the time the SWD was granted. The FEIS should provide a clear. deta iled 
dL'icuss ion of the d.am"s dimension.-. and foo tprint as well as the length a:nd sfr.e of the in let and 
outlei pipe at the time of the land «change. Without this information, there is no way fo r 
Ecology or the Forest Setvice to detenrune the extent of!PID's private existing rights and 
whether the proposed alternatives comply with the SWD. 

I. The SWD does not autborlz.e a permanent n :panslon of the dam. 

All of the action alternative> in the DEIS will incnea.se the size and capacity of Eightmile 
dam. More specifically, Ahemative 2 will triple lhe length of U,e primary spillway. double the 
length of the secondary spillway, and increase the heisi,t of the secondary spillway. Altentath·e I 
will double die length of the sccondllry spillway, and increase the elevation of the prllllllt)' and 
secondary spillways. Ahemative 3 will double U1e length of the •ccondary spillway and increase 
the elevation of the secondary spillway. In addition, alJ of the propo'""1 action alternatives 

0 -9-34 imrolve the u-.e of oom::rt1e .llt HI deeper elevation below the surface as compared to lhe current 
dam, which will restrict the natural flow of water from Uw Lake imo Eighonile Creek. DBJS at 5-
8 • -9. A1U10ugh the DEIS never explicitly slates that IPID's rights h1clude permanent expansion 
of the dam, die document implicitly makes thal assumption, given that all of the alternatives 
incroasc the size and footprint ofdio dam. 

The ongoing maintenance of the dams is likely pennissible under the Wilderness Act as 
tm e~i.sting prlv.ate rig.ht. Se.e. Wilderness Watch a11d Fr;f!Prds o/Clearwatw ..... King. 2013 U.S. 

10 The document notes it 1.s unclear if the drawing i~ of tl\B proposed dam cw i~ an as.,bui lt, itnd that the 
e-;x:1en1 1.0 which the d3lll h:L1 been modi Oed since original C(lflSIJ\ICtion is unknown. Id, 314, By the 199'5 
inspeetion after chc SWD w-.:is exei..7.ned, there w.w; n0 second dam and the spillway wm inoorp0r.rted into 
the main impoundment dam. Id. Further~ the drav,"Jng i.odJcated a 36-io diameter reinforced concrete pipe 
or 5tonc condu.i1 dis1drargc pipeline. Id. 
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  RESPONSE 

 O-9-34 IPID's rights reserved through the Special Warranty Deed are described in 
 Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. A copy of the deed is included in 

Appendix E of the Final EIS. The Special Warranty Deed acknowledges IPID's 
right to maintain the dam to be able to maintain its existing water right. 
 
The Eightmile Dam project is not a "water expansion project." There is no 
intention to expand the existing water right. The amount of water use under 
the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the extent of the right and no 
more. As described in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs, the goal of the 
dam restoration project has three objectives: 

● Restore the storage capacity of Eightmile Lake so that it meets IPID’s 
irrigation and storage needs under its existing water rights. 

● Comply with DSO regulations for a High Hazard Dam. 
● Provide additional water to enhance instream flow volumes in Icicle 

Creek and to the extent possible, time dam outflows to meet fish 
utilization needs. 

 
The third objective references additional water to enhance instream flow 
volumes. However, this “additional water” is in reference to the requested 
Trust donation. The total water use (including for both irrigation and instream 
flow under the Trust donation) still must fall within the limits of IPID’s existing 
water right. Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of 
Extent and Validity, Relinquishment, and Trust Donation for additional 
information. 
 
Ecology, Forest Service, and IPID have been working on developing the project 
alternatives and provided feedback throughout the preparation of the Draft 
and Final EISs. As described in Section 1.11, the Forest Service will conduct a 
NEPA analysis and authorization of the project. 
 
Once the Forest Service receives IPID’s preferred proposal, it will assess 
whether the proposed actions are consistent with the rights that IPID reserved 
in the Special Warranty Deed, which defines the extent of IPID’s existing 
private rights under section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act. The Forest Service will 

 assess the consistency of IPID’s proposal with the direction in the Alpine Lakes 
 

Area Land Management Plan as part of its NEPA analysis. 
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Dist. LEXIS 92344, 01 17-18 (D. of Montana 2013) (finding that repairing an existing privately 
owned dam in a wilderness area served lhc purpose ofW ildcrucss Ace given the risk of aooding 
10 the Wildemess area). Even more, the dom is a structure or installa1.ion that falls within Che 
existing private rig.hts exception. 16 U.S.C. § I 133 ("subject to existing private rights," the Act 
prohfbitS "'commercial cntcrpri ~•· ""any stn.1cturc or installation," a:nd the u$e ()f'"motorizcd 
equipment" within wilderness); «>e o/;o High Sierra H/ken; A,s ·11 •· United States Forest 
&rvice, 2006 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 41842,at Jl(E.D. Cal. 2006) (stating thal dams are ·'stn,Cl\lres 
or "ln.~tal1atlons'" within the meaning or the \Vildemess Act). 

llowe,.•er, IPID's ex.isling private right to maintenance, repair. operatjon, modification, 
upgrading. aad rt:placmicn1 of facilicie,; wi1hin the SWD docs no t cxlcnd lo a permanent 
expu.nsion or the dam. 1bc DETS•s re liance on the: assumption that rPJD•s r:xisting private rights  

under Che SWD permits tire districc to pmn:men1ly expand Eiglmnile dam as par• of its repair 
plan.< conflicts wilh the express language of the deed. The deed's lan811"se gnu,IS TPID the right 
10 regulaio tho water level of all fac ilities located within the SWD ma. DEIS a1 J...2; Ex. F. 

0-9-34 Funhcr, 1ho deed states lha1 "in pcrfonning, mairncnance, repair, operation, modification, 
upg,ading and replacement of facilities localed in or upon the propeny described herein, the 
Granlor will not withoul prior written conscnl of tlJc Forest Service [ ... ] mal<:rially increase the 
size or scope oflhe facilities." Id. 

E.oology cm1not authorize permanently in.crea.'iing the size ofEightmile dam given that 
the deed scales l.rull !PIO may not mawrially increase lho size and SC0J>O of facilities withou1 
permission from lhe Forest Service. See lligh Pain/, UP v. Na/ '/ Parl,, &rv., 201 S U.S. DisL 
LEXIS 24132, ot 20- 2l(futding that ex tending plaintiff's •~isling right< to relocating a 
materially idcotical dock conlliclcd with the 1cnns of the dood, wltich staled that the pl•intiff 
"cannot perform any new construction or change the lopography of Che land wilhout having 
obiained permission in wri ting of the park . c,vlce."). The DEJS neither confirm.< whether 1he 
Forest Sc,vice has approved any of1he proposed activities or alternative< nor does it explain how 
pormanemly expanding tho size and footprin1 of Ille dam is consistelll witl1 the language of tlie 
deed and the \Vildemess Ac t. Therefore, without such explanation or approval, lPID's rights to 
repair and ~lalc water level of all facililics do 001 cxlcnd 10 pcrmancnlly increasing lhc size of 
the dam. 

U. Th! .. \VD does: not iluthorb.e the proposed nten~ion oft he inlet and nut Uni! 
pipe.,. 

The action alternatives in the DEIS will replace the low-level outlet pipe/siphon ond 
cxlCnd tho piJ>O beyond the new dam structure. All throe al1cma1ive,; will also cxlCnd lhc inlet 
pipe funher into Che lake. DEIS al 2-7, 2-1 I, and 2-1 S. Toe original s iphon pipe is approximately 
50 feel long and 30 inches in diameter. Aspect 2022a, IPID Declaration of Tony Jant2er, at 24. 

0 -9-35 Under Alternatlve I, a new 30-in dlameter low-1°""1 outlet pipe/ iphon will extend from Ille ln let 
approximately 150 fee, wesl oflhe new dam structure 10 an outlet in the Eight Mile creek 
channel approximately 314 feet downstream of the new dam struct,,ae. DEIS at 2-6. Allemafo,e 2 
would have the sanre oudet pipe/siphon design as alternative I. Id. at 2-10. The DEIS' 
dosc~iption of Alternative 3 docs nol montion whether tho ouilct pipe/siphon will be c,tendcd. Id. 
al 2-14. In addition, Che DEIS does not clarify wheCher new outlet pipe will extend an additional 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-35 Project elements proposed under the action alternatives would be 
 constructed completely within the Special Warranty Deed parcels as shown on 

Figures 2-4, 2-6, and 2-8. Figures 2-4, 2-6, and 2-8 show the locations of the 
pipe inlet and outlet structures. 
 
The inlet pipe and outlet structure for Alternative 3 is identical to Alternative 1. 
 
Sections 2.4 and 2.5 of the Final EIS have been revised to provide additional 
clarification of the outlet pipe for Alternatives 2 and 3. 
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150 feet to accommodate the new dam structure. Further, it is hard to discern from the diagrams 
prov idcd for .-ach alternative whether the outlet pipe coctonds at\ additional 150 feet, but it is clear 

0-9-351 that the outlet pipe will need to be rerouted and likely lengthened to accommodate a larger dam 
struc ture. IJ. at 2•7, 2· 11, and 2-15 

IPID's existing private rigtus to repair, maintain. and regulate wa,er levels at all l:acilities 
do not extmd to a pennAnent extension oflhe inlet and outlet pipe for the same reasons a.ii stated 
fo r the permru,ent expansion or the dom structure. Aga.in, the DEIS~, ass1,JJ11ption that IPID's 
c,isting private rights under the SWO pcnnits lhc district to pcnnancntly c>ctcnd the outlet and 
inlet pipe as part or its repair plans oonllicts with thee.press language of the deed The DEIS 
neither provides 1my explanation of how [PJD\ rights to maintain and operate the dam lnc.ludcs 
extcnding the length of the inlet and outlet pipe nor d<>e> it address how doing so docs llQt 
conflict with the language of the deed itself. IPID's rights to repair and regulate water level of all 

0-9-36 fac ilities does not extend 10 permanently ex tending the lengths of the inlet and outlet pipes. 

Moreo,•er, P"flilllllenlly c:octcnding the inlet and outlet pipe goes beyond the rights and 
uses established at the time the area was designated as Wilderness. IPID's e.isting privote rights 
do not include an .,.,ended inlet and outlet pipe to acoomroodate • pcnnan<mtly cocpandod dam 
structure, lhe exlension of which did nol ex.isl at the time lhe area was designated. as wilderness. 
Further, expanding IPID's existing private rights to include extending lhe inlet and out let pipe 
confHc:ti with court Jntapretat:ions. to oonstrue the existing p-ivnte righL'i- nillnowly. 

III. IPID doe• not have authority undor th< SWD to lower the. l.ak• beyond 
current or bistor1t: ltlveli. 

The DEIS':s listed aclion alternatives perm.it lhe water surface level of Eight Mile Lake to 
be drawn down an additional 4 feet from 4640 fee t 10 4636 feet. DEIS at 2-2. Funher, all the 
action alternative< allow fue total lake area at low water surface level to decrease nearly 2.5 
acres, from 41.2 acres to 38.7 acres. Id. 

IPID's private aialing rights do oot include actions tha t take place outside of the SWD 
area. The total area and VllhDne of the Jake coctcnd b<.-yond the SWD area. Therefore, lowerins the 
lake beyond current levels i.s geograpltically outside the SWD area and goes beyond IPID's 
odst in9 private rights. Since the majority ()f the lake: area is out'ilde the geographlcal scope of the 

0-9-37 SWD parcels, the Forest Service n-.iy only authorize the lowering of the iAl<e beyond current 
levels 10 the extent necessary. See Wilderness Watch, Inc. v. U.S. Fish n11J Wildlife Sen,., 629 
F.3d 1024, 1037 (9th Cir. 2010) (holding that the F\VS provided no bosis for why the water 
structures were necessary and the FWS' evidence suggested that many other stratc!!lcs could  

have met the goal of conserving bighorn sheep without constructing additional structures). 

Lowering the lake beyond cum:nt levels likely violates $1:Ct ion 4{b) or the Wildt,mess Act 
UJ!less the Forest Service can demonstrate that doing so is necessary and the only viable means to 
repair the dlllt1 and meet safety Md output flow requirements. Such .a showing of necess ity is 
unlikely. especially if the evidence demonstrates Lhere were other means of repairing Lhe dam 
and meeting safety n:quircmcnts that have less adverse impacts on the natural n;soun::c values of 
the wilderness area. 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-36 A copy of IPID's Special Warranty Deed in included in Appendix E of the Final 
 EIS. All structures of the proposed dam replacement would be located within 

the Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 
Ecology, Forest Service, and IPID have been reviewing the project alternatives 
and provided feedback throughout the preparation of the Draft and Final EISs. 
As described in Section 1.11, the Forest Service will conduct a NEPA analysis 
and authorization of the project. 
 

O-9-37 The lake level fluctuates within each summer season as well as from year to 
 year. As shown on Table 2-1 in the Draft and Final EISs, Alternatives 1 and 2 

actually restore the full lake elevation to its historic high level of 4,671 feet, 
while Alternative 3 would keep the full lake elevation at its current elevation 
of 4,667 feet. All three alternatives would allow a low lake elevation of 4,636 
feet, 4 feet lower than the current estimated low level, although the current 
low level is only an approximation due to continued seepage under the dam 
after the current low-level outlet pipe is exposed. Therefore, the current low 
lake elevation is likely actually lower than 4,640 feet. 
 
See response to comment O-9-32 regarding existing rights within the Special 
Warranty Deed and Forest Service administration of acquired lands consistent 
with the Wilderness Act and the Alpine Lakes Area Management Act. 
 
Additionally, see response to comment I-220-46 regarding the Forest Service’s 
preparation of a Minimum Requirements Analysis and actions that require the 
agency’s authorization. 
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Even iflhe SWD did apply to the entire lake, fPID's right to regulate lhe water levels of 
all facilities must be llmited to the condi tions thot existed a, lhe time the SWD was granted and 
by oilier rights granted in the SWD. Sine<, at lhe time IPID was granted !he SWD, the district 
could only lower the lake levels to 4,640 feet, that level 1ru1rk$ the lower limit of IPID's right u, 
regulate water levels. Lowering the lake level any lower would require IPID to expand the scope 
of the fa.cilities, which exceeds thelT ex is.ting priva.te rights and at minimum requjres Forest 
Service approval. 

Absent an existing private right, the only other exception to lhe Wilderness Act's 
p:rovlsions is t.hc ,11.dministrativc needs cxccpllon. Given that cnllrc lake CJttcnds beyond the S\VD 
area and then:fore doc,; not rail under IPID'• c::idsting private rights, the IPID would need to meet 
the administrative needs exception to pennissibly lower the lake Level. To properly invoke an 
exceptlon to prohibited conduct in • wilderness area, an agency m\l.st make an adequately 0 -9-37 
reasoned findingofnowssily. Wllderne.ss Ware/, v. Jwamo10. 853 F. Supp. 2d 1063, 1075 (W.D. 
Wash. 2012). A generic fmding of ueccssi1y does oot suffice. Id. 

Nothing in tl,e DEIS suggesas that lhc Forest Service bas opproved lowering lhe lake 
levels beyond cwrent levels. However, should it do so, the Service would have to make a 
sulflcient finding Lhat such an action is necessary to advance lhe goo.:ls of the Wilderness Act. See 
ld. at 1076 (roncluding that the Fones, Service'< chosen method for repairing the lookout were 
more than necessary 10 achieve th.e goals of the WildemcssAct; it "went 100 far [ ... ] when there 
were less extreme measures truit could have been adopted, such as relocation of the lookout 
oui.s ide the wilderness area, which would ha, ·e had less lmpact on the ~wildemess characte(' of 
lhe on:o but sci.II furthered the goal of historical preservation."). Without• sufficient ju:;tificarion, 
the Wilderness Act prohibits the lowering of the lake level especially when less invasive and 
intrusive altemath•es, exl,:;t to meet IPfD's rcpak need.:.. 

Iv. IPID's exercise of Its "exlsdni: private rijlblS~ must be conslstenl wilh the 
WDd<rnus Act and ALAMP. 

IPID's existing private rights under the SWD ore subject to rca,;onablc n:gulations by lhc 
Forest Service. The Wilderrulss Acl sta1es "except as otherwise provided ill. this chapter, each 
agency admini:stering any area: designilled as wi ldeme shall be fC!.pGnsib le. for preserving the 

 

wildemess crulracter oflhe area, and sha U so administer such area for such other purposes for 
which it may have been es13blished 10 preserve its wilderness character." 16 U.S.C. § l 133(b). 

0-9-38 The Service's regulations. state that in conve>•ances o f lands "w here owners reserve the right to 
occupy and \ISC tho land for tho purposes of [ ... ] ind11Stry Dor commerce" lho reservations shall 
be made subject to Forest Service regulations, which "shall be expressed ill. and made a pru1 of 
the deed." 36 C.F.R § 25 1.17. More specifically, "l t]he grantor I .. . ) shall oomply with lhe 

ational Fore<t law< and regulations. Id. Where the grantor reserves "water and related rights." 
all "dams and supplemental structures, impounding or controlling more lhan IO acre-fee, of 
water or with• head in excess of6 feet, shall be approved by the Regional Engineer of the Forest 
Serv ice before construction shall begin." 36 C.F.R. § lSl.19(1) . 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-38 The Forest Service will conduct their own NEPA review of the project, as 
 described in Section 1.11 of the Draft and Final EISs. The project will not be 

permitted to start construction until it has undergone Forest Service review 
and authorization. 
 
Once the Forest Service receives IPID’s preferred alternative, it will assess 
whether the proposed actions are consistent with the rights that IPID reserved 
in the Special Warranty Deed, which defines the extent of IPID’s existing 
private rights under section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act. The Forest Service will 
assess the consistency of IPID’s proposal with the direction in the Alpine Lakes 
Area Land Management Plan as part of its NEPA analysis. 
 
IPID rights reserved through the Special Warranty Deed are described in 
Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. The Special Warranty Deed 
acknowledges IPID's right to maintain the dam to be able to maintain its 
existing water right. For more information on IPID's water right, see the Global 
Responses for Water Rights. 
 
Regarding the use of motorized access, see the Global Response for Helicopter 
Use in Alpine Lakes Wilderness and Section 2.8 of the Draft and Final EISs, 
which details alternative construction methods considered but not carried 
forward, including primitive means such as the transportation of equipment 
and materials via pack animals. 
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The S\VD •pecillcally incorporates these Forest Service regulations, including the 

c•plicit dircetion l11at ·,he grantor [ ... ]shall comply with tho ational Fon:st laws and 
regulationsf . .. 1," 36 C.F.R. § 251.17(d); see Ex. Fat p.2. This includes ALA.MA, lheALAMP, 
and the Wildemes.s Act. Therefore, the Forest Service may reasonably linlit or regulate lhe use or 
these rcsaved i_ntercsts l(l meet its management goals. and the grantor holding those inter-cs.ts 
must fo llow Oie Forest Service's regulations and laws. 

 

Under the 198 1 Alpine Lakes Area Management Plan, "current wnter diversions will not 
be expanded . They will continue 10 be maintained by primitive means U11lcss an environmental 
analysis indicates that the wori< cannot be accomplished without motorized equipment." 
ALAMP, al 162. ThcALAMP only pcnnits lhc expansion of walcr dlvcrsions \ISing motorized 

0-9-38 c:quipmt:nl when an cnvirornncntal analysis indkatC!.i that th11.t w e of molorized cqujpment is 
necessary. lbe DEIS notes that the Forest Service will prepare an BA but the FEIS should also 
acknowledge that such analysis Ls required to comply with the ALAMP and lhe Wildeme« Act. 
Until the Forest Servic• comple1es an EA on th• need for motorized equipment, tho dam 
structure oannol b< «ponded. 

The ALA.MP also slates that "CJ<cc:pt as provided for in scclion 4(d) of the Wilderness 
Act, wa1ersheds will nol be altered or managed to provide increased waler quantity, quality, or 
riming or discharge." Id. a.1 164. Further, ''no roads [ ... ] wa,er maintenance strucmres. reservoirs 
or other improv<:ments will be permitted., excepl as authorized under section 4(d) and 5(a) of the 
WildemessAc1. id. at 162. TI1c DEIS should ac,lrnowledgc tha1 the Forest Service musl reso lve 
how the dam repairs will meet the exception laid out in 4(d) in order to determine the feasibility 
of the proposed alternatives. 

Further, the Forest Service's management objectives fo r administration of the Alpine 
Lakes Wilderness Area are •~o preserve the integrity oflhe Wilderness resourre; [--· I to conduct 
necessary administrative activities most protective of the Wilderness r~urce: and with minimal 
impac1 on and from adjacent non-Wilderness lands." Id. al I 57. In carrying out those objectives, 
"all administrative acth ·ity will be conducted to minimize impacts on the Wilderness 
cnvironmcn1 and the o,cpcricncc of user,;." Id. al 58. Thcn:forc, pcrmancnlly c~panding the dam 
bc)lllnd ilS current footprint is likely oot consiSICllt with !he Fon:st Service's mandalc to man•!!" 
the area as a wildemes.s. See Hig/1 Poin, LLP. 750 F.3d at 1198 (limiting the existing private right 
to the structure that exi$ted at the time of designation and finding that expansion or relocation 
viola1ed the Wilde.mess Act). The expansion of the dam contradic1s the Forest Service's directive 

0-9-39 '° prcser'l/e lhe wilderness character of an area when other less Ulvasive alternatives cxisl that 
achie,.•e the same administrative needs and purposes. The FEIS should consider an alternative 
thll:t maintains the s.amc siz.e, design. and output as the currcnl dam sb'Ucrurc 111nd has minimum 
impoclS on lhe wilderness character of the area. 

Similarly, ex1ending the inlet and outlet pipes beyond the current Icngtl, and lowering ihe 
lake level beyondCU1T<nt levels are oot consis-tent wil11 tl1eALAMPand WildernessAc1 's 
directive to preserve the wilderness character of the Alpine lakes Area. Other alte-matives are 
available that would stiU mee1 the purpose and need of the dam repair project and minimize the 
impacts on the wildcmoss cnvironmcnl A!!llin, the FEIS ohould consider an additionlll 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-39 The design alternatives were developed to meet the project objectives 
 outlined in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. The dam will be rebuilt on 

IPID's Special Warranty Deed parcel. As noted in Section 1.11, the Forest 
Service will be reviewing the project under NEPA, and has been consulted and 
involved throughout the SEPA process. Section 2.8.1 describes alternative dam 
configurations that were considered but not carried forward. 

 



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Organizations, Page ORG-47 JUNE 2024 

O-9 
COMMENT  

Sierra Chili - WA Chapter Comments on Eighlmilc Dam DEIS 
June5,2023 

 
alternative thal maintains the same size and length ns the current inlet and outlet pipe, maintains 

0-9-39 1 the same rninimwn lako level, and has minimum impacts on the wildcrnoss character of the area. 

C. Tb• DEIS do ts nol adequaltly analyu Litt proposed allernolh•es'v1snal and 
a.udho')' impac~ on 1he: are.a'~ WUderne~.lii cb.arader. 

Each of the action a.ltematives will have greater aesthetJC impacts: than the no action 

0-9-40 allemative. Fir.It, all of the alternatives allow the total lake volume to be drawn down 4 feet 
lower than the e<isting condi1ions. DEIS al 3-17. 11 In addition, the total lake area at low water 
surface elevation will be reduced by roughly three acres from 4 1.2 to 38 .7 """'"· The decrease of 
total lake volume and area at low watt:r tiUrface clcv~tfon will likely create amVor c;,u1.ccrbati:: 1m 
uns ight ly b•lhtub ri.ng cffce~ 

 

Se(:ond, all of the alte:m1uive:s would increase the size and vi.i;ibi lhy of the dam, making 
the structure more conspicuoll!i and less discrete. Sec DEIS at 11-19 11-23, 11-25, 11 -27, 11-28-
11-29 (for a visual comparison bctwoon the cxistins dam and the proposed reconsttuction 
alternatives). The DEJ S states that Altemati ve I "would facilitate more manipulation of water 
level,; lhan would the other action altcrna1ivcs. and would include moJC conspicuous man-made 
elements in Ille dam, particularly the inOatable gates." Id. at 3-1. The DEIS also states that 
Allen:tative 2 will require more "ma1elial and time to construct, and have a larger footprint area 0-9-41 
than the other action alternatives, pruticularly the seoondary spillway that would be armored with 
rock and must be kept clear of trees." Id. In addition. Alternative 2 will triple tho length of Ille 
primary spillway from 60 feel to 180 fee t and increase the primary spillway elevation by four 
feet Id. at 2•2. Alternative 3 would have a similar footprint to AILernative I and fewer 
conspicuous man-made clcmmto. /d. al 3-1. In addition, all of1hc ahcmativcs will double the 
""'°ndary spillway length from 12 feel to 24 feet. Id. 

The Wilderness ACI defines wilderness as appearing substar.tially unrour:hcd by huma11.s 
and siotes that wilderness areas should be managed 10 preserve lheir wilderness character. 16 
U.S.C. § 113 1 (b)-(c). The DEIS notes tha1 the lnteragency Wilderness Monitoring Team 
describes wilderness c ban ct er as being "primarily free from modern human rnllllipulation and 
irnpac~ with personal CJ<pcricnccs in 11111Ural c:nvironrncnto relatively free from the cucwnbnmccs 
and signs or modem society." DEIS at 3-3. The DEI S acknowledges that "unpacts would be 
co,.. idttcd significant if the pmject would substMlially increase trannneling in the Alpine Lake 
Wikierness. reduce naturalness, increase developm.en1. or reduce op_portunilies for :solitude and 

0-9-42 lDloonfmed recrea.tion." id. at 3-6. 

However, in analyzing lho operational cffccis of Alternative I on wilderness character the 
DEIS sta tes that the "dam structure would be more conspiC1.10us, with prominent wing walls, and 
no t made with nalise stone as portions of the current dam are." id. at 3- 18. Yet Ille DEIS 
conclude:!i that Alternative I '.s impa(..18 to wilderness. character would not be :!i ignifktmt becau..:;e 
1he effoots are similar to tl1ose of the current operatiotlS, id. Ecology provides no explanation or 
analysis on how Alternative 1 's visual and additional noise impacts from the motor-powered 

" Lake full forno action ;. 4,667 fee t and low WSEL wit.how pum piog ;. 4,460 feet. • dltio,enee or27 
feet Th• dllll,,.oce;. 35 &,et for Altemorlves I ond 2, and JI feet for Altemath<: J, ull ofwhkh ""' 4 to 8 
feet more thru, the no action alttmati\•e. 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-40 Refer to the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 
  
O-9-41 Comment noted. 
  
O-9-42 Refer to Section 11.6 of the Draft and Final EISs and the Global Response for 
 Visual Resources for more information on visual-related mitigation measures. 

Refer to the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring for additional 
information about changing lake levels. Impacts on wilderness character for 
the operation of each alternative are described in Section 3.5 of the Draft and 
Final EISs. 
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inf1atable gates will be similar to those of the C1.uren1 oper1uions. 1be DEJS provides slmi lar 
visual impacts for Allcmativcs 2 and 3 with identica l conclt1 ory cxplanalions for why 
AILematives 2 and J wo n't have a i_gn ificruH impact on 1he are.a·s wilderness character. Id. at 3-
19-3-20. The increased footprint and conspicuousness of the dam in the proposed action 

0 -9-42 ahemutives indica te Hi t lta!).t increa!).ed (levelopmenl, reduced natu~ lnetiS, an,l roduced 
opponunilies for solil\lde and unconfined recreation, Furthe1more. the DEi provides no analysis 
or explamlt ion on hilw the loweringof1'1e lake level and subsequent bathL11b ring efft:ct of all the 
act ion lll hen1atives wi ll impact the wi lderness characte-r. 

Additionally. lhe DEIS fails to evaluate the impilcl of the EishLmile Da,n project as i.t 
rda1cs to the Foresl Service Visual Qw1li1u1ivc Objcc•ivt.."S (VQO) and a1fona l Foresl System 
VisUlll Resource Managemenl Objec1.ivcs (VRMO). Per 1hc ALAM!', the visual qualily 
object.i\'es lhat apply to Wilderness are defined by the VQO for•·Preservation''. lhat reads as 
follows.: ··A llows. for only natural chanE,-es. Management a.ctivit ies except fo r very low visual 
impacl recreation facililics. arc prohib ited, 11,is object ive applies 10 specially cla ifle<i areas 
inc luding Wilderness."' Appendix A. "Mrumgcmcm Direclion Common 10 A ll Altcma1i,•cs, 
Visual Quality," Alpine Lakes Area Managemen1 Pla11 Final ElS, at 139 (1981 ); Preferred 
A l1cn111tivc Map. A l1cma1ivc E, Alpi"c Lakes Arca Management Plan Final EIS (l 98 I). 

l11erefore. any management activ it ies within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness on federal 
lands mus.I mee1 the: VQO fo r ··Pres.en•1U ion., wi1hout exception. The WD parcels. near 

0-9-43 Eightmile Lake are fe<iera l land ruid VQO requircnl£llts ap1>ly 10 ponions of the parcel ou1sidc of 
those ore.as reserved by Lhe S\VO for reconstrucllon .. ope.ration, and mainten.aoce of Eighllli.ile 
dam. IL is no, expected that ~,e entire SWD parcel will be req uired 10 fulfill activit ies reserved by 
the SWO. TI,e DEIS nmsl define the extent of 1l1i, portion of the SWD l"m:cl. The bolancc of the 
Eightmile Lake S\VD parcels. while also fede-ral land. must be trea1ed with due considera1io n for 
its locatkm contiguous to Wilderness. lanck. VQO requirements !Jiould be appl ied 10 the ba lnnce 
of 1hese SWD parcels, 10 1he gre•test ext<"nl practicable. The DEIS should, 10 1he grea1es1 ext<"nl 
po iblc, address how the currem project and the ahemativcs be ing e\'aluated meet. or don't 
meet~ the VQO of Preservation for umiltered and aJter'OO lands. Forest vis itots- will primarily view 
the proposed 11c1ion from Wi lderness areas, therefore. ii is r,.,isonablc that the DE IS l10nor 1hc 
intent ofWildcrncss aro its va lues. The DEIS should add«-ss the ahcm,11ivcs impacts using die 
USFS Visual Resow-ce Management System so 1har tlti.s evaJuar ion will be oonsistem will1 other 
e:va lua1 lons. for rroposed ac tion.;;; within the \Vildi::mess. 

I. The Nation•! F"oroSI Sy,lem Vi'lu •I Resource Manaeemenl Objecti,·•• (VRJ\1O) 

11,e Forest and Rangela nd Rc11<--wab lc Resources Pl'11111ing Act of 1974. as amended by the 
National Forest Management Act of 1976 (16 U.S.C. § 160 1). as well as otl,er laws atld 
regulations require that ll1e Forest Se.rvice lo include requirements for consideration. treaunenl, 

0-9-44 and pll)IOCI ion of scenery and vi$ua I res.ources.. The F ores1 Service is required to invento I)' and 
manage scenery and visual resources on National Forest System lands, and to ilsscss the lmpacts 
of proposed act.ions on scenery ond visual resources. FSM 2300- Recrea1ion,. \Vildemess, and 
Rel01ed Resource Manabrernei11, Chapler2380-Landscape Ma,iaE,iement.; see al.so The Visual 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-43 IPID's Special Warranty Deed provides provisions that allow IPID to maintain 
 the dam within the wilderness in order to utilize their existing water right. 

Under Alternatives 1 and 2, visual impacts from the dam reconstruction would 
result in a dam with a longer spillway and higher crest; however, due to the 
presence of the current dam and proposed mitigation measures, these 
impacts are expected to be less than significant. The dam would be located 
entirely within the Special Warranty Deed parcels. Any areas disturbed within 
the Special Warranty Deed parcels during construction would be restored 
following construction to align with the Visual Quality Objective of 
Preservation within the wilderness. No areas within the wilderness outside of 
the Special Warranty Deed parcels would be disturbed. Refer also to the 
Global Response for Visual Quality and the response to comment O-9-44. 
 
Additionally, construction has been limited to the greatest extent possible and 
would not utilize the entirety of the Special Warranty Deed parcels. Refer to 
Figure 2-13 in the Draft of Final EISs for the size of the dams and the estimated 
staging footprint within the Special Warranty Deed area. The Forest Service, 
including a visual resource expert, has reviewed the visual resource 
evaluations presented in the EIS. As discussed in Section 1.11 of the Draft and 
Final EISs, the Forest Service will conduct their own NEPA analysis and 
authorization of the project before it is constructed. 
 

O-9-44 The visual resources analysis included an inventory and analysis of visual 
 resources at Eightmile Lake and the surrounding areas, as described in Section 

11.3.1 of the Draft and Final EISs. Figures 11-3 through 11-10 depict existing 
conditions at various points around the lake. 
 
Following construction, all disturbed areas would be restored as described in 
Section 11.6. The dam structures proposed under the action alternatives 
would be larger than the existing dam; however, visual mitigation measures 
would be implemented as described under the Global Response for Visual 
Resources. 
 
Visual quality is defined in the first sentence of Chapter 11 in the Draft and 
Final EISs as “how well the visual environment meets a viewer’s preferences for 
the natural and built environment of an area. This can vary depending on the 
sensitivity of viewers and how much they are exposed to certain views. 
Impacts on views are typically identified through technical, institutional, and 
public considerations.” The significance criteria for visual resource impacts 
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were based on the Alpine Lakes Area Land Management Plan visual 
management objectives, the Wilderness Act, and the user experience at 
Eightmile Lake during construction and operation of the project. 
 
The Forest Service will assess the consistency of IPID's proposal with the 
direction in the Alpine Lakes Area Land Management Plan and other Forest 
Service management documents as part of the NEPA analysis. 
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Management Sysoem, Unioed Stales Dep'o of Agriculoure (April 1974) .11 Tiie DEIS snould adop1 
the Forest Service mc1hods and processes and apply lhc VQO's to the grco1csi cx1cn1 possible 10 
the SWD po,cels. 

hrtptcr 2.380 {Lllndscapc M:un~gt.-mcnl) u su1.1cs that ii is U F' policy lo: 

• Inventory, evaluate, manage, and, where necessary, restore scenery as a fu lly inte-gratetl 
po.n of ohe ec0S)'Stenis of ational Forest System lands and of the land and reso,U"<e 
rmnu.gcrnc:nt and plmming process. 

• Employ a syslem.at ic. imerdisciplinary appro:ich 10 s c e11ery m:magement 10 ensure the 
integraled use of the narural and sociaJ sciences and environmenilll des ign. 

• Ensure scenery is tre1ued equally with other resources. 
• Apply scc:m;:ry manngcrncnt l)rinciplcs rou1incly in all -1 tkmal ForcSl System ;i1ctivit ics. 

FSM 2300- Rccrc,11ion, Wildcrnc-.,. and Rclaloo Rc-,ourcc Managcmcnl. Chap1cr 2380-
Landscape Management. 

Scenery lind visual resource. on the part ion of the Olcanogan-\Veniuchee Na1ionfl l Forest 
0-9-44 whore tho proposed action is located are managed wider tho 1990 Wennlchee Nat ional Forest 

Land and Resource Management Plan, as amended. This plan requi"" the use of the Visual 
Management Sys1cm. The DEIS hould n:oommcnd the use oftl1e VMS 10 describe 1hc existing 
VQOs of the SWD lands fo r which tl1e alicrnativ<'S being cva hmtc-d and would be lo<:atcd on, 1he 
VQOs of lilnds wilhin Lhe \liewshed of the alten,atives. and lhe consisleocy of Lhe alten1atives 
wlth 1he VQOs or the Fore5:,1 Plim before mitigation measures and wil h mit lga1ion measures. Tut 
DEIS also needs 10 de1em1ine corui'Stency with Lhe VQOs comained in the AL.A.M.P. 

The only reference to .. visual qua.lily"' in the DEIS is in relation to the Fores t Plan and 
ALAM!' is 1hc minimal tex t found in Table I I.I Rcgul,tions and Guidelines for Visual 
Resources Applicable in 1he Study Area. Performing an assessment based upon the VMS system 
(and us ing travel routes and use areas identified by the Okanogan•Wena lchee ational Fores1 to 
identify areas from which IO conduct the ,1L'>$dSJn t:nl) would pTI>vide a more rlgrmltL', WlilY c,f 
conducting an as.sessrnem. The Sierra Club bc)jeves that lhe us.e of the VMS would provide a 
S.)'Stemu ic explanat ion o f' how conclusions were re-,ached rather than simply making 
conclus.ionary statements., without supponing infonnat ion, such as 1he ··\egs Lha.n signilicanL 
impacls" found in scc1io11 I I. 7, DEIS al I I -30. 

ii. Other Progrnms, Plans and Policies 

In addi1 ion to the oDServations described abo e regarding conducting visual assessments 
0-9-45 on na tional fores t sys tem and S\VD l8nds, there is a concern th.at the DEIS does not assess 1he 

consistency or 1hc alternatives wi1h 1hc programs. plan, and policies idcn1ificd in Table I I .I 
Regulations and Guidelines for Visual Resources Applicable 10 1hc Study Arca. Id at I I-

12 USFS 199.S.. Landscape A.eslhetjcs: A. H:.mdbcxtk fQr Scene I)• M;m.agcmcm. Agriculnire H:.mdbcxtk 
umber 701. ,s., Oe.P,'lnmen1 or Agricul1ure , U.S. Govermne1u Printing omce. W~hington. DC. 

b1tm·UblmW:\'Omim,:\IJ:-ual 1mt~nck(;ape%20Aes1hc:liC:i%20(AH-70 I l pdC 
" USFS 2001. l'iln,,tS<1,tko . .Manuat2 - -h•1M"'-2).B!).;_Land,_c1~onngomon1. 
https://blmW)·omb11n,,ual.•nl.govldo<slFSM 2380.pdf. 
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 O-9-45 Impact determinations related to visual components are included in Sections 
 11.4 and 11.5 of the Draft and Final EISs. Sections 11.5.2, 11.5.3, and 11.5.4 of 

the Draft and Final EISs discuss and provide visual simulations of the three 
action alternatives. In regard to mitigation of visual resources, see the Global 
Response for Visual Resources. 
 
Operation of the gates themselves would be quiet. Raising the gates, which is 
expected to only happen once a year and over a short time period (a few 
hours), would require the use of an air compressor. Lowering the gates would 
not require operation of the air compressor. The noise level associated with 
operation of the dam would depend on how loud and how well insulated the 
air compressor is. The compressor could be located in a small structure or 
underground to minimize noise levels. 
 
Ecology, in coordination with IPID, has identified Alternative 2 as their 
preferred alternative. Alternative 2 would not result in the installation of 

 

gates. 



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Organizations, Page ORG-51 JUNE 2024 

O-9 
COMMENT  

Sierra Club - WA Chapter Comments on Elghtmile Dam DEIS 
June 5, 2023 

 
3. DEIS Table I I.I identifies lhe vlSUAI or scenic components ofre.Jevant programs, plans and 
po licies, bul nowhere in the DEIS is lhcrc an assessment of how, or if, lhc abcmalivcs arc 
consistem with directives oflhe programs, plans and policies. An assessment and description of 
whether lhe alternatives wo uld be consistent with the programs, plans and policies identified in 
Table 11.1 sr<>uld be b>cluded in the FEIS. 

The DEIS's mitigation measures for the operational effects suggest using the quietest 
ova.ii.able molo rS and materials that visually blend with the landscape, but does not fully address 
the visual impacts from the incn:ase in size and USC ofaltcrnativc building materials. oms at:,.. 
22. Even more, the measures do not address how the noise from the gales will not reduce 
naturalness or personal ~perieuccs free from the cncumbnmccs and si_gns of modem society. 
Therefore, the DErS should pmvidc mQTC information and anatysis on the lmpacts of the 

0-9-45 allematives 10 lhe wilderness character oflhe area and whelher lhose impacts wilJ be signif,caot. 

Visually, Eighnnik dam is a smalJ dam, consisting prirnruyi.ly of rock masowy and 
concrete wall 11\lcture with an earthen embonkrnc:nl section. Id. at 1-2; see also 2-3, Tiie dam 
covers less lhan a quarter of an ocre and is composed of native rock, weathered concrete. and 
soil, which blends lnto the natura l landscapc. ld, at 3-9. The dam structure is most promlncnt and 
vis ible when the wa1.er levels are ]ow. /d. OnJy a 4•foot portion of the dam is visible from the 
lake side when the lake level is at i1s highest and Iha, portion oflhe structure is ollen part ially 
obscured by wood debris. Id. Ecology should 0011<ider in the FEIS an oltemative lhat maintains 
lhe primitive design and fcarures of lhe cummt darn and minimizes any modem updat.es to lhe 
e,1en1 feosible. This would include maintaining lhe size of the dam to the extent !hat meets 
IPID's purpose and need and using materials that would reduce the vis ibility oflhe dam 
1:>trnct:ure. 

V. Tho DErS'• illt•rn•tlvo• •n•ly!I. I• lnadoqu•te. 

1he DEIS neilher presented misouable alternatives nor a reasonable range of alternatives 
becouse each alternative is based on an uncel'Ulirt ond undetermined water right. Without such • 
dctonnination. each alternative oould conflkt wilh some of the maln objectives of the proj ect and 
potcntia Uy pcmiit IPID to violate state water law. Even more, the DEIS did not consider 
addi1ional alternatives !hat do no t increase the capacity aod output of the dam, and have less of 
an impact on the errvircmment. 

1he DEIS states three objectives for lhe proposed rebuild and restoration of~,e Eightmi.le 
Dam. Firs~ restore the storage capacity ofEightmile l ake so that it meets IPID's irrigation and 
storage needs under its cmtiug water !Wlts, /d. at 1-7. S=nd. comply ,.; ,h DSO regulations 
for a High Ha2ard Dam. Id. Thinl, provide additional water to enhance instream flow volumes in 
Icicle Greek and to the extent possible, time dam olil.llows 10 meel f ish utili>ation needs. /<I. The 
DEIS pul$ forth four ahematives iru: luding lhe no action alternative. 

The proposed alternatives in lhe current DEIS are aU based on an undelermiaed ond 
unc.ert.ain water right. Suc;h a major oocertainty makes: ana.lyzing. the potential em-ironmentBl 
impacts of the projccl and lhc alternatives difficult and docs oot allow for the reasoned decision 
making that SEPA requires. The DEIS slates lhat Ecology hill not made "a ten1ative 

RESPONSE 

O-9-46 Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs describes the regulatory context related 
 to IPID's water right. The range of active storage volumes proposed for the 

action alternatives (1,698 to 2,000 acre-feet) appears to be reasonable based 
on IPID's records of their historical active storage and release practices at the 
lake and their estimated range of multi-fill volumes. Refer also to the Global 
Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. As noted in the 
Global Responses, if a future quantification (through adjudication or future 
water right action) results in an annual quantity that is less than the 2,000 
acre-feet considered in this EIS, the physical storage volume in the lake can be 
reduced through shortening the intake pipe outlet without necessitating any 
changes to the main design. Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Final EIS have been 
revised to provide additional detail. Refer also to the Global Response for 
Multi-fill Analysis. 
 
The amount of water use under the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the 
extent of the right and no more. As described on page 6-2 of the Draft EIS, 
IPID intends to donate any excess storage capacity above 1,400 acre-feet to 
instream flow. The design volumes of up to 1,698 acre-feet and 2,000 acre-
feet represent the maximum storage water volumes that were considered for 
impacts in the EIS. As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final 
EISs, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will 
monitor and report total annual storage and release volumes for instream 
flow uses as well as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored water 
under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum volume of the 
design alternatives considered (up to 2,000 acre-feet) regardless of whether 
practices in a given year involve multiple fillings or a single fill. The monitoring 
plan will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed properly and that any 
excess water would be allowed to pass through the lake as natural flow 
without being actively managed and released for beneficial use. 
 
As stated in Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs, the focus of the water rights 
review in the EIS was to assess whether the range of storage capacities for 
design alternatives being considered were reasonable. The EIS process is not a 
vehicle to determine relinquishment nor the extent and validity of the water 
right, although Ecology is confident that IPID possesses sufficient rights to 
support the range of proposed alternatives in the EIS. 
 
As described in the Global Responses, the Multi-fill Analysis was relied on (in 
part) for the water right evaluation in the Draft EIS to assess the 
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reasonableness of the maximum design volumes for each alternative. Ecology 
reviewed the multi-fill memo provided by IPID along with additional 
information in the record and determined that the design volumes of up to 
1,698 to 2,000 acre-feet of water storage were reasonable. The EIS recognizes 
there is some uncertainty in the amount of the water right due to possible 
relinquishment; therefore, the analysis for the EIS covers a range of volumes 
such that the impacts analysis will still be valid if partial relinquishment has 
occurred or the Trust donation results in less than the maximum design 
volumes considered. 
 
With regard to inchoate water rights, refer to the response to comment O-9-15. 
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detemrination of the val idity and extent or IPID'< water right because no application has been 
tiled 10 !rigger a fo1DJJ1I review oflho right." Id. at 6-1. Each of tho alternatives assumes that 
IPID'< annual aulborized quantity is 2,S00 acre-feet""'" though lhe current active (single-fill) 
<torn ge capacity i< estimated at appro,imately I, I SI acre-f eet./d. at 6-l ~ •2. The DEIS further 
notes i_n a f'ootnQle that thr:. •~adjudic:ation dccrcc StlltCS that this annual quantity of2,500 acre-feet 
is inchoate. Inchoate water rights have not yei been used, and are, therefore, not perfected .... the 
perfected amo11nt has not been detennined by Ecology or by a CO\lrt thro\J8h an adj\ldication of 
water rights." Id. at 6- 1. 

Viable alternatives are feasible, meet lhe <tated goals of the project, or are reasonably 
related to the purposes of the projoot. See W. Watersheds Project v. Abbey, 719 F.3d l 035, 1052 
(9 th Cir. 20 13)("Feasible alternatlvcs should be-considc:m.l in detai l.•); Klamath Siskiyw 
WIid/ands Cr; v. BL,\,J, 2019 DisL LEXIS 663 14, at 11 (D. Oregon 2019). An agency need no t 
dL'lCUSS u.altematives whlch are infeai;;.ihle, meff'ective, or inconsisterlt with the basic policy 
objectives for managemem of the area." BerinJl Strait CitizelLr for Respotlfibie Res. De,,, •· 
United S101es Army Corps o/Eng'rs, 524 Fc3d 938,955 (9th Cir. 2008); see also Klonuuh 
Siskiyou Jfifd/ands Ctr.. 2019 Dist. LEXIS 66314, at 19 (noting that the Ecological Forestry 
Approach alternative was feasible and still mcl the sUltcd purpose of the projoot). 

Here, all lhe altemarives may 1,01 be feasible or meet the Slated goals oflhe project 
without a determination on the extent of rPID's water right. One of the DEIS"s objecti ... es Li:; to 
meet fi>ID's irrigation and storage needs nndcr its existing wotcr rights. If lPlD's water rights are 

0-9-46 determined lo he less than 21.SOO acre-feet, no l only would all the alternatives oonflict with one of 
the proje.ct's main objectives but would also violale stale waler law. All the alternatives would 
assume a storage aroount that would be in excess of!PID's existing water rights. 

lf !PID's water right were assessed to be less than the DEIS's assumed 2,500 acre-feet. 
such an assessment would also render the. range of alternatives oonsidered unreason.able. The 
rai1ge of alt=tives that must be considered in the ElS need llOI eoctend beyond those reasonably 
related to lhe purposes of the project. Westla11ds Water Dist. " United SJates DOI, 376 F.3d 853, 
868 (9th Cir. 2004). Howev<:r, alternatives tliat conflict with tltc project's ovcmll objectives and 
violalc Stale water Jaw would likely 001 be reasonably 11:Jatc:d to tl"" purposes oflho projcc~ 

Even more, "viable Standards that meet the stated goals of the projecl sh<luld be 
considered." Klamarh SiJklyou Wild/ands Ct,. 2019 DiSI. LBXIS 66314, at 21. "The, existence of 
a viable but tmoxamined alternative renders an [EA] inadequate." Abbey, 719 F.3d al 1050 
(qunting flhllands Wafer Dist., 376 F.3d at 868; see a/so Muckleshool fodian Tribe•- US. 
Forest Service, I 77 F.3d 800, 814 (9th Cir. 1999) (concluding thal tl>o Forest Scrvioc viola1cd 
NEPA by considering boJt preliminarily dismissing several feasible alternatives such as imposing 
deed restrictions); s,e Abbey. 719 F.3d a, 1053 (holding BLM did not consider in dew.ii on 
alternative that would have reduced gra,:ing levels in light of the Monument protected objtc1", 
renderinglhe BAdeticieru);seea/soK/amarhSfdf.J""' Wildfa11dsC1' . 2019 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 
6631 4, at 16 (concluding thlll the BLM should have considered the Eco logical Forestry Approach 
to <atisfy its NEPA requirements) . 
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Moreove,-, the DEJS states that under lhe current conditions, "IPID estimates thJlt it stores 

• curnul•rivc total ohpproximatcly 1,464 102,228 •ere-free of water in the lake under• range of 
dry, wet, and average conditions (Aspect 2022a)." DEIS at 6-2. The DEI S also states that IPID 
has indicated that it needs 1,400 acre-feet of storage capacity at Eighunile Lake to meet its  

irrigation needs. Id. Thus, it appe\!1"$ that even in dry yea<S, the current dam is sufficient 10 
support the minimwn atnO\Jlll of storage capacil}' required by IPID. 

The DEIS does not e,amine a feasible alternative that would still meet lhe objectives of 
0-9-46 the project but that docs not cxpond the capaeil}' and release-roles of the dam. Since a FElS or 

final detennination on significance has not been released, F.coJogy cannol limil Lhe choice of 
rcosooable altemotives based on an uodc.tcrmined assumption that IP!D, water tights arc 2,500 
acrc-feeL The DEIS should consider an additional alternative so kmg as the altem• tive creates 
less environmental degradation, provides additional inscream flows for fl!b, or i.s less costly. An 
alternative that reconstructs the dam to the current size and with mate:ri.ali; that create a similar 
•estbetie impael would likely meet the stated purpose and need of the projee1, espocilllly if 
IPID's water right is detcnnined to be less than 2,500 acre-feet. 

VJ. Other l.u,pacts not dequately Considered 

A. Tho DEIS does not adequately address the .,,.ter quality and comtrucdon Impact, 
.-t.iu1flng from trail nroutc a nd n>iid lmprDl'emtnL 

The DEIS only provides general statements about addressing potential water quality 
impoclS from upland work including road improvement and trail rerouting. The DEIS slates !hat 
!PID ''proposes to work with the Forl!SI Servi.cc to rcpoir and improve an approxima1cly three-
quarter mile seclion of currently closed road to allow vehk'u.lar traffic for ad.J.ninismuive use 
as..sociated with thi< project." Id. at 2-22- 2-23. Repairing and improving the road would involve 
some he,,,-y equipment to remove filllen trees and vegetAtion rooted in the road way as well as 
minor road 1tpair.;. Id. at 2-23, 7-9. Mo1t specifie•lly, approxhnately 10 feet of the eo<isting 24-
foot-wide road would be cleared Jl>r access wilh lhe full 24-fool width cleared Jl>r the last 100 
feet to allow for parking. Id. at 2-23. The la,t 30 feet of the road will be widened to roughly 30 
feet to allow for vehicle tumaround. /d. The DEIS also ootes that C•Onstruction of the staging 0-9-47 
area would require a temporary reroute or a 150· to 300-root -long section oflhe Eighlmile Lake 
trai l to ensure hfker ssfety around the oonstructkm zone. Id. at 7-9. 

The DEIS noles thal trail 1trouting and road improvement work could pose • risk for 
sedimen1 remobilization Id. 01 4-22-4-23. However, !he DEIS does no t go into further detail 
about potontial surface water and water qualil}' impacts from these actMties. The DEIS gcm:111lly 
states that construction activ ities wilhin and adjacent lo Eightmile Lake and Eighlmile Greek 
would be performed under the regul'1tion or federal and slate pennits, including a Corps Seclion 
404 penni~ •n Ecology 401 Waier Quality Certification,• WDFW HPA, and an PDES 
Construction Stonnwatcr Permit Id. at 4-23. Funher, !he relevant water quality BMPs will be 
implemented for all construction activities with the potential to CTCil te water quality impacts in 
Eightmile Lake and in Eightmile Creek, including activities associated with upland work such as 
road improvement. trail rerouting, and repeater station instalJadon. Id, at 4-3 l. Given the 
po!ential impacts to water quality from both rerouting the trail and road improvements, !he DEIS 

28 

 
 

RESPONSE 

O-9-47 This comment has been addressed in the Final EIS through text additions to 
 Section 4.4. The anticipated adverse effects to water quality from construction 

of the trail reroute and road segment improvements would be less than 
significant. 
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should discuss if there will be more impacts other than <ediment remobilization. Further, the 
0-9-47 1 FEJS should discuss additional mitiginion measures olhcr than hnplcmcntatiou of BMl's. 

In addition, the DEIS does not mention whether machinery wiU be used to reroute the tr.Ii~ 
but states that the trail could be mt(>rcd tQ Forest Service standards. consiStent with the 
Wilderness and Bacl<oounuy Slte Restoration Guide afler construction is comple10. Id. at 10-17. 
Even f\lrther, the DEIS states that to minimize impacts, "'the trail oould be re-routed llSing the 
shonest route possible just OU1S ide the construction are.i and measures to fully block the trail 
n:routc and facilitate n:vcgcta1ion to prc-C01isting conditions could be employed after 

0 -9-48 construction." Id. at 7- 11- 7-12 . These measures sho uld be required mitigation to ensure that the 
ac:ra is restored to its previous state and lasti.ng impacts on the Wiklcmcss am, are minimized to 
the !!f<OtOSt extent possible. The DEIS states thiit followiJ1g con, truct ion, the road will be d osed 
and restored to existing conditions. Id. at 7- 12. The Sierra Club suppons the use of measures tlia1 
minimize the impra.CL'i of the trail reroute and road hnprovemenl~ as well as restoration of both 
the mil and road 10 cumm1 conditions. 

B. Tbe DEIS does nol adequatdy address th• pot<ndal Import to Osh 'P"'ltS, 
Including , pecles listed under the Eu dangered Species Act. 

The DEIS provides incomplete and con.meting infonna1ion regarding the potentu,I 
impacts to fish .species from the action ailtematives. There are several iss~ which need 
clarificadon or anenti.on in the fE[S. 

First, the DEIS at one poinl indicates Lhal there are three species of ESA-Listed sa.hnonids 
0-9-49 that utilize fish habitat in Eightmile Crock. DEIS al 8-1 ("salmonJds (including three species 

listed under the Endangered Species Act) lllilize fish habitat in the lower reaches of Eighrmile 
Creek and the maln.<tern of Icicle Creek."). In another location, the DEIS shows that only one 
species of federally listed salmonids-bull trout- is present in Eightmile Creek. DEIS al 8-15, 
Table 8.5. However, elsewhere the DEIS only references rainbow trout and """"'m brook 1rou1 as 
preseru in the mainstem of Eightmile Creek. Id. at 8-2 1. The FEJS should clarify and provide 
accurate infonnation n:garding which fish species u.c Eightmilc ~ so that the n:vii:wing 
agencies a.ud the public can properly understand the potential impacts of the project. 

Second, the DEIS does not adequately oon.<ide, the potentia l impacts to fish specie$ that 
use Eighrmile Creek and Icicle Creek. 1lie DEIS stales tbat '1u]ttder existing couditions, 
c.uemcly low s1Dnmcr streamflow condi1ions n:duce tho quantify of accessible fish habitat in 
Eightmile and Icicle creeks and can limit llsh passage and increase water temperatures." DEIS at 
8-1. Under each action a.ltcmadvc Ulc reconstructed dam will involve the use of more concrete
for the dam structure, which will prutially cut off the natural seepage from Eighurule Lake that 

0 -9-50 currently occurs through the landslide embanlanent material that SUJTOunds the dam. DEIS al 5-
8- 5-9. The P EIS e<timaies that during low-storage conditio n.<, thi• wil l reiult in the lo,. of $--6 
percem oftl1e streamflow i.u Eigh1mile Creek. Id. a1 5-9. The DEi • does 001 adequately explain 
how the reduced flow from natural seepage under the action alternatives will impact conditions 
in Eightmile creek during drought/low-storage oondilions. 

  RESPONSE 

 O-9-48 Comment noted. 
  
O-9-49 Revisions have been made to Chapter 8 of the Final EIS to clarify the 
 distribution of ESA-listed fish species (see revised Table 8-5). 

 
O-9-50 Additional text has been added to Section 8.5 of the Final EIS to address this 

 

 comment. 
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June 5. 2023 

 
Moreo\rt1", the DEJS does nOI Bdequately analyze hcwt each ac tion alternative wlll 

improve strcomllows throughout the ycor 10 bcnelil fi h spec ies and habilat. There is no 
comparison provided belwee1\ the action allem;n ives to understand whether the irtc-reased storage 

0 -9-51 capacity i11 Eig)umile Lake wi ll provide greater benefils. for fish ur-.der one alte1't1a ti\•e than 
another. lnSltitd, the DEIS makes II bhmkc1 conclusion 1h:;11 a ll m::tion :;1 hem:;1 1ives \Viii bcncfil 
fis ls DEi a, 8-1: 8-3~-37. The FEI should provide a comp'1rison ofrhe potemial beneficia l 
impfllcts of the three action altenmtives to fish species and their habitiu~ 

. The DEIS does nol adequately addre,s the financial impact of the pro1>0sed project. 

The DEIS provide-. only a bricfn:fcrcncc to how the proj«1 will be financed. The DEIS 
statt.-s 1h111 TPID is respons ible for paying for 1he pmrosed act i() n 1md pn>jt."Ct cons1n1ction and 
that it is applying 10 receive grants ,o defray some costs. ft/. at 1-10 . So far, IPID 11.1s appl ied for 
US Bureou of Reclamation \¼uerSMART federal grants, Fedenil Em,,-gency M•n•gement 
Agency (FEMA) grant . and the Office of Columbia River gra11ls. /d. IPID will also be 
contribut ing in-kind and fumncial resources to construct tho proj ect . Id. 

0-9-52 
The DEIS doL'"S not 111Cfltion how lllllch the projt.-cl is go ing to cost or prov ide a dc..~ iilc:d 

breakdown of Lhe projecl fir1ances. ll 's unclear how much fundjng will come from Oios-e grants 
and the difJerem 1:ypes of fund i11g lhat wilJ be l.l'!ied lo suppon this project. Even more. lhere is no 
infcmnalion on whethei- Sh1.te and government 1Jge:ncies will be providing financia l support or 
how much funding uiLn mus1 prov ide. The D • LS sbouJd prov ide more lnformmion on 1hc 

 

proje.c11s finat1ces, inc luding an demized \is1 of f1mding amoun1s and sources that highlights 
public money amounts ru,d sources, ru,d a ,nore detailed breakdown of the costs. 

V11. Co11cluslon 

A!i- set forth abo\/e, the DE[S i!i- deficient bec,01.L'>e it Lacks neces..llary details and an:'1lys ls 
regard ing the cope of potentia l imJ)<lcts and the «tent of IPID's rights in relat ion to Eightmile 
Drun. The FEIS should provide clority on the status o rll'ID's Eightmile l ake water right ond 
inc lude a tcnllllive dctcrmilllltion of the extent and va lid ity of the w11ter right. Aclclitionally, 

0-9-53 Ecology 11111s t clearly define the cxtcrt of n•m·s "existing private rights" under the Sp<-cial 
\Varranty Deed and tire \Vilderness Acl in order 10 unden.Land whether the proposed altemalives 
an: legally v iable options: for 1ht prujet:::L Fina lly. f::.ooktgy must fully eva luate the pa1ent ial 
impacts from lhe proix>sed ahemalives on 1he various resource and Wilderness values that exist 
in the vicinity ofE[gh1mile Lake. Sierra Club appreciates the oppommity to provide these 
comments.on the DEIS and looks forward to reviewing the FEIS. 

Sil1cerely, 

Maura Fahey Ke lly Chang 
M1magingAuomey Legal Fellow 
tnaurntq era ii orw kclb·rr crag org 
(S03)s2s-2n2 (503) 237--0 788 
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RESPONSE 

O-9-51 Information provided in Section 4.5 and Table 4-8 of the Draft and Final EISs 
 describes the differences in streamflows between the alternatives. Section 8.5 

describes the analysis of effects on fish. 
 

O-9-52 Project financing is described in Section 1.9 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 Detailed descriptions of project financing are not a requirement under SEPA. 

As noted in WAC 197-11-448 (3) "Examples of information that are not 
required to be discussed in an EIS are: Methods of financing proposals, 
economic competition, profits and personal income and wages, and social 
policy analysis …" 
 

O-9-53 See the Global Response for the Tentative Determination of Extent and 
 Validity for a discussion of IPID's water right. With regard to IPID's rights under 

their Special Warranty Deed, refer to Appendix E of the Final EIS for a copy of 
the deed. Wilderness character in the vicinity of Eightmile Lake is evaluated in 
Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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   Sierra Chili - WA Chapter Comments on E(ghlmilc Dam DEIS 
Junes, 2023 

Tobit of Exhibits 

Exhibit Document 
A Icicle Irrigation Disrrict Application (No . 1825) and Permit to Appropriate 

ihe Public Waters of the State of Washington (Pennit o . 82l!), January 22, 
,__ - 1927. 

B Nruice of Construction for Pennil No. 828 Auoust 15 1939. -
C 01elan Cow.Uy Superior Court, Icicle Creek Adjudication Decree, October 

2l! 1929. 
D Proof of An-~iationofWater forPennitNo. 828 Aum~t 16 1939. 
E Cortificatc of Record No. 3, Page No. 1228, Stale of Washington. Cowty of 

O!elan. Certifica te of Waler Riohl for Permit No. 828 Aunust 21 1939. 
F Soecial Warrantv Deed, Mav 17. 1990. 
G Aspect Consulting, Memorandum - Review of Bight Mile Lake Storage 

Al,llhoritv. Marth S 201 4. 
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   • • 
JU>PLIC-'.Tl ON .f<"OR A Pl.,J;U\.ll!T 

 

To Appropriate ihe l?nhl ic "\\l'aters of the State of , vashington 

t he fu lloit•i-ng dl!IJJCril.ed ppblic 11,:a i!.er.t of th6 Stale of TJ'ci.11Mn9.!on subj ed. 4o cxi.tf.,-Jl{J righb : 

I f l he app: ic:an.l Ma cu-rp,wu!hm, give d,at,; (flfd p ~oce <J / 'Utcr,rpu,at fon. ._ .J.?~----

-- . __ 3:l n '. e of" ·:.::uio i:y. t1)!:J ___________ _ 

1.. '.I.'k t= 1n,m·c,e of l1u: f}' r-opr.,~f!,.t o.ppropria£ion is __ __1: i;1.;!1c....tt1 1 tt>~J!?.t..;;.,,.J 

ir ibutat'JI ~fl.c.l~kJl..i...v~------

2. T kr:. a NOtmJ of wa fer whiclt t h.r- applir.an:. i,,tend:i t a apply ta ben.ejioial 1cs-, ; .,. _;._n..-5:1,• . .,, _Jt • 

,oi~l; io fe ot per qeorn:rl. -:a erteJ.: t o~ 2000 e.c r o feet 

fi. The app_.-o:z;otwat e pDin t. of divtJr.jfon U' locatl;d .4~~~;:!;';;,~~::;;!f;:;~:.~f-- •
_ ___ _:ie.c.J;J..;ui 35 • . ~,7.Ul.1.£.I 24 ~[Cl!"t.:. , .fl'1-.~ C' .l,.:5,. .= • _.,.. .t :. 

---------·-··-

ff' . M., in t he cQJ.mt.y -0/ _ ,_C~t;:J,4'!1 

6. 7- 'h .:: ;.JnJ_"f:u1:t:'_!:1f;,- ,.,:;;-;._; -=-,-,~- ,--,-- t o b-e,.·--·~Q__:..:.._ __ m-ilq fa, le.»gih, .tcrt'l1.i1.u1.ti"-ng 

--~,~-~ .. ~,~.,.-.~,-.-=-~,,m~,---- of Se~.--~~----, Xv~K:; ;R)' R. t·J!.Li:~~:,• 
W. 31., !h~ proi;osc4 loroti~lf bcit~g .!'luHt-""tJ. t-hrougTui:d ou O,c a.ccont;uwuin-:, map, 

7. Thetmm.s of n,e d i.Jc1t, c.a+ud or oO,c,· u.•.(:-rk. 'tit __ ,_J..c.itl.!J_~J.-'=-------

D ESCR II'TION OF' \VOltKS. 

( Q) D e.serijjt-itJ11, ol hea.dga !L.!::13.ll:-_c.:L..c-11.i:_.!U__a:.;,_1_1..e-t..~ . .l~Gy----u- ~ -eM--~c -~-·--
• • c-r-.-11.,,-.=nc:ru~. e,t,:. : ., ,.u••~ ~nEl.et.r.<1<i.r -l\jr,;;:" J 

~ 41"-a....£..ttnt.nl. .• ~c • ..1::i.~~l.l.o:l....:...-W~~-~,.J".UatQ'l-'u•-·--· ------------

Exhibit. A 
Page 1 of4 
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C.L"'{...\.L S1.::nrric 

)0_ (a) Gin:. appro:rimalfS. dimcmiicn;.!> nt. '-.,~1c.·fi pc,.:1,t cf arnol t(;/t,e.?e .-tatm·iaUy c/tanged iu, 

1ti.z.c, 2fatin!J milc.s [nn,1 l!rJ1d9af~ . .. 1t 1~r,n.-Jgnle: l ridth 01;i. fop (a~ tt'aJer H-mi=)---- ~C(Jt; 

- l e.c,; 

(b) Al __ ,,rife~ f, .,m. Ju:advult· : 'tVfAfJ,. (hJ. t,>p (at 1t-"Ol~r l-foc.) 

f eet; wii:Uh. or. botto-rn·---·--- ---rc.c~ ; dc1,th Qf ic"kr--------~f-w t; 

fJnulc f~d,; dcplf• o_f u:al.~t'- ________ fed; 

p,-adtL.--•···---- - - - - - .. , ... .feet jall :,~,.. ona; ti'ums0,tuf. /~8,. 

.I'Il..L I N' •rHt•: 1,"0LLOWJ '.'ifG IN Jt'OR), l .:,\ ~l'ION ,,···t=rF:Rn 'fH 1-: \ V:\'1'.N I::. 1.8 USF.l) )·'OR : 

l kl(t,.;,\TrO"<i'-

ll . Tl.i.~ l -1,wi to be it-,-i:,'"-!ted l11tr.,11 a tt,tal 01-ee,. ol ..n_w.:r..::,~~- 1.0.0.0.., _______ • ac::re.t, 

J e.!'()rib,;1:d os foll,..,w s ~ .J.'.;)ta1..'-1t:no, c;:·:fo.J:·ac.D,;l.. _JJ:'J. V..i::..Js:.1cl.~_r-..rW;a.aOn. .. :u .. ::it.r.J...c.t . .a,...'1::;i .1./.e 
(01~1,:r,..t ~.ol>U.-1tl<>ft bl,' •<';.kor., t<;i•"T>d'I.I.,. llW i~.-) 

-~c,l1e.o t 1n __ J.:--..r.l~t.l0.JL.D.i.:s1 rJ r:t 1 c::--.. -!ll...s.n C::11:int~- , .'a.~.l".Ii n i;t ::m ___ _ 

Dt:r:e!o.'"0.7 \V'A.TR;iJ.-

1.2. Chan1cler af s ail : D ~I]lh..Y:u-l.aJLJ.e... _ , ~2.nlltf 

laa,n_ _ ______ -------·--• cruy ___ ___ ____ __ __ ____ ___ , R.tc. ___ ---··-- -·--- ----, 

Anit?Aol 7.)re4,~:pU.at4:J,~ _ _ i~cl,e8, p,e,e;.pifoliun. d~~;,~g 9t-,.;rt,-·iT.·(I -1J"cas0_:e ~--mdr.es; 

D .qit/J. of i-r,'t9at ion u;ate 1· rq1tired. ·-"- . ..ac:re ..!'ee t _____ _ _____ _ 
t1ta:pN ... ..O lnf.ol1r1:ort....,bu) 

PowCB., J, J r.i1 rNo, i ·fu. t,n•.\.CTl):11..I:SG, QlL Tt>.,NSl"OJl'T"-~lO!<l PUHl"Qa'E.lr-

13. (a) 7.'otat anwua: CJ{ p owm· lu be a.~t,:el op,;:d ____ _ __ _ -------- II. P. 
CTt-..eoc•Um.11:.oft_,rar) 

(b) Tatal faU tQ be -~-dil~ed-..---·--·---,,;;n-=,- ------1eel. 

(c) TJ.A: •1.atur-c of tM u ·or~ by 11u:-ana nf u:hfo11 tl, c r_,oim-~ r i,q ta be'I a.,.meloped 

(-e:) '1.'() t ()}:u·.d .' ,;irw,n. i, lho- 1i;aler lQ l,e re.ttJr, .. e!l- _______ _ ____ _ 

(/) L ocate- ;poitd- of rdun-!. 

T,,. ______ , B----- -·. 11'. M. 
(N"-. N. ,>rS.) (""-. 10.<>rW.l 

Exhi:bit A 
Page2of 4 

0 
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:\£1J'll.J.C:ll'AL S1.."'.1•l'LY -

14. To ~~ii,pl-tt t1,e ci:ty of-------

a.,i..J a:-i est-im11-,__,..tl :1-,pu:tr.t i.<,,i of .. ·- ·- _ -· ·-

15 . EBlimaltd prc:,u:mf. rtuJ_1!frcmt,uJ.. __ 

lG. E8ti?nateil fut-~lt'C :rcq•~ir-e:menl_ ~-----·-- _ __ --.. 

] 7. Onn.1fr·~tctio-R tt"or~- 1vi1' bc.ui.u on or bl!.fou·. _ ______ ----•-·-·----· 

19 . Cofi,ldn1c,i(..n ta,.i,1·k v.•ill ~e coni1_.;ldl!!ld o-tt (lr l)('./ore-. _______ - ·--· 

Duplicate n~aps of the ,pror,os.cd 0-itcl~ qr o the:r tt'crl.is. p,.epa,•ed i11 ace<,-rd-Q.n.ce u'J.ll, t ~ 

ndc3 of trn': .9tafr: H!Jrirn~lia F.t:pfo,.r..r,. 1;1coo1;1,r,a.1;y thi..., a.pl1!fr:nt;..,f.! . 
.. , ..... - • ,_ i~;.;.r or ~:::, rll'."l.UJ.1. ot~ 

Signed NI t 1i" p,·e-,cmcl!!l of ,~ aJJ util-wu~~ ~ 

(1) --~.!L..!.......!-:t~~-'-------- , -~-. ..Ct.Ll:::ii;:exe_.-'.'."~!:l.----------------
t Wa.1 ... , C~•-• «u•u,_,,,) 

·Remarks :·-------------------

------ --- --·---·-- -·-

S TATE OF WASBDIGT ON, ! , .. 
_ C o u..-rl!' 011 T.atrJu,i.·ou. 

'./'hi~ is t.r.i cerJ,ify t.har. l ]"13.ve cxamim:d lJJ.r; fcwe.9vlilrJ app.Ucatfo•n (.Rec,eive,~-=-

t ogetr+er w.ti.th-Jh.eat:.r..nw1panyfu9 ·maps an1 dat.!.:, a"d n;::f:~n, tlte .s(u"e-·- - ci.·H•,.t~ .. .,,,.,,, 

ft>r OON'f"Cli-:m- or comp:.e1fo,~ a$ /oU.!>w.S:_, __ _ 

~n orJe~ #u rt$l(Ji-,t :'s ~ri,;ri.J.y, tltl3 appliNtt .:Cu. ·muse be relur1red' ,. ~9_ Ft.i,_ f!a,..:~ ;f?';t..,a::ic-
En91.~u:cr, wilT1 corredtotts, o'"' or befflrc...__. __________ . _ __ , 19____ ,.,~. 

____ _day o.f---------

Exhibit A 
Page 3 of4 
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• • 
S'l'A'l'J•~ OF W ~SIDNOTON, ! 

80. 
QQv:srzy QI' Tu-t..'TLS"rQR. 

1'hWI is to cm·ti.fy tf,a: 1 i ume e:i::nmim•..d t/1e fm~9oiw.9 apr_,lira-tion and- rlo_/:e<rcbv grant tha

lOMt!, ~ul>jccl to the fi'Jll1nui1'{l Umi.toti!)tt.• and- c~n~iJ.fotM : lf for i1•rigat-km, t/.1a- cp-p,·ovric.tion 

to 

0 

ulio 

d fo 

c::A.:16 

• li.aU be subJ°r:d ilucll tf"...a,o;;o-n.a-blc rotation tsysecm as ?Jlay be n,-dcrc.i b-y '7lfJ .. ~tti-te lly4ra

Thti anu,m1.l o f u;alv,- apprtJprial eci .111,arl be; li.-nih:d to tlu, ar.'"uuuJ: 1tJ1.ich can bti applie

IJeucfi~l ilJIO ('-nd ,no: lo W::-(le:ea::..---- z\:,. O- -&,:bi,o feet '.l}er sccoud, or its t!quivaJt:11t i1, 

 _ 

 _ 

fore 

of .,.otatio1i.. T l;,.e f)'riori.fy dote of O:i-8 per-m-it. U--- ~ut"~::i.t....2-• .....l..SZ.&.-. ________

.Aclual co11se,·.uclW1~ tto1·k .~l•all bc9in o-n o-r bcftJrc ~-- ,L-E;.."\:"J.O.D'..-~ .... J92~~· ____

ond ."11,i.ti fh.t'..f"(-4.ftr':;r be pro~~i:;1'.fo!!:d ultUt ,-c:a,so-n,ablc dilige ,w~ a.mt le c~ 11z]'lt;!lad 0
4.in. or be

Co-mpl.et.e apr,l·foa.tior. of the -avo..ter lo .t/1--1!, ,propatud- t!~e s.lia'll, l,-cs ·madae cm or bvfor6 ____ ___ -:-

---------~c..t.Q.hf:.::r_22.,_.l2~·•~----------

___ "R. _X"~ ~lFFJ.::Y ---·---·-·--· - -·· 
s:a,., Ji"J,1.trrr::i:ttn .l'!'11,::i,1t11 ,,.r • 

.:· ":"' - :·::-..- c. • ~ r,-,;r ·i •.c-:.:. 

.dpplicat•fo-tt Nol..S.25...... ____ _ 

PERMIT 

T h-it inah-tt-mcui- uv.,..- fir..,t, rr.c~i1;eJ io tlrn affect: oi Uus StaJ.e FlvdrauHo J:,;r,9ii .e6r, Ol,mp:a, 

WM1s:i n!]£cn~, rm o~F-.-2:id _____ day of .. __ --k.!3'-l-a.t- ___ ::u~";J;J~ ~.r:;~_'biJJ:r·~~~;~fa~E.:..A .., _. ,M, 
RR.t«nir.d fo t2pplicant f•-w et,r,·ecilt'ln 

Co>"Ye~ed Apz_-.,kulion r~ct:i.'!Jed ···-

- !"? . _ ~ - :i;:-';.,•~.;y- -
!U.:nr, "_vd',.,,tc :JG :r.'1t.0,111d.,:'. 

• .. 1 r.--.- - r H-:•t.:.rt!.~"):J 

Before yow,.cert:tfi.,=-nte of ~·.at~t" right. UI i. is1mc<l it -will be ncceEa.:w--y fo1· y,:.m to fil l out and 
liJe w ith fh,p S t.1 t e Hyd.nmlic l>Jn_gine..:r n 001,y o[ l.111!: foll wint,; reporf.s : 

1.isl }':otiCC Of watc.J; 1·i,gb1,. ni;.pl(cation... 

2nd_ Noti.-cc to bogi:n con ,;quctfor.. 
3-n.L _Notice of pN>soentlo:v of ~·ork \ri.t~.<lilig.?-ru:,. 

4 th. Notice of compl.?tio-n ot ~strnet to-n. 
5th. Noti<'e of tippJi-cntion of wnte:r to n be.nefil!.i,nt ll!'>C.. 

,:-pon n. rmtu.fnrfoTy Aho-.,,•tng tho.t tho. nppr-opriation hru. been pe r fected 1.11.s pro-vided h y 

s.t-.dntA rhc: S t.ate Uydrrml ir Engineer wtll is~ue e. -wnkr right cc-rtLf...,:itC" . 
.. ~ -,: • - o::--r~..:r.kil·;..i1lb>~tL.~11-;:J ri.,, ::li,• .,o,,.u.::u.t•It}· ,..,,, , 1,o- 1:ni,:1., ...... , 

Exhibit A 
Pa9e4 o f 4 
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  t- ~ ~~-
.. w. ••· n<-JOH. Ao•m·,. ., ,- , ·• •,· T>• ,• ,., ""Ir'""" "" 12 ~ 

N otico of Beginning of Constr~...- ,. .. '•·,. ;\ 

~ ,~·.. ~"(,:J 

; ..... ti"' .. t _., ..... 

~-"" ~· 1, IC IC.ru IP.RIG.A'l' IOJ: .I:IS" P. ICl' ____ -~Of - ~ _ hol,to,· •I 
Pt1'fnit 1\' LJ. __ B.28 ____ 1 ana Be~·e,-vvir Pe1"Dti.t Nu. _______ ------, l;Mlt, i.sS'Me.d by lhci J/upttnn.l~ of H ydratllics 

nf !hr St.,,J, of Wa.,h;1191"" for t-hc, app.-op.-iGJioo •f----1~-----• "'-U,J,:1:::J:.i)JI._ .... _ ,,crxmn-f,,! r,nrl 

Me ,tora;,o of._J/;J_QQ ____ .,.oro-f••I of th·• ~•wppYop,,a/.od ""ter, of __ .llig.il.t..1.:il.e...Lalte _ ---·--

in acc.ordanca wtlh th.6 fe,rvr of sm .. -1, pt:rm.i/.s cm...£ the li1ttitaJions ~,uJ.c,r.1,Bd H,,u eo,, b9 JlW! Huperr:.isor of 

II ytirtN.d-ics, i'u·_gai>1 thr adMat Ct'lMtrtu..1i.on, of t hr wut"l;.v dcsc.rt'bt:ti tlitn'ciH on tJk?,___Jt2u .. d. _________ day of 

___ J.:u.J.y _____ J 19.-2.1..., P.l~i-Ptg with.i-11 t1,r, l~m.e limiia.ti&n 0,.,1 ftxr.d, in ,qt'fid pr.nii~t to,· tlu- b,r,t;i.n11.ing of co11:-

stnJCJioH 1.r;o1•k. 

'/!he nature qNJ. u~IJ '"~u11rtl of the COU6tnw.Jfo11 wtrrli afreadJJ dunf f l! a8 /oUl>t-tM: (Thie does riot in

olncle prclimiw1ry invf'-.stig,11Llon aud rcconnaii:mllCC.) 

l't::B Cl!?\I C01i1:rt.r:TT.D : 

~ 

.d1,y ndtli.JimuJl infonm,U.10'/f which, may ie ,u, to ekou• _9ood faith- tn th.s prosecution- of Uk! 1.t!Ot'k .-_ .. , 

IN Wff,\'J;'fl8 Tl'/1/i!l!EOF, T hm,eh..,-,1111-10 .,t my l,a.,/ lhis /;!6 d!!J_/ af J12.ly _______ , 19...I.7_ 

Exhib~ B 
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Notice of Colllpletion of Construction 

1, _..lo,1c.le.1.r.i:igat1oo..D1a.t:t:1&t _____ ~ th, hold•, of Pe,mit NoJ~!L_ ___ _ 

alld Reservoir l'o..,..;i N•··--·· -·- , iutid 1>11Ihe Slate S11~ert>isor of Hydro~!ic, of Uw: Rt<lle of 

Wasl1tttgttJi. for lhc appropria:tfoH. of ___ ,._;,!,!i. __ ,. ____ ..1uond.fett, and ffforag,i of--

tenor of sitch !lcrnUta and thf'l li1:n.iiat-intfll ~ndorar.d, tl~r"in hy thr. Rt.ale Rupr.n•isol' of Hydr,mli<is, ltatJt. 

oomploled 1hr, oolt!lruotwn of rh• work• de,<ril>od lhor6i,, t/lo,_J..0.t lLd<lj/ of_ Cl.c.t.0!:u,r_ ... _ .. ,, 19-2.9., 

bei'IJg -with;.- ih6 timo: li.,,ii.tol i.(»t as- fia:eiJ, m 8cr-id. pern,.tl r.i,- fU?Nnit1t ed.etuie,l by f.hrJ Btat-fj Supervisor of 

II!1drat1.lic1 fort~ compfo,fon of C<tns,nu;tiun- -wo,-k. 

Lal<$ gt 25~ l.'!1tl~ ------- _____ _ 

- ---- --

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I hovo h<.-.w.io ,., my ~a,,d 1Ai<-..l5.tbf,.y • . . 

Exhibit B 
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No .. 825-2 

l.'1o.:1r.-t1i':f' . 

I"CIC-L-:: ;:~~r:;1.'21.0:- ::n:S'i'P.IC'E, 
-- - - -t .!. ,.;·.- ~ .:-- ~ _:_ 

·c..:iu.:.•t ~::ir !:..e~.i:!'!:; on the :::t~t:."l ~.y o:f' Ju.ne, J.. .. D .. . ~ \.;,:pon th~ 

• 0:-15-L-:;.a.1 ,.:e:i;iort c~ t:::i.c e.~i;.5.c.tant su:::s~71.oo::- cc R:,·dr!!.u.1.ios , 2ei'e::.•,ec., 

h~"!."•?-ir.., ~~~-ed l.Ot!l. rl..~• of .. -.::,r:! 1 , 192'9, .:.=i!'. f'1.1e~ "t:h~ 25t~ '1e)· cf A;,::"".~, 

~c:f"c.re,..!I,_ d.o.te6. tl:l,;;i J..3th d.aj-" o:r :::zy, J..92S. ~r:.d. !'1.1tJl!. ::e:.:.·-:?i.,:::. on .;j-_e '!.6"::'.:.:. 

d:;!..J" o~ ~::i.~-. 190.9 , ~li. v.po:c. -t;t,.~ !J.(P?"'!:'~c.J. ::::::.r,,~::,,,t1one: "t.o eo.:ld !."e!)or':;=. c-.. (: 

- 4 •·--c:;.- __ .,. r ---c -•· · --v:;;i;·~-- ....... ..,~~-., - - ... ~ -.., .... , ,.-i;_ .. __ ... , ~, -::;:~"'-1. 6 ~ -:---:-~--•-~ ...... ,. 

~y-pea:r-1!16 by Bu:rt J' .. :a1.:...1t"ns . n3 it~ .:..ttcl"Jle:f of rec o:r<l; a!:.d ;J . !' . 

:tir,G.J..,.:y b-e1:ri£' t;;11.D:& t1·tu"t e!1. .:.i.o a.t-:;.,o:i:·ne~r t'.or City of Lo.f\ 0ri.ny;or-;J'l, o..~d ll.\U:, 

a1_1-]ll!ar!r.g ~o: ..;;:;,~ «::!J Oo-toP.~r ~8 . J.')29, p-1:J>su..ar.rt "tc not1oe d;.l:!....!" ,:.1?er.: 

e..,;; :requi:::·c,d. by le.·.-.- , .:l.:11d !"1.0::':.'D ~t.r.e~· t•.?!J'et!..r-:ln& or :t"i1i~C r.::l: J eetlons t.c 

sa:.:1d r~!JOl.·ts, ti~e !J-OUJ." 't •~~.-.,1.nc :::;e e_n .and· oonL!!!idered. t.te 1'JJco:.•c!3 n.~d r1:::..~~ 

here,i:i. e.r.o!'. • .. t.c e·,1.e.enoe a.•·.,.1 t..oeC a..'lC. ~ea:-d e.n•.t c-onsid.croa. t:'l:;c .:?..r.::;-.:.::-.c..:.~'?'.·.: 

0.1:' 3~1d u.tt.o::-n:,;t~ £'or· t.,he ! 'C':l!,,f"C1:j ve ~rt! cs ~o s.ppearius , ;;,.n,l he.•.•in _: 

?11..:?.de it.:J- ~-~e~.,ore,!3.llc.;:-; O:t•h . .:.<,::. - c~ ::t:at.d. c-bjec-t,!cr.~ . da.tcd ?e?t:::r:~~•!r 1.2, 

Exhlbtt C 
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J.9212' , a~C. ;!i'J.et:. t-he .28 do..:.,. of Ootobe.,.. , 1.S:Z.9 , ru::~ te!n.:; -fuJ.J...y 9.e_~11ied 

ir. thlP!I r,re21.:1 ::ie=:i. 

"by S:c,¢";"1' Cree'lt COm!.]-~y • .::?. corr,,o::-atio:::it m;.nterc 1 A- E - C- :C- ~ - :;;:" - G- :! l'l::Jd ~ , 

b~ end e:e.ch o:f" t'..-'.le.a io ov,o;.•r\1.-l.ed o.nd de:i l.c e. . 'l'hc.t 1:bc :ic~rcral. .c-::x:-::.ep 

tions '!'!.l.ed. heore1r. t.o t~e r er.,c::-, t; o:r the Re::'.eree b,:r tl',c Cai:;ot;..de 

Oroh:..=ti.c Irr1.::;.st1cn Coa:.:,,::..ny , a o.or:z:; orc..;1021 , oon~i.s~i.n,g o-£ t.~,!')'11!: u..xu:u;.:.-

1;,-.::c-J. ?i:::....:'.:.,::-='C.!'i.:::; . be ;.;.;.1~ each of' ;;he~..:. i:i o,:-~i.•r-.i.1 cd and. ticnic-d . !Ihs..t. 

the ·several.. e xQe:, t.i"Or~e to repcrt o:!" 1!.e:feree e.e ~1.l.ed by the City o:i' 

L!'.:!0,.?cnwort.h. , a 1~1<l;1.~o.1 oo-r~cx6:.t1 c ::i. , nur:lbei.•s 1 .A.-B-C , l:ei a.u6.. e a.eh o:f' 

t'.l.e.::'l is o?ert.uled a.?11. lteni.ea . T'.L'U:!.t th8 sf:lv~:c-ai e.xe-&gtiona to I:eport 

o:f rei'eree ae :fil.ed by lclcl.e Ir:1i;!:!.t-1on D iet-r iot , ~ _:publ.1 o 00:?:'!)or=-.tion, 

-----J \"' -- • - -Goy ,., ..... .;.r .. •,e.:..-i-.,, ... , l . .J.:~.u ... r z es ::r1 l.e'1 he:.-e1n , i.lo &!'.tC. t.er€c-C;!' 

is c,·a;:--:uJ.ei:l. t!.!ld CerJ.,eQ. . ':'hat tile oe....-e?:'"al -e:x:oe;i t1ons to ~eport o"r 

m.!.m1>e.r~ J.-~-~-D-6 and 7 1 't e and e o.c:h o:f t l:.em !o sc..st a!.:c.ed ; th~t 1 ts 

·e:x.oe:ptio:::t to ~e;,ort o :r Re!'e:r1?c _. cu:.::ibei- 2 as :::'il.ec!. h!:1:rein, b e c..nd de-~e~:; 

i R ove:r:ru2ad .i,.">'),d, ei. e.t:i1ed .. 

ll -

~"'1:ndi-r.e,:s o"J: Fn.nt &r.d Covo1.i~!o~s o:r Le.1.·, o-r thle oou:rt , e::~ce:;,t .c.s i:l 

t hifl d~cree Bs.,·eci.:1'1ca.11::, -:::~::::-!;..~:!"!c fl er e.::s.n~ea.. . 

lII .. 

t 1.•:ii,utat"ica ~ t't.S herc1.:r-.11.~tc:r1 ,. ~rc.:i;:_n.r:.tcd, the a:noun-;,; ot" •;;a~ er c :;,ec.1r1ed. 

1'.:'1 1i:'le: o1as:R.!.f"ic.::.. t ior :ei !Hi-::-c !:;-.::.-t"tcr s c t fcrt.h :!" 0-1..~ b ene-f"ic i.nl.. u.'.le u1=1cn 

t hfl i::e·r~=-:..i.1 1a.m'\u :1-eGO:.-l'hc:1. • t:-... ·,r.)1:l ; ti::.~1; :~ie r 1chto a?:Jd pricr tt.i c.s -o:C 

ExhfbitC 
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3·..1<:h J>a~ttca o.r.1... :!.U.Ch G.-::;::ior~ l:: cd 1-~-!s b-e e.nd. t C.ey h.e-~ eb y c..r-e l<..S !.I-St 

:ro r't.i:. .i::i ~a.:1.d cl.~s1:f1cc:-;1on :her-eto . a.."'.!~ ec.ch and ~vo.:r:J 9ar-ty o::.--

p&r-:i e1.:i ':.o t h 1-:t ae-1: l o:n ~..no(!. t !::.:J ii• ,,Y".,_ 1 ts n,;-ent~. eervtin1.c , e l.;l~l.Q!-'"ee..: 

e.n:i :prl-vie :i :roo!;'ecttvc)..y , a....·.Ht n-·~ .. 

petw:..1:ly er. J oin-!:d f~o:::i :!.r.t~~f'eri.x:.3 -::;1 t::-i. tn.e d.1-,,,.e~e1on O--"t"•;S. ·i:.e o-r the 

a.ll.ou.ntc; c-f W.O.'te:r !r. s.c...id. cl..a&:ri:fi~c.':.1. 0Z:. i:.i:,e~1:fi~ti. in s c.::.o:r- 6.:anO~ \"ti.tr.. 

l'b.o.t the c l.o.£Js i:t :l c~ti.,on o:C t ·:""!.e :ri:s:;,ec";1-.re 1anda invo1Y>3U. 1?:t 

th!.s a0.jt:.6.1ontior ... i!ll.ld \;=e =-:1~"1.'!::::; c-: ::1.2;:r,:=-o:p:r1at~oo 3-nd use , to;:;et:~O:." 

!r'.1mbCr 
01! 

Ac ree 

.:..::..:-c,u:~!t' O!:' >.'1.T~ 
c·,;f!l :5. u ?':':1.n~ r ' .fl 
3:'t;U.t I nch-"S 
?e:r 1.-i.::oh 
3 c.ccr.d ~r<j!:c:£";.;. ... o 

Dl!SO~.I!'".:.' l OJ!' C:' !,:!a.;"2) 
I R ?,"?..!CH t;;i;:.."..!:•T 
Is ,.cc~ 

. &00 12. 00 600 .oo C.:;..~ cade C·'X'ch,a:t:·~ . occc-rU..ine 
to the o:r~:1.c1 :;. l. ,-.. ) .::. t -;:",,:;~r,oi 
o=i r.11e in tfl.& o"-£·n c.c o:::: 

YCTCL~ 1~~I~~~TCT ~!SI~!C~ 
1:::rs--::.ST:!;! I P-'q:I (;:.",S'I ◊~l I:'IS~~Ic·~ .:::.on 
AJ:"l:OI.:".'"Z/.:~ ~ . 'I]I,..\CX: 

i,J-.; C(.ltl.II i..;r _'. :..l.:ii i,..;,.,4• ..,~ ;:;; ... :.~ ... 
Co.inty. 

5000 o~ . ~::; ., .. ,;;, . to Lande \Jl t..."11n th!: bow~~:!.•.: ~ c 
t:'"le I c 1.o!.e 'Ir::-- i r,c.tion '!'::i:::
t~iot :ir.d tho I'-e~11·~:?tj :. I ~'".:..•1 · 

~ .. ~,;~o~1 ~~~r~~! . :t-r/i~o:·;~h~: . ~c~;~oir♦;~~~!;.✓ b~;.~t ~(lb~~~~ ~~~ ~1· \)~~t.:::_\~~ 
tj,,O s-.:-.:- o:!' Sc:c.. ~H, •. T'.",'!J - 2 -~ ~~ -, ~.::;'!! 1 8 ~ - -:.·: . : ' . ana. c;thu· l.CJ ,d.:J 1.L' ;i·!. ~::--.· · ,: 
or ,·:hi~h m~• l;c ::i:::."'l:i.c::.o.tJd' f"ro"Yl ~::::.e loic1.e Irri,:-:;9.tion !H&tJ.•i.ct C;..".::"!':..1. • ... i "t:'l 
t~te co - -:i:tl..J.e(L. D,L:::. c:: 1:•c. \. .;.: r t.·it)•. • .. u . {C.:0:1.tlmu;id} • 

ExhlbitC 
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e tr.1 :.- rif.?"-':.i 
~{. . 

:ru1:r,::;. 
OF 

.4.C.d.?.S 

.:..l'rrrr-''l' Q:!,"' '.'7."..':!7l 
Cubic ~-"1.ner ' ::1 
?eo.".; I~c11c~ 
I'"o::,.• 4-!.nci'l 
8eioc.nd ?i.·e eeu::.•e 

~ ( Cc:::i.ti;nucd) 

l:ote : 'l':~e 3.:llO-~~ o'f' ,·Ju.t5r a. i: :!'1. t"Jie;ct 1n ~cC"':.- C:t.'::i::,·,c -to civ
03 . ~ :".· cu. :rt . - pe:r oeco~-::. :.ey be 1.iv1;;:-~£.·d. f .r o~ :: ci::il.e C.%"'ee

CT..-.-'-_$S 3 

Octor.er J..•l:,. 1910 

':10 4 ,. 00 200 . c ::1 ill. o"f :Lots , ~..a. 9- c.nd 
tll..e ncr-t;h 1.C o.-:,=-ee 1;,:f L et 
ll. ; l.5 eo:!'e:s c;,;r l ~rJ.~OJ.c 

] .e.:id in ::i,ot 1.2, o.l l. c~ I..ot. 1.:3 less ~bm.::t ·Z- ac:re 1~ -t.h.e : ::: o orx:e:r he::-~
to:fore ecl.U.. t o Ooi!:lO '.!"G S- E"A·,.z:oe:!.' . ~:!.1- ~n S1tri.r>-;.:.-clo.l.c qrcil.t!.rds ; 

JU$O that »~~to~ ~~t 12 
o :r l;oRha.::.t i n C::,ch~r-f.c;, C~e "E.Z.. Cc'U.nty . ;Jnsh:in.:;to=.. :::1ontai::11ng; 2 . ::S e,c,.1;.·e.:a, 
u:.o:-e ar 1 c ::: ~ . de.:sol.·ibGd -=.:,:.,- ':'..hlt¢:l o.:::i. C:.. b:nl.!"!:!..s ~s !'ol1o•,-:=. : Go_:-.~ e=--~il.?.:; :::.t 
:..? .. o =-:: ..:ic~ . o~ ".!. ::: :: :?...~ .. :!:"·:- 3!:.-::. ;:"'-i:::. "."::-~::-~_,.4-., c;:"!!l•-..,_ Ci:unty, ·,- c !::'-!t'!" .. .;--:;cn, 
ar..a :ru...---,ni nc s:n.;.,:;n. ~..:.i"' ·,::f-~,., ;JC,,:; . :. r:.. . t;~ ~~-=- EC.;.;,.~'.:. 11..:.--.. :;; -:.!:. ;:;.:::.."!.~ !..ot :..~; 
th~n c s oc.s:te::--1y- o...1.oi:..:;- ti".'!: ~(!u.t.:1 1-.i.!'..e o -f Lot 12 to -:: i::.e S3 co:::.• • .>~ I.o"':. l...:! ; 
thtcnce no=-t..:.-:t. CD :?,f, t C-!'..Z "':. c.:..o~:;- -;:!'.l.,s, ea.st i1r.c o~ Lot 12- ~ -:l.1.5t:;:.I:.CC o:r 

~:!: 2 2gt~l0 ~~~(' 1&¼1~~ ~:e :e~i:J~~~i: z!--1:~~ I ~!e trt~ ~~~~~ ~: J t*~~~i~~~ 
~ ~~;e;....t~~r:~~;c:s3,:.-:{'-;~\·,~~e ~·~.1~1~~/J~t2.t, ~~~;: ;~4::: . ~Ge e:~gt3 . 
•:; . 2:.; tt=.e1~ce .::io-..:.th 4.:3"' c,~ t \-:.e.E~ 2~4 - l. =t ; thl!iz::::o ~~ni:-i..'.:; :i...~ :;.:'lu1a c'!? 
18 ° 21' .to t;:-c ~1~~t a!l~- ::"':.l....""!r..i::i:. 70 :ft.; t:::::.e::::.o+.'I t.u:rr..in.; "-:C. .z...'"'.!,::1e o'f "l): 0 

It\ 11 l~~ ~if~:~:;§!1irill:i:~ir:~Iiiii:~JJ!r~~l~:~I:~i~:· 
Ge ~ to -:rte 'l.eft a:.11.. r~1 "?1::::. !r..,~ ~::B .. l. :!!:; "ti1.er!oe ti..:rr::!.r .:- c.n C.:?::.!;1.. -e o-r SO"' 
t o the l.cft ar_d ~u..."'l!'.1.!..:=.~ .'.l.."!J. . ::. :::--; . 1;-0 tno ::>1~::ce c:: ".>!:-,::1r.:-:in.~ . ao-i-.;:t:..1r.in-G 

ia ~~::s i:i0 ~~; ~~~}~~~ t:--_/\%·}l~ ~~~ t~!0 ~;.J:~ ~o~~;e~f' c~l'!~i;f\.~!' s.;,~~ o~·\;.~~:-
1y-:1 r .. :: bet,:·cc-n tl"_ -::, ::,u.bl.ic :r-o!:.C.. CJ.';u::. the l!.11.J. ot: ast of the ::-oad , ul.l.. 1n 
Seo - 1.0. , °!WJI .. z.:;.. r. . , ~.:e '1.B .':-';. ·;i .. b . • 

rote : tl:1 ::: u1o.1~:a-i"t ~c 1,eien c:.lJ.o't-tel.\. r.$t:ir c.t ~ r:?..te sc!!!.~·:::.u_t in 
·e;y.;::u::!:;.::c1 o :r otJ;i.~r~ 1!1v ol..,·ec"'. in t!'.:" .. .!. oc.•e on a.cocn;,;:1::. c-~ tho l!',j.:f:'.°.1 .. c.t.1 t 1.e::; 
1.11 pe:t:=-01.:. i.n-u ..:;.:::.d lrne-i~.:; 1.:i ::ra;:-.....,F..1:r 1.ts; l.on::; comlu.i ts 1.coC?.t.-E!d. on h..i.::;:1. , 
s t eeri oour .. i:a:1n :E;:)o-;e!.: . i:~• to.:. ,·:!\.-::e= .c..llottcd fr; ;;.:".l.e ~c.ni: r, :n.c~ h~s 
b een ;:l.::1vort~d ~Vl.' !!1'1.:1.l:l:/ :,-1;.::.;,,~,:; !'ct- n 1:-e:::.o:'.:loio.J. _p-..u"!,1038 . Th.:: c'?.c:..!.:w. :1t 
'be in~ c. p,:.'t:11c &11!'): >f".LCf;I c c :..·p.:-rt•. '; l,on, r:'!!.cy" :::"ir:d 1 .; :p:r.-o:t"1. tel:1e -to !.:.i:::,ro-:r'J 
theEe oond.\l.i t f;. .:inU t~\.:-!'.'o~: .... ~c.v:1 T.-.:iter a t: ovc t.hc- .o.c ~u.:i..l.. r:.esd::=i o!' i;:he 
1.ar.A:s uow 1 ::rr i catei. , c.~Ci. cont:t·.c..-::it: :t'or i te.- u.:!le on ot.tlor l.or,d,:r.i . 
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   ~ ( Cc:1t!nuea.) 

S'!"'C-*r C~ ":1 .. 1.:T~R CO:::P.OCY (Ccr.ti:i:r';l.e~ ) 

':..".l:li:s r:t.,;-~ '!! -::i.l.J. lr.::):: . .:..C..e rlJ. o:r t:::..c ·:,·.-:..terH :,:..v,t>.il..o. l:l.e :rrora !.,..on.at.s.in 
Lon:e Cre~i:::. th.:: t.::::..1:.u.t.::c ;,o c::i:-~.:; fi•o.:: t:nc;;.· G:reck~ .. ,.;.h~ t:;o1::l.l. • .. H~i.t~ 
4 . 00 c.t.t.!. c :!'.eet 3-:,::.- !.'.ece!"id . •.:.':11!! ae1c.=~ o~ 1.·1ater .l.YH.i.1a.bl.e i:'.!. 
Sect1.on fl. , 1~0\"!'ri,:::;i':.i'.9 Z •· . , ::-:.cu, 1-=e ,.7 -:: . ';"! . r, to :1"1l.l. th1e r1.::;-:Lt ~Y 
not, ile <!.iYe=·ted. t:o Iz:.;:;s,.11.::i C;:-(.<1'..:.. ·r:ic. cr:,:s.--';.0-l. _Cree:: 1.u::i/'e:::0- ~ ;:oc:..·:l!it 
ia!!:lled b;:: the Stat'!;! 5\1::-,e!:''\~ iscr ~'{' ?' .. ,:r-!i.~~.-.i11c2, providoC i t !.& t.t·ur.s-
1:err~d..1.init:r -;;'!-1.s :EiU:per-..r:5..~i.C::l. or ~be f;?:.a1.&.-i Co·..1...~t:s,• '.1'LJ.tt:'r !:~s i.e1.· c-~• 
st7.'F.e,t.! :>c.t~::il..L!!\.n :c:.i;.3;0-.L.::.t:cd !';ir t~e ,-u.-:-'!)C:ae o"f" T-e t;'..tl.a.t1:i.:; tne Y.atti:::-a • 
o.r J:c!.c1.e C-rc.e~,;; e;i.ci. its tr!.l:u.l.~ri.:3, or .a.t s.!.1 • .c:.~ a~e.;i.:r;.:=;t ~:.:;.e. ;iriO!:.' 
ri:::;ht:::. o=- di,vcr.::iio::i. ~d u..=;e :::: :C- CL:::.:s~ 2 :t,@.~•,et~:1.bo·_.t:i l'l:et- :'.o:-t:,_.,_ _ 

CI'r'Y G? "?:o.,....:-;..1"/:!:E:TC-?.'t'R ., 

.'.?i".:O"'Ur.T 

.C·.J.bi c 
Fr:t:it 
Pe'!' 
Seocn!1 

o~;~;~;! 
l:n·'.l.he:s 
4 - 1::-1oh 

':?°'"96:l:' ' ..... 6 

~ 

D~S C~I P'r!Olf C'!1' L~.l'!D 
1lf m-!IC'!t: 'I?-· .. c:-

I S I.OC..:i..~ 

e. aun.io!.:;a.1 oo-~orati.on 

sus-r::: .... :ro.m~ 

l.0 . 00 

70. 0 

s -:} ~~ +-!i~ r-:>..::- .-,f' ,:,: .. ,..,_ 26, 
'It",:i;: . e4 1: .• ~ :...? ~ - ·.-.: . r;. 

1-WUN'!:'.\Ir.' Y.C:=: Ci.~ 
.an~ . ..-·::r.:l c:;;:::-..;r:: 

8 . 1!.0 S·i;- c:: I:G¼ e~ Sec . :2G , :!.".ry . 
24 l1 - . ?-.ee 1? :.: . ': ·: . s.:. 

Rote ~ :-.t,.-en t:--ia T"f.!:.ter 3U-r-!11..V i.n :_::.:;;.::.:':lo~ C-ree.k i ~ ins\!.f'f!..c!en~ to ~ilJ.. 
t hi-5 "?"t,:;:--:.t, the .a!!!<:'C.:lt e..~:ticient ma;; "ta t:3.ken :!r-cr.n l:ou;:ita!n Ec:!le Creel::. . 

206:l . O 

~ 

-:;.4 . ::..0 ,~ -;• 
... -;; ·, . 7 J 

T. OL C:r..-7. L .? ....... ..;,'.': 

1.7::.9 .. CO !.a~ d:::i ~1t:'1.i.rt tc.e ·ooll.!!'.l1..~.:..·1 te. 
01' 'the P-ec.ha:lt-1n I.rri~~ticn 
'Diet-r !.ct .• 

Rota: ~I!'! ,··:1 ta-:-- =-1.:;?.-t ot: '"t:-:.19 c~:- ir.:.~~t i21 1no't1.ca.te but r.1ey beoo::.te 
oo.:.......-1ote 1'0-r a o:at.:-r ~U!l ... ::-~• ~or "."')I;:>_ ::;.c'°l;'I~ o~ la..wia "t'--:;.• -r1:.1n~· r~-='crts 
a.nc.\ ual·...inf" "!;"::."o~:r of t:.l')!-'r..:-:,-1.•io..t!oJl. 1:·~~"tl.l.1·11;:C.. u.nC.er r:rovi~ i u::.5 ef :Pera;i.t. 
i;,::i . 160, -r€co'.ri.l..!l oi." t:lc Cf1'1ce o· t::-.e .Si;ate Su:pervicor o.r H;;C..=-&t1.lios. 

Z..1.e c.c=e ~~·o .i:::l\ ()'C"W. a'::iOY '3 :i.rrt;.·ed .o.t by d.f.'!C.uct1.ng t:00.0 n.~:i..•et;~ tt,.e 
ri..;ht: rerort~:i. i.r.. CJ..e.s!l Z . i'"?:-..-::::t ·.:::>~5 n.01:•es . ,'1hi.oh it ie c1~1.l~.:d o::...""'l. be 
servc'i !"!•.;;r.1 t 'ho =~icJ..e Jr1·ic1_,_ti.:,~~ ~!.::;;.t.rio t Ca.ao.l.. 

z5.,;,,, 3' ,if' 
jC:C.~<:; 4. 3 r -~ o 

- ------~;~➔0 / ~ .:_y 
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   '!.'t:.!.lt the CJ. 2.ici::i..nt , Joic1e I:.:--:-ic-ut i:-.n Di:;:t=-iot i 1.~ t-ho ·c.oJ..t!er 
Of thie :f'o1.1oui:l,! !'e~it'3: to t?.!HIXO:p::"ic:t~ :ina. ~'tOl.~ \'Sl:l.1.8T ~:::.-1>,i1 l.:;..kCO 
tr1 butc.-ry to !.ciolo C::oll! 0::: : 

-Plf!!rc11 t • 
lfo ... -

827 
aw 
S29 

r.ouroe o:! 
Su~ply 

10.0t:!!:I.-;_ • o L.:.: :~ 
~1.,!Lt ~l.e L-:.:..~:.':I 
Cole c:i,.1.et. !.c.:;, 

~ { Cc:oti:nucd ) 

.... "l"'-~"l' 
·1..,ulJ~C 

J:.'i,,r 
SecO?".!d 

:::5 . 00 
25- .. 00 
50 . 00 

er ·.:;~~::n 
Yc.r..:.- l~f 
!..:.e....-:ic.u.m 
in ii.ore 
F@et 

2-6C'O 
2000 . 
2500 

TJ:i::::i. t auch r-er:m.1 '::s ::;n.: ::'e i:::s•,~c!. !l.ll-fl.cr -:1:: ovis1.ona . o~ th6 ·;:e.t-5::" Code 
ol:" the Sto.ta of .'.1::::.F;~.1 r~"':.or.. cr.r.o. t.i1.9..t --i::he wo.t;er TiGhto t:C.e:r:eur::e.e:r 
~r e ino:O.oate but r.~•- "t>e !)e r"!:"oc"ted.. "":Jy comp11:J.n.Cc. \'nth p-r-Ovisions m-:.ds-r 
Dt,;.ic:-, th.e 9-erl:!!it!'I "-~re i a[31.l.ca; t;h.o.!. -;h<ij,!'JO r1.t::hts :::'o:.• -r.hc- o.1.o:!'a_e-e o-= 
!f:io.tcr u...'":O.er ~~id :!,>€-:r;:.;!. t s do not .a:fi'eot t:"""te w~te:r :i·i~htc c"f .;..~y other 
cla.1~t. he~e in rc!.)-crt.ed. . . 

CLJ...n-:i\:!'T 

R.i."'!.Y :!: . su:or.s 

OT.It! ~:?ISI;.3Y 

Irul.CB"ER 
O? 

_\..O~ 

l.O 

&O 

SUSI!! J .. "3ROi..!L! 

5.0 

60.00 

M:ctrr· !I.1 C:> ''i.t.'!!!;:;:ll DESCaIP'I:IO?l Cr-' =.i.!D 
Ifl ·:::HI~ ".':PL Cl! Cu.l:l;f c Ein,e:;:- t s 

IS ~QC_'\.~~::, ll'eat Inches 
Per 4 - i!3oi:. 
s~c::: ..... ~ :-~::::::.er·-~ 

O ,. l.7 

O . OB 

J. . 00 

I CI CI.5 C~!:: 

a . GO The · sTh:( ~:: ~.h& S .. .'i; o:r s:se . l. 2, 
"!:"".·rp . ~ r, .,. R,:;:e 1.7 ::'! . --:; .. !J .. 

1:c:rcr.c c~:i: 

5-0 . 0J n:-?t of: the, s ·.--:--t,; S·} o:t t:.e :r.z:¼ 
o-:: 1.=i.e S!'l❖ o"f' s-ec . l.3, T-,1.v .. 2 4 
1:i- •• R,5:e l? ii: . \'! . :i:i . 

4 .. 00 !:.ro'::a. "- • ~-, 6, ~I!. '1 c-i: :aicok l. . 

50 .. 00 

C~f:ic.e..dc cro.n..ard.s second .. \d.
d 1 t i o:g. , C~l'3J.a.n County . 

I CI C:!.:!S C. ~~ 

Y. . s: . l!.,UJ!: 
\'fnter ::1Ght3 ·.r o'l~im£.JJ.t; ~ - n . E!:!.l.~ a:.~a ·, nc-::1 u!l.ed iri the 

r ight- o::r tho Sr.01.·1 Cr,a::,'.!::: _:_tf:!.r Co:nr,~-- -

P3A:IT, wrn:.s:.--Y 
r;';~:te::- :x-1:;ht:.1 c :=:- a1ELir:io..nt Pe=i.rl. ~•;:1i1ee!,' EU""e 1ncl.\.:.:l.~U 1.-_ tha 

ri,:;ht9- of the C,0,,1; 9ati..-!!; C~•cju:•,,rc'.i.:a I:t.•~1.c~tiCi.l C:C:r::i?~"l.Y" • 

s . 
,------1;--,.;;;;-.. _ 
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l 

Subject to ~~e tote.:i.. a,!!'.<D'-~·t o"'f T::;.te::- ~et ~orth in t ~e a.~s-e~C.ed 
goh-ed•.J.1e . ::i..11 ~-rater..· c£ J c:cle- Cre'!;!lt,;; end itt'! t:::-lbu tHri.es , .:.:.s a..c.l:.!e e:.:!f:tacl.
on ..'i.UC".lG"t l.O . 192S, 1;~11-:.- the U.&.te o'C t:,e cl.oee o~ :tl,e~:r1::::i.:; b::.~o=c ~.c.id 
Uef'erae ~ a..z::ii. not b.ert,i.n..'.ll:o--.·::= ;'.;..:;:>:,:l"'cpri:~:!:,et. or ~eoeed, be l oc,:;:- eo t..:.-io 
pu.b1.1o -.L"lU. uere .o.l.!.d .a::i.'f; ~u·:,Ja,C't: to 4<.p:prorri..atic:::1 . 

n . 

VII . 

·, Th:at a:i:iy '0erl!lon ta.l;:i lt.:"'. Fat er :f':rc~ :Ioio1e Creek e::tid/o:::- i !:.e tribu
t aries ah:&1l :p.t•oYide e.ud :aa.in't~:1n at hi~ or i 't:!! O'.'l'l'l e.:::J)@!ll;ilA a ::,r-o,;i-er 
diversion wo;:-i,;;.g e.ntl r."'J:=-i!.S1.L.rir~:: C...ev-ice, a.a 'l:'eq·iJ.i:reiC.. b ,y ljto.tute , Se~'t1on -:::, :r1 
Gi1a9te.!· 11. 7, :r.a.,,e o:f 1'?:. 7 az:tl. .:..:i.:-.:-tsr.W)eDto thereto . 

V:III . 

'Th.c.t the Cle-:...·Lt. ,c:f the l:.bove ent! tJ.ed c u ..u-t ~6 c.:a:.d he hcrc-lr..r io 
d irected to t:r.:a.tm:n.1t f"crt::1•:1i t.$1. to -::he State St:.pervi .eo=- o:f ~·i!!:-.eu.l.too 
~ o5rt1f'1ed oo:py c:f t:~::e: ,:i;.9c.r-.::e . 

't'nat u.11on r ee31;it ~-r: ·:!:u.Ol:. e '3r t1:Uet.. cot::, tho:.; :::i.teto sU;-~-=-vit...::,::., 0 ~ 
!t::,dro. ~11o:J o.'lc..J.l. prer,o:re c.i:.:l ::::t l.e ...-?itr_ tho Cle::- S-: o:f' tJ;:.e e.bo••~ ,c~titl.e(. 
C"'.'Jurt a ~ts.-ter.:@nt c:~ tL_e e:-:.-,t;,:1r e.: 1.cc·irred. b;i:, hir.t 1.n th11:1 .:ie te:::-::.U:c~-
t.ion sho\·.'ir~ the to-;;~J.. eXJ'e::11so 01" the de Ler~!n~ticn ~d. a.:;-llC!."~1C':'l1?1$ 
Buc:::i f.:!X">enas to the V:?.?".1~~ !.·t_··:·,c;c1 c:.c dQter:;l.1.?:.et1. b:, i:he ee·.n-t :!.n t~i 3 
decree in p:ro_:po:rtic::1 to t'.i"!a ;..1.~::i·.u-Jt o~ such r1(:ht~ . -

x . 

1:i."nat the 3t~ t e 31p1c-rvtoor o:f F.:ya.ro.·;11::.c:s be -£-.::id h.~ hereby ic 

~f~~tf! !~c~~~~c~°..-.-?t~ ~~~=~~;:~~~1;;! 0 !~ t~~:t1s~::;;£;:~s.;;~~fe~~tcr 
1.n Scctio!l ~6., Ch.a-.te:1.• 1.l.'1 o!' !,,j:~ 3e,3~:!..0I1 Lcn;i, o"t: '.7~Eh 1::iz tci, !"o;r ~i:e, 
JOa.r 1 C::J.7 ~O. JJube"Jq'-"l.30l; C!.ric~~ ,. :~- ... ?:.~c; , rroYiclei:!. sc.1C... :pe i.•~cr.!J .s,;..._all i"L&.YO
:::i rct J~it\ t!l':i s.:...,O\;,:?lt or -t:·i: ..:;:.:.-c~:~E"- :;!.~::;>o-rt::1-::!~-ec.. :;u::..i~~ i; t:::...:,.~ 1.::.r_u 
ai;;: :::,rov.10.ed i n seotl cn '9 o:r -= .. ~~:.:::. (.-eor~e . 

T'a.c.t the e.":'l-,!'0"":!.'-1~~-•.-,r ~:..f. uo-o r1 z::i.tc c.o c.,·,.:ireed .;o Cl.a~s 2 
h.ereino..bcve are ~ 0 r-":::.":, -,::. .10d. o-J: eo.ch. -:.~e.:x ~oo: Zarch 1::::t to Deoembo:r 
l.Dt , • 

Exfllb it C 
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I 02• ot.:l.<;.r•.'1.ec- . ~ro~·,, .Civr;r~ i ?!.:_: O..'"'l ,:t or tk".ti 1;ate::::·!: o~ Sno\'1 Cra.:i-k. 1:::::.t o 
Crl·o -t-a1 or :::r..g,;,~11!J ere.I!:!:~-: c.s ~'",'.:i..lnc-c; the '!?:t:ie r !:':l.i;'htG ot t :~e: Ic !.c1.ci 
I rr1s-at1o:n !Hst.ri{lt . :Pes:t.~ti~:1. r. ;!"r:-1.;;=.tion V1s t r1ct a.:a d ; _""J,;,c.:::.r.~t-t~ 
o . 3l.c..c:!-:: EL~~. C.'!Ch of t '.,_.:.:::. t a.'.::.!.Q :;!':elr p.::'.'"J.Vie!! C ~ l:.. O~C-Oc9:.,c r5 .i.?:l 
tni.cr8.:it c.::. ho:r,o:inbc:f'o.r e G.o<. r .:ad. in Clas.a r:. . 

ExhibitC 
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Proof o( Approp riation of Water 

.ApplKation No . ..l.8.2~L-

lril,,1darg of. - ·-· I.c:L.c.1.e __a1. ve.r __ 

8. Pill. i.1,1, tliQ foUt>tring cartJ.fuUy. ac,;ordin.o t.o i~e. If for frrigo.tioft.-, fill in. the f1.u.tnber of r:klres de • 

,r4:,-ibc'1 i~ 'Pf=nni.t an4 ff,e u.um1J,·,- •l/ cwr~:,· a-civaUy ~rrigol.ed { W otty" lfl/-1,01d.d be ap1,li-et' ~o t1te J-ull 

nu1nhtir uf ac.:,-~.i,r l a be in-igat r.;d De/are oortifica,fe, can te.Gfl-e). 1/ .for power, giuc IQc;crti.;;m. of pau,~r 

plrmt atv.l tho~ h.<,,-~~ p,,we,- ,JfJttCribi:d in pt.irtnlt. I f /ct' do111eslicJ suMJl!h ffl\m,'C,:p4l, ,.,i.-anu.

fu.duri-ng <>,- ol."lr.fJr ll.SCl~', .,i1,i.ply _qif,Jt:. U1e d-esc;l'ipf-iQ1': c,j pl~o Qf 118<'. 

FOR 11.UUQATIION F ILL CSI ll'OL r..0'\1-"lKO 

)'r;.-i;,~ h<- ' . 
Io..1ci e &..4es.hastin~tir.:>n D~..:t.5 7,000 _ _ . 7 , oo.o__ 

=======:±--~~'L-_':c.,~,~•r,.~l:=....,:!;1t:' ::=:!=====::=:!===== 

:tes 

FOR ..t!...LL OTH..l!l.R us~s 

HP, ...,.-;;1-Jn 
Pum~t 

Ff P. Aillt1&lly 
Dv~~p,t•I 

May ]..st to October .J..s.:t --·---- - -- -----·---···- · 

11. I f tlw; dim. ooft.an., of your ditc1,. or dQ.,:,1.- rl.o <t1ot r:ort'r' .,;p~ to tlwse dffcriln;d 'fn y cm r pen'l~1t a-"NJ. 

u ~ plafl..r a~J -11IJ{Xifiootion.:r -now <Ht file 'Cn t~ o/jit;e of tho Slat.r, Sup,srt-·fror oj H yd.,.a,flliu, 1JtCJic 

wh11J ch.,~t1l!.1 hot.•~ b~e~ ,;,.ode, 5Pvmg aimensicme of ditch. e,r otker d~t,-ibt.iting -M;Drk.s . 

Exh ibit D 
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TtP..llAH.K6'~ Cut .,,as CJaC,e 25 f'eet deep 1t'l outl.et channe1, creosoted 
wood stave p 1 pe 30 ~nches in d1.ometer with standard 

zoe.se.rvoi1· cast 1.r on gate insta1l.ed. Gate thoroughly 
embedded i n concrete arid con crete cut-ot't' wa.l.i.,! p1 aced 
1n ch~nnei app~oximatel.y 50 feet down the s t ream ~ro~ 
contro1 gate . 

T.be 1a.ke has a natural. out1et channel. some 30 J"eet be1ov, 
norma.1 high fla.ter and due to d.i.:ff'icu1 ty in securing water 
t~ghtne~s i.n rormat1on o r s1~de ~e~pon sib1e ~or the 1ake 
dam was not con structed to he~ght first intended, t he 
O~str~ct pre~erring to use p~p1.ng equ~e~en t for securing 
f'u11 approp;c·1at1.on of wa t.er d u r1.og p,er1od of' extreme 
drou~ht . 

-~~.L~ .~ --
s1wsoribc4 aHd .swuni lu be.fot'tJ ,,.,..~ Uds. 1,lth da!J ul August , 1.9 .J.2. 

E.xhlbll D 
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Notice of Complete Application of Water to a Beneficial Use 

1, _ _ __ I.s._1_'":i,e -~r~.~ga ti_?!'_ .Q~'!l;:ti.~L-·---·-• ho/4o,· ,>f P•,.~it No __ .. . ....82lL._._. ·-- . 

;....iu~d tJ;tJ tl.r Stat-e. s,..p,.,tt>i.,or (JI llydraulir.., .l'/f Was1,1.iltgtaN- for IM a-ppropria#m, of._....,2.5__ ____ scc-oli4-

pcnnit and ,1w liv~atiou ~:nrl.orzt.d tUn·oo l,y tht SlaJ,tj Bi1pfJrv-i1iur <,f Hyi/,v1tli(;ij, o(lmpldtly appf.i.ed 

tho u'4tus lo a bttie/iciol use "" lh•- ··-···~~l~t . .°!. .. ::~3? .... - -· .... ---··-· JY .. - .. , bd1'.4 <t-ilhi,. 

lhe time ,.,,.itatfon"' .fixed- ;,. .oaid pe,·,nil "' u tMlli•tl by tho Stat• Sa~•rv,,or of Hy1lr1Wlics for 11,e 

"""'l~•I• al'!)lica.lion of wa./or lo" b...,ftt;ial ..,, . 

( If oil wator 9ron1,d in th, porm;1 ha, nol b"'" fully opp;ie,l to bene/ioi 

poroomo90 ta 1/w: wh<>le, •• Iha/, ..WS0!1''6•t o,pprOf>rialora ""'" lwt•• t101 • 

t4n, sta.ft per c,:n.t of l~.d~ tt-0l ,w,,,, u:attrtd.) 

IN WlTNEBR WllERBOl!, J "4t•• lorem,to ••t "'·" lu"'d t/as .. .. ~ •. ..d .. y o ---

cashmere ,'/lash. 
- ·- ~-:.Ao4n,1 

ExhibltD 
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CcnTtF'ICAT'.E R&eO.lU) No. -- 3 -. = , PAGE No:=-..l.228. -

ST-'TE OF \V .... suu,aro.!'il, CouNTY Ol'-=::::-:-__ _cl)o l.q,n=======~- -

CERTIFICATE OF WATER RIGHT 
I l"or r'i9h1:11 -rkTI d 11nd,cr- arld....i. "'"l-"".lo!""-t ..,,. _,<l.r>' p.....,..l.._, 

11 ... ...._.,.,,-,;1,.,_ .... ~h u - -vt..:,<,- <>I ~Hr U'3, J...lo-w.of w-lil"'l\an k,,- Ult7, IUld u,.- l"C,IIUl~tl.o.-.--oru-¥1•1-e 
1!h::1>'1rvt:Mlr at U::,,ctr111.11!.cs u_,.w,der .) 

TJ1i., i..~ to ,•err-ify. Oiat~ .:tc~lJa .. ~gat.1..on_ D.1.str1ct--==--::,= = ===c-:c 

o/ -----:--=-::::: .C.n.5.hme.re-----===- ·-·-• Sta1..e oJ=-- I ti..sh:1.agt_on,- - --- , has made 

• p-ro...>f to she s.:1tisfcw,fo" nj 1Ju? Sta.te Supervisor oj Ilydra11lka- vf \.Va.sl~in.gton, of d right to the u.sc oJ 

a~c watc-r$ 0J~ .. li1.gh_t__ _14,-_1e W.ko ==---, a trLbut.ary of-. - _- J;cl.c;l.~ R.1.Vfl..r .~ 

for the pu,-poses o/--===--.Ir.r.1.ga.t.1.on-.~-=-==---~-~--==---===-

1nuler- A,ppropr.1.at.i.o~ . .Pe1·m.i t No:-828-"Ul$ued hy th.e St.ate Supen;i:isoT oj Hyth·uulic.11, anri 

ihal !t(lid right: lo 111.e UBe of said water s 1mB Ueen pe-rfeCl.NL iH ,,c,.ordance with rhc law;i; of \Vmrhit19um, 

und is h.ei•.--.>)y ronfr>"llt.ed by the State Supervis-or of Hvd.,.aul.ie-.a of Was1iingron and enJe,-ed uj re:co,-d iJl 

Volume - 3 - , ,,c Pagc-l.228~ . on t11 e--- 21..s.t~ tlt:iy oj--Augu~"=--== = , J9 ~9-; that 

the righ.t hereby co •l{irmed riates J..,-cmc. _ _________ Auga.at .. a ,. 1.926 -. - .-. - . . ; that the amoa-nr oJ "UlQter t o 

wlti.d1 such riighL i.s ent.itl~d a11d hereby confinned, JOT 1Jie purpo.se.s o.foresrdd, b Hm?ted i o an omou,1' 

act1 :n.Uy bc-neficiall·1J used for so.id ptzrpo1u,'!"~ and s-halL 11or ercced-=X.we.nty- .t.J.ve l25) . cubi..c__ 

t"ee.t.. p.c.r so.coed.--·-

A des-C'T'ipticm of the fo.-nd.i; u1:tdc1" such T19ht to wfti.eJi Ute u.'ff.ter hereby conjirnwd b: a.ppurte Hant, 

and the pt.ace wJ.i.e.,.e auch wate,- is· put. to f.n! 1tef1.4~fo l 11$e, is as jQll.Ow!l" 

LOC,\TION or POWER PLAN'l' 

I 

'"--=c=d'===~== d:::========±========= 
The riuht &.o the use oj the 1.a;o.tt::T aforesaid hereb-u c:-on/iTme.d is restricted to tJui lands- or place of 

us-e herein described, c.:cceyt Q.l:I provided i n Section. 39, Chapter 111,. Se&!km Laws 19 J7. 

W ITNESS the .seal a.nd :dgnatuTe of the Slfl.te Supervisor of H y drat.r.lic.s offu;ed th.iJt:::::..21.s.t==da y 

oJ _______ Au,gu..s.t ====~ 

t.l't.1.ilNEl 11Nb DAI'-

~~ 

- , 19..39.:::--

--~Jr-~ u .s-wu s, ..,.,....L;i■Exa~AJ~'If"i,,lk ■• 
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    • 
le<tifiute of \Vote, Right 

.!tnnni~ u, doo <>J,b u/ Sru,hi: Supcn...,. 

u:IR~OiJ,,.,1111,llo'"~tfl 

~,;1#.-3----=- ~ lt04t.crRii,,\£ 

~rll/lC•UH,ffl~t"':'11!~ _o,; 
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' Aspect 
' CONSOlTING 

MEMORANDUM 
Pruj<ci No.: 120045 

March 5, 2014 

To: Larry Mairtin, Ve li ltnnje Hal"·erson, PC 

cc: Tony J.ent7cr, Icicle Pcslul in lrris,ation District 

From; Joe Murrict:", LIIG 
AsS(Jciole Hydro,..,logist 

Ryan Rrownlcc, PE 
Si:::nfor We.tcr Rcsouroc:r. F.:ngiru:!cr 

Re: n e,·iew or Eigh t MUe Lake Storag A 111l11, r'il,)' 

This mc:mo p:rcsenls resuJls of rc\'i~ of public rc-o:n:is related to kic.lc Pcshnstin lnig-atJon 
Dislrjct's (IPID) water i.uoragc ~uthority a~ its Eight Mile Lake fucilit)' in ChcLm Cou111y. 
\Vashington. TIU.S wurk. wit.a: cvmpktW by .ful",l,:• Con:ndling, LLC (Aspi.:vt) ou bc:IMlf or Lhe 
Chelan Ct1unty l),ep~ttmet'IL o-f r,..·aturul RE:Mmces, 

Methodology and File Requests 
1»(01 li ll, if1~l w'l i11g lend ownc:tsl1ip, pcrmiu:, ce...-.cmcnt!\l, l;l~,;..1ll.a:"1S., (l~ i~io.11s~ or l>1hi..-:r 

doclltllCiltii rd.,te:d. to Eight Mile Lal.~ 'A'ti r~:atu~led. from the follo"'ing public l!lgcnci~. The Lype<S 
of infcm1uition provided by these Q,g.e:ncLes are summarized w the follo\1o1ng sections.. 

Chel:111.1 Cuuufy udltor. Au1\i tor' i files were llf'.arched for· n:::t.-:unl documw1s pCti~i.Iring lu IPID, 
Icicle lrri~E n Oistrict (110 ), oa- Pc:J-i.D.St.in lmgation OL~trict tPff>). Auditor Fi le \ lumbcni or 
recording numhen nO!Cd in other re\aiewe:d documents. were tilllo re'lrie:ved for review. Relewrit 
fi l.es includo • tocordod O<ll>Y of 1he Order i.ssuod by lhe O.otot11elll of J\aruroJ Reoouro<:1' (!)NR) 
prodec=or agc:ney granting the 110 the right 10 ovorfiow !he shoreline of Eight :'.>tile La.ke, a deed 
traosfemlll}: IPJD's interests in t!lltd adjacent to the lat e to the: United Sta:es forest Se:n-ice fUSFS} 
arid spelJing out acoess and 1na.irue.oance rigllii to trto•s facilities at the lake, and atJ e3seroent 
tcrminu.1iun .ugrt:i.DJCill. for l.b.m.c righb .. 

C~cl•• Counl)' Superior Court Coun filings, 1mo.mipts of C<luJ'\ leSlimOIIJ', <lie Rep n of 
Rc!m:e, Supplemerual Repon of Referee, and Co,~, Decn,e from ,he 1917 lcicle Creek waler righl 
:tdiudic-ation wc:re obtained from 11!.c court for ['(:view. The adjudication focused on the co.nflkt 
bd" ctn fokk <'!rid PC81Ll1s:l in lt.ri~1liun Dis.tri and 1hc SJJt>W Creek lrtigi.1liun Di.stri1,;l, i'llKI 
pruvidOO li ttlcspcci.lic infornu1tiun on E".:ighl Yi- • I i::. HowL-vcr, lhc S.upplcmcnt:itl Rc.-pon of 
Rdi,..·n;c: 1.1.fi.l CouJ1 n ccrc:c rccogili'o::d nn·s ~rag.c: watc:r rigbl:1!- to Eight Milt.: Laki.: i;,;.sl",;J by Ou;: 
Depo<11n , of t:cology·• (l:<ology) pred«essor ogcn::y. 

nited St,1U·.s Forut e.ni~ A FNOOorn orlnfunmttion Act (FOIA) rcque8G: WillS, ruoo wi1h the: 
\V~n.1 lcln;i.:; Dislr:i1,;I of1bc USFS K:Q111u:slirlg &fly U.S FS L!l'l :,;C:ml.al:Ls, liP'XiiU u~ pi.:nnib, or otbt-:r 

eorth + v-/oier 
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Marc-h5. 20 14 Projcc:L No.: 120045 

agr,eemeuts. dedsion.s. or pem1.its related to t:i~ fl.·llle lJ1kc and !'Pm. Tll~ USFS provided 
recorded copies of the deed transfcning lPID'$ iutcrests i 11 lru:1d ndj:ic:er" tci tl11e lftk.e; 1.bii ,.,.~ t.h~ 
same do:d. as W'15 obt:aiocd from. the County Al.ld~tor, Ko 01her permits o:- ou.tbori;mlions were 
i~cu,w<>.I by USFS 

Bureau of .Land Mauage-meut. 1\ FOLi\ rcgues.t w;a.s filed wi1h the u~gan Stole Office ur thc 
Dure.,u Gf Lruld M.a.nagernent (BLM) requc;Sting .an)' BLM ea!lcmcnt'\, s.po.::iril mic pcrmils, urollicr
a~en:e:nts, decisions., or permj.cs re=l:) ted to .Cight Mile Lake Md JliID. The 8L'.'vl 1lf[lvldcd copies 
uf lhe$a1Jle d~ con,·e)ing u-ansfetring IID's i.meresis: in la.rul adjat:ent to lhc lake a, wa"i OOUtincd 
from lh1.: Count)' Audilor. Th~ original land ~nge agrec:D"..e-nt, terms of whLch :ire capcw'ed in the 
rccor do..-d. wcrc: alao pro\.'idccL No other pcnni.15. or :wthoriz.'l1 ion1 were identified by BLM. 

\Va~ hiogtoo. t1ue Dt pru1mtnt of Et:olo~y - W 1ucr RHiourtt:5- A roquc~ for wtit.er rigl t til~ 
infwma1ion :n::latcd to :slornge or diversion of water fr\IDl Ei$tbt Mile Lake-was ftled with Crology·s 
Wi!h.;t Ri.:s1,.11,1rc1.;s Pro~m. C'vmphne fl.le. i11f(Hlll8.lion ,.,·~s received for Water Right Certificate 
1228, im::ludlli t:, Lhe ii.pplfo1t1Lion, public [WI.ice, walix right permit, notlCes. or cons1n.iction, proof of 
!lppmpriatin n. and the water ri1iht cc:rtitkatc. A lid afovcrs:i.tcd m,;1ps. liod drawings o f darn 
constru:xio□ were :il,o provid~; 1-ir)we\·er. tl:ie.se were for fPJn '.s: Klom'lqu11 Lt.kc (Ccrtific11.tc l227) 
rathertitm E&hl Mile Lake. As discussed below follow-up rcqu~ to lflcatc dn..,.• inc"- for Ei~ 
~iUe Lake in Ecology's. fi les were unsuccessful, but agcncy-ap1uoved dto.w io&,i or 1he fokc 
is.borcline and darn were located i.n IPID·s 6.Jes. 

WHhio:ton Sta1t. Dtpartmc:nt of J:!c:oloi:y - D11.m ·a.rc:ty omc.c. A roquC$1 for file.,: n.:L.1tu:l lo 
lli_ghl Mile L3kc, indudin_g pc.rm.it authority iltd mspe<:~ions or corres 11de11cc: hi~tmy wa!i illc<l 
wi1 h Ecology's Datu Sa:fei:y office.. Partial copies of blueprin'IS of the d.im coostru~tion e.nd surv-ey 
uftb..: bike mcaJ11.ll:I' hnc nml (!_memom.odum dm::urm:nting .a 19'95 safety reconnais:snnce ins.pectio□ 
orthe dam et Eighl Mile l.akt: 'A'(!rc pruvickxl. Tbc mc1n.ur.mdum 110100 ttuu 1hc actual dam 
cot1$l1\1Ctio,, diJlt?fOO ti'om the pr(lpU~d w u.s::rocli on ( \I;- , 1he el.LSLo:ic;e of only or.e dam mthcr 
th:io N?CI do.ms). ·1·he c:01,i~ nfthc: dom ,camrtruetil'ln Md IIUl'\'C)' drnwings ar..:,utpuor,qu.,"llity. but 
oppcur to lx: identical to tl:e l'931 drawings found m JJJ IIY!t tile~ t~ below). Follow-vp ult: 
r-equests to reuie:vc: the originaJ drou:ings 3nd :my ~dditio11nl fire infonnati nn mcluded \\itll lhc 
dra.1,1,ings were su.bm.ined to Ecology's D.)tn Safety Office tlDd the W11ter Resou.rce!l P'me,rnm in the 
CenmiJ Regional Otl:ice and 3I l l'cadquartc:.r:L C!oolog)' could no( loc.)ICI the drawings <">r additmnal 
li lc in!Onna1ion in c ithi.:r p per files ur .an:hi\-cd micr()fiche. 

Wa!ihlo~ton .St:1.t t' Dep:ut ment or ~atunJ Resoun:e!i. An tlrder 111ulhori1ina In) to im.UWuk: 
lands. at Eight Mile l,alce wa.s issued b)•the Wa:shin,~ton S1:i1e CommJss:ioacr of fJ ublic l.8.1 d.9, 
pro;.J~ssor agei1vy lo the DNR. A rtquesl for file in.formation rcla.ttd to Elght Mile Lolce nnd 1he 
Order were reqm.:~tW from DNR. lnrormation ru.:chrc:cl from DNR included the pe:lltion 
(awll.":;t1lio11) Du111 rm to U1c; S1t1tcLul.U oon11n~Lv1uri;x1ltestlng che right to inundate shoTt: lands. 
r,t' ole Clmek Utke, F.ig,h1 fH..: LJlkCi, ~100 Klonft(Juf!I Lu.kc; com:!1-porulCJ1..fe •Aith HD; a:n engineer's 
report prepo.rcd h)• the state: :and a oopy of the Order. 

IPID Filt".:s. IrID'~ LI.kl!! wen:: n::vic.::wed for ir1formi1.tloa rclilt-ed ro night Mik- Lake. lnfonnolion 
idcouficd il'..flmkd panfal copiC!I- uflhc Wfllc:rrighl fik:, lhe CornmissioMrofPubJie l~ Ord.er, 
and d1awing."- oflhe dam struc11,11c::;, f:l lld f!I 1930 :-.u1'\'t!:)' p !IJwwing tbc Jake meander line and a 
line H) feet ohove nornm.l high wnter, part ial ooplc:,;-nfwhlCh were 11.b.o foond in I.he C"ntm Safety 

l'ligc 2 

la•hibitG 
Page 2of7 
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Office fil-e:t. The drawings 11.ud sun•cy m Blp 11rt signed and stnmped ··Approved hy SupcrviSOf or 
H~~ul~c,·· a.'Kl. dated January 14, l93 l . This survey infomwtion b.'l:S been ovet"lajd or~ ao M:riill 
phmograph of El~lu Mi le 1..oke ond i, provided in Fi,;uro J, 

Tlmellne of Eight Mlle Lake Storage Authority 
r h,s !iCC'i. ion prcsent!i a tlmc1i ne of !PID'li dc:,·c:lnprncnl of:tnd sto.ragc ault1oriLy fOl' Eight Mi l,..-,ke 
based on the d.oc1.11ncn1s review. The, t imt.l inc is dh,ided i n1n the ::ipplii:111ion~ ancl [)el'mili 

a,nhor:iz~ storn~e at the lilke. coru..'1.l'Uction ofstoroge focilities and perfection-of the water rights, 
and latertonveyance of lands :adjacent to the lake to the USFS. 

Applicarlons and Permits 
In Au.GJ.l31192<,, nn filocl ;:i -w.ah;r ril}lll ~pplical iott wiUJ l111J :si;,l i.; Officu of l11,i:. Supervi~o:-of 
Hyc.lrtulics, a pre<lec-.:sson1gcn,cy lu- Ecolo-:.:t,Y. rt.i}u-.:sling 10 cJfrat water from Bight Mile Lake at a 
rat.eof 25 cf,; . 2,0U0 acrc-rCct per ".JCSr fo r ~!iOnal (June 1.i 10 ()ol('lhcr I .. ) i ·C8 1ifJu Tliii:
descrtption of the dl\•ersio.11 ,.,•o,h 011 the ar plicmion :l'll t.1.te1 •'Char"1el cul &C'!Ull11::1 of lak~. 6 fcu 
~-ide and conLrOI gate lllS'lillled wiih waod s1.ru.Ctlll"C.'1 • 1 ·hc publLc oot!.cc.. published i 11 C.kto1.>e1 1926, 
includes the Qi of 25 c&., but doc, not specify the annual quauticy. Pcnuit 'umber N28, a'utf10,i1tog 
di~icm of 25 c& fro.m Eight J.,filc Lake, w;iis isSll:xl in January Im . 

ln Octobe:- 192.61 IID petitioned the Cornmi..ssi1:tna ofl'ubl.ic lands to procure thi? shore and 
overflow ril'hts of' Eif!:ht Mile L.1.ke, KJon_:;!.qU,,l Lak:e, aod CoJechuck Lake in order to c.rabic the 
elevali.on of s.1id Jakes by five feel abo\o·e their n.orma] lo\,.. wi"ller st~ M.d lowc:r the ltles ten fm 
bd w Lh1uLr no-n1Lltl low w<1tcr !Sta.gt:.·• The petition 001-cd the na:d for the n::q~ed storasc W:1$ due 
to inadcq\U\1e nows in lite lciclL:: Rh -er during s-ummc:rml)n1.h!i1 IU mDL1 PID'i ~nd IID 's i.rri,galion 
need-;:. Tbe petition wa~ ais:ianed ttpplicntion number 12 S5 , 

A n:port mml th..: .!:IL11.lc fidd caginecr to the C.muni.s.sloner of Public Lands noted th.at Ule O\~rilow 
rish1..s were requested so lh,:-,l l-'ikc levels COldd be •'rnj;s,.;J 5 fcit:l 11bu\'\: lhi.: :oom1al low waler stage 
a11d lowered I() feet hof:low s:n.id t.ii.JJ-C. T11~ o,rer-flo,\· rights indudc the ntJht I ntis.: wlil.er r 
ncccs.:;;u-y height ood to c: ver state shore 11:md .. "i to the line nf ordir.ary high war er b,it 1&.: ~ ·"" rmki:.:s 
oo provision for lbi.s dcp:;ut1.11c0i to grant the ri!tbt to lower~ ke l>tJow Lts nonnol swg '' 

The Slate mii;c::;i;cd e t'bc or$207 lo 001,crda.magc!I to ate l11n1fa from ,,.__..-flow of'thc three l~es. 
which IID pru.d ill Octohc1 1927. The Dcrartmcm nf Puhl ic 1.nnd.~ t1ten i~cd an 0.di.;r U.:1lOO 
O:.:tober 26., 1927 which reads i.11 pa.1t: '1.he right to ovcrllcn,· -ii nd petpCtuii lly inundn1c soiJ lands 
[faght ~me Lake. KloucgUD 1.0:kc, :n-1d Colechuok LakcJ moy ho duly oxorci~d in !l...--c:otd;)UOC "''ill• 
the tem1$ of ,:J,Js order' , ;J,e loud> inclu40<! boi~ n,ore ponicularly de son bed •• fo l lows; ·11,c t>cd 
'"1d sb:>resof .. Eigln Mile Lake." The height to hicb Ile lokecould be raisod or maintoincd w .. 
not :spcdf t.t:d in 1b.e Ordu_ The ender was ro;D:Ocd wi1h Chelan County in 1928. 

In J 927, w:iter righls to Icicle Creek~d its lribu rit$ were adjudicnted in Chelan (:00.nly Superior 
Court. 1beadjudlcaL1on focused primarily on Snow Creek, Yrith no testimony pm\ic!ed reg;.ir'd inz 

1 ~o • fk tettll!I v,,ui'l s~ll.!d <."4.J L bi 1..lie Oidei. TI Le Oide.i 1-r!rt:rl!111..-e; • !! i:Liu n I 02, 11p tc..'T 25 r,( the. .sci Ki rm 

lalli'"5 ot 1927. Th.is Cllaprei alMI s«:Liooiwthoriz-:d th{' C'.ol.nmisstoocrof P11bbc Lau.ds to g,ro,1111 1i1iEh.l t1> '111ti::k 
~nd hold Wl'l ter" ;1JM! (nrnOow 1100 UJ"JodJ·e witc .m~ l-111Hh, for tile JKll"P'06ll or connmcting and optrm.h.lg weds 
f,lf tin:: impu11rxlm,ml ui'v,W.cr forinigit.tit•n 11nd c:tha UloC~. 

P,ge3 
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MEMORANDUM 
March 5, 2014 Projcc1 K~.: 120045 

waler u~c or cl..:, ·l0pu,cn1111 hight Mile Lake: bo,wL:.,.LT, 1hc 1~2'> Court Uoetee iffinned. TID's 
water right Pamit l\umbcr 828 (alor.g with similiirpc a i1:;i tor Klonaqua aOO CoJech1ek Lak ') in 
lbc arnoum of l5 c.fS, 2,500 afy. Tbe \!crcc also nnt~ thM the wmer rights rcpres.c:11:kd by 1..h~ 
1>cm1its ftte: .. i.nchoate • Ut ma-,· be: pc;.rfccled hy oomplinncc with provisions uod-.:r which Lhe prnni.ts 
were fas.u.o:1; tt.111 these righ1J tor S1ornsc of ,\·ate:r under said penni1s: 00 IWI 11.IT~ Lh..: waler rie:hts 
of "ny other claimant ht-rein rcpo1ted_" 

Dam Constr1Jctlon and Perfe,;tion of Water Rights 
Dasc:<lon 1hc Noli<:c::8.of Ct'MUtruction COn[ained in Ee lo3Y's wBter ri1 h: fi.Jc:s. CID began 
COi\3l i'tldion o f" the de.m at t.i,gbl Mile Lak:c in July l927 1rnd oornple-ted construction in Oci.obi.;r 
1929, Tile Kotice ofbe ·Ming of Coimruclion~ ti led in 1927. ill.dicaled ckanJII and cxc:ri,·~Lion 
worlr hcgan in July 1927. This ni;t:icc n..-peillCd tNll the requc-s:c:d wata- right Will- for 25 cfa, 2,.000 
afy, but pre-Oates l1le Coor1 0..Ucc R.Rirming 25 cl$. 2,500 afy. 

~ tMicc (l[Completlon ofC.Onstmction, Jil<..i io 193(,1, nmcs ""work completed provi:Ji.ng g:ra,·1ly 
dcai.L' down ofLDkc of2S fee,." A rmorar Appmprltl1km ·w.is filed by IID in 19:19, &<'lling &11 ·.vater 
wt,~ pm to bcnc:f'icla 1 us.c in 1910. Th..;: Proof of Appropri.a1ion ncued: 

"Cw was de 2.S feec deep in oullct clinnnel, cremoted wood !ltil vc pipe 30 inch.ea; in 
din meter with !lttm.cbrd re-Se("l,'Oir i:;iul imn ~le instal.led, Gate thoroughly c:mbedd:t.-d h 
co□crete and concn:tc cut-ofl"wl'.111 plooed jn cb.mw.d 11ppro:dm.mely 50 I~t dvi,om the: ilrcam 
from 001Uro l 1!1l!le. 

rl11e Jake has 3 natural c:nnl~ cl)a1U1d !iinrne 30 f«t bd<iw norm.i.l. high 'N<llcr 11.ad clue to 
difficully in securing wal.cr- light11~,1 Lu f01mation of alide ['(Spomribl, for 1bc lali:e d:lm was 
not cQmtructtd to h..: i~11 Ii rst intc1.1d.cd. tl:.e District p.rd«ring to mu.:: water pumpi.ug 
e.quipmc:aJ for suc:um~ fl.ill app,ropnation of wc1ter during pc:riod of e>..1.n:mc drought" 

A drawing of lhc cbm st:.-ucrnres was LOO:nd in WW's. files and ~l~ in Ecology'J:i Dinn St1 le'J)' file,_ 
l he drawing details dtffer from the description an the Proof of Appropriation and the currcnL 
s•ruclure at Eight lile Uik.c and ,t is uncle::.r if the d:rav,dng is uf l.lh: prop~ ~m, is an as-buU.1. 
and/or the r:xtelll to which the dam has been modi.lied sim::l: Qriginal cnm;,tructio:i. For example, the 
dniwing 11hows twa dam:§. - ttK main impoumlmi..,-al dttm l'I lid n seoond ct::im mcorporating the 
spill~y ~rm:::lutci-b. ... weve1.·, at the timeof1M 1995 Fcoloror mspectioci lhete was. I\Q$COOnd cl2t01 
illDl.t tha: SJ:ullwny wu mcorporat«l in10 thc. IDHiu im[')('IUndment dlllll. Additiooal.ly, the dr-.1wi.n& 
irid ica1.~ 3(,- i ruili di11Inetct rell'lforccxl ogncrctc n•r>e or scone condW.! dischar!tr.e plpc.lirt.A; rntbe1 l o 
cn:: C'I ed ,11,•ood st;l:\'C pipe lislt:d in 1he J>tnnfof Appropri.a&ioo. 

The uu1lau::d dmwing Ell~ sh.:Jws \\.'ater iJ:npoumkd 10 l~fl feet. :ibove high water line of the. Lak~. 
Th.iii. i• ronsiSl.ent wi1h the Super\'iSOT uf I-[yi.lraulic!i-.appmvcd survey map fowld. in JrlD'!> m~. 
~ h:ich 11hm1,• ;11 the lake me-M.der Unc and a imrv~y Ii Ile ten fffl above Jugh w.a l-er (~i, Fi(ioTC ] ). 
Howeve1'. siven the description Ul. 11.i~ Prnofot' Appropri.:iuon thai: the dam w11.S nut comtructcd 10 
ll,c hcgh1 intended. i1 is l)O$$tbk th.at the i1cn.tnl irnl)oundmc:.nt level •.va:s. sumi,;1,lliJ1g Jes.,;. tlwn the ten 
feet 3.bo\'e high water lint:. z1ho1A•n on the drawings, 

Water 'gh1 Ctrtifi te 1228 •,vas issued lO 11D ih August 1939 Buthoriziog lHe of25 cr:1 li"om F.:lght 
Mile Lnk.c. no O.Tll'I.U3l qw.ntlty ur storage ,:ohune was specified. 
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Prnjoc, No.: 120045 March 5, 201 d 

Conv9yance of Lands to USFS and RelcnUon of Rights lo Operate Storage 
Ili!~d on recorded deed1 in th( Auditor's; iiles, and ir1 fonnatioa pruvi ed by US t-S and. DLM. JrUl 
nnd the USfS :;1gr«d to a land \:JCChl!!nge.., finalIZed in 1990, the USF'S rccei1,,'ed title to IPID's 
interest i.n lands ::tdja.ccnl to Eight Mile Lt1.kc:. Lands .u.t Eight Mile 1.akc con,•c:yed to USFS ;,\TC 

de:8Cri d as Se:t!on S. Loi~ I and 2 of Township 23 N, Rn.nj;l.C 16 t.:\VJ\1 and Section 33, Lol I of 
·1·ov.11Ship 2A N, R.an,b.rc 16 F.WM. These dest:ripliVII.S ¢0tre~11d io cm llpptoxima1t.J:,; 40 acre. 
squ.arc pan::d r.l U!.-c. l.~c (illllct 1iDd dam stru~.ure and an Dpprox.i.matel}' 80 acre ru.:&m:igula:r pnrcel 
along tru.: Youth -ahorc: (If the L.lkc. IJ'IID rdttit\i?d ~a-al ri,ghts to the J.1lkl. iuclwlins: 

··a nol'liex.clu:si:ve. ~tnal easement acJt)!S_, through. alnfli, .t[ld upon the pru~ly 
Cesc.rih"'-1 h-~ for the: purpos.ei of m;1intcna1tce:. rcpnir. opet"Mlon, mc,>dificalJOli., Uf·,gra.ding 
and n:plaocmcnLofaiH facilihn pn::ttcnll~ located inor upon the proJ)Cfty described .hcn:in. 
lugclhcr witt1 I) noDC"XclU.SL-ie ri~tt of ingress to tmd egress from 111L such facil ities for all 
~uch purpn!id, in ~ccordance willl Ru.les ood R~latioa! oflh1.: Sccrc:te.ry of Agriculnirc~ 
36 CFH. 251.17 and 251.J , attached hereto .and ma.des pa.rt hc:n:of, iu s.uch m.m.ner as: nol 
unrcasonabl. 10 iL1terfcrc wi1h iL, use by the United s ,~11,,:j, ill! a.ullmnzffl users or aM5gm, or 
cause substantial injury thereto. 

Tt,e(1rnnwr [IPIDl may ex(.:rCi$ th€ nght.s hereonderby 11n) m cam1 reosonab1e for tile 
purpos~ d=cn"'bed, includmg hu tlO'! ]inti1cd to the us1.1 of nmcorizcd trnruipOrl.'lliOD 11ml 
equipment, or a.ircraa. 11,l'.$C rights indud.ethe risflt lo regulate water lewl of all fliicili ti~ 
located upon the property described hc:rc:in. ln pr.:rf.oi ming mninter..ancce. repair, OJX!NILioa. 
m.odilk~1iun. upgrading nnd repla«:mcnl of foc1l1tie$ located in or upon the profte,t)' 
describu.l herein. the Granter will n.u4 w·ithnut prior written conse,,j CiClhc Forc!it S,e:t\'LC-e•, 

whid1 con~t slmll OOl \lrll8:l!l.003bly he wllhheld. n,..w:rially i□l.:!n:nsc 1he !> i1.e or soopc of 
lhc foci!ilies.'' 

The reoordcd deed fi.uthtt recognized thH.L IPID"s reserved thdr righ!1 m;ii.:.r waler ri g,htccrtifica•c 
1228 .und lhe Orrler £,."11.nted by I.he Commi!l!lio1.1CJ of PubUc Land,.:. 

Conclusions Regarding Water Storage Authority at Eight Mile Lake 
8=:?;SCd on the.above tlt • • e nnd file re:\'iew Wl;l draw the fo llowing: conclusions rcganling IPlD's 
~o.rage authorit)' al Eight Mile Lake~ 

Ar.rtht:rilyto lmb:ld~lc t11c :;lmreline ofCighl Mile. Lake fi'lf' w ter storajl;e was gr,mh;d b)' a 
DNR prcdcccs.scr agi.:uc.,.. At" ll minimwn l]) r.,; c1uU10ri[y • m unpouud w.uc:r and nt.i.sc th:: 
\.\ cer le,"el tu S foci nho\le normsl \(lw h!k.c lcYd. Thi:\ a.,ge:nc.y could not giiUll nut1"1rity to 
dnw doY.'ll lhi.:: bl~ 1<, below r:.onntd low lake kvc:I. 

The origin11l wt11 er' rigbt appHca.1i011 -11JK1 Notitt of Uc:gmci.ng of Ccnstructim1 filed. with 
Ei.:o'°ID''R predccessol' a.~cccy r.cqu.at ln:ii.1;eimrui.cous and Eltlllual lll.m.ll1iti of.25 ds. 2,000 
~ f)•. Ho evet, these pre-<late lhc CQ1111-t- i)rer« mulcing: iroJU thi.:: 1tlljudiC'llti011 f ~\.-at er 
nal•"' that affinned a-pc,m.it for F ight Milo Lake of25 er,, 2,500 afy. Th< od.JU(llCatcon 
C004n U«ro:. suptrSedt,;1i; 11ny prior fiJin~ or dec]sjons Hod detine1i the limits of the wa l:r 
nghl permit. s-.i.bjcct Lu sub$equent proof of aippropri..tl lor, and cenificution of the righL 
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'1b.c Wl!:ter right o.:11iEcatc issued by Ecology aut1.ori2..es us:eof 25 en. frum Rieht Mile. hll'l, 
IY11t is silcnt rci::en:li,i~ann\131 quanllly, f ac:ling. any in-dteatiori to tbc contrary.1he 2,500 afy 
spccifLc iu lhe C:oun Decree should hold as the maximum m1thorl1.ed storage v lwne. 

lahaml .ir.1 the l:'.cology-p~"Cc!l!lor agency approvals U. LI~ rltht to drnwdown lht.: la.kc to 
provii.lc Lheauthor:ized 25 cl,, 2,,5.1)(~ afy. Constn:l.(:(iotl ltl.Jl.iCC!I fi led 'V7ilh the Proof of 
A.ppfopriation indicsnet11c dam and divmion wc:rct.01l:MtUCted to allow 25 foct or gravity 
dr.n.wdown. 

11,c ~tirage auihority nlil}' be limitod to the illchji;;vahlc storage of mc: dsm a11. OJigiMII)' 
comrtrucied. and on 'which the wa.re:r right was ccrtifi~ted, up to the oourt-allirrned :mnual 
quantily of'2,SOO ~ry.1.tnless there.ls~ ~m,pelling n3¥ument tll,;u partial rdmquistunm1 or 
abandonmen, hi scd , 'fhere sreexccpli ns 1hm may cover a pcrl'l..u.l or 1~ tt..m1 peak. u.w 
or Slora:1,.~ whicl.~ tite fn.ct-ba$ed Ul11.1iric.:i that wt htwe no1 cVlUui:iLcd y~. lo Ol'dcr to 
unde.r~~nd rclinquishmern ri.sk. '"'~ ~ga:es.1 that then:. fir1-1 be 2: marrying oftbe au1hurily 
Mlill)'~S con111letcd herein t,1,,jlh the:: hathymetric survey oompleted by Gn,1ty c ~ ullat\ts. 
supplemented by IP.ID opcral.ll'lg history to the: exll'l:11 it • kno..,,.'D or c.an be rctric:\•00 from 

.JPJD ri!cords_ 

Uttder tc1ms of the · 1ul cxchn.ugewilb USFS, IPID rdllins c:;asc:mcnt cighLs tot.he pro~y 
con~~ the dam s1 rucrorc fo:- tli.e purpuis-.;:s of maiL1tcnance. re-pajr, opi.::ratmn .. 
modifica1ion,. upg,ading and repl~ccmcnt of 111 l fo.cjJitics . . .1\5 shown on Figure I lhe 
easement limiJs include tbc. c:am ;,1t<l pi=trt of 1he SO'IJ,thern shoreline, but do not. cover 10C 
Cnl:ireT.)' of lhc lake. IPID clearly relllin riglllS LO modify t~,c tJam m uctw-e, bu.I lhe lack of 
c:aimmc111 righ to the ~t.of rhc la.kc mis~ u.nccrtainty nboui the authority to imm:.fl~ late 
~toragc. Pia.us to lll.3itcrfally io;reo.sc the s11e or scope of !{f.oragc facilities would require the 
O:'.nl~nt of USPS. a.s: oullincd la the land. c,,u;han~c e,grcemenl. 

Limitations 
Work. r.,,,- thi~ proJcct was. pcrtormcd for tbe Chelan Count) Oepnrtment of NtinU"'.tl Resources 
(Clfcnl nnd this mcmorarul lllll was prepared ~u i:!C,:.:ivrdancc \ntb ge.uer-.1lly a.cct,-p'lccl ,,fl"I r-essionaJ 
ptllcilcC!i .. or the namre and condnion.s of wort cvmpleted in the same OT slmilar locaLltics_ al the 
tiI ~ the v..-oli:: was pi::rfurnied. 'J'hls ru.eru.o~ml1m1 docs no1 represent a tc:&1:11 upinion. No,othcr 
\\'::iffiln.ty, ~ or implied. is tlll'llk, 

Al l tef)ot"ts prepared by Aspect C nsuJ ing for lhc Clicr1\3J)ply only to the :n:rviees dm,,;:ribed in thL,: 
Agrrtment{s) with the Clie,,i. t\ny us.eor n,1,1t-1C by any pfilty othu1han the C-llcnt I ei t the sole: risk 
of thnt po.rty, .and wi1h v111 lisbibry to AiPl!Ct 01UU.lt:mg. l~poct Con1iullll1b:1 !!- orisin:il filc:sirq,ortii 
~all :P:o,•em in the (,,"YCC\\ ofan)' di.spt1h.::n."'g11,Rilng the content of ckctronic d,;,cmneu.t.l furnislk:d ro 

other~. 

Attachments : 
figure J - lc1tle t'eslla~in lrr.igu.lion District, Eiglu MJlc l&kc Storage Authorization Sunm,ar}' 

f'llge 6 
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lcJcle Cree:.k Waler~hi1..'<l Coum:U 
P, 0 . llOX 77 J 

Le<lvenworlh, WA 9882u 

Jrn1e 5, 2023 

Tom Tebb 
Director, omce of the Co lumbia Rivet and 
Ic icle Work Group Co-lead 
1250 West A Ider Strec1 
Utlion Gap, WA 98903 

Submitted online at Smllc-@;::ccv.,vn.1:;ov and ,,ia emaji to meli;uq,d.oumer@eCJ' wq.gov 

RE: El~htmlle L•k• Dam Rebuild and Resmradon proJecr Draft EIS co mmenrs 

Dear Dircc1or Tobb, 

The Icicle Creek Watershed Council (ICWC) appreciates the opp0nunity 10 comment on the 
E.ightmile Dom rebuild and restoration project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

ICWC is a loca l non•profit that has been working since 1997 to improve the heaJtl1 and ecology 
oflcicle Creek. JCWC is a sub-comm ittee of the Icicle Canyon Coalition, a 50l(c)(3), non-profll 
organization crca1cd in 1994 10 address cuviromncuta] issues associated ~vith the Icicle Creek 
Watershed. As a member oftl10 Icicle Work Gt·oup (!WO) s ince its iJ1ception, we have been 
<leeply engaged in th.e development of the Icicle Strategy. 

The ICWC undcrsrnnds the need lo repair the infrastrucllJTc al Eightmilc Lake lo address Ibo 
public safety risk, mee, lhe Office of Dam Safety (OD ) requiremems, and sto re wa1er for 
irrigation purpose<. \Ve recognize and support the need for additional water in Icic le Creek. We 
also support dam amomado n in conjunction with the collabonnivc development of a dee is ion 
support 10ol to optimize now re leases for irrigation and provide ltistrerun flow benefits. We 
respect and suppOrt efforts 10 protect rribal fishing rights. 

In 2021 , we .submitted scoping comments on the Eightmilc Dam rcplace,me!'lt project 11 11d the 
DEIS comments below are consistent witl1 the soop ~,g teller toplcs and organized under 1be 
same heading Lopics as the scoping comments provided in 202 1. 

We. offer the fol l<,wing comments on the Dll!S: 

I_ \Voter RlihU: Analysis. We support a.tl ahema.Live that U1creases Lhe water storage capacity 
at Eightmile Lake i[and only I[ Bcolo!!)' 6rst reso lves the aeknowkdgod uncertain ty 
sw-rounding tl1e scope and status of IPID's EigJumile Lake wa,er right, in order to ensure 
that JPID has. sufficient water rights 10 donate the exce-.ss. water to permanent inst.ream 

0-10-2 flows . Determining the volida.nnua.1 quantity ofEightmi le Lal:ewater tha.t lt'.:ic le Pes.has:tin 
Irrigation DiS1rict ([J>ID) has used in tl1e kis1 five years is essential lo acklress die possibility 
of relinquishment of storage waler rights. This. e\lalualiort of water rights needs to be made 

RESPONSE 

O-10-1 Comment noted.

O-10-2 As explained in Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs, actions
triggering a tentative determination of validity and extent are 
outlined in Ecology Policy 1120. That policy specifically states that a 
tentative determination of extent and validity is not warranted for 
donation to the State Trust Rights Program. Additionally, under 
standard Ecology policies and practices, there was not sufficient 
cause for Ecology to conduct such a determination at the time of 
the preparation of the EIS. Refer to the Global Responses for 
Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity and Trust Donation, 
which also includes a discussion of public funding. 

Concerning the comment about the Final EIS providing cost 
estimates for each alternative along with percentages being 
publicly funded, providing such cost estimates are not required 
under SEPA. WAC 197-11-448(3) states "Examples of information 
that are not required to be discussed in an EIS are: Methods of 
financing proposals, economic competition, …" 

WAC 197-11-448 describes the relationship of an EIS to other 
considerations. SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social, 
economic, and other requirements and essential considerations of 
state policy will be taken into account in weighing and balancing 
alternatives and in making final decisions. However, the EIS is not 
required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects and 
considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing 
judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision-
makers. SEPA does not require that an EIS be an agency's only 
decision-making document. 
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prior to lheselection of an alternotive to cmurt: thal lhe infrastructure is approprialely sized 
to serve the disu•ict irrigation needs and to understand whether or nol this project will 
provide instream flow bt:ncfrts. To date, the perfected mnuAI quantny ofW11ter ,.._..,ha.snot 
been detennined by Ecology or by a court through fill adjudication of Miter rights. Th is 
makes il unclear if lPID has su.tlicielll water rights m permanently doruite filly waler to tho 
Slate Trust Water R.ighls Program. 

Public funds should be u.s«I towllrds projects that provide a public bt:ncfrt, in this case, to 
iocre.a..i;;e instr earn flowS;. 1lterefore1 the determination of the IPID annual water u~ should 
be made before fill alternative is selected to ensure mat public fwds are used on a project 
that results in 11 donation of perrna.aent instream fl.ow lO the State Trust \Valer Rights 
Progntm. The Final Environmcmal Impact Statcrnont (FEIS) should provide cost estimates 
for each allemativc and an estimate ofd:ic percentage of the project that will be publicly 
funded to provide transparency in tho use of public funds. 

To date, Ecology has avoided making any teruative detennination on tho eo<telll atld vafidity 
of the water rigbl because a change application has no t been ftled. lhe Sierra Club DEIS 
comment letter provides a detailed review of Suue code ond Ecology policies to conclude that 
• change application is oot I«(Uircd for Ecology to fonnaUy 1m11lyzc IPID's water rights and 
usage. Rather, Ecology could issue IPID a show cause Jetter because ii appears that some of 
the water right has or may have been relinquished or abandoned due to a period of non use 
resulting from erosion damage to the dam infra.structure in the early 90'• aod micmspmy 
irrigation efficiency improvements. 

The Ecology determination ofa valid annual quantity of IPID water use is essential in 
order to appropriately si2e the infrastructure, ensure permanent instream Uow donations 
result from thJ projec~ and responsibly use public funds towards projects that result i.n 
increased instream tlows. 

2. Tbe current nn~• or alternatives Is not adequate. lfthe """P" and status of IPID's 
Eightmile Lake water right and the annual now qi.mntity connot be determined prior to 
selection of tho preferred alternative, then we request that a new alternative be included in 
tile FEIS: rebuild the current dam to meet ODS requirements, but no t increase the capacity to 
withdraw more than the: current amount of water being taken out of the \Vi Idem~ . 
Rebuilding the dam to the cw-rent maximum lake elevation of 4667 fee~ and replacing the 
outlet pipe intake 1101 lower than the cunent elevation of 4648.65 feet would: 

a_ Address safety concerns and flood risk for those dowrstrcam. 
b. Provide irrigation water through storage with reduced em•ironmental impact due to 

the reduced footprint and a reduced cost to the public. 
c. Provide a fully evaluated allemative thal pro,•ides, but does not exceed, water 

historically and cutrently used by IPID. Including this alternative is essenl.ial if 
Ecology cannot po,itively determine whether or not IPID ha. sufficient water rights 
to donate excess storage to pennanem instream aows. 

3. Tbe FEIS ,bould expand the analy.t. of the lmpaet> oflhe proposed action,. ThcDBIS 
does not estimate the welland acres lhat wm be impacted as. a result of raising lhe Lake 
elevation 4" higher than it has been since the early nineties. A wetland delineation is not 
needed to make an estimate of wetland impact acres. Please esti.nuue wetland impacts 
resulting from raising the lake 4' and inundating an additional 4.6 acres. Figure 11 -5 on page 
L 1-8 depicts wetland areas adjacent to the Lake. How does convers ion of wetlands. to waters 

O-10-3 Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity, Relinquishment and Trust Donation. 

In addition, after the Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted a formal request to 
donate a portion of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. 
Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct its review of the 
quantities available through the Trust donation as prescribed in RCW 
90.42.080(4). 

Project financing is described in Section 1.9 of the Draft and Final EISs. Refer 
also to the Global Response for Trust Donation for a discussion of public 
funding. 

O-10-4 Comment noted. Project objectives are outlined in Section 1.4 of the Draft and 
Final EISs. With regard to IPID's water right, refer to the Global Response for 
Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. Also refer to response to 
comment number O-9-46. 

O-10-5 The wetland located at the west end of Eightmile Lake is shown in Figure 11-5
as noted, and is described in Section 8.3.1 of the Draft and Final EISs. A 
wetland delineation was not conducted of this wetland as part of this project, 
so the size of the wetland is unknown. Restoring the lake elevations to 4,671 
feet as was the case prior to the 1990s will result in greater inundation (than 
current conditions) in this area, likely resulting in increasing the wetland size 
over time. Because the shoreline along the south shore of the lake is largely 
vertical rock and does not support wetland, wetland creation in this area 
would be relatively reduced within this elevation range. Impacts on the 
species of interest would, therefore, not be expected from a habitat 
type/quality-lost standpoint, as the area of wetland around the inlet would 
remain present. Increased surface water area would likely shift the wetland 
footprint to the west along the inlet expanding it in this area and providing 
additional habitat. 

Project implementation will require a number of permits from federal, state, 
and local agencies. Potential wetland impacts will be reviewed by the Corps, 
Forest Service, Ecology, and Chelan County through various permit and 
approval processes with each agency prior to construction. 

O-10-2 

O-10-3 

O-10-4 

O-10-5 
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impocl species tlm rely upoa wetland b.abilal such "8 wes1cm toad, harlequin duel<, and 
possibly other species? 

In addition,. rare plant surveys were not conducted in the lake fringe zone nor did they 
co11Sider 1he lake fringe/we1 land l.,bitai type during tl1e evaluation of impocts. Rare plant 
surveys should be conducted in the Joke fringe zone and during the time of Jlowering for rare 
plants. 

Tl1e ecological impac1s of lowerltlg the lake 4' Jower ll1a.11 lhe previous Jo west observed level 
should also be e,.•aluaied. 

The DEIS evalua1es the noise impacts to wilderness users, howeve,-, the FEJS should also 
include a.n analysis o f no ise impacts to wildlife atkl m itigation for any wildlife impacts.. How 
far wilJ noise o,m:nd from 1he hclicoplor pod UJ) and clown the Icicle Vallcy? Noiso impoots 
to Ic icle Valley res idents and vis itors as well as campers using campgrounds along Icicle 
R.Olld should also be evalu111ed and •ppropria1ely 1imed and mitigot<d. 

4. All \ Vilderness l.a"'""S must be adhered to. 111e Forest Se1vice will need m evaJua1e whether 
or not wildemess laws., the Alpine Lakes Area Management P1an, md the cw-reni deed allow 
IPID 10 cxpond """ er $lOragc ond cspond the footprlrn of the CUtTcnt dam. 

s_ \Vater C'.cin.str'\'iUion~ The FEIS should evalua.1e \v-3.)'S to reduce the demands forwate:r from 
Ic icle Creek and Eightmilc Lake by inorcasingcfficiency a11d cons,:rvaliou of water. Water 
co i:tservation elfons should be quantified and included in tl1e determi..nation of acrual water 
use by IPID. Consumptive use of Ic icle Creek water could be reduced by tigl,tening up water 
dclivcty and coru;umption infrnsm,cnrro of water uscn; in the IPID service ar ... Improving 
de1nand managemem effons, and recalculating future den1ru1d would ,·educe U1e use of Icicle 
Cree-Ii: water anc.:I possibly leave more weiter instrearn_ 

In closing, ICWC suppo11S expanding siorage in Eightmile Lake IF tl1e project also results in a 
perm•nen1 donation to the State Tl'\ISI Water Right,; program 10 ~11ppor1 insrream flows. 
Unfot1tllJ.1te ly the DEIS does not iJ1clude tl1e necessary analysis and details regarding tl1e scope, 
exten~ and annual use of lPLD's EighUnile Lake water rights to determine whether excess water 
stored \VOuld result in additional instream flows with pem,anent donation to the State Trust Water 
Rights Program. Ecology must formally resolve the uncertainty sum,uncling the water rights to 
enable proper analysis o f the allern:atives. \Vilho ut thaL, the sequencing of this projecL is 
fundamemally nawed and the DEIS is deficient. 

We do believe that significant progress has been rnade on th is project due 10 the col1aborative 
work ofthe Icicle Work Group members. We appreciate the oppommity to be a par1 of that 
working group and we sincerely believe that the comments hs1ed above can be addressed such 
1hat the project moves forwa rd to moot the goals of!PID and the Icic le Work Grou1> Guiding 
Principles. Thank you fo ,· cons idering tJiese co,nments. 

Sincerely, 

04~~ 
Sharon l wiz, President 

Icicle Creek Watet~hed Council 

RESPONSE 

O-10-6 Rare plant surveys of the lake zone were not part of the baseline for this work,
as no rare plants were known to occur in this area based on consultation with 
the Forest Service and state agencies. Refer also to the Global Response for 
Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 

O-10-7 See Section 8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs for discussion of noise impacts on 
wildlife due to construction activities. See Figures 9-1 through 9-8 in Chapter 9 
of the EIS, which illustrate the extent of potential noise exposure in the Icicle 
Valley due to construction-related helicopter operations. See Section 9.7 for 
discussion of potential mitigation measures to reduce noise impacts due to 
construction activities. Noise impacts on recreational users during 
construction-related helicopter use are described in Section 10.4.1. Refer also 
to the Global Response for Recreation. 

O-10-8 Comment noted. Refer to the response to comment O-9-32.

O-10-9 Quantification of IPID's water conservation efforts are beyond the scope of
the EIS. Refer to the Global Response for Water Conservation for a summary 
of IPID’s conservation efforts. IPID water conservation for its irrigation 
practices is considered as part of the 2019 Final Programmatic EIS (FPEIS), and 
projects addressing conservation are part of the larger Icicle Strategy 
described in the FPEIS as well as part of IPID's broader water management 
decisions. Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs considers IPID's conservation 
practices and references IPID's 2018 Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan. 
Refer also to the Global Response for Water Conservation. 

O-10-10 Thank you for your comment. Refer to the Global Responses for 
Relinquishment, Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity, and Trust 
Donation. 

O-10

O-10-5 

O-10-6 

O-10-7 

O-10-8 

O-10-9 

O-10-10 
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The Center for 
Environmental Law & Policy 

lune S, 2023 

Offic:e of Columbio Ri\•er 
Wash ing1on Dcpanmcn1 of Ecology 
1250 W Alder St 
Union Gap. WA 98903 

ATT : Mell a Downes, OCR l'lmrnclal and l'NlJecl Manager 

Re~ Dr.:ifl Environ1nental lmpac:L Sta1emellt for the oogolng projecc a1 Eightntile Dam 

The ce,uer ro, EnsiroomemaJ Lnw and Policy (CELP) recognizes 1hm 1he Allem01i,•es laid ou, 
in this Dmfl EIS misc ..;ignilic~int io.;. ues n:k11ed to impacts on 1hc Alpine L:i kcs Wi lderness: Arcu. We 

0-11-1 understand Lhal other orgnnizm.ions wi1J1 cxpenise in those rireas are i.1Cldressing l110se concerns and we 
have .signed in support of the let t.t:r from Lhc A lpine. Lakes \Vildcmc:ss Socil.':l)' rcganling. those 
tonoern.,:;_ CELP will focus its oommenL'i on the w:uer use i.s:i.ues laid out in the Drnfl EIS . 

CELP"s primary concern is that lllis project relics o n the undcrsumding th:H I_PlDs water righl 
rema..i 1is. in met as described in Lhe 1929 Supecioc Court odjudiemio1i. Ho\\1ever. despi1e evidence of 
possible par1ial n:li nqllishmcnt , Ecology has ncglcctcci 10 im·cstig::nc historic waler 1,15e. Dc:1cJT11i ning 
1he cxt.cnl 10 which JP[D' s wu1cr righL<iiii tut\'e bec.n :n:li nquis.hod IJefnre producing this Drnft EIS l't 
neces ruy l>ecause IPID 11:ts no r ighl 10 siore alld use water 1ha1 it has relinquished. This finding should 
be made be fore ony further work is done to mo\'t: this projecl forward. IL i!; imp(>.'i~i ble t (> assess whith. 

0·11·2 if any, of the Altcrnati'ves li sted an:: nppro1>rfatc witbotll n dctcnninntion of ll.1c size or lPID"s valid 
wnter r ight. During the scoping process for this project t.he Office o the Columbia River st::ucd tlmt 
diey were working o n sucl1 a detem1 ina1ion. 

The sci1lc of this projc:cI i. directly imr:teted by the umount of water- •h.1t IPfD h..lLS :;wai l able al'!(! 
pushing fOl"\\'rlrd without koowing thilt amown wilJ likely resuh in circu lar de1e1ni inations for water 
resources managemem in the fu1Ure, 

Q,.·en 1 icw of Rcl.in4.1uishmcnt or Wutcr Rig ht.~ in Wushington 

\Vuter is. u publit n:soun.:e in Washington and all of the wille r in 1he sl 1.1tc: belongs 10 tht: pe<>plt: 
of Wnshington. 1 An ind ividual can gain ri use right 10 the water through a p;:.rmi t under the current 
system or by perfec ting a right grnntOO by certification under JJf"ior water manage ment sy~cms,1: 111is 
right is a use l'i ,g,h1 ooly. and the ownershi J> of the water is rern.ined by Lhe people o f \Vas.ltin_g_to1i and 

0-11-3 mnn:iged by the Dcpm1men1 o f Ecology. To main1ain 1he rig h1 10 use w::nc-r, :;i w 11e r rig t11 holclc:r musl 
put the \\1aIer to benelicia.1 u.se within a reasonable rime, through the exercise of due diligence on the 
right holder's pan. 3 

The righl lll U!IC the wuter c□n be lfi.ljl through abandonment or through relinquishme nt_., 
Rclfoqu.ishmcnt i.s 1hc uncxcuse<J non- use of water for a per iod of live or more years,' Un.less a 

1 RCW 90.0J.O t0 
' Id. 
1 See C,m1ir./J'M1 

~ Id. 
s R 90.14.1611 rur reUt1c1uuht11ien1 purp,~ 1he pierfod.o rnurMtk tnu51 he a/1er Ju i>· 1%? 

BOARD OJ' DIRECTORS: Lori Cafl)enter / Willie Frank 111 / Sharo n Haens:ly / St-c!\'I!" Hinchey/ P hil Katzen/ Doug Kilgoni 
Adri.-m;_1 M.1e:m1~ / le.in M,ello~•s/ C'i,1ry Mqrithl n1i1 / sn~"e Rohinsou / .Scott Schuy ler/ Jim We-ber / P.;itl'i,ck Willi.ims 

tlONORA.llY BO.ARD: 81'4'(1,y Juhn:?iOn / Prof. E:ftell -1 t.c-oJ)IJld /Prof.Ch.tries WiUcln:?itm / l'r.m Wood MD 
es SW,1shingtori Street 1¥301. S1:",1 ltk:, WA 98104 / 206•829~8299 / WW\V,c.t:lp,org 
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 O-11-1 Comment noted. 
  
O-11-2 Refer to the Global Responses for Relinquishment and Tentative 
 Determination of Extent and Validity. 

 
The design alternatives considered in the EIS were determined to be of 
reasonable volumes based on the Multi-fill Analysis and other information in 
the record. Refer to the Global Response for Multi-fill Analysis. The quantity of 
water to be stored and released under the Eightmile Lake water right at the 
rebuilt dam for instream flow purposes under the Trust donation will be 
limited to the quantity of water that exceeds the amount retained for 
irrigation by IPID, based on review of the Trust donation application submitted 
by IPID in May 2024. The quantity will be determined according to the process 
prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4), and, following the issuance of the Final EIS, 
Ecology will issue a decision accepting the available portion of the right into 
Trust to be managed and released for instream flows. The monitoring and 
reporting plan (referenced in Section 2.6 and 6.5 of the Final EIS) will ensure 
that the maximum active storage volume of the design alternatives 
considered (2,000 acre-feet) will not be exceeded in operating the rebuilt dam 
and that the Trust donation quantities are managed properly. 
 
See also the Global Response for Relinquishment. 
 

O-11-3 Refer to the Global Responses for Relinquishment and Tentative 
 Determination of Extent and Validity. As explained in the Global Response for 

Relinquishment, it is not clear that there has been partial nonuse of the 
Eightmile Lake water right. While there could be partial nonuse of the storage 
right if the reservoir is only filled at one time each year in the dam's current 
configuration, there is evidence showing that it is being partially re-filled 
during the season (see Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs) during most 
years. Thus, while the storage capacity of the lake has been reduced, IPID has 
still been able to exercise its storage right, either partially or fully, through 
multiple filling (refer to the Global Response for Multi-fill Analysis). For this 
and other reasons noted below and described in the Global Response for 
Relinquishment, Ecology has not deemed that the factual scenario for this 
water right warrants commencement of a relinquishment action. Further, it is 

  
possible the right qualifies for one or more of the legal exceptions to non-use. 
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Additionally, as described in Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs, Ecology has 
not completed a tentative determination of extent and validity of the right 
because there has been no water right action triggering a tentative 
determination. Similarly, as described in the Global Response for 
Relinquishment, Ecology has ascertained that issuance of an order for 
relinquishment is not warranted. See the Global Response for Tentative 
Determinations of Extent and Validity. 
 
However, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion of its water 
right to Trust for instream flow purposes in May 2024. Following issuance of 
the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct its review of the quantities available for the 
Trust donation under the right in accordance with the process prescribed in 
RCW 90.42.080(4). As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final 
EISs, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will 
monitor and report total annual storage and release volumes for instream 
flow use as well as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored water 
under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum active storage 
volume of the design alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet). The 
monitoring and reporting plan will also ensure that the Trust donation is 
managed in accordance with Trust approval conditions. If a future 
quantification of the IPID water right (through adjudication or future water 
right action) results in an annual quantity that is less than the 2,000 acre-feet 
considered in this EIS, the physical active storage volume in the lake can be 
reduce through shortening the intake pipe outlet as described in the Draft and 
Final EISs without necessitating any changes to the main design. 
 
The comment raises concern that the Proof of Appropriation does not support 
a storage volume of 2,000 or 2,500 acre-feet. However, considering the 
potential for partial refilling(s) in most years and that the water right was 
established prior to the filing of WAC 508-12-270 in 1960, multiple filling(s) of 
the active storage volume can be considered; see the Global Response for 

 

Multi-fill Analysis. 
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statutory exception applies, a wnter righ1 remain~ \'Alid only to the extent lhat it has continuously been 
beneficially used, 6 If Ecology ho.s sufticicnt evidence that a wrucr right may have been rcLinquishcd, 
Ecology .,·hall lssue a "show cause h,uer."7 Thai leuer must S1rue thru Ecology 1enia1ively beUeves lliai 
lhe water r igj,t has been re linquished ond cs plain lhnt the tighl will be declared relinquished un less the 
water rigj,t holder can show sufficiently why it should nol be relinquished-* If the water rigj,t holder 
does not respond or fails to show sufficiem cause as to why lhe user failed to e:{erdse its full water 
right, the .U.m()Unt of unused water is returned lO the St.Ille-. 

Add.i1ionally, a water rigln may be relinqu.ished during 1be process 10 cilru1ge said wmer righl in 
any manner requiring Ecology's approval, Any time an applica1ion to change the place or 1ypc of water 
use is liled Ecology oonduelS a teotative de1errnination of Olten, and validi1y during which Ecology 
dctcnnincs how much. if any. of a water ri;sht i.:s ~ill valid.9 During thjs pi:occss, the water right holder 
must show how and where water has been pm to beneficial use. In lhis case Ecology bas sufficien1 
evidence lhat pan or LPID's water right has nOI used their right or portion thereof. 

/a) IP/D '5 wat,r right al Eightmile l.akl, has /H!en partly relinqui,hed. 
0-11-3 

In this lr1sr.nnce, the proces!i er determining relinquishment (§. of ul.JIIOst importance because the 
amount of water tho drun needs to bold is dircetly related to how much waler IPIO bas a right to use. If 
!PIO hos relinquished part of ,,. wmer righ1 it dmmmicaJJ'y changes u,e appropria1eness or Al1ematives 
I and 2 because u,ey in,•olved drasticaUy increasing u,e an,oom of s1orage beltilld !be don,. II is 
unclear how much waler !PIO has pul IO beneficial use hisioricJ1lly. 

Eightmile Lake has been operated ,s a reservoir by IPID since !be 1930s. lPID claims a right 10 
2SOO acre-feet annullllly and a flow rate of 2S ds, based on a 1929 Superior Court adjudicntion. A Proof 
of Appropriation filed in 1939 <1a1ed lhat since 1930 IPID used willer, ru • rate of 25 cfs and • total 
drawdown of 25 feet in lake level below 1hc height of the dam. But ibis Proof of Appropriation cannol 
s.uppot1 IPID's clai.01 of 2000 acre-foot or more. The dam allowed re:rnnlion of water to .an elevar.ion of 
4671 feet, and aceo<ding 10 the Proof of AplJ'OPriation. the oullct pipe was ploccd 25 feet below thot al 

4646 fee l. Thal would allow l'O'lcasc of appro,imatcly 1600 acre-foci of waler- 10 Evon allowing for 
leakage (which lowers !be lake level an additional 5 feet), Ibis would only represent approximately 1800 
acrc-fccl of withdrnwal. 11 Furt.herr:n(Jrc, $i.nce die dam was dam.aged it i'.'. unable 10 hold more th llln I , I SI 
acrc-- fce1 of water for withdrawal. 

The Eigbtmilc Multi•fill Analysis Report purpons to show that JPIO manages, via multi-fill, 1hc 
an,a behind the dam lhtoughou1 the irrigation season 10 make up for lhe lack or storage 10 hold !Pill's 
full wmcr right at one lime. Howovcr. 1bc analysis is iJ1crcdibly vague, II appears that Aspccl Consu)[ing 

0-11-4 crea1ed a l\JU,breadu, model aod lllen in Ibis analysis glossed over Ille deiails of 1hat model including 
how 1tley eSlimated !be amo11t11 of lealcage, Ille dales Ibey used for precipiialion daia, and the connec1ion 
between iK:ti \o'C release and re.sc-rve S,tora_ge fi ll. 12 This rcp¢rt mnkc:5 it appear a.$ if multi- fill i~ occurring 

• 1,1. 
1 POL 1060 !;r.r, RC\\,1 ~.14.13() llJlrliCllble d 1.n)U_J.h ~CV,• 90. 14.. 100 
' Id. 
9 POL 1120 
Ill Hnal Prognuamntic Eoviromnc:ntal lmpacl Stnlcmc11t fortbc kick C~ Willer Rc:rou:n:c Man~c:mc:n.t Strntcgy (""Fiiu.l 
PEIS-). Appendix C at 40. 
u ld. 
u: Ei,:hITTlile Lale Multi-Flit Analysis Mtmo(andum. Aspocl Coosulling. Ma)' 11, 2022. WhHc lhecstima11e of 912 ac1c-fecl 
of ltakagot Is coostrvatlveb:ntd Oil a Jea:1:.age rate of .S crs dlit:rc is no dBm otu:plariaLlon abom ...,,hy die Ital.age w~ 
assumed to be S cfs. Tuble 4 lists tile nmounf of pr-ccipilmion in .aCJC-fcct per )'CM nnd lists a higher qu.nntit)' in 
20 15((hoghL )'Clll) dum iri 2014 (D.VmlgC)'C:nr): while true fa t.hcCl11IC 11·.n~rycnri( iii Dot DCCla"atC Fu lhc ini.gD.Iion 
season. and it is 11oolcar wh:u prcc:ipim i011 dali::i 'il-C:re usod for lbc modd as Ibey .are not shamd a11ywbere in Ibo ar,alys:is. 
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 O-11-4 Refer to the Global Responses for Multi-fill Analysis and Relinquishment. 
  

In addition, while Ecology has not recreated the Multi-fill Analysis, it 
conducted a general review of the information and assumptions used, as well 
as the general methodology, and ascertained that the analysis is reasonable. 
The analysis was used in conjunction with other information to determine 
whether the range of active storage volumes for the alternatives were 
reasonable within the right. The analysis is described in the Global Response 
for Multi-fill Analysis and relies, in part, on the information presented in IPID’s 
multi-fill memo (Aspect 2022a) and Ecology’s review of that information and 
other records provided by IPID. As described in Chapter 2 of the Draft and 
Final EISs, although the eroded capacity of Eightmile Lake with stop boards 
installed is 1,151 acre-feet, lake releases allow for additional late season 
storage capacity and, coupled with late season precipitation events, can serve 
to refill some of the capacity and add to the annual volume of water actively 
stored at the lake. As described in the EIS, this multi-fill practice along with the 
existing initial active storage capacity reasonably supports the design volumes 
of 1,698 acre-feet (under Alternative 3) and 2,000 acre-feet (under 
Alternatives 1 and 2) for the alternatives considered. 
 
Although IPID indicates they currently require storage of 1,400 acre-feet in 
Eightmile Lake, this does not necessarily reflect past storage uses. 
Additionally, IPID stating that they only need 1,400 acre-feet of storage from 
Eightmile Lake is not evidence of relinquishment; rather, an unexcused lack of 
use is evidence of relinquishment. RCW 90.14.140 lists numerous specific 
exceptions that are defined as sufficient causes that excuse nonuse of water 
and prevent relinquishment. Further, IPID’s statement that they only need 
1,400 acre-feet also does not mean they have only used 1,400 acre-feet from 
the lake; they could have used larger amounts from Eightmile Lake and lesser 
amounts from their other storage rights, as an example. They also agreed to a 
reduced quantity of use from Eightmile Lake in order to support requests for 
future public funding opportunities (which could include funding from 
Ecology’s OCR) for construction of the dam pending the outcome of the Trust 

 donation, and, as such, IPID did not present the proposed reductions to 
Ecology as being tied to a lesser historical beneficial and reduction of their 
water right. As described in the Global Response for Relinquishment, Ecology 
has not deemed that the factual scenario for this water right warrants 
commencement of a relinquishment action. Additionally, the EIS process is 
not the appropriate process to determine relinquishment nor the extent and 



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Organizations, Page ORG-94 JUNE 2024 

O-11 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

validity of the water right (appropriately evaluated during a tentative 
determination of extent and validity), although Ecology’s evaluation indicate 
that IPID possesses sufficient rights to support the range of proposed 
alternatives in the EIS. 
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on n reguhtr bas.is even midsummer in drought )'CUTS without pro\•iding fuU det:llils. It is unrew;on.ublc to 
n:ly on this arutlysis .1lonc to show lbc amount of water thi.U IPID bas actively stored and pm to beneficial 

 
use \Jii'ilhout funherclati fi c.aLion. 

Based on the evidence: publicly ovoil oble, tbe limited dot• sho,cd in the Multi-Fi ll Analysis 0-11-4 
RcpoTt rt:garding avert1;gc water year usage, a.nd rPTO's own admission t.hat 1hcy onl y need 1400 acre· 
fee1 10 meet current needs" it appears LMI the IPID ttas relinquished rights 10 ony wa1er in excess of 
1400.ucrc-frct per year through non-use. This is sufficient cnough cvii:le.ncc: lhat Ecology needs to in iti.il.t-t: 
1hc relinquishmem procedure to dcrcnninc bow much of IPlD's water ri,gtu has bee□ relinquished. 

(b) IPID and Ecology m11.1, deremune rite exiem of rhe ,.,a,errighl priorio movingfo"'"'rd 
with the SEPA process. 

As discussed above ii appears probable !hat pan of IPID 's waier was relinquished lhrough oon
usc .. Despite this. two of the th ree Alternati\•CS described in the Drufl EIS would increase dam stor4gc 
and provide a drawdown capacity larger than whal lPID has used or needed historically, The crucial 
diff~n~ bcLween Ahema.ti-.•e,; I & 2 and AltemaJ.ive 3 is Lhc siz.c o f the dwn and the resulting 
impacts on lhc wilderness ouJSide of IPID's inholding. A.< IPID likely docs 001 have ii< full wruer righ1 
1hcn then: arc serious concerns about constructing facilities to stoce and divc.n waler tbau crurnot legally 
be used by IPID. A detenninac.ion of relinquishmenr would change the conversation about which 
Alternatives would be appropriate. 

During the ,;coping process prior 10 this Draft EIS, F..<:o logy's Office of lhc: Columbia Rh·er 
(OCR) slated that Ecology was in Ille process of conducting a tentative detenninatioo of extent and 
validity proces, for IPID's water rights. We expcc.1ed th is detumination prior to thi• Draft EIS. 

0 -11-5 However. in the subsequent years we have not seen such a dctcnnination and there is ao information 
n:gording its progress. The Draft EIS even stales '' the pcrfc:ctcd amount !ms a<JC been determined by 
Ecology or by a coon lluough an adjudication of water rights."" 111 lhe public meetings regardi11g Ibis 
Draft ElS it was shared that OCR is. confident that TPlD has: not relrnq-ui5:hed any of.ts: water rights. but 
OCR has not shown publicly through e..ilher a response to a show cause lener or lhrough a cemative 
determination of exteot and valid.i1y the basis for !hat determitmtion, It is astonishing that the process to 
repa.ir 11nd/or enlarge lhe dfi.m has c.onLim.1ed without :a '"show caust lcuer' Ur 11 Le nt.alive detcrminationi 
sbowiag that IPID still has right to 1hc water that the <!run will impound. 

Allowing this process to go forward without examining how much wa1.er IPID still has a right 
to smre could seriously impact a tentative dete.rminatioo of exIBJU and validity in the fiuure if IPID 
chooses 10 s:cl l/trans:fer/change it~ water rights: as the im:vocable commitment of resources: ror the dam 
could be considered a validation of Ille righl. Considering AJ1ema1ives 1 &. 2 willloul enwring 1ha1 
TPID'$ water right wil$ nOt relinquished. is dctrimenl.Jll t() the publk: intcre.~t, wi ldemeS..'\, lilnd future 
water resource mant1gement in Icicle Creek 0ind beyond. 

(c) IPID'• intended dooaJion ro 1he Trusr Water Righrs Program slwuld be imrimed or nor 
be considered frr the. Draft EIS. 

0-11-6 One argument l11a1 lhe Drafl EIS appears 10 make regarding lhe lack of relioquishmem 
dctennination is tho.t TPID only needs 1400 ac~-fcct of water to meet current nced!iY, '' and that IPTD 

Ftgl.Rlli 1-6 Whitfi 5'1mlI18f'ize llK mullt-fi1Vrde9111ie llllaly~s stnk thUI lbe O:Krvc: :slOfil,ge j5 ~C JOO ll~•fcet bUl fail lo 
°'knowledge how fillirlg the reseo·e storage inlcr~ts with the active & klltagc release rule- ill the- middle pan of Lhc 
fig=,;. 
D Draft EJS page 6-2. Key Findings 
i• Or.ah: EIS page &--1. footnote-2 
u Or-aft EIS p,,ige 6,,-.2, Key finding:i, 

B.SS\Ya:Shington Sln:eL ill301, Se.i lllc:, \YA 98104 / 206°629,829'9 / www.cclp.org 
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O-11-5 Refer to Global Responses for Relinquishment and Tentative Determination of 
 Extent and Validity. 

 
As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology- 
approved monitoring plan will require IPID to monitor and report total annual 
storage and release volumes for instream flows as well as for IPID's irrigation 
use such that uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of 
the maximum active storage volume of the design alternatives considered 
(2,000 acre-feet). The monitoring and reporting plan will also ensure that the 
Trust donation is managed properly in accordance with the Trust Approval. 
This monitoring plan will be in place prior to storage and release of water 
from a rebuilt dam. The focus of the water rights review in the EIS was to 
assess whether the range of active storage capacities for the proposed design 
alternatives were reasonable within IPID’s water right. These maximum design 
volumes of 1,698 acre-feet and 2,000 acre-feet represent the maximum active 
storage water volumes that were considered for evaluating impacts in the EIS. 
Water use under the right that would exceed these total maximum volumes 
(including cumulatively stored through multi-fill) are not evaluated in the EIS 
and, as a result, would not be actively stored and released as part of a final 
design alternative for purposes and uses under right. Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of 
the Final EIS further describe the Ecology-approved monitoring plan that will 
be developed, ensuring that total active water use is limited by the maximum 
volume of the design alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet) regardless of 
whether practices in a given year involve multiple fillings or a single fill. In this 
way, the maximum design volume considered in the evaluation of potential 
impacts of the project would not be exceeded. Additionally, the monitoring 
plan will ensure that the Trust donation quantities are managed in accordance 
with Trust approval conditions and that any excess water would be allowed to 
pass through the lake as natural flow without being actively managed and 
released. 
 

O-11-6 Refer to water right Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent 
 and Validity, Relinquishment, and Trust Donation. 

 
After the Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a 
portion of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. Following 
issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct its review of the quantities 
available (if any) for the Trust donation in accordance with the process 
prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4). Quantities in excess of 1,400 acre-feet will be 
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placed in Trust for instream flow purposes. The total quantity accepted into 
Trust for instream flow plus the quantity retained by IPID for irrigation cannot 
be used in excess of the maximum volume of 2,000 acre-feet that is 
considered in this EIS for potential impacts analysis, as described in the Global 
Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. The monitoring 
and reporting plan to be executed as part of the Trust donation process will 
ensure that the 2,000 acre-feet limit of active storage is not exceeded on an 
annual basis and that the Trust donation and associated quantities are 
managed in accordance with Trust approval conditions. If a future 
quantification of the IPID water right (through adjudication or future water 
right action) results in an annual quantity that is less than the 2,000 acre-feet 
considered in this EIS, the physical active storage volume in the lake can be 
reduced through shortening the intake pipe outlet, as described in Section 6.2 
of the Draft and Final EISs, without necessitating any changes to the main 
design. 
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intend.,; to donale everything above t.hut amount to the Trui t W1:ner Rights Pmgrllm ded.k·.at.ed for  O-11-7 Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
instrcam nows.•• The Oral\ EIS =ms to imply that • determination regarding any potential 
relinquishment of IPID's water righ t is ,noo, as that determination wiU occu, When IPID donoteS tbe  Validity and Relinquishment and the response to comment O-11-3. 
po11ioo of its right above 1400 acre-feet to the TWRJ' for instrearn flows. " The comment asserts that OCR is dismissing potential relinquishment because 

However, there is no guarantee that the donation will occur os the Draft EIS ••~peels. If !PIO 
intends to donate the portion of their righ t above 1400 aero-fee~ why have they not started tbat it will benefit if no relinquishment has occurred. Specifically, the comment 
prQ<c:$<? One reason oouJ d be lhat the pn')C<<S IICCC$$"1y for • pennanent dolllltion to lhc TWRP " points to potential benefits from the opportunity to use a portion of the right 
could impact the ability to etllarge the dam's capacity. 19 U during the donation process it is determined 
lhlll part of lPIDs right has bcco rclli1quisbccl and therefore is not eligible for donation 10 Ille TWRP it to mitigate out-of-stream uses. As described in the EIS and the Global 

0 -11-6 would affect how much storage is needed which woold affect tbe appropriatene~• of Alternativ"" I & Response for No Change to Municipal Use, water will not be made available 
2. The water woo Id be incl.ig ible for the TWRP because IPID would no longer ha"e the legal right lo 
lhe water. AddilionaJly. if l11is project is aUowed to continue and then IPID fails ro dona1.e the filllOUJlt for mitigation of new out-of-stream uses. Ecology’s OCR coordinates with its 
of their riglll above 1400 acre-feet (for any 0111e of a variety of reasons) IPID may claim d1a1 me new 
dem capecily $liOW$ thru TPID is using its whole: right and that right is Yalid for u~. sale, or tnmsfcr. 

Water Resources program and follows the same water code and policies, 
This would .allow the enlargement of the darn m rum what are cu.mmdy unused water rights that including those related to Relinquishment and Tentative Determinations of 
currently benefil the insr.ream now il.lldjuntor users into wer -water right'!- to the detrimen l of the 
in=m now and ou,er junior water righ t holders along Icicle Creek and beyond. Even if IPID donate< 

Extent and Validity. The quantity of water available for donation to Trust for 
the water 10 the TWRP, there i no guarantee that it would remain inslrcarn. >J !PID's inteot to donalo instream flow use will be determined by following the process required under 
water 10 die lWRP wimom actively moving to do so should OO( be 0011,idered in me EIS and should 
nol be a rc-ason to n,·oid initiat.ing the rclinqui.shmc:nt process. RCW 90.42.080(4) as part of Ecology’s review of the Trust donation 

( d) The Office of rlu Colw,rbi.a River is ,rot a ne.mraJ party and camwl cll(_)Q!fe to nQI do the  

application submitted by IPID in May 2024. 
re/ilUJuishmem procedure,. 

As mentioned above, OCR is the department within Ecology that was supposedly going 
lhrougb the process to de1em1ine the extent and validity of IPID 's water right dui'iilg the scoping 
proccos of this project. Al 1hc public meetings regarding this Draft EIS, OCR suucd 1hu1 it determined 
IPID has 00( relinquished water witllout any evidence to back up that detenniuation from either the 
relinquishmem process or a de1:e.rm.in:nion of extem and validity. However, it was made dear during 
lhe scoping proce<< that OCR -,o uJd mke me oppo11'unky 10 use ony "aval l•blc" part of IPID'• water 

0-11-7 right ii could find to mitigate out-of-stream uses furthcrdowosrrcam. This would allow OCR to meet 
Its mission LO .. agg;ress.ively" pursue new warer sowces along lhe Columbia River and ilS lributaries. 

It does not serve tbe rest of Ecology. ,.pec,ally 1he Water R=urres Program, to allow OCR 10 
determine. whol wotc, is available from IPJD's watc, right when OCR will direct ly benefit from any 
excess water that IPID is found to ha-. and n(l( tieed without going through me legally required 
pnx:edure. Ecology must undc:ruk~. lhe relinquishment prncess because:: thc:n:: is sufficient t:vidcncc: th.at 

part of the right has been relinquished .. OCR cannot be allowed lO di.smi.r;;s the potc.ntial n::linquishmc:nl 
merely OCCausc it will benefit if no relinquishment has occurred. 

1' Or-oft EJS PIIB:C 1•10. 
11 1d, 

111 If the Intended donation to lhe rw RP Is not a pe,meine,, t donation thefl It Is. ei-,en mo,e wl tal that Ecology engage In the 
rellnquls-hmen t process m determine IPID's water rtsht before mowing fo,ward with this project, as IPI D wll be able m 
take a temporary donation batk c11t of the TWRP ~nd sell/trandc,-/di angc it farthe, down the road. 
11 The permarimt donation prt1cess will determine the actual annual quan tity igjble ror donation. It wil o:im;ider if part 
of d'le fi,ghot 1118d beel"I re!llncp.1ished. S~t POL 1010. 
10 E\'ler'I if IPID designated thefr donatlOr'I H rnsueam flow. tl'ie additional water could potentially allow fOt water d'IH it: 

now u5ed to meet in:nream flow5 to be u5e.d for mitisation or to make 5enior rigllt holdef5 whole, similar to wllat ha5 
been h3PPtnin.g &Ions tt,e w1111a \141113 in recent ve.rs. 

BSS\Yii'!:shi11gton SU'Cct. ~301, S~il llk:. WA CJB104 / 206·6'29-6299 / w-n-w,c:clp.org 
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Evm ifno water wa, relinqulshcd Altcrnath'c 3 allows IPID to remain whole.  
Even if the above arguments regarding n:linquis.hmclll nrc not consjdcrcd. Altc.ru.ativc 3 will 

allow IPID to make use of more water 1han tbcy arc cutitlcd m. 1bc dam lllstoricnlly allowed for a 
dmwdown of around 1,600 acre-feet priorto the damage and 1, 151 acre- feet afterthe damage. If 
Muhi-Fi ll Analysis is COTTCCt and TPID has not n:linqui.shc.d any of its water, then rPTD has been us.ing 
its fu.U water righ1 lhrough a mulli-fill process with only 1,600 acre-fee, of draw down, Ahernru:ive 3 

0-11-8 allows ror tile siomge of 1,698 acre-reet, Allema1ive 3, while the smallest smrage or all the 
altcmntives, will l'ilill allow for mo~ storng~ I.ban the. dam hisa.ark.ally held. Th.rough th~-multi-fill 
process laid oot i.t1 the Multi-Fill Analysis, IPID wiU stiU be al>lc to u c 1hcir historic amount under 
Altcmalive 3. This is espcc.ially relevant as IPID slated they only need 1,400 acre-fee, of wmer for 
cutrenL and fumre needs. which is less water than e,·en Alteroative 3 will hold_ 21 h is likely lhru lhete 
will be dcirimcats to the wilderness in Ahcmfiti vcs t & 2 from the increased level of water held behi nd 
the dam. 22 Alternative 3 allows IPID to use their full water right through a mul li-fLII process wi l110m 
lhc added detriment$ cnu.~ by incrca-;cd water level.$. It is clearly the superior Alternative. 

Then!: ~hould be an B.ddi.tlooal Alb:m».tivc that IC>Olts at ~pairing the current dam rather than 
replacing it. 

While this Draft EIS does include Alternative 3 as a response to concerns brought up during the 
scoping process thm the No Action Allemative wa. not legally feas ible, it does not include any 
Altema1ives where the darn is repaired rather than replaced. 11,e Draft EIS states that IPID woli:ed 
with the WDOE Daro Safely Office (DSO) to develop Ahcmativcs 1&2. 23 Howc,·er, thcrc is no 
a1lemative which calls for lhe DSO lO implement its own rules vis a vis Eigbtmile Dam wh.ich. by 
definition, i:ri; legally feasible. The Drnft EIS B.$$C:rti. that ii i'.'S impossible to determine the impact!'.: of 
such en alternative because it doc'.'i.n't k:now what the DSO mig.h1 do. u. However, this. b not correct. 

0-11-9 The Orafi EIS srates that '"[u)navoidable nd,•crse impacts could occur under the No Action Alternative 
if regul"'ory enforcement require., that enforcemen1 aclion occur in accordance " 'ith WAC 173-175-
620(3)." Obvious ly, \VDOE muSI be able to as css the impacts if it ca11 ma ke this statement. The 
DSO has limited the current da_m opc:racions ''unti l the: dam is repaired, and safety risks an:: addressed, 11, 

There must be an alternative lhm calls for repairing 1he dam and addressing the sare,y risks. Such an 
Altcmlltivc would limit the impact5 Qfl the wi ldcme.'lj:~ nnd wate.r res:ources while al.so addrcs'.Sl ng the 
risks posed by the damaged dam, To have a reasonable range or altema1h•••• there must be an 
Altemativc thol Limi1s the projec1 to repairing Ille dam to i1s pre-damaged operations withou1 increasing 
dam storage or modi fying darn operru:ions. 

Conduslon 

Gh·en the importance of knowing the quantity of CPIDs water tight, CELP urges toot the 
Eightmilc Dom process be placed oa hold unti l the actual quanlity of !PID's current woier right can be 

0-11-10 determined through one of Ille processes set fott11 by .s1a1e law and Ecology 's pollcies, It max.es no 
sen.'5e to consider enlarging the dn.m given the likelihood that TPID•s water right is 11:Q longer large 

u Draft as page 6-2. Keov ~ ndlngs., and orart EIS page 2-14. 
tt Plcnsc sec llhc other leiicr lh.nl \l.'C rjgncd onto llDd sWmit~d. 
n Draft ElS page 2-1 
14 D.ElS EJ;ccuth'C Suinrnary II l : "The DSOcoold C'L'CfllUall)' uerriseCflforocmcot actions in acoordanu wilh WAC 173-
li' ~20 (3) 10 ~~ lht dowruattam ri~. Ho-.ii't:Vt!r. Ir: 1!1 aot 1)0§8lblt, 10 prcdLc1 with ttnalmy wba1 dui1 acdoo ct Its 
effects: \11-'0uld be. .. 
2:1• El:ocuti\ 'C Summncy Ill I J. 
26 El:a:uli\'C Summary at 12. fOOIOOlle 4. 

BSS \Yii'!:shi11gto11 SU'Cct.~301, s~ .. llk:. WA CJB104 / 206·6'29-6299 / W'n-W,c:clp.org 
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O-11-8 Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
 Validity and Multi-fill Analysis. 

 
The amount of water use under the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the 
extent of the right and no more. As described on page 6-2 of the Draft EIS, 
IPID intends to donate any excess storage capacity above 1,400 acre-feet to 
instream flow. The design volumes of up to 1,698 acre-feet and 2,000 acre-
feet represent the maximum active storage water volumes that were 
considered for impacts in the EIS. As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the 
Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be developed in 
which IPID will monitor and report total annual storage and release volumes 
for instream flow uses as well as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of 
stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum active 
storage volume of the design alternatives considered (up to 2,000 acre-feet) 
regardless of whether practices in a given year involve multiple fillings or a 
single fill. The monitoring plan will also ensure that the Trust donation is 
managed in accordance with Trust approval and that any excess water would 
be allowed to pass through the lake as natural flow without being actively 
managed and released for beneficial use. 
 
As stated in Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs, the focus of the water rights 
review in the EIS was to assess whether the range of active storage capacities 
for design alternatives being considered were reasonable within the water 
right. The EIS process is not a vehicle to determine relinquishment nor the 
extent and validity of the water right, although Ecology is confident that IPID 
possesses sufficient rights to support the range of alternatives in the EIS. 
 
As described in the Global Responses, the Multi-fill Analysis was relied on (in 
part) for the water right evaluation in the Draft EIS to assess the 
reasonableness of the maximum design volumes for each alternative. Ecology 
reviewed the multi-fill memo provided by IPID along with additional 
information in the record and determined that the design volumes of up to 
1,698 to 2,000 acre-feet of active water storage were reasonable within the 
water right. The EIS recognizes there is some uncertainty in the amount of the 
water right due to possible relinquishment; therefore, the analysis for the EIS 
covers a range of volumes such that the impacts analysis will still be valid if 
partial relinquishment has occurred or the Trust donation results in less than 
the maximum design volumes considered. 
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The comment concerning Alternative 3 and a reduced design capacity is 
noted. In terms of lake levels, as described in the Draft and Final EISs, 
Alternatives 1 and 2 restore the full lake elevation to its historic high level of 
4,671 feet, while Alternative 3 would keep the full lake elevation at its current 
elevation of 4,667 feet. These levels are considered in the analysis of potential 
impacts for the different alternatives. It is also noted that alternatives with 
greater storage capacity could help improve resiliency to climate change by 
providing the capacity to maintain existing storage volumes should late season 
re-fill be reduced in the future as a result of climate change. Refer to Section 
6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs for additional information. If a future 
quantification (through adjudication or future water right action) results in an 
annual quantity that is less than the 2,000 acre-feet considered in this EIS, the 
physical active storage volume in the lake can be reduced through shortening 
the intake pipe outlet as described in the Draft and Final EISs without 
necessitating any changes to the main design. 
 

O-11-9 Project objectives are outlined in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. The 
 No Action Alternative is described in Section 2.2 of the Daft and Final EISs. The 

dam was repaired in 2018 to temporarily increase safety by widening and 
hardening the spillway and by replacing a segment of the low-level outlet pipe 
that had collapsed. While the repairs made it possible to lower the lake and 
provide additional spill capacity, the infrastructure does not currently meet 
DSO’s requirements for dam safety or IPID’s water supply needs. The current 
dam cannot be repaired to satisfy both DSO safety standards and meet the 
project objectives. Potential impacts associated with the No Action Alternative 
are evaluated for each element of the environment throughout the Draft and 
Final EISs. Refer also to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of 
Extent and Validity and Trust Donation. 
 

O-11-10 Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
 Validity and Trust Donation. The timing of the project is important due to the 

pressing need to bring the dam into compliance with Dam Safety Office 
regulations for a High Hazard Dam and protect downstream lives and 
structures. As a result, it is not appropriate to wait for an application or other 
water right action that would trigger a Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity. Specifically, as described in the Draft and Final EISs, Eightmile Dam 
was damaged as a result of the 2017 Jack Creek Fire. In spring 2018, the dam 
was assessed as being in an unsatisfactory condition, leading to emergency 
repairs. Repairs made in 2018 are temporary and address the immediate 
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threat of dam failure, but are not adequate under current dam safety 
requirements. In the meantime, IPID has undertaken preliminary analysis and 
planning toward bringing the dam into compliance. The dam needs to be 
rebuilt to current safety standards to protect human health and safety and 
downstream property, and maintain reliable irrigation water supplies for area 
farmers. 
 
The EIS and Ecology’s review of the water rights provide sufficient support for 
the reasonable range of active storage volumes for the design alternatives 
presented in the EIS with maximum capacities of up to 2,000 acre-feet. These 
are based in part on review of wet, dry, and average years and consider 
seasonal partial re-fill (multi-fill) of the lake’s active storage volume. The 
ranges of volumes considered up to the 2,000 acre-feet maximum allow for 
review of the range of potential impacts from the alternatives, documenting 
the worst-case analysis within the range of outcomes. As such, the analysis in 
the Draft EIS adequately examined a reasonable range of active storage 
volumes and associated impacts that could occur from the proposed dam 
rebuild. Refer to the Global Responses for Multi-fill Analysis and Tentative 
Determination of Extent and Validity. 
 
After the Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted an application requesting to 
donate a portion of its storage right to Trust. Ecology will review this 
application and the quantities for donation for instream flow along with that 
retained for irrigation as prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4). This analysis and the 
decision on the acceptance of quantities into Trust will inform lake operations 
at a rebuilt dam including releases for instream flow. The monitoring and 
reporting plan to be executed as part of the Trust donation process will ensure 
that the 2,000 acre-feet limit of actively stored water is not exceeded on an 
annual basis and that the Trust donation and associated quantities are 
managed properly. The scope of the water right review in the EIS is 
appropriate for assessing the range of potential impacts and informing the 
pending Trust donation application. Refer to Global Response for Tentative 

 

Determination of Extent and Validity for additional information. 
  

COMMENT  
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enough to rill the s1omgc: area to the dam's pre-dam.:1ge level. Delaying or ~i\'Oiding entirely the need LO    
dc1crminc lPI_O·s water ligJu precludes :i mtio□a.L lnformcd decision abom \1,,•hcd1cr and how to repair. 

0 ·11·10 recons1rucL or rel't.ct\"e Eighun.i le Dain find how 10 best protect i,,si.ream nows aiid 1he iruerest.i; of OLhet' 
w~ucr right holders. 

Thank you for your cons ideration of this comment. 

Trish Rolfe 
Executive Di r-cclor 
Center for Envil'Onmental Law & Policy 
&S S Washington St Ste 301 
SentLle, \VA 98 l 04 
Trolfe@clep.org 

85 SW.'lsh.ington Sr.n:et tJ301. S1:.;1utc, WA g8104 / 206•629-029C) / WW\v,c:elp.org: 
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 O-12-1 Comment noted. 
  
O-12-2 Comment noted. 
  
O-12-3 Comment noted. Ecology has been working closely with, and has solicited 
 comment from, the Yakama Nation, the Confederated Tribes of the Colville 

Reservation, WDFW, and IPID for several years on the Eightmile Dam project. 
After the Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a 
portion of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. Following 
issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct its review of the quantities 
available for the Trust donation in accordance with the process prescribed in 
RCW 90.42.080(4). Also refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation. If 
Ecology’s review under RCW 90.42.080(4) and final decision on the Trust 
application results in less than 1,400 acre-feet (the quantity currently needed 
by IPID), then no water would be available for acceptance into the Trust water 
rights program. This would not preclude IPID from making annual donations in 
years where it has surplus water. However, in this scenario without the added 
annual benefit to instream flows as a result of the project under the pending 
May 2024 Trust donation application, Ecology’s OCR may not fund the dam 
construction as it would not meet the water supply development directives of 
OCR’s program. This does not preclude the use of emergency funds should 
there be a health and safety issue. IPID would still need to rebuild the dam to 
meet the requirements for the dam as required by Ecology’s Dam Safety 
Office, but it would need to seek alternate sources of funding. However if 
Ecology’s review under RCW 90.42.080(4) and final decision on the Trust 
application results in excess of 1,400 acre-feet of water (beyond the quantity 
currently needed for the district) for donation into Trust based on the extent 
to which the water right was exercised during the 5 years before the donation 
date, then the project would qualify for Ecology’s OCR funding for meeting 
instream flow demands. Project financing is described in Section 1.9 of the 

 

Draft and Final EISs. 

 

J]Qfil 

Tom Tebb 
Director, Office or the Columbia River and Icicle Work Grou p Co-Lead 
Office or Columbia Rive r 
Wash ington Dcpartmenl of Ecology 
Attn: Eightmile Draft EIS 
1250 W Alder St. 
Union Gap , WA 98903 

RE: Trout Unlimited- Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for Eig)ltmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project 

Director Tcbb: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the SEPA Draft 
Environmental lmpac1 Statement (EIS) for the EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD 
AND RESTORATION PROJECT. 

As a member or the Icicle Work Group (IWG) , Trout Unlimited jTU) has 
participated for many years working wilh others in the IWG to fin d solutfon s 
for wate r supply for fisherie"s, people and agriculture in Icicle Creek" We 
appreciate the hard work and leadership by the Department of Ecology to 

0-12-1 transition from yea.rs of discussions to actual projects on the ground. The 
rebuilding of e ightmile dam provides options to en su re a stable infrastructure 
for the Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District and water for in strcam Dows in Icicle 
Creek if done right. 

TU has several comments in regard to the EIS on Eightm ile Dam" 

I. TU supports the comment letter drafted by Washington Wild ct.al. with 
the exception on page S of their letter: 

a" TIJ does not have a preferred alte rnative for the rebuilding of 
0-12-2 Eightmile Dam except we want to ensure the aJtemative chosen 

has th e smallest footprint as possible and provides for meaningful 
instream flows permanently for Icicle Creek and can be ground 
truthed in current water law. 

b" We encourage the Department of Ecology to work closely wi th the 
Yakama ation, Colville Tribe and Washington Department of Fish 

0-12-3 1 and Wi.ldlife and Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District on assurances 

Wad,;,1gton Trout ll,rUmitM 
103 Palous Suite 14, Wt.'1lc1.tchec.-, WA 98801 a:nd 115 S, C lover Sttet.'t, Twisp, WA 98856 

(Sil')) 888-0'/70 • ""-'' (501) 8884352 • www.t1.1.ocg 
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 O-12-4 Climate change is evaluated in Chapter 4 of the Draft and Final EISs. Section 
 4.3.3 describes the available data and modeling that was used for the 

evaluation. Modeled 2050 flows from Eightmile Lake and Icicle Creek are 
shown in Figures 4-7 and 4-8, respectively. Impacts associated with operation 
of the alternatives are described in Section 4.5 of the EIS. The action 
alternatives provide increased ability to manage reservoir storage and outflow 
during both drought and non-drought years. Implementation would improve 
IPID's ability to adaptively operate the reservoir in response to changes in 
inflow timing and magnitude as a result of climate change. The ability to store 
flows during the wet season and release during dry periods becomes an 
increasingly valuable tool to sustain flows for aquatic life and manage 
downstream water uses in real time. 
 

O-12-5 Comment noted. 
 

 

 

of quantified, permanent in stream flow water as part of the project . 
There is significant public money that will be spent on th.is project 0-12-3 
and the pu blic needs to see significant benefits in tenns or Oows for 
fish, habitat and tribal treaty rights. 

2. TU is pretty disappointed in the lack or future climate change data 
pertinent to this project provided in the document. We would encourage 

0 -12-4 Ecology to provide additional information that ground truths the 
anticipation of wate r su pply in the future so the public can be assured of 
the capacity to fill the pool of the alternative chosen. 

3. TU encourages Ecology to review closely the comments made by the 
organizalion:s with expertise in wilderness la.ws and policies and work 
closely with the Forest Service on whether the project adheres to laws 
governing actions in a wilderness area. As TU has stated many times in 0 -12-5 previous letters on Eightmile, the Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a treasured 
area for many TU members, Washingtonians and people around the 
world. 

Sincerely, 

Li"" Pelly, 
Eastern Washington Director 

Pat Hesselgesser 
Chair, President, Washington St11te Council 
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June 5, 2023 

Tom Tebb 
Director, Off1ee of t he corumbia River and Icicle Work Group Co-lead 
Wash ington State Department or Ecology 
1Z50 Aide r Streot 
Union Gap, WA 98903 
comments '"bmrttcd c/ectronlcolly ro, Bn!ilc@«y.wo, gov 

RE: Elgh tmlle Dam Restoration and Replacement Projec.t Draft Envlronmental Impact Statement 

Dear Director lebb: 

Thank yo u for the opportunity to provide comments on the E ightm ile Dam Rest orat ion and Replacement Project Draft 
Environment al Impact Statement (Draft Plan•. Many of the undersigned organizations provided comme11t s in 201& and 
2018 during the deYeklpment of the Icicle Strategy and in 2021 as part of the scoping period ro, the Draft Pla n. As you 
wi ll see bielow, many of the issues highl ighted during ptevious iterations of this issue remain concerns that need to be 
addressed. 

Th@ 28 undcr'signc:d organiza tions have corn@ to~ther'out of our concern and re.spea for th@ Alpine Lakes Wilderness 
and the Enchantment basin. Thie Alplnt- Lakes is one or tht most konic .and tt-tasurcd places in tht National Wilderness 

0 ·13-1 PrMcrv.at iG.n System and oiw of the most visi ted wilderness areas in the country. Er&htmUc La e lrs within the 
Enchantmen.t Permit Zone, which has seen considerable Browth in visitation, In the last dccadt, with combined dav and 
overn~ht use lnc, easing from 1.9,678 ..,lslton. In 2009 to 4S,,810 ~lsi tors In 2018 because of the unlci ue rec,eatlona1 
experiences offered In the area. Ourorsanlz..1tlon.s and members ha'i/e e:reat ln1erest In the manasement and 
stewa,~hfp of these lands and are committed to worlclng to ensure wlk:lerness, recreatlol\ scenk, and other nau.iral 
,esource vah.1e5, a,e fully p,otected Into the future. 

Our or~nl~tions .also 5, uppo rt the m,a lntel\ilnce of t he Erghrm[le Lake dam, recognizing the I mpon of protecting pub I le. 
health ,and safety downstream. We atsos;upport t he opportunity (with minim.ai l aind limited impac~ co the Alpine Laik:es 
Wilderness I to pro\! ide q ual icy and quantity of water to support ir1$tteam flows; within the hi~toric ri1,1e r channel or k:icle 
Creek and on through the Wenatchee and ColUTl bia Rivers to the ocean insuppon of both fish and triba l treaty rights. 

Appreciation for Conce.mlni:: A.cd'e'itles Not Proposed for Action In the Ora.ft Pla n 

We would like to acknowledge that, based on a.nalysis of federal laws (like the 1964 Wik:lemess Act). regulations (like the 
2001 Nat io11al Forest Roadless Area Conservation Rule). and input from more t han 17,600 public comments during the 

0-13-2 2021 sco ping period for t his project, the Draft Plan has eliminated a number of proposed or potential actions t hat wo uld 
have raised significant issues. 

  
  

RESPONSE 

O-13-1 Comment noted. 
  
O-13-2 Comment noted. 
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We cippreclate t hat none of the four a erN.tt ives In the Draft Plani:  
• lncluM a proposa I to constr'uct a toad within tht Alpit1a ~cs Wllde:l'r\M'$ bo undary which would ba a violation 

0-13-2 of t ha 1964 Wildt-mess Act and dramat ically Impact t he wildtmas.s chatactr:r in a negativo manner. 
• Include construction activities outside of the specia l warranty deed area within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness.. 
• Include any new road cons.truct lon or lmptovements outside the Alpine ur.:es WIiderness within an Inve nto ried 

roadless a,ea, which precludes such actl\llty. 

Conoerns Reh1tl ncto the Draft Plan 

Our organizations respectfully submit the fol lowl-ng-concerns, and potentlal adjustments for Ecolop;(s Cilrefu1 
considercition and evall.lilticn as the agency moves forward with the complex Elghtmlle dam rep,i!i i r projea: 

1. The Dnft Plan must ensure no precedent•settlnc actions ar-e considered as part of the Etg:htmlle Dam project 

0 -13-3 and e.nsurl!! complia nce not only with the 1964 Wrldemess Act but also the 19.81 Al pine Lakes Area 
Management Pl an 

All three of the action alternatives wou ld have significant impacts to the Wildeme.ss character of t he area protected by 
the 1.964 WildernE!Ss Act. The fo llowing pose ~oncems with respect to both the character of t he phvsical wilt:Serness and 
the experience or the wilderness us.er and should be further mitigated in the Final EIS: 

0-13-4 • WIide mes$ Ae$lhetlcs of the Repaired Dam- The current dam I$ not partlcularty consplc.uous to WIiderness 
U$er5 and ha$ a minimal 11i$lJill foot print. AlternatNe$ l & 2 would increa5e the footprint of a reoonstruc.ted dam, 
height of the dam, and as50ciated $pi llwa.,.s. A.tternative 1 would also acid mechanized gate$ that would be very 
c.orupicuous and haYe significant impacts. to the Wilderness character. 

• Motorized U$C -The Draft Plan references the us.e of .. [ebceava·tors and 0th.er eQuipment such as boulder 
busters would be used to move rock aod earth toconotruct the dam: (Draft Plan Ps- l-11), butthe .. t ent al'd 

0 -13·5 1 duration of motorize d usff iu,01 disclosed, These actlvttles should be detailed and anv effom or opt ions to 
mitigate the use of motorlied eq u pment should be dlsc-ussed or proposed. 

• Heficopter Ai@hts - The Draft Plan proposes a signffic;ant number of helicopter flights to t ransport materials 
ranging from 81 f lights (Alte rnative 1 & 3, Option 1) to 256 flights (Alternatrve 2, Opt io n 2). The Draft Plall is oot 
cl@arabout whether h@l ieopter f lights would b@ limited to th@ dam construction phase or e.xt@ncled to a later 

0-13·6 1 maintenance phase . wc do not want to see N!!lleopters used for mainttnana- a<:tiYitlM, we wovld ti kc to see 
the number of ht liCO p~r Ri&ha conducttd In tht Wildo,,,.., rcd"'cd to the 8f<atost otcnt po,siblc. 

• Additional Repeate r and TelemetrySite.s-AJI atternatiYes in the Draft Ptan call for t he inst allatio n of t elemet ry 
equipment secured with guy wires at t he take to allow for remote operation of release valves and gates. This 
equipment would be flown in b.., helicopter. Wh:ile the te:lemet.ry dewices located at the la ke may not increase 
the planned number of hel icopter fl ight associated with the dam construction, consideration of using pack 
animals t o transport separate telemetry mate rials to Icicle ridge (aw~from the dam constructio n site) asa 

0-13-7 minimum tool should be proposed to avoid additional helicopter ffi gh.ts. All maintenallCe actiwities on these 
te lemetry sites should be done without helicopters or motorized transport. We caU your attention to the Alpine 
Lakes Area La.nd Management Plan (page 162) which states in part: ", .. [Dams) will continue to be maintained bv 
primit~ means un.leu anenvlronmental ana~ ls Indicates that the work. cannot be accompliS:h@d without 
moto rizt!d tq:uipment:" Plca:s:e comply with this F-otcst Stlrvice I.And managomcnt rcci u·re mcnt in tha Final Ets, 

z. As the prlma,y ledenl oecncy obllg1ted to manaee the AJp;ne L1kt• Wlldeme .. , the U.S. Forest Service 
(Ok1noc1 n-Wen1tchee National Forest) need s to play 1 11.rcer role In tM st:ate EIS process 

0 -13-8 The Okanogan-Wenatchee Natio nal Forest (OWNF) manages 87 percent of the land in the Icicle sub•basin, 74 perce nt of 
which is located within the AJpine Lakes Wilderness. Ju discussed, Ei ghtmile lak.e i!. located wi thin the Al pine Lakes 
Wilderness, which adds multiple- layers of federa l law and regulations to coMider for al l actio ns proposed on federal 

2 
  

 

  

RESPONSE 

O-13-3 Comment noted. 
  
O-13-4 Refer to Chapter 11 of the Draft and Final EISs for visual simulations of the 
 dam alternatives. Refer also to the Global Response for Visual Resources for 

more information on visual-related mitigation measures. 
 

O-13-5 As described in Section 2.7.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, dam construction is 
 expected to take 4 to 5 months depending on alternative and weather 

conditions. Motorized equipment would be used periodically throughout the 
active construction period. 
 

O-13-6 Comment noted. See the Global Response for Helicopter Use in the Alpine 
 Lakes Wilderness. 

 
O-13-7 In regard to the impacts on wilderness from telemetry equipment, see the 
 Global Response for Telemetry Equipment. Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final 

EISs analyzes the potential impacts on wilderness character associated with 
the project. 
 

O-13-8 Ecology is evaluating the proposed dam rebuild alternatives through this SEPA 
 EIS analysis. This process will allow the Forest Service to consider a well-

developed proposed action to determine if the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) applies, what activities should be evaluated in an environmental 
analysis, and the level of review and documentation required. 
 
The Forest Service will determine if NEPA applies to a proposal based on the 
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) revised regulations at 40 CFR 1501.1 
and agency regulations at 36 CFR 220.4(a). Ecology and the Forest Service are 
jointly reviewing the proposed action to determine the responsibilities of each 
agency. As authorized by the CEQ regulations, the Forest Service can 
cooperate with the State of Washington on environmental analysis (40 CFR 
1506.2) and may use elements of the environmental analysis prepared under 
the SEPA process if NEPA analysis is required (40 CFR 1506.2(b)). The Draft 
and Final EISs include a description of the required NEPA and Forest Service 
review in Chapter 1, Section 1.11. 



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Organizations, Page ORG-106 JUNE 2024 

O-13 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

 O-13-9 As noted in the response to comment O-13-8, Ecology is evaluating the dam 
 rebuild alternatives through this SEPA EIS process and the Forest Service will 

determine what actions require the agency’s authorization and whether a 
 

minimum requirements analysis is necessary. 

land, most notably the 1964 WIiden,.., Act, 1976 Alplr,e \oke, Area Monogement A<~ and rhe 1981Alplne I.ate, A,eo 
Land Management Plan. 

While the OWNF will need to do it$ own NEPA ana.tysis ba$ed on the action ch0$en by the WA Department of Ecology, 0-13-8 th< OWNF -ch IC b• moro involw,d In th< SE PA proern, shatlli8 theit ••~•Ii,. and •••«ising thtl< fcdoral obliptlon 
under the provision of ll>c 1964 Wll~mcs, /\el and IC ensure tl\1>t the wilderness eharaete, is app,opnatclv addre,,.d 
by this Draft Plan. Thl:s needs to be evident In the :se lect Ion and anatys;s of altNn:ulves and Identification of and 
comp113nce with all applicable federal laws, regulations and mana,ement plam. 

Wlldetness Act Comoliaooe and MaNslcm [o, Wlldeme:ss Character 

A Wllclerness deslgnatlon Is the h he.st leve l of p10tectl0n oni federal lands and Is sulded by the Wilderness Act of 1964 
which 5tated the followlng purpose In Section 2{a}: 

'"'In order to a55ure that an Increasing population, acc.ompanie.d byexpandlng 5ettlement and 
growing mechiimization, cbes not occupy and modify all area$ within the United State$...., leaving no 
ta nds designated for preservation and protection in t heir natural condition, it is hereby declared to 
be the pol icy of Congress to secure for t he American peop1e of present and future generations t he 
benefits of an enduring resource of wilderness." Section 2,a) 

The Forest Se Nice has an obliption and experience in managin!!J designated Wilderness areas to preserve their 
wilderness character. Because a handful of primitive dams [indudinB Eightmile lake) pre-existed the desijgnation of this 
area as federal Wi lderness, the re pair of those dams presents a cornplicated manage-ment issue. In these cases, t he 
agency does have discretion under Sect.ion 4{c:) of the 19&4 Witdemess Act to determine the '"'minimum requirements,"" 
nec,essary to ad.minister the area consistent with the Wilderness Act invotvinga no n-conforming use. 

"Bceept M spocifleally provided for in ll>isAet, and !ubJ.,t to ""istln, privat, rillhts, tMre shall bo 
0-13-9 no com rnarcial e:nu~;pri sc and no ptona na nt t oad within any w ildttnHS ataa dMlgnattd by this 

Act and C)l;ct-pt as ncCM:Sary to meet mlril mum rcquirt-r'r"lltnts fol' tht administrat ion of tht art-a fo t 

the pu,posc of this Act [lndudlng meas.ul'es ,equil'ed In emc,gcncics lnvolvlne the health and safety 
of persons wlothin the area~, there shal l be no lemporary toad, no use of motor YChlcles, molorlz:ed 
equipment or motorboats, no landll'l.g of a1rcraft, no other form of mecha,nkal transport., and no 
structure or Inst a Uatlon wl(hln an~ s.uch area,,.. (Sect ion 4(c) o f the WI Ide rness Act) 

Actions that might be subject to a minimum requirement lderness anaty-sls Include, but are not llmltedto scient ific 
monltorln& research, wildllfe man;agement, recreational developments (trails, brkjges, signs, etc.), and activities related 
to special provlskms mandatecl by the Wilderness Act or subsequent legisl~lon (.such as grazing mine~I rights, access to 
lnholdlnss, maintenance of water developments, and commercia l services).' 

We do not take lightly potential exceptions to the Wilderness Act that wou1d allow the use of motorized equipment. We 

regard the use of the agency's discret ion under the Wilderness Act as somethin111 to be considered carefully and rarefy on 
a case~by-<ase basis. We expect the OWNF to prepare a Minimum Requ:i rementAnalysis (MRA) to ensure that the use 

and frequency of hel ioopte rs, motorized equi pment and nonnative mate ria ls is consistent wittl Sect.ion 4( c I of the 
Wild~tM:$$ Act . 

i Ar1h11r et,rh.-1 ~a,looal WHdernm v .flnlnt ten1er Mlnlrm,11n Requl~.,, 09d5lor, GI.I Ide QYerv'lew, 

bOPidteinnDM YmJ:ffl:flw1n1PR1/mcsllt2/wlllk!nrulHwfs/4slsYrnm1i/MI\IXi/M\DG 9YC!YIC'e' pd( 
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CompU;ance with the }981 Alpine Lakes ,wi1c1ernessJ Area Manasement Plan 

Sbc years aifte, the designation of the Alpine La e5 Wilde me$$ Act in 1976, the (then) Wenatchee National Forest 
oomp1eted the Alpine Lake$ Wildemes;5 Man.agement Plan (AlAMP} in 1.981. This plan laid out specific manag_ement 
guidanco fc1 tht 393,000-acro Alplnt Lake, Wilder,,... l including th Elllhtrnlle Lalo! aroa), taking into con,ido1at1cn 
cornp1Ianc• with the WlldtmM! Act and othtr r doral law, .. I.~ng IC the Wllcfcmc!! a .... The AIAMP .,., 
subseciuendy referenced and lncorporailt-d In the wcnatc~ NMlonal Forest Land and Resou,a: Manag,e-mcnt Plan 
(LRMP) Final EIS and Its associated LRMP of 1990. 

In the 464·page Draft Plan,, the 1981 Alpine Lakes Wilderness Management Plan ls mentioned only once, ln the 2012 

0-13-10 goals Identified by the Icicle Work.ns G10up (Draft Plan 1-7). tt Is ,-,t referenced in tM: law and regulatory section of the 
Draft Pl:aJ\, wh'lch Is concerning. Greater Involvement by the OWNF In the draft plan wiould have llketv led to the lnduslon 
of a reference In t his plan that speaks to management of the wilderness character. Be low are two eqmples that dlrealy 
,elate to the EIBf,tmlle dam repair discussion! 

• In the Management Olrocr.on scct10I\ It s1:ites ""Curttnt water diversiOns: will not be expanded. lhity wi ll 
continue to be maintained by primitive means unless an environmental analysis indirat es that t he work cannot 
be accomplis~dwit.hout motorized equipment. Use cf motorized equipment wiU c:omplywith direction 
c1e,cribed in (section) Admini,tratlon (paragraph$J 10 and 11: (pg, 162 the ALAMPI 

• In the Water section, it st:ites: "&cept as provided fo r in Section 4(d] of the Wi lderness Act, watersheds. will not 

be olte~ or managed to pro,lde Increased ware r quantity, qualltv, orttmlns of dlschorge." (pe, 164 tho ALAMP) 

Managing the Spec:lah:y Warranty DC!ed 

Whilitl lhe IPID negotiated a Special Watr.antv Dt,cd with the USFS pursuant to the 1979Alpint La cs Ar~a Acquisition 
Final ELS to conti nue to main.tain and operate its. infrast ructure in the wildellM!ss, the USFS retains its land management 

authority arx:I responsibilit',' to ensure all elements of t his project com ply with federal law. Furt~rmore, the Specialt',' 
0-13-11 warranty DHd l!i clearly part of th!:! Wi lderness and subj@rt to th@ prtM.!iions of the Wllderness act of 1964. OWNF 

nead!i to ansure that, dcspitt the locatiOl"I of the- dam site and it!i rtpalr, tht Spcd ah:y warranry Dead arta mu!t not be 
trcattd as a prtvate lnholdlne or even as e,!neral Forest Setvlce land durlns the conn:,uctlon and maintenance phase!i of 
ttlis proj ect. No waste should be left on the pound and the site :should be restored to as natural a condition as possible 
to bl@nd in with th@ surroundins wilderne!s charact@r. The Draft Plan is unclear on this paint and more deaail i!i requir@d, 

J, wo luatlon o nd uw,.nces of beno~u of In streom Qows for fish • • d trl bol treotv ~chts 

In addition to the need to repair the Eishtmile Dam structure for funct ionality aro sarety issues, there is also a stated 
g0al of r@storing and providing adequate in stn!!am f1o~ forwat@r users arx:I fish throughout the year. The Draft Plan 
makc.s dear that additiona,wattu would not be used to augment new dornt:stic usen, but reno re existing water tight 

0-13-12 holclo rs, lnsreacl, thore Is an oppo,.unlty, In all thrtt alternau,os (but especially Alt<rna1I,cs 1 & ll to lla\lC addltiOnal 
water avallablo for lnstt eam flow, 10 suppo" resident fish, which ut1n1t E;ehtrnile Lake, and salmonids Uncludlng thr« 
1pecI .. l l!tcd under the Endangered Species Act), which uti lite fish llabitat In the lower reachts cl Elllhtrnile Creekand 
the malnstem Icicle Creel<. 

This i. an 1mportant 8031 for T~beo who hold « oatv tights IC fish In thl• watershed and there Is on obligation bv tho 

0-13-13 1 federal governirr.ent to support and protect thon t reat¥ rlght s. If ln5tream flO'W$ are not sufficient for fish to 5pawn or 
novlgate, that v1olot 0$ the Tribe$' tre•II' r\ghts. We '"PPO" ,uttlclent I0$\reom f low ror fl1h. 

We strongty support a goal of de.sfgnati"R addlUonal Witter from the repa ired dam$ to be permanertly re$erved for 
lnstream flows ln the historicail channel of le.Ide Creek and distributed In the Wenatchee River ,ilind t he Col umbla Rlwer al l 

0 -13-14 1 t~ wav to the acearl. However1 the Draft Plan gives no assurances arx:I provides no mechanisms to ensure that this will 
take place. The final EIS must clarify t his import.int matter. 

 

 O-13-10 The Forest Service has been engaged throughout the SEPA EIS 
 preparation, and has met regularly with Ecology during the process. As 

noted in Section 1.11, the Forest Service will incorporate applicable section of 
the SEPA EIS into their NEPA documentation as appropriate. 
 
The Draft and Final EISs considered other construction methods that were not 
carried forward, including primitive measures such the use of pack animals, as 
described in Sections 2.8.2 and 2.8.3. 
 
The expansion of water diversion is not proposed as part of this project. Refer 
to Sections 4.5 and 6.5 for a discussion of dam operation on surface waters 
and water rights. Refer also to the response to comment I-196-17. 
 
Chapter 3 analyzes the alternatives in relation to wilderness character. Table 
3-1 lists the applicable regulations and guidelines that were reviewed as part 
of that analysis, and the referenced documents were reviewed. 
 

O-13-11 Comment noted. After the completion of project construction, all areas 
 disturbed would be restored. Section 2.7.2 of the Draft and Final EISs 

describes the project closeout and restoration process. The rebuilt dam will 
use materials that blend into the landscape. Refer to the Global Response to 
comments for Visual Resources. 
 

O-13-12 Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation for 
 additional discussion. 

 
O-13-13 Comment noted. 
  
O-13-14 Refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation. As described above and in 
 Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs, quantities in excess of the 1,400 acre-

feet required for use by IPID will be placed in Trust for instream flow 
purposes. After issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a request to 
donate a portion of its Eightmile Lake water right to the State Trust Water 
Rights Program for instream flow purposes in May 2024. Following 

 issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct a review of the application 
in accordance with the process prescribed by RCW 90.42.080(4), and the 
results of this review will be part of a final decision on the requested Trust 
donation and will follow and be informed by the EIS process. As described 
in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved 
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monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will monitor and report total 
annual storage and release volumes for instream flow as well as for IPID's 
irrigation use such that the total uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall 
within the limits of the maximum active storage volume of the design 
alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet). The monitoring and reporting plan 
will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed properly. The donated 
portion of the water right will be released from storage in Eightmile Lake to 
augment flows in Icicle Creek in order to benefit fish, with releases scheduled 
based on coordination with Icicle Work Group members, co-conveners, and 
fishery co-managers. Coordination and decisions surrounding lake releases 
and flow management within the Icicle will be informed, in part, by a separate 
IWG process including a decision support tool being developed as part of the 
Icicle Strategy. See Section 2.6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 

 

  



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Organizations, Page ORG-109 JUNE 2024 

O-13 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

O-13-15 Comment noted. Measures to minimize impacts on recreation are described 
 in Section 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs. Also refer to the Global Response 

for Recreation. 
 

O-13-16 As described in Sections 10.4 and 10.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, impacts on 
 trails and campsites are not expected as a result of any of the alternatives. 

Section 10.6 describes measures to reduce impacts on recreation from 
construction. As stated in Section 10.6, notice of disruption due to 
construction activities will include notice to people seeking reservations 
through the lottery and to those awarded reservations to the extent possible. 
Section 10.6 of the Final EIS has been edited to clarify that notification of 
construction activities will be provided to recreationists prior to the annual 
lottery and to those awarded reservations. Notification will also be provided 
to organizations once the construction schedule is known. Refer to Global 
Responses for Recreation and Lake Level. 
 

O-13-17 Throughout the EIS process, the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the 
 Yakama Nation and the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation have 

been consulted on potential impacts on both cultural resources (which include 
archaeological sites, built environment resources, and traditional cultural 
properties) and tribal resources (which include natural resources and treaty 
rights). The Forest Service has led tribal consultation on cultural resources 
impacts as part of the Section 106 process. Ecology has conducted formal 
consultation with these tribal governments on potential impacts on tribal 
resources. Consultation with the tribes will continue as the project moves 
through permitting and construction. Refer also to Chapters 13 and 14 of the 
Draft and Final EISs for a discussion of historic, cultural, and tribal resources. 
 

O-13-18 Comment noted. The Forest Service has been engaged throughout the SEPA 
 EIS preparation and will conduct their own review and authorization under 

NEPA, as described in Section 1.11 of the Draft and Final EISs. Refer also to the 
Global Response for Trust Donation. 
 

O-13-19 Comment noted. Refer to the response to comment O-13-14. 
 

Without such assuriinces, it Is likely thac arrv addltlonal water stored :and released downstream wlll be allocated to  
exl.sting out-of-st ream water users and not benefit fish. There is, one reference ln the Or,pft Plan m th.is potentlal benefit 
to f15h but It is fa r from c,ertain nor is it a commitment: 

"'Under all action altrrnatlvcs, tN ~ncrtasc in ttotage capacity would po~ntlallv provide more 

0-13-14 wa te r for summtr insttoam flow supplemtntat lon, which would benefit f15,h downstream of the 
l• k• ,n Ell!htmlle and letcle creeks. inoludlne ESA-llned fish species and other anadromous 
salmonl& that u,e tn«e wa,erbodles." (Onaft Plan Pe, 8-1) 

This lack of assurance around this lmpor1ant ~•I for fish leads .s to be ske pt ical of the benen11 of the larger storage 
opt.:,ns (Alternatives 1 & l). 

4. AvCNd potential lonc-lalllnc dl:t:l\lptlon, to recreation In the project area 

The Enchilntment r>ermi:t Zone ls one of the most c.heri5hed recreation.al options in Washington. For example, si nce 
1ggs, Washington T~ils Associaiton ~ contributed 7,471 volunteer hours: to mill wo rt in t he Erac~ntment Area Pe rmit 
Zone. Collectively, h il ers a nd c.limbers h.ave fi led over 1,100 trip reports for t rails within the project, including the 
Ern::hantments Trail, Eightmile Lake Trail and k lonaqua lakes Trail. This equates to more than 11,.500 miles hiked on 

0-13-15 ttle:se trails akme. 

As. a highly managed recreational all!a, careful steps m~t be take n in t h is project to e nsure the trails and campsitn 
within it are maintained throughout the const:ruct:Km project and into the fut ure. As t his popular area requires weeks of 
planning and preparatio n for rec-reationists to aa::ess, the same careful planning should apply to t he construction 
methods ll!>ed fo r dam reoonstructicn. 

Mitigatio n mea5-ures for any impacts to t he lakeshore t rail and campsites at Ei,ght mile la e sllauld be detailed within the 
SEPA. Further, there shou1d b~ advanced notice of any p0tentiail n'.!(reation Impacts to this: proj@ct, and we ~commend 0-13-16 1 
~ asur't'.!i be tak.crn to avoid cons-tl'uction during p,e:a ks~MOn. 

l astl',', we expect that the appropriate agencies wit hin the Federal and Washington State governments ha..,e or will 
engage in ttle proper r:onsuhations with localTribes as appropriate given their sovereign status and the fact that t his 

0-13-17 landscape is within many of their usual and accustomed t reaty rights related to hunting, fish ing, gathe ring and resource 
management considerations. Our organizations recognize and respect: that decisions under this project ma~ have 
impacts on trit>al t reaty rights and lifeways. 

Condu~on 

We have expre5sed our concerns with respect ro ensuring thc1t t his project complies with the 1964 Wildemes.s Act ,iind 
protects the wilderness c.ha~c.terofthe Alpine hkes Wilderness- To !hilt end, the OWN:F should be more e n~ged at 

0 -13-18 ttle State SEPA level to ensure [hat t hey are able- to f1'fill theiroblisation to manage the wilderness :a:rea with respect to 
t his project. We a lso tlave cone.ems about t he reartzed ber.e6t a reconstructed dam with additional water storage 
(Alternatives 1 & 2) wouk:t provide for permanent 1n-st :ream flow for fish a ll t he W:irlJ to the ocean_ 

In summary, we would like to have seen an alternat ive that focused simp!v on repairing the dam to address safety 
concerns for the fo reseeable future a:ssoc.iated with the minimal impacts to Wilderne.ss cha racter1 recreation and 
wild.life. We atso recognize that Alte rnative 3would have the smallest footprint and least impact related to helicopte r 
flights and aesthetics threatening wilderness character_ We a lso recogn ize that Alternative 3 p rovides the least amount 0-13-19 
of water availab le fo r permanent inst ream flows to pote ntiallv benetrt. fish (rather than out of sl:Jeam uses), However, in 
e:11tchange for considerable- dist urba nce of this important area, the Draft Plan fa lls sho rt of giving anv assurances that anv 
additional water will@nd up b@ing resfl1Ved fo r ins:t ream floww h@n t~h wil benefit from it tlw most. For this r@4"0 n, 
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and the greater lmpacu to WE\derne5$ c.harilcter ~rnd questions about compllance with the WIider~ A.ct and the 
0 -13-19 1 

   
Alpine l.a,k:~ Area l.iind Mal"il,gement Plan we do not 5- upport Altern~ive5 1 & 2 without 5uc.h i1$$U:rance$,. 

Thank you for the opportunity m provide c.omments on the E ightm ile Dam Draft EIS. Our orgilnizatiomi acknowledge the 
nr:od to takt! actiOn to majntai.n tht- Elghtm.ilr Dam to protect public: hca.lth a.nd sar~tydownsttaam and ensure, IPID, 
Tribes and fl$h can conunue to access the water they need. As Ecology moves forward with thiS proJ~. w-, !lro11gly urge 
the agency to carcrull'Yconslder the recommendations and cona-rns In this comment lcttcr. Eia:htmilt Lake: and the 
Alpine Lakes WIide rness are natural treasures that ml.61 be earefullys.tewardcd for the benefit of hrture generations. 

S1ncerely, 

Tom Unlaick Mk:h31el Oeeramer 
Executive O lrec.to r Polley & Plannln1 Manager 
Wash lngton Wlild Washington Trails Assoc.latlon 

Dave McCoy Sarah Dyrdahl 
Owner Nortflwest Region Director 
Emerald Water Angle rs American Rivers 

Gus Bekker Travis Merrigan 
President Co•Founder 
E.I Se ndero Bad.country Ski & Snowshoe Club (Wenatchee) GRAYL 

Re n~e C Pa rad is Hilary Eisen 
Board Member Policy Director 
W.Shir,gton Kaya Oub Winter WlkHand!i Alliance: 

Robt rt Kaye MattPcrki.ns 
Chalr, conservation committee Prt sldcnt & Fo u.nder 
North cascade Audubon society (Bellingham) Washington Olmbers Coal,t1on 

Kim McDonald OaveWernu 
f:ouncler Sdence and Conservation O rector 
Flsh No1Go ld Conservation Northwest 

P•ul Fish J. M lche lie SWope 
Founcler Washlngto n Coordln:ator 
Mountain Gear (:Spokane) Nattwe Fish Society 

Betsy Robblee Larry Lober 
Conservation & Advocal:Y Director Pre5ident 
The Mountaineers Greater Bellingham Runni"8 Club(Bellingham) 

JohnMdge nm Coleman 

President Executi~e Director 
Olympic Part Associates {Sequim) Kettle Range Conservation Group (Republic) 

Megan Birzell Art Campbell 
WMhington State Director President 
The WildernMS SOci@ty North Ce ntra I Washington Audubon society (Wenatch@e) 
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St~..-en 0 . Aguil u, MO Sie-ve lo lU 
President P sidem 

   
Wen?tch e V11lley Fly Fi.5,he'S (Wen?lc.he I Kittiti!s Audubon Socletv (E llensburw:t 

Gina Claeys Jot-rn McGlenri 
con.so l"Vcltion Chai< President 
SPQ\arte Mournainct!rl (Spokarrol Washington Wil d ife Federation 

Cdd 'e t.sp il"'os.a rhon,as O'tt;ee fe, PhD 
Director, Con:ffn,,.,ity Prosrams Pacific Northwest Stew.a rd.sh ip Director 
An-tericpin Alpine Oub American Whitewater 

Artht.ir fR.tJ.) Gru.-,b,a um U:lnce R 'f 
Pre.sldent Owne< 

f end.s: of Grc!VS ttii!lrbor {WP...stportl WIid Waie r RIYf.!r Go:de.s (l,eavenworth] 

Cc.: Gov rnor Jay 1n.slee 

U.S. Senamr Patty Murray 

U.S. Senamr Maria Cantwell 

U.S. Repre:i;errta tive Klm Schr"er 

USFS Region 6 Regiona l Fo rester G lenn Ca~massa 

Okanogan-Wenatchee National Fore:i;t Superv isor Kri:i;tin Bal l 
w en;11tchee River District R3nser Jeff Rivera 

RESPONSE 
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Alpine Lakes Protection Society • Wilderness Watch 
Allla11<e for !he Wlld Rockies • Aqu• Pemwneule 

Ctnler for E11\1ironment11I Law & Polley • COi servatlon Cons;:ress 
 

East K:.u;hess Homeowners Assocl.:Jt ion 
El Sendero llackcountry Ski & Snowshoe Club 

Fed~n:ition or \Vcste.rn Ouldoor lubs • F.-i!,';!nd....- of the 8iU~rrool 
Friend.ti or Bumping Loke • Friends or En hon tmenL'i: 

Friends of Lake Kact,ess • Friend, of\ ild Sky • Great Old Broad, for Wilderness 
ls.~quuh Alps Trail.; Club • Kil thus Audubo11 odcty • LlvinJi; Rivers • f\•la:m:mas 

fidd l fork Recrea tio n Coa lition ( fidFORC) • orth Casc:1de:s Co n._"t!nation Council 
orth en Intl \V:t'ih ingtc)n Audul.)(:m ociety • Olympic For e.tiit O:llltion 

Rher Ruunen for Wild erness • ·ave Lake Kachess • "ave Our ·ky lllue Waters 
··pokane Moumaineers • ·pring t·amily Trust for Trail 

Ju ne 5. 2023 

Wa f'PIWil In: &llilr®rr1·-,~·q.gm• 
1\Jtd submir,~d ortline at: h1IJ)s:lft>-colog~1.h'a.go,•/E~•~,us/OCR/£/SaP11hlh.'fltion/EigJumUe• 
Dam/E;ghtmile-Dam-D,.a[!-EIS 

Office o f Colu11tb ia Ri \•er 
Wasl1i,ig100 Depanme,u of Ecology 
A11n : Mcliss:i Downes 
1250 West Alder su~et 
Union Gap, WA 98903 

RE : .Eightmile L. ke d~, m replacement projet.t - DElS oomments 

Dc«r Ms. Downes: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on 1he EightmiJe L.1.k:e dam replacement 
projecl Drnft E.nvimnmcntal [m?acl Stnlc:mcnt (DEIS). As non-profit Ol"gn nirntimL-. focusc:d on 
conservation aocl rec reation with members who ljve, work and play in 1hc project area, we IK1vc a 
s.tro ng interest in currcnc and fumrc m:magcmcnt ac1h ritics at EigJuntilc Lake, in the Jciclc Creek 
w,uershed and the Alpine Lakes WiJdemess. 0,14,1 

Ourorgooizauio1ls ,:mended 1be informatio,rnl and scopiag meetings held in 2013-20 16. aad 
submined comme,u leuers. in 20 16-20 19 regardi11g the defecti\"e Progron1matic EIS process 
involving 1hi-. propos::il. We ::1lso submiHC(i Eigh1mllc (lam SEPA .scoping comments in February 
202 I. and participated in Icicle Work Group (IWG) mee1ings over the years. 

 

  

  RESPONSE 

O-14-1 Comment noted. 
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O-14-2 Comment noted. 
  
O-14-3 Comment noted. 
  
O-14-4 Comment noted. 
  
O-14-5 Refer to the Global Responses for Relinquishment and Tentative 
 Determination of Extent and Validity. 

 
The water rights analysis in the EIS is appropriate in scope, addressing the 
reasonable range of active storage volumes under the right and potential 
impacts based on these (see Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs). After the 
Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion of 
its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. Following the Final EIS, 
Ecology will review the application for Trust donation. The instream flow 
water use under the right will be limited to the quantities determined for 
donation in accordance with RCW 90.42.080(4) and will be less than or equal 
to the 2,000 acre-foot maximum active storage volume for the design 
alternatives considered in the EIS. As described Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the 
Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be developed 
(concurrently with the Trust donation) in which IPID will monitor and report 
total annual storage and release volumes for instream flows as well as for 
IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall 
within the limits of the maximum active storage volume of the design 
alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet) and that the Trust donation is 
managed properly. Also refer to Global Responses for Trust Donation and Lake 
Level. 

Eigbunlle dom DEIS COilllnenlS - J une 5, 2023  
P~2 

Tribal Treaty Rights 

We rccogni7.e and respect lhc importance of the salmon in the \Vcnatchcc River watershed to the 
Treaty Rig)lts of the Yakama ation and Colville Confooern1e<l Tribes. This applies 10 both lhe 
wild fish ond !he h31chery tisb bred to mi1igo1e for 1he cons1ruc1ion of !he Grand Coulee Dam 
and other midsColumbio dams. which elimino1ed spawning hamlQI for huge numbers of wi ld 
salmon and oilier fish species. 

Valid F.xlsting Waler Ri•hl< 

0-14-3 1 \1l e also recognize "alid, prior ex.is, ing water righ1s in the Wenatchee River basin for agriculture, 
and the import.ante of that lcxal :sourte of food and Lhc economic bcnefiL,; to the region. 

The Dam Construction Pro!ec1 is ot 1. "Restorallon" Pro)ect 

The DEIS is entitled "Eightmile Dom Rebuild & Rcswrarion." We object to Ecology's 
characterb::aticm of this: dam cc:ms.tr1.1ctfon project a.q a ·'re$toralion .. project, becau..'te it l'l not 
restoring ecoJogicaJ or environmemal conditions. which is what that cem1 means iJl common 
usage when opplicd tO prOjectS on public wildland<. The DEIS Exeeutivc Summruy refers (at 0 -14-4 
P•I!" I) 10 lhc Irrigation District 's proposal to "restore the dam" and (at pag<: 2) to "Roston: the 
storage capacity of Eightmi.lc Lake:· While i1 may be litcrally true that l>y replacing lhc old dan1 
w1th a new dam, the project would restore Lhe Irrigation District's hwnan-buill infrastructure, 
propony and sioragc capocity, the pul>lic mo)' be misled by the DEIS tit le's implication th• t 
cond itions around Eightmile Lake woo Id be restored to their natural s.tatc, whkh is not tr\lc. 

The lnigat.ioo D1>1rid Rclin,gulsh<d Part of II& Wakr Right< 

W c appreciate the imgaton; • need for water to irrigate lhcir ore ham., and keep them productive. 
\Ve do not objoc:l 10 lhe exetcisc or valid. existing water righ1s of the lcicle-Pe.sha.stil'I ltrigiltion 
District (lP[O), but we question a_ny a.'5Sc-rtion of water rig'1t.s that h a \'C been relinquished or are 
od1erwise in valid. 

ln ()Ur prior SEPA scoping c::ommcnts in 202 1, and in prior C()mmenl lcHcr:$ on the defective 
Programmatic EIS ill 2018 and 2019, we note<! Ecology's failure 10 address water rights issues, 
e<pecially the que.stion of whether IPID hos relinquished any right to increase the an1oun1 of 
water e:uracted from EighunJle Lake. However. the DEIS still fails to substantively address 0-14-5 
rc:linquishmc:nl, comJ)Cll lng the conclwion thal ~li.nquishroen1 has in fact oocu.:rred nnd Ecology 
cannot articulate any argument to Lhe contrary. 

 

The DEIS Ola:pteron Water Rlghts . tatcs that hh docs not make il tentative determination of the 
validity and extent of ll'ID's water right because no application has been filed lo trigger a formal 
review oflhe right.•• DEIS p. 6-1. A similar disc.laimer i, made in DEIS Appendix 8: Water 
Rights at p. 11-2. 

As we nO!ed it1 20 19 and again in 202 1. Ille fac t ~,at a penni1ting action has oot yet begun is n0< 
a valid reason for Ecology to ignon: 1hc: consc:quencc:s ofre-J inquishmcnl hen: .. SEPA requires 
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O-14-6 Comment noted. See the Global Response for Relinquishment and Tentative 
 Determination of Extent and Validity. The amount of water use under the 

Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the extent of the right and no more. 
Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs and as described in the Global Responses 
for Water Rights, the Multi-fill Analysis was relied on (in part) along with other 
information for the water right evaluation to assess the reasonableness of the 
maximum active storage design volumes considered for each alternative. The 
total water use (including for both irrigation and instream flow under the 
Trust donation) must fall within the limits of IPID’s existing water right. 
Following issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a formal request to donate 
a portion of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. After the Final 
EIS is issued, Ecology will conduct its review of the quantities available for the 
Trust donation under the right as prescribed by RCW 90.42.080(4)). As 
described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-
approved monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will monitor and 
report total annual storage and release volumes for instream flow use as well 
as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam 
fall within the limits of the maximum active storage volume of the design 
alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet). The monitoring and reporting plan 
will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed in accordance with the 
approved plan. 

Eigbunlle dom DEIS eoillJnenlS - June 5, 2023  
Poie 3 

reasonable forecasting of the future. i.ncl:ucHag forecasts o.r future government aclions rcla1cd to 
the proposal. In other words. ofter more d1ru1 a decade as co-choir of Ille Icicle Wotic Group, 
Ecology has continued to avoid addr<:$iiing the key i~sue, wa<ting everybo<ly's time and money. 
We have provided ev idence of relinquishment. Ecology's failure 10 address thal evidence (and 
the issue in general) appears to be a taci1 concession Lhat relinquishmem has occurred. 0-14-5 

Because IPID relinquished its waler rights, IPID cannot increase 1be quantity of waler exlrnctcd 
from u,e late, Ille late cannot be enlarged, the lake elevation caru101 be increased 4 fee1 above 
the current nmimurn .. and the low pipe cannOl be made any lower lhan le currenll}' sl1s. 

The DEIS Lacks a Full Range or Altemativ.,. 

Key to Lhe effectiveness of an EIS i. JX'CSCOLing a full range of aLLerniU.i\·e..s. ''The range of 
altcm.ativcs considered in an BIS nrust be sufficient to p,cnnit a reasoned choicc."' 1 Tb.c 
alternatives proposed in the DEIS do ,io, presen1 a :sufficient range of alternatives.. 

The DEIS descril><:s fouT altemath·es as follows: 

Alternative I: Narrow Spillway with gate$; maximum lake cJe\lation 4671 feet; low-le\'e-1 
oullet pipe elc-.1ion 4632 fcc1 . 
Alternative 2: Wide spil1way wilh.out gates: maximum lake elevation 467 t feet.; low~level 
outlet pipe elevalion 4632 feeL 
Ahe.mative 3: Narrow spillway withollt gates; ma.ximum lake de\'alion 4667 feel~ low
level ou llel pipe elevation 4632 feet 
No Actic;,n Ahcmntivc: Opcrnt.ing. the curr~nl d!lm wilh no chang~s; maximum la ke 
clevalion 46<>7 feel ; low-level outle1 pipe clev>1io n 4648.65 fecL 

0 -14-6 The proposed action altcrnallvcs arc inadequate. because I.hey ignore lhe fa.ct of wou:r rights 
n:linquishmcnl. The DEIS states lbat under the ••lion ahcmativcs, "Useable st.oragc wil l increase 
over 30 percent." DEIS p. 4-1. Al temalives I and 2 would raise Ille lake elevation to 4671 Feet,  

which would be 4 feet above the curren t 4667 feet that hru been the lake"s maximum elevation 
for Ille past 33 yc,m, since nooding in l 990crodod p0rtions of the c!Am. 

By not repairing Ille dam for33 yeru-s after the 1990 erosion, IPID ha.s relinquished any right ii 
may ba"c pn:viousJy had to store water abo~c a maximum clc\'ation of 4667 feet 

Alternative 3 is the only alternative lhat wou]d build a new dam whl1 a maximwu Lake elevation 
that i:s no greater than the lake elevation 11llowcd by the water storage rights actually owned by 
lPlD. However, Alternative 3 is stiU defecth1e and needs to be modified so that it does not lower 
the !ow-le"el omle, pipe. 

Alternatives I, 2 and 3 each include a new low-level oullet pipe elevation ("lnvcn Elevation al 
Pipe lntal<e in Lal<e," DEIS p. 2-2, Table 2.- 1) of 4632 Feet, which is 16.65 feet lower Lhan tliat 
pipe elevation has O\'er been. Making the oullet pipe imate any lower would aUow tlie dam 

1 Solid Wa.'lilt ~Jr~rrra!lvt- Proporrnrs v. O.ia,,-c,gan Cowdy, (i6 Wn.App. 439, 444, 8.32 P.2d 503. 506 ( 1992). 
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opcrn.tor to store aod c.iract water bcyood the amount to which it hos a right. Altcrootivc 3 
0-14·6 1 should be modified so uw the low-level pipe elevation is no lower than it currently silS. 

The DEIS Falls lo Pro,i de Adequate Prote<don. of Wilderness 

DEIS Chapter 3 briefly addresses "Wilderness Ch.,..cter" including oonstruction impacts, 
operational impacts and mitigation. The asse11td "key findings" irn:ludc: 

''None oflhe action alternatives would significantly impact wilderness qualities due to 
the limilcd :scale nnd duration of construction. and limited sea.le and severity or the 
operatiorul impacts compared to existing condi1ions al Ejghunile Lake." DEIS p. 3-1. 

Thi'.i'i; L.:; n patently wrung conclusion g iven the~ nnd intcns.ity o f multiple prohibited,  

wildcrness-dcgradiog actions proposed and their c learly significant shon and long-term impacts 
on wilderness character. 

The Wilderness Acl charges 1ho Forest Service, as fcdorol steward of1he Alpine l,tkos 
Wilderness. with a duty 10 preserve the area•• wilderness character. Id. § 11 JJ(b), 
Authorizntion of the proposn1 as described in the DEJS would violate thil.t duty for Lhc fo !J owing 
reasons. 

0 -14-7 The Shocking Amount of Helrcaptu U:rl! Proposed WiJJ Significantl>· Degrade Wrlderne:rs 
Character [Su DEIS 3- 13 through 3-15/ 

The amoun1 and intensity of helicop<er use proposed is shocking. The project would entail 
bcrwcca I 01-27 1 round-trip helicopter flights in[O the Wildemc:ss in1crugir1g twc:nry nights pc:r 
day during certain phases of the proJcet. lo WtJderoe§."111 Watc.b.'1 many decades of Wildemess 
admeacy work, this Is - by far - the most slgnllleant helicopter Intrusion on wildemes 
ch_arader "'°·e1ve e\'er seen proposed or authorbed in the ational \Vilderuess Preseniation 
System. Given tho rela ti vely small iv: of the dam and its rclotivcly close proximit}' to the 
Wilderness boundary, Ille proposal is even more shocking. 

C<mh,~$ mi\de the mimdatc to pr(>{CC-t wildc:mc:~s character paramount 01-·c:r other land.
management considerotions, ,., 16 U.S.C. § I 133(b). and expressly prohibited certain activities 
rh1H it detennined to be anLi thetica.l to wilderness: character. Lndudi11g the. llll'lding of aircraft and 
the "use of motor vehicles, mowriz.ed equipmen1 or rootorboois." Id. § l I 33(c). The Act al.so 
prohibits structures and lnsta.1l 11tions in WUdemes:s. Id, To 1hc c~tenl 1ha1 c~ccplion:s cd.st to 
these prohibition<. <lie fures1 Service has a du1y 10 ensure 1hey are narrowly consm,al and 
implementc<t to minimi7.e harm.1 

1 Su Maroclch •· Spears. 570 U.S. 48. 60 (2013) (citing Commi,,s/o,,,r v. Clari<, 489 U.S. 726. 
739 (1989) (exceptions 10 a rule mu,1 be con.strucd nanowly IO preserve lhc pnmll)' opc,lllion of 
the general rule):,ee alro High Sierra Hiker, k•'• v. Blackwell, 390 F.Jd 630 (9ih Cir. 2004) 
(analyzing commercial packs.tock pcnnhting in Wilderness under nnotbcr special provision in 
Sectioo I 133(d) of lhe Wilderness Ac1 and finding Ille preservation of Wilderness pammOW>t, 
even when aut:bori.z.iag uses uOOcr spc.cial pm.,•i.s loos). 

 

  

RESPONSE 

 O-14-7 As described in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs, the Special Warranty 
 Deed provides provisions that allow IPID to maintain the dam at Eightmile 

Lake. A copy of the deed is included in Appendix E of the Final EIS. 
 
The Forest Service has been engaged throughout the SEPA EIS preparation 
and will conduct their own review and authorization under NEPA, as described 
in Section 1.11 of the Draft and Final EISs. Refer also to the response to 
comment O-9-32. 
 
See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 
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 Forest Service will review the project under NEPA. 
\Vhile IPID is enLil1ed to access and inalc\tain its dams. lhat access is nm witllotu limits., and lhe  
Forest Service has a duty to cnsu~ thal dam prvjccts arc d~igncd. from the beginning, in a way O-14-9 See the Global Response for Helicopter Use in Alpine Lakes Wilderness, which 
thal minimizes hann m W ildcmess. 111e special warrai, ty deed's reference to reasonable access 
is nor a blankcl audioriza1]on for unrestricted wilderness dcgracHr1g actlvities. lt docs not relie,·c  includes a discussion of other construction alternatives considered but not 
the Forest Service of its le-gal duty to prOLetl wilderness c:hnroc:rer nnd to ensure Lht11 any a.ccc..'\: carried forward. Also refer to Section 2.8 of the Draft and Final EISs for 
and use authorized minimizes impacts to wUdcmcss character. The Forest Service musl 
rigorously analyze and uhima1ely aulhorize ollly !hose modes of conveyance and use !hat "'ill additional information. 
a11ow IPID reasonable access. inspection. and maintenance oppot"lunities while also mit.ig.at.ing.  
to the greatest ex tent pos5iblc, hann to \Vildemc-ss. 

O-14-10 Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs includes an excerpt from IPID's Special 
The DEIS COOUl.i.n,l; no recog_nilion of the. ~ verity. or lhe prccedc:nt setting n tHurc, o f the. intru$ ion 
on wildcmes."ii t-hW11.Ctcr. oor does it eonmin any di~w:sfon of alternatives to minlmi:te it. There 

 Warranty Deed, which includes the following description of the rights it 
is ao discussion nbout packing in some of the m~tcrials and supplies. There is no discussion of reserves: "… a nonexclusive, perpetual easement across, through, along, and 
project design considera.Li011s that woold minimize or alle·..,iate the use of helicoptetS and mal::e 
packJng mon::. feasible. There is no mention of other s imi li:1-r dnm projects in Wilderness that 

upon the property described herein for the purposes of maintenance, repair, 
have been designed and implemented us ing little to no helicopter access and little to no heavy operation, modification, upgrading and replacement of all facilities presently 
equipmen t. The only considernrfon in che DEIS is whether m rely primarily on a big helicopcer 
or a small one. located in or upon the property described herein, … The Grantor [IPID] may 

exercise the rights hereunder by any means reasonable for the purposes 
The DEIS docs 0010 Iha! a pnck animal allcmotivc was dismissed from dc1ailcd considcro1io11 
because "[p)ack animals could n01 ttanSpon nor take an excavator orolher heavy equipment to described, including but not limited to the use of motorized transportation and 
the si1e;" the 1urouo1 of p<<mix«J concrete. propos<d would require too many trips: ond pipe equipment, or aircraft." A copy of the Special Warranty Dees is included in 
would h,,ve 10 be cut in shoner scctions ond fused on site. DE.IS 2-30. It docs nO( discuss whal 
materials and equipmem can be packed in lo reduce helicopter access 10 ensure il is a111horizing Appendix E to the Final EIS. 
prohibited actlvilid o nl y to Lhc. minimum c.xtcnt nC:CC$Stl.T)'. h also $ugg.CSt$ Lh llt peck. animals  

0-14-10 sl1ould 1101 be used bccousc pack tcoms would cn:otc trail congestion, erode !he trail, and toke 
more time than a hc.licoptcr. Id. But helicopters and motorized equipment arc prohibited by Ille O-14-11 Comment noted. Section 2.7.1 of the Draft and Final EISs describes the 
Wilderness Act, and pack ooimals are nm-the Ace bas already weighed lhe impocis in ra,•or of  proposed method of transportation of equipment and materials to the dam 
non•motorizcd means even if h means more time in the Wildc-mes.s and impacts to 1rail_:s. 
Helicopter and motorized uses allow humans 10 inmct industrial 4 scale imp0cts tba.1 wiU persist site. The three action alternatives have been designed to current dam safety 
long inm 1.he future. Congress determined those indus:triaJ and technologically-enhanced harms 
arc grentcr than LhO&c I.hat can be inflktcd with non•m()lOrizcd. humlln-scalc nc.tions. 

standards for a High Hazard Dam and meet the project objectives outlined in 
Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. Potential impacts on wilderness 

Fut1her, lhe DEIS does not dlscu."s modi.fic.ations to project de.'iign that would eli.rninate or result 
in less need for heavy ma1erial.s lllld lllrge equipmen1 and lhu, mol<e !he projec1 more easily 

character are described in Chapter 3. 
implcmenlcd via non-mOlorizcd mc@s aod without helicopters, The dam was origina lly buih  
withom tl,e e,uensive industria l access and 1ools i>"OPOSed here, a11d il has persisted for nearly a 
ccnrury. Whi le there arc addit ional ;5afe ty rcqL1iremc::nl!i to account for in de-sign now, it is an Also refer to the Global Response for Visual Resources for more information 
extn:RR: ly long leap to go from a n: l..11 tivd y smu.11 earth, r()Ck~ and mortar dam built wilh(JUt on visual-related mitigation measures, and the Global Response for 

0-14-11 hclicoptcn: .and heavy equjpn.lCilt to the proposal al hand. 111c al[cmati\'e dam configurations 
di,;mlssed £mm further c:ons lde.ratio□ canpletely ignore this. leap and do not reflect any 

 

Relinquishment and response to comment O-14-6. 
discuss.ion or consideration or a dam design thal would mimic the original da:m structure whiJc 
making only !hose llddi1iooaJ accommodati001s occcssary for safety n:quiremenls. Sec DEIS 2· 
27 10 2-30, Instead. tl,e al1emalives focus on various co11figurolions fo, increasing s1ornge 
capacity beyond the nmounl that has existed si nee 19()0. 
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 more frequent trips to Eightmile Dam since 2017 to inspect the dam for safety 
Compounding the s.ignificam. impaclS to Wilderness from projeet•relaled helicopter intrusions. reasons. After completion of the project, helicopter trips conducted by IPID 
the •'f'Qf"CSt Service has also allowed IPIO to inspect its four dams u.si ng hclicgptc.r would likely be reduced. 

0-14-12 ilccess., which lrns hismrically resulted in one trip annually. However, since the Jack: Creek Fire 
in 20 I 7. more tb.-u, one trip per yc:u- has been requ lrod to inspect me Eigb1milc Lake Dam ... . "  
DEIS 3-9 to 3-IO. O-14-13 See Section 8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs for discussion on potential noise 
The DEIS also discouncs tile direc1 and i11direct lmpoc1s of helicop1er-rela1ed and m01orized-use  impacts on wildlife due to construction activities. As noted, while construction 
rela1ed noise and disturbance. N01 all noise and distu.ffla.nce impilclS are of shon duration. Dam could impact a few individuals near the dam and along the flight path, the 
construction would toke approxima1ely 410 5 monlhs during 1he summer. ~e DEIS 2-24. 

0-14-13 Given 1he inrensiiy and duration of disturbance impacts, and given tile O!her disturbance impacts impacts are expected to be less-than-significant. Once construction is 
rcla.I.ed to rcctt.ation ovcrll$e in the ~mmcr month$ and other authorb.ed helicopter and 
mmorizt:d uses, the dL'iplacemtnt find stteS~ on wildlife arc lil.dy to be signifkant with 

complete and helicopter use is not needed, these impacts would become 
impacls c~tcnding bcyo1Jd the projccl complccion date. negligible. 
Studies incHcate ahnt the impacts 10 wildlife from helicopten eJ{.lend beyond the dis,turbancc, and 

 
stress impacts-both direct and indirect-should be meawrcd over the long-term. For ex.ample, O-14-14 Bighorn sheep and mountain goats are game species listed in the WDFW 
the Bureau or Land Management foond significant disturbance potential to bigllom sheep from 
low-le,,el he.lioopter flights:  Priority Habitats and Species database. No herds are known to exist in the 

project area. Lambing season for these species is in the spring, prior to the 
Helicopter , urvey, m•y adverSely affect populotion, of mounlilin sheep ... by altering the 
nio,•cment, habilat use, and foraging efficiency of sheep ;o tb:U survivorship or start of dam construction. Calves are very mobile as soon as they are born, 
reproduction is reduced" (Stockwell 1991 in Bleich et al. 1994). lligJ,om can respond ;o and along with adults, can disperse from the area if needed. Elk are also 
dramat ically lo hclicopecr use lhet it may override other factoTS affcoting sheep 
movement (llleich ct al. 1990, Ble.ich et al. 1994). Sheep do nol habi1us1e or become mobile and can disperse from the area if needed. Helicopter noise may impact 
sCJJs itized 10 repeated helicopter fligllts (Ble.ich et aL 19'J4). MacArtliuret al. (1982) a few individuals, but because of the mobility of these species, impacts are 
reported no he:art rate res:p0nsc~ in bighorn sheep to h.eJ.icopte~ abO\'C 400 mcteTS in 
altitude. Helicopter fllghts al 90-250 mclcrs above the ground increased the heart rate in expected to be less-than-significant. Refer also to the Global Response for 
ewes 2.5 - 3 limes above oormal. Bleich ct al. (1994) fouad that rndioeollarcd bighorn 

 

Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness.
,oo,•ed significantly farther following a helicopter survey d1an on lhe day prior to a 

 
0-14-14 survey. Helico()ter O\•erflig:hl-'S may also n::duce foraging efficiency during winter (Harris 

1992). Miller and Smid, (1985) recommended that llelicopter fli glus be kept a, over 100 
memrs above ground Level m minimize impacts ro bighorn sheep. 

See Bureau of Land M.anngement, S1a1us of th e Sde.rrce "n Questions that RelaJe to BLM Plan 
Amendment Decisio11s a11d Peninsular Ranges Bigham Sheep, 01 7 (2001). Impacts to blghom 
foraging behaviors may be pru,.icularly pronou.nced during winter months. S« Craig A. 
Stockwell & Gary C. Bateman, Conflicts in National Parks: A Ca,e Study of He/icop1<rs and 
Bigham Sheep Tirne Budge/$ at the Grorrd Conyon, 56 Biological Conscn•alion 317 (1991 )). 
Similar studies on mountain goo.ts have found similar impac1s and recommends .. reducing human 
Btli\•itics in mountain gout habitats, pwticulw-ly whc.r~ mounlilin gont pupulotions are sliltk:. Of" 

decJining, spc:cifienlly by TC!,.•tilating. the frcquem::y of low-flyirig 9.ircruJt O\'CT mountain goot 
herds." Robin J. Innes, U.S. Department of Agriculture, forcSI Sc,vicc, Rocky Mountain 
Research Stal.ion, Fire Sciences Laboratory, Oreamnos americanus, Fire EffeclS lnfomlllllOn 
System (201 I) al 27 (~mphosis added). 
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Other stud ies in the Cascadcs bavc found that dls.furbanoc impacts i_o the summer mo□tbs can be 
eopecially detrimental. See Libby Halpin Nelson & David Bailey. Tulalip Tribes Na1ural 
Re<ources De(l"Ttment. The "Recreation Room" on Public Land, in Western Washington; 
Im poets 10 Wildlife ond Implications for Treaty Tribes: A Summary of Current Literature. a< I 5 
(202 1) (ci ting S1ankowicll 2008 and Cook el al . 20 13). One autllornoted a need for grea<er 
empha"1s on pmLeclion of elk summer habitat because dbiplacemcnt impact$ summer nutrition, 
which in mrn impacts reproductive pcrfonnancc and growth of female elk. lactation slntu.s, and 
growth and development of tlle ir offspring. Id. 

Beyond the obvious disturbance impocts. hclicoplcrs and Olhcr motorised cquipmont degrade 
wilderoess character by enabling fosier and easier access, use of bigger and more powerful 1ools, 
and re-.$ulting indu~Lrial-scalc. dcvr:Jopncmt and munipu.liu.ion Lhiit arc simply not possibJc with 
wildeme-S;§-c:ompat.i ble mode$ of a.cc~s. and non-irtdustrial tools and mru.erial'i. Co11 _grcs..4-
prohjbifcd aircraft and motorized uses because they arc about domim.nioa hey allow humans to 
e0sily access and t.mnsform I.he landscape to meet our ends ralher than l..rallsforming OW' own 
att itudes and desires in deference 10 1he landscape. The impa,cts of indu.strial transformation 
pcrsi.st long after the hellcopcers have landed and the excaY&tQl"S h&\'C been hauled away. They 
should not be discounted as "1emporruy' and lhey should be elimina1ed or n1inimized 
•ccordingly. 

01her Motorized Use Impacts 

The DEIS ment ions that "[e]xcav,iton; and Olher equipment such as boulder bus•ers wou ld be 
used 10 move rock and earth to construct the dam," DETS 3-11. but the cx•ent and dura•ion or 
motorized uses is not disclosed. For the reasons discussed in tl.JC helicop1er discussion above, the 
full soope. and d ura<ion or motorized use, mu<t be-dfaclo<cd, impru:,s anruy1Cd. and mitigation 
identified and discussed (including minimizing the autbo.-izationsJ, 

Struc:lurt!~· and lnslallatiom· 

As discussed above. il i.s an extreme leap lo go from a relathrely small earth, rock, and mortar 
dalD buill w ilhou1 helicop1ers and heavy equip1Dem 10 lhe proposal a, hand. TI,e DElS options 
all re$ulr in a dam would be m()n:: visible and obviQusly clc\•clQped than the current dam. F't)r 

alu:rnatives I and 3,"(t)he dan1 structure would be more conspicuous, with prominent wing walls 
and not made wilh native stone as portions of Lhe current dam are." Ahemati~e I would also 
include conspicuous "inflatable gates on the dam [that] would require a motor." And for 
ahcmative 2, "the dam would be more conspicuous due to !he wider dam and clc,m:d area for the 
spillways." DEIS 3-1710 3-19. The al1ernativedo.t11 configurations dismissed from furtl1er 
con.sideratkm do nc;it refltX.t any disclt';i;fon or co11$idcration or a dam design nltem111th·e tha1 
would mimic the ori ginilll d.ilm struclurc. whi le mek.ing only thcr.;e additional m::c:ommc:,dstions. 
necessary for safety. Sec DEIS 2-27 10 2-30. 

Compounding impaclS from development, au aJtcrnotivcs in •be DEIS cal l for the pc:rmanco• 
installa•ioo of tclcmotry equipment •• •be lake. For nearly a ccn•ury, adm inismuors have hiked 
101he dam and released wa•er manually. Se; DEIS 2·19. Ye, lhe proposal here calls for 
tdernctry towers. secure-cl wi th guy wires. wilh in the Wi lcli==rncss to allow for remote open11ion of 

0-14·14 

0-14-15 

0-14·16 

0 -14-17 

 
 

 

 O-14-15 See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes 
 Wilderness. Construction is expected to occur over a 4- to 5-month period. 

Following completion of construction, helicopter use to the dam would be 
minimal. 
 

O-14-16 As noted in Section 2.7.2, construction of the dam is estimated to take 4 to 5 
 months depending on the alternative and weather conditions. Motorized 

equipment would be used intermittently throughout the construction period. 
Impacts and mitigation measures are described under each element of the 
environment through the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

O-14-17 A dam alternative that mimics the current dam would not meet the objectives 
 of the project, which are stated in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. See 

the Global Responses for Helicopter Use in Alpine Lakes Wilderness and 
Telemetry equipment. Telemetry equipment is not proposed in the 
wilderness. Telemetry equipment would be placed near the dam on the 
Special Warranty Deed parcel, and the repeater station would be placed 
adjacent to the Forest Service repeater station outside of the wilderness (see 

 

Figure 2-11). Refer also to the Global Response for Visual Resources. 
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n: lcasc valves ond gates. lnsiallatioas an: gcncro!J y prollibitcd uoocr the Wilderness Act. 16 
U.S.C. I I 33(c). Ful1l1er compouooing wilderness deg,adalioo, the relemeuy equipme.n, would 
be flown in ,•ia helicopter. DEIS 2-19. The DEIS docs not disclose whether maintenance work 
will be helicopter assisled. but il does nore that 00.neries woo.kl need replacement approxima1e.ly 
every S- 10 years. 

0-14-17 
Again. the amouru of helicopter and motorized use associated with this project is oSlounding aoo 
not---<lt all---<:ompatible with lhe Forest Service's mandate lo preserve wilderness character. 
Those banns are bolh preclphared and exacerbated by die o,-erly developed dam des ign. The 
project appears 10 have been designed m,m the beginning with a large amoo nl of helicopter and 
heavy equipment use assumed and wil11out due regard for lhe mandates of Lbe Wilderness Act. 

The final EIS (or a supplcmenlal DEIS di:Si ctL.:; ing ai new 111lttrna1J\,e before moving LO the FEIS) 
must rigorously c~plorc n drun design that is similar to the one that has cx..istcd or acarly a 
cenn1ty and lhru only ioclu~ the mini1m1m additional design feamres to cotnply with safety 
req 1.1iremcmts. The design would include less reliance on industria l materials, in.stead n;Jying 

0-14-18 more on those that can be packed into or 5-01,1rccd from the site, manual water relca'SC feat1,1 ~ thnt 
would alleviate tile additional Slrllcrures aoo iJistallalions in Wilderness, and drun sizing aoo 
design that would not inerea~ the \1i1•mal appean:mce oflhe ~tructure, its footprint within the 
Wilderness, or its water storage capacity bcyooo 1h0 water right post-n:linquishmcnl. 

Increased Acce.s,, 

Impact-< 10 lhe Wildernes< will funher be comp0unded by construction of• road 10 bring vehicles 
closer 10 the Wilderness boundary. The DEIS proposes to " improve and reopen a pollion of a 
cummtly clo,;cd road located outside of th<, Alpine Lakes W ilderness" along lbc e,dsting 
EighLmiJe Lake Trail so worl::er.s hi.ting; imo the site will be able to park closer to lhe \Vildemess 
boundary and have a shorter hike 10 1hc dam site. Soc DEIS 2-21 . The need for this is unclear 
given the incredible amount of helicop1cr access proposed to Oy in matcrial.s and equipment. 0-14-19 
The need is even more unclear given that only "4-6 constructlon personnel per week will likely  

use the upper portion or lhis trail for oooe._, 10 lhe <i re on foot. allhough son,e may choose 10 hike 
from the trailhcad;' id,, and given tbat the bike to the dam from the trailbcad is only 4 miles. Id. 
The conslruction of this road woold iocn:asc lhc rurcady easy access to the W ildcrncss and 
exacerbare overuse problems. 1l1ese impacts musr be thoroughly analyzed. Furlher, the road 
should o nly DC considered if it will serve. as a replaccmcnl for helicopter access and if it will ~ 
compJe1e ly and tjfccti'1cly decommissioned at Lhe. termination oflhe project. 

lncocvorntion of Drior oornment letters 

We hereby inco,pora,e by reference rbe following auached Jeu ers regnnling lhe PtotlfOtumaric 
EIS process conducted under SEPA in 2016-20 19 ror rbe "Icicle Oe.ek Warer Resource 
Managcmc,it S1rategy" which ineluded 1hi.s Eightmile T.llke dam rep laccm~nt projcc~ as well as 
SEP A scoping specific 10 tru.s project i11 2021 : 

0 -14-20 
• Moy 11. 2016 scoping co,nn,001< (signed by 3ll parties) in rcspon_sc 10 the SEPA 

Checklist and Dctcnnina.l'ion of Signi fican,;c. 
  

RESPONSE 

O-14-18 The three action alternatives have been designed to current dam safety 
 standards for a High Hazard Dam and meet the project objectives outlined in 

Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. Section 2.7.1 describes the proposed 
method of transportation of equipment and materials to the dam site. 
Potential impacts on wilderness character are described in Chapter 3. Refer 
also to the Global Responses for Visual Resources, Relinquishment and 
Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. The amount of water use 
under the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the extent of the right and 
no more. 
 

O-14-19 As stated in Section 2.7.1 of the Draft and Final EISs, the portion of FSR 7601-
 116 proposed for reopening would be used to bring personnel and additional 

supplies closer to the boundary of the wilderness. The reopening of the road is 
not expected to contribute to overuse of the wilderness because it would be 
for administrative use only. The road would be gated and locked at all times, 
preventing public use during and after construction. 
 

O-14-20 The referenced comment letters were submitted during prior SEPA review of 
 the Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Strategy between 2016 and 

2021, as noted. Comments within those letters were analyzed and 
incorporated into the corresponding SEPA documents and review. 
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• July 30, 2018 commenlS (signed by 31 parties) on the Ora~ Programmatic IS . 

• Feb. 12, 2019 commcnlS (signed by }4 partic.<) on defects in the Final Progmmrnalic EIS. 
• Feb. I, 2021 commcms (signed by 32 pn11ics) oo SEPA scoping for the Eightmilc Lalcc 

"dam replacement project." 

Collccti,•ely, these comment letters were. co-signe<i by about 40 orgnnill!t ions, including: Alpine 
Lakes Proteclion Society (ALPS) ~ American Whicewater. Aqua Pennauenre~ Center for 
Environmental Law & Policy (CELP); Conservation Congress; Doug Scorr Wilderness 
Con~!Ling: Ea.,;t Kachcs;!I Homeowners A.'iSCN::iation; Endangerod Species Coali tion: Federal.ion 

0 ·14 -20 of Western Outdoor Clubs; Friends of the Binerroot; Friends of Bumping Lake; Fri cods of the 
Clearwater; Friends of Ench:ul1men1<; Friends or Lake Kachess: Friends of Wild Sky; Great Ol d 
Broods for Wilderness: Icicle Creek Water'Shed Council; Issaquah Alps Trails Club; Kachess 
Communit)' Association; Kachcss Ridge Main,c:mmcc Association; Kiuitas Audubon Society; 
Toe Mm1mas; Middle Fork Recreation Coalition (MidF0RC); Methow Valley Otizens Council; 

Orth Cru;codes Conservation Council; N(lrlh Centro! Woshington Audubon Society; Olympic 
Forc<t Coalition; River Runners For Wildcrnos•; Sa.e Lake Kact>O$s; Save Our Sky Blue 
Watc,s: Seattle Audubon Society; Sicm1 Club; Spokane Mountaineers; Sp,ing Fa111ily Tmst for 
Trails: Woshington Notive Plant Society; Woshington Wild: We<1em Lands Project; Wild Fish 
Conscrvllncy: The Wilderness Society; and Wilderness Watch. 

Thank you for considering these com.me.ms. 

Sincerely, 

Rick McGuire. !>resident 
Alpine Lakes Proiection Socie1y (ALPS) 

George NkJ:a'-, Ex.coutivc Director 
Wilderness Watch 

Trish Rolfe. Executive Director 
Center for Eovisonmcntal Law & Policy 

Gus Bekker, Prcs idc.nt 
El Scndcro ll.uckcountry Ski & Snowshoe C lub 

Art Campbell. Presiden1 
onh Central Washington Audubon Sociely 

Judy Hallisey, Presidem 
Kittitas Audubon Society 

Chris Maylrut, President 
Friend< of Bumping Lake 
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Ma,k Boyar, Prcsidco t 
MidFORC 

John Spring, Managing Trustee 
Spring Family TruSI for Trails 

Anne Newcomb, President 
lssaquah Alps Trails Oub 

Connie Gallant. President 
Olympic Forest Coalition 

John Reevt..'-. President 
Save Lake Kachcss 

Denise Boggs. Excc.u:d\·e Director 
Conservation Congress 

Lori Andresen, President 
Save Our Sky Blue Waters 

Gin.a CJaeys, Conservatirui Cbalr 
Spokane Mountai necrs 

Greg Shannon , Steering Committee member 
Friends of Ench.u.nLme.nts 

Tom Martin, Cooncil Member 
River Runners for Wilderness 

Mike Town. President 
Friends of Wild Sky 

Genia Moncada 
PoUy D )•et Coscadia Chapier 
Greru Old Broads for Wilderness 

Pliil Fent1er, Presidem 
North Cnscad« Conservat·ion Council 

Meli.ss:1 Bates.. Prcsidcn1 
Aqua Pet=enre 

George Milne. President 
Federation or WeS1er11 Outdoor Clubs 
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Larry Campbell, Conscrvacion Dircccor 
Friends of the Bitterroot 

Mike Ga!Tity, Executive Direc1or 
Alliance for lhe w ild Rocldcs 

Gordon Brandl, Prcsidcnl 
East Kachess Homeowners: Association 

Jeanne hcldon, Meml,c,
Friends of Lal::e Kachcss 

Attachment,· 20 16, 20 18, 20 19 ond 2021 commenl loller,; 

Cc: Governor Jay lns lee 
U.S. Senator Pauy Murray 
U_S_ Senator Maria Cun1wcll 
u_s_ RcprcsenLat:i vc Kirn Schrier 
U.S. Interior Secretory Deb Haaland 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner 
U.S. Fon:st Service, Aeling Regional Forcscor U, Berger 
Okan()gan-Wcnatchcc. ational Fores.I Supcn•i.sor Kristin Bail 
Wenatchee River District Ranger Erica Taecker 
Chelan Couruy C.Ommis..sioner, Kevin Overbay, Shon Smlth. Tiffany Gering 
Dcponmcnc of Ecology Dlrcclor Launi Watson 
Icicle Work Group members 
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Alpine Lokcs Pro1ectlon odt:l)1 • \Vlld trncss \\1a1ch    
Alliance for lhe Wild Rockies • qua Permanente 

Ctnttr for Environtlitntol Law & Polle_ • Co11strvatlon C0ilJlrtSs 
Dou~ eott \\rllderness Tralnln11 • East Kadiess Homeowne-rs Assoda tlon 

El Senden, Bad.country Ski & Snc.m•5hoe lub 
Federation or Wesiern Ou1door Clubs • Friends of lhe Blr1erroo1 

Friends of Bumping Lak, • Friends: or the- C ll'orw:uer • Friends or Enchnntme-nts 
Friend• or Lok< Knrh•ss • Frlrnds ol \Vlld Sk .. • Grrai Old Broads for \Vlldtrn.ss 

Icicle Creek Watershed Council • l"5aquah Alps Trails Club 
Ka chess Co mmu nity Anociatio n • Kittitas Audubon Sodety 

Midd le rork Recreation Coalition ()fidFORC) • orth Casc:ude:s Consen-ation Co uncil 
Nort h entrul \Va~hington Audul>Un Society • 01, mpic ore!it 'O:ilitio n 

ru,•er Runne rs ror \ Vllderness • ~ave Lake Kachess • Save Our ~k~r Blue \Varers 
Seanle Audubon ' ociel}' • Spokane Mounta.ineers 

prlug Fondly Trust for Trolls • Wlld Fish ConS<tv0nC}' 

February I , 202 I 

Via email to: nre/if,;a.downt>.efif'txy.wa-fQv 
A,rd rnbmittcd onfine ~l: http;;·/lcro/oey ~ra 1•nrl rt1•{1tmUc 

Depruttnent or Ecology 
Central Regional Office 
Altn: Melissa Downes 
I lS0 \Vest Alder Strcet 
Union Gap, WA 98903 

RE: El"lumlle Lake dam repl~cement proitct - SEPA scopin" c:omme-nts 

Dear Ms. Dow11es: 

Thank you fol' the opix,nunity to provide scop ing comments on Lhe EighLmi le Lake '"dam 
replacement projccf' E,wironmcmo l [mpact 1lltCl11CTI1 (EIS). As oon-prorn Ofl!onizacio ns 
fo<..--uscd on coos<-'1Vat ion and recreation wilh mc1Hbcr..;: who live. work tmd play in 1hc proj<..-cl 
area, ""'e have :i stro ng interest in curre1u and future manage1nenl activities al Eig'.htinile L:ike, in 
the- Icic le Creek wHterShed 11nd the Alpine Lakes Wil Lemess. M11ny of our ,,rga:ni.7.111lons attended 
the inlom1atio11al and scoping meetings held in 20 I J-2016 and subm iued com,ncnt lcners in 
2016-2019 regarding the dcfcct i, ·c r rograrnmatic EIS process involving this proposal. and some 
of 1.JS have participated in Icicle Work Group (IWG) meetings over the ye.ars . 

Tribal Treatv Rh!hlS 

We reoogn i7.e and respect the imp<,nan e of the salmon in the \Venatd,ee River watershed 10 the 
Treaty Rigl11S or the Yakama at ion and Co1,;11e Confe<lerated Tribes and both the wild nsh and 
the-haLchery fish bred to miLigate fo r the- consLn1e1ion of the Grand Coulee- Dllm and othe-r mid
Columbia dams, which elimlnate.d spawning habitat for huge numbers of wild salmon and other 
fis h spc.,,,ics. 
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V•lld Existing Water Right< 

\Ve also recognize valid1 prior existing water rigl11s in the Wenatchee River DaSin for agriculturet 
and the impol1lllli:e of ma, local source of food 811d lhe economic benefiis to the region. 

Programmatic . TS is Oefe.cttve and Largely~ orthles,i 

We hereby incorporate by reference the following attached leue rs regarding the Programmatic 
EIS proces conducte<I under SEPA in 2016-20 19 for the "Icicle Cn,ek Woter Resourte 
Management Strategy'' whic•h included this Eighunile Lake dam replacemern project: 

• Moy 11, 2016 scoping comments (signed by 3S paffies) in response to the SEPA 
Checlc list and Determination of Significance. 

• July JO, 2018 comments (s igned by 31 panics) on the Draft Prowammaiic EIS. 
• Feb 12, 2019 comments (signed by 34 parties) on del'ecis in the Final Programmatic EIS. 

Collcc1ively, these c-01lllncnt loiters were co-signed by about 40 organizations, including: Alpine 
Lakes Protection Society (ALPS); American \Vhi1ewater; Aqua Permanente; Center for 
Environmc:mal Law & PoLicy (CELP); Conservation Con!!J"'SS; Doug Scon Wilderness 
Consulting; East Kachess Homeowners Association; Endangered Species Coalition; Federation 
of Western Ou1door Clubs; Friends of the Billerroot; Friends of Bllmping Lake; Friends of the 
Clearwater; Friend< of Enchantment<; Friends of Lnke Kac.hes.s; Friends of Wild Sky, Greot Old 
Broads for Wilderness; Icicle Creek Watershed Counci~ ls'saquah Alps Trails Club; Kachess 
Community Association; Kachess Ridge Maintenance Association; Kittitas Audubon Society; 
The Mazornas; Middle Fork Recreation Coalition (Mid.FORC); Melhow Valley Citizens Council; 

orth Cascades Conservation Cowcil; onh Central Washington Audubon Society, Olympic 
Forest Coalition; River Runners For Wilderness; Save Lake Kachess; Save Our Sky Blue 
Waters; Seattle Audubon Society; Sierra Club; Spokane Mountaineers; Spring Family Trust fo r 
Trails; W o,hington Native Plant Society; Washington Wild; Western Lnnds Project; Wild Fish 
Conservancy; 1ne W ildemess Society; \II ildemcss Watch. 

In 2018, IWG received about I 0,000 comments on the Drofl Programmatic EIS. Many of the 
concerns highlighted in our prior comments still remain. In parucular, we urged IWG to fix two 
hug,: defect, in die Drat\ Prowammatic EIS: ( I) failure lo ana lyze wildc,me impoclS, and (2) 
lllilure 10 address water righis issues, especially the question of whether the irrigation district has 
relinqui•hed any right to in=se the amount ofwaterextracted fl-om Eighbnile Loke. Indeed, 
the U.S. Forest Service stAted in an emaill that the Draft Programmatic EIS "is. silent on 
\Vildcrncss ci1Cc1s,11 

Incredibly, the !\VG co-lCflds (State Dept. of Ecology and Chelan CoWJty) failed lo make any 
,jgniJ1cu.nt edits m the Final Prowammatic EIS they published on January 3, 2019. For any 

l October 31. 2018 C:H1Bil from Erick Walker. Dcplty Sq)c:rvisororotar,oga~WcnaIChec Na.lio11al Fmcst ~IC 
PEJS is r.ilenr ori Wildcrnc:ss efic:cts, so 1111:t"c:'s hD opporrunicy to cier from or use t.lteir arialyus .. ). 
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projects located in wilderness, the Final Prognunmatic EIS is virtually wonhlc:s,, ex<CJJI •• 
evidence of IWG's alarming failure and refusal 10 analyze the moSI directly relevant issues. 

In the multi-year Prognunmatic EIS process, lrom scoping 10 Draft PElS 10 final PEIS, the Dept. 
of Ecology dismissed and ignored the comm.ems it received from dozens of conservation 
organiza1ions. We are very roncemed that as we begin another multi-year Projec1-Level EIS 
process, from scoping to Draft EIS lo Final !'EIS, the 5'.IllC Dept. ofEcology will again dismiss 
and ignore our comments. 

Because the 2019 Final Programmatic EIS was mo. lly unchanged Imm the drat\ ve11, ion, and 
because lhe JWG co-leads failed 10 seek consensus within IWG before releasilig it so abruptly 
that IWG members fell blindsided, the FPEIS immediately drew cri1icism from both inside and 
outs ide IWG. An IWG membet, Icicle Creek Wo1e,shed Council , initiated on IWG dispule 
resolution process about lhc FPBIS in early 2019. 

Jn rc,;:ponsc to the critk{sm, Chelan County hired two facilitators in 2019. The facilita tors 
interviewed IWG memben< and proposed revision of IWG operating rules; they also persuaded 
Icicle Creek Waienhed Council 10 ,able its dispute reso lution process regarding IWG process 
fouls. In early 2020, the Col,IIlly's hired fociliiators began a series offocilitoled "s!Akeholder" 
meeting; with several ronscrva1ion nonprofits regarding the Bisfitmilc Lake dam. ALP asked 
tho lead facilitator to Slop describing himself as "nClltraf' on the Icicle, because be is hcav ily 
invested in the Yakima Workgroup and ilS Yakima Plan, and the Yakima Workgroup and Icicle 
Worit Group are related in m11ny significent ways. 

Th~ Proposed Action Alternativt!l Art Tnadtguatt Btea1ut: Thev Jgnore RtUngoli hmtnt 

The scoping maierial5 include an "Alternatives ummary Table'' ontilled "Tablo 1. Eightmile 
Dam Alternative Considerations:' The table's columns describe existing conditions, a o 
Action" allernative, and two "Action Allematives": ( I) "Narrow Spillway With Gates (fonnerly 
Altern•tivc I A)"; end (2) "Wide Spillw•y Without Gates." Alternative I A was pm,iously 
rererenced in IPID's proposed "Eight Mile S1orage Agreemem" in the facilitated "s1akeholder'' 
meellll$1 in 2020 as descril>ed above; nobody agreed to Iha! proposed "Agreement.". 

We oppose the proposed "Action Ahemativcs," bccanso they both ignore 1he fact of water rights 
relinquishment. 

Both of the "Action Altema~.ves" propose to raise the m10<unum lake el.ovation to 4671 feet, 
which is four feel higher 1han it has been since 1990. 

Furthermore. bmh of the hAclion Alternatives .. propose to lower- the outlet pipe inta.ke elevation 
to be lower than it has ever been. Tl1c "Allcmatives Summary Table" shows the cum:nl outlet 
pipe in1ake elevation•• 4648.6S feet; both of the "Action Alternatives'' proposes 4632 reet 
(16.65 feet lowcnhan it has ever been). 

lbe dam design that would most simply reflect lhe relinquishmem of water rights wo·uld be a 
dam no hig)ler than the C1.JITent max imum lake elevation (4667 feet) and o low ouLlet pipe inblke 
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no lower than th.e cum:nt intake elevation ( 4643 .65 foci). Making the dam any higher, or the 
outlet pipe intake any lower, would allow lhe dam operator to store and extract water beyotld the 
amount to which it h•• a right. However, thal bi!,<eline allemative d«ig,, hlL, been obsent from 
IWG documentation thus fur, including the current design drawings and the "Alternatives 
Summary Table." 

For y,;ar.; cvcryonc bas l>ccn notified of the fact ofrclinquilihmcnt at Eiglnmilc Lake, and 
everyone knows that we have been preparing for years to litigate the relinquishment issue. The 
Icicle Worlc Group should address relinquishment and stop ignoring it. 

Full R• •I!• of Alternative, 

Key to lhe effectiveness oflhe EIS is presenting• full range of alternatives. "The range of 
altc11JJ1tivcs considered in an EIS must be sufficient to J)Cl1Ilit a reasoned choicc."1 Tho proposed 
action and a "No Action" alternative do not present a sufficient range of alternatives, especially 
given the larse scopc of the overal l prop,os..il. Furthermore, th<: EIS cannot be constrained solely 
by the 501 ofprinciplos agreed to by the Icicle Work Gr(Jup, as thiit w(Juld becontrary to law. 
iA)n •!l!'ncy violates SEPA by shaping the details of a project before completing an l!IS. 
effectively turning administrative approval into a 'yes or no• vote on th.et project as detailed, 
rather than allowing for the development and consideration of alternatives after the EIS is 
completed."' The large amounts of money tha1 tho Work GroUJ> has e0<pc:ndcd on the proposed 
action cannoL be used lo justify foreclosure of other reasonable alternatives. 4 

We SU88"S' oven! other reasonoble altemotives below to fully evaluate the project 
opportunities, impacts and needed mitigation. We believe that the alternatives below are 
reasonable and can "feas.i bly attain or approximate a pmpos.al 's objectives, but at a lower 
cnvironmerual cost or decreased level of cnvironmen1a.l degrada1ion."' 

WHdecneH Pcntectinn 

lhe Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that many people use and care about; it 
must be respccted and protected. It is the Wilderness area nearest to lhe millions of people wbo 
live in the Puget Sound metropo litan area. and is one of the most popular \Vildemess areas in the 
United States. Alpine Lakes Wilderness bas operated under a pcnnit system for decades bccall'lc 
of the popularity of this Wilderness with the people ofWn:shing(on State. It hes national 
imponance as part of Lhe National Wilderness Preservation System, and il is owned and visited 
by poople from all over the country. It took mKny year.; of struggle and hard work by members 
of o\Jl' oon-profit organizations to establish the Wilderness. 

The EIS list of relevant laws, rules and plans mus t include the Wilderness Act of 1964; the 
Alpine Lakes Arca Management Ac1 of 1976, the Alpine Lakes Arca Land Management Plan 
(198 1), and the Wenatchee NF Forest Pion (1990) os amended. 

1 Solid WaneAJtemalli;wPropo,,ems .,, O.tai,oga,s Gntmy, 66 Wn.App, 439, 444,832 P.ld 503, .506 (199'2). 
1 c.o.JtoNblaRf.,t!rkttpa v, Porlo/Vant".OIIYf'.r USA, 189 Wu.App, S00. 8lS.-- l9, 3S7 PJd 7l0 (20LS). 
4 /d. atlU9. 
' WAC t97-ll -440(l)(b). 
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The El S should provide demi ls or how drun reconstruction mus, be done in compliance with the 
\Vil(lttness Act. With narrow ~dministn:itive exception. the \Vildernes.-. Ac:t prohibits. ro~di;;, 
motor vehicles. mo1orized equipment, mechanical lrallspon. the landing or aircraft ( iJicluding the 
dropping ot;iersons. materials, and supplies from aircraft}, and strucrures and installations within 
wildemess. And in the case of valid occupancies within the wilderness. maintenance acti-vities:, 
•• well as modes or ingr,;ss and cgrcs•. an, coru;traincd by the Wilderness Act and its !!"•I of 
wilderness. preservaLion. Dam maintenance projects. should be designed with these restrictions in 
mind, and alternatives that eliminate or s:ignific.antly reduce prohibited acf.l\•ities within 
"'"ldrtnes, mu>l be rigorously explored and fully dL,dosed. Thi mean, thsJ roodbuilding. 
remporary or penna.nent, must be avoided. ·rrus means that alternatives eliminating I.he need for 
mechanized and motorized equipmen~ both with the current projeet and in anticipatin8 f1,ll:\lre 
maintenance, must be seriously considered. Dams ha,•e been built and maintained for decades 
without reliance on motorized cquipmcm. Altemaiives maintaining or reducing the existing 
human footprint, including dam structures and associated installations, must be seriously 
considt:red. The EIS should •void e,:pansion oft.he human footprint in the Alpine Lakes 
\Vil,:lttne;;s, 

The El S should identify all impacts on W ildemess resources from dnm operution, including 
impacts on bcnthie maeroinvcrtcbraies and other faU!lll and flora. Mitig;,tion measures should be 
identified. 

For Wilderness protection, the EIS should eva lu•te public purchase (1my-l>ack) of private water 
rightS in the Alpine Lakes, which would allow rt:moval of®ms and o,h,,. structures from the 
lakes Lo restore the Wilderness area 10 its crue natural character. 

The Icicle Work Group's !!!Jiding principle on Wilderness should be stated as a separate 
principle, and not subsumed or merged or blended into lhc other principles. Most of tho Icicle 
Creek w3len.hed is within the Alpine Lakes \V iJdemess. 

Water Right Relinquishm ent Analvsls 

\Ve. appreciate the Lrrigators• need for water to irrigate their orchard.Ii and keep them productive. 
We do not object to the exercise of valid. existing waler rights of the lciclc-Pcshllstin Irrigation 
District. but we question any assertion of water rights th.at have been relinquished or are 
otherwise lnvalid. 

We pnwiously urged IWG to include analysis of water rights in its Programmatic EIS, but !\VG 
refused,. a.~tlng "At this point. there ha.:; been no water right permitting actlOn th~t has 
trigs,,red an extent and validity TC\iew." A< we noted in criticizing the Final ProgrlUTUTU!tic EIS 
in 20 I 9, the fact that a pcnnining action has not yet begun is not a valid reason for the FPEJS to 
ignore the consequences or relinquishment here. SEP A requires reasonable forecasting of the 
futwt,, inc luding forcca,;ts of futtm:: !!OVcrnmrnl actions n::latcd lo the propo .. l. There is too 
much ,11.t st.like hcrc not to address t_hc water rights issue befon:: proca,cling further. \Ve re-it erate 

• su l6U .C. J lt33(c); :16C.F.R. §261.ll!(c). 
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ow- rcquC>ts for analysis aud dctcrmmation of whether !PID has relinquished any pan of iis 
"'ater rights, and for a dam design altenuuj,.,e that reflects reiinquishment. 

lbe EIS should i11clude a "Waler Right Relinqui:slunent" altema1ive, 11,is alt=tive should 
analyze existing waler rights to the Alpine Lakes and ackoowledgc those rights that have been 
relinquished or abandoned. Further, lo the ex tent that relinquishment of water rights o.fTec.ts the 
basis of other alternatives, a n:linquishmcnt analysis should be pan of each ahcmativc 
considered. For example, bJIS IPID relinquished through non-use any pan of lhe Eight.mile Lake 
water r ight Ott which the dam rebuilding scheme is predicated? If so, ii would be improper to 
analyze an alternative that is ba<ed upon the invalid as<umption that !PTO h•• valid water rigl,1" 
that would be needed to pursue the project. 

The EIS should include an alternative that recognizes Icicle Work Group members' water rights 
arc limited to lhe purposes for which they were ini tially granted (for example, agriculniral 
irrigation) and cannot be redirected to other purposes (such as suburban development). 
Furthmnon:. all a.ltemativcs s.hQuld be a.;;.;;.cs cd fo r c:ompliance with llll applicable pTOvisions or 
the Water ode, RCW 90.03 . 

All<rnUlve for Dom S.fely 

The EIS •hould i11clude an altc11111tivo that is focused on aeltlovit\g dam ,afcty objcc1ivc,,, without 
proposed changes in dam elevatior\ pipe ele,,•ation or vo lwne of water ex tract ed. How would the 
dam rcplacemc:nl project be diffcrco1 if only safety objectives were lo be met? 

Water Ctm.scrvatfon Pll:n 

ltt our luly 30, 2018 commOlll loner, we provided eoitc11Sive n:commcndatiotis ott wa)~ 10 obtain 
new water ,upply while reducing demands on Icicle Creek by increasing eo11Scrvation of water, 
such as by tigh tening up water delivery and consumption infrastructure in the Leavenworth area; 
demand management efforts; and recalculating future demand. Howcvc:,, mo,1 of ow
recommendations were ignored. A vo l\Jlltary lawn buy-back proposal was added, bu1 lhe FPEIS 
does not go far enough. More aggress ive conservatfon efforts are needed. 

Relations hip Between E PA & SEPA .R.evlew 

The involvement of several federal agencies and the likelihood of sigllificant envirorunental 
impacts justify a finding ofsi!!Jlificanoc under EPA.' Thi:rcfore, il is imperative lhal lhc Fort:St 
Ser\l ice, as the federal land manager ofU,e Wilderness, take a hard look at the Wilderness 
impacts associal<(! with the proposed pruj ec,..8 The Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest 
typically S<lrveS a< the permitting asency for work in and around the Alpine Lakes Wildemc.s. 

As we slated in 2016, if the proposed SEP A EIS contains no federal decisions, the Sl!PA EIS 
should say so explicitly aod note lbat any project that requires a federal decis ion will roquirc 

El'A analysis and cannot rely solely on this SEPA EIS. It is unclear, from 11,e docun:-.:nts 

COMMENT  
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produced lhu.s far, how the SEPA and EPA analyses will be related, [fat all. Givc:n lhe fael 
lhat lhe Wilderness Area ls federally managed, 1he rela1ionship be1ween lhese two different 
review pr""""•es should be disclosed. 

Beginning in 20 I 8, lhe Fonm Service wro1e several letter.; reg;irding permitting r"'!uimnerns 
and NEPA compliance related 10 !Pill's conslruction activities 01 Eighltnile lake. For example, 
"The issuance of a FLPMA Spc,:ial Use Pom,.il for1hc removal of tho excavator is not 
guaranteed by lhe [Special Warranty Deed] and would need 10 be rev iewed uoder all applicable 
laws and regulations including, but no t limited to, EPA and lhe Wilderoess Act" (August 21, 
2018 letter from OWNF 10 IPTD). 

In a July 3, 20 19 letter to IPID, the Forest Service wro te: that it oould issue a permit or easement 
fo r water rnanasement "up to" the level that was in use •'in 1976° (when the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness was crcalcd by Congress), \\•hich was a dam elevation of 4671 feel, and 1hc "Forest 
Serv ice would need additional alJlhority 10 permit lhe project 10 exceed lhls level." Regarding lhe 
IPTD prop(>sal fo r ''a siphon that would remove water approx ima1ely 34 feet below lhe originally 
eons1tuC1ed low out let pipe," the letter said the "Fore.1 Service wou ld need addi ti(,nal aulhority 
10 permi1 occupancy" oflands beneath tho 1976 low omJet pipe elevalion or 4648.65 reet.9 IPID 
proposes to make the new dam four feet higher than 1he current dam (it has been at 4667 feet 
since 1990), and make 1he low ou1Jct pipe I 6.65 feet lower than it has ever been. 

Recently it has been asserted lhat lhe most recent dam designs stay within lhe "footprinl" of 
!PID 's coscmcmt at Eightmilc Lake, bu1 this is not true, bc<."1U.Se lhe footp.-int is lhn:e
dimensional, and tbe most recent designs still call for an outlet pipe lowe,- than it has ever b«:n, 
and lower than IPID has a right lo put il-

11'1D has suggcs1cd tha1 it might use ponablc pumps and gmeralor,, in the wilderness to draw 
down Eightrnilc Lake lower than lhc low oUllct pipe. Ifil1is projm will not c,prossly prohibit 
pumping of EiJlhtmile lake, lhen lhe impact of the use of pumps and generator,, in lhe 
wilderness needs to be fully evaluated. 

The impact of each alternative on Icicle Creek ' s resilience 10 climlltc clumge, partic,~arly wi1h regard to 
changes in amount or Liming of precipitation and ins~ flow, should be evaluated. 10 According to 

Ecology: 

9 Jn. 1976 the: dom wal!i foor fet:t hig~ lhnn ii biM bcm l!iill'1e' 1990; and that 4-foot ULCRmc111 of ~torw,ge bo~ b«a 
rel l:a,qulShcd.. iO we~ r.1.h:IDg abe d.am 10 the,g:levalloa lt bad In 1976. 
10 A.CW 43.2 1C.030(f) (SEPA k klo bei~tnxrited in t"I f1t.ih\on that "'n!:rog,:ilzt:(i ] the ,,i,'()TI,dwidl!: and loas,rar,se 
Chilt:iCttTC)f eQ\•lrcmrnetibll probl.erns '11d,. wt,ere C(lgS,l,S,teQt wi lh Sl!lk= p:,. lic)', lend •f.l'r(pri1J;te ~(111 •o igiti.;1ti,~ 
ri=:sol.1ti.0M. and proprm; designed to moxirnize inl~tiorml c;oopention in anticipiltiDi, and p~ti:.D,i D deittioc in 
the: quality of the ""'01ld cavironmcnt."'J: WAC 197•1 l-444: Reels" Sm,Jw-,, Cnt)•, SHB No.. 07-0}5 (lime 12. 2008) 
2008 WL SS-10438 Ill • 12 n.8(''We fimhcr notcan cmc:rgi11g tmid in the e.nsc lawwdc:r i!Le Nation.ti Envirorune11ta1 
Polity A~, (''NE1A'1 and Hacc NEPA acaJoguc:s. in wh.ich courts.an: islcrcasio:gl)' rc:<,liring agc:n"a to11Wyzc 
cli1na1c chs.Qgc inipac:15. during c!WU'Olln!Cf11B1 asscsS111C11ts.·l  
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CJ;maJe C/Ja11ge will Increase the l'tlriabUil)' - ',\-"'ide11JnK the ro11f,1.e-offi11r1re supplym1d 
den1and of waler. As clJ111ate chanf{t! .shi/Js thl! rlminf,I. and 1•olume of streanrftow and 
red11ces .smmpack . lower flows dun',rf,l, tJ1e smm.t1er 'ttrlll mllke it mon? d !fflcuJt to r,ralmaffr 
a,J adeqJ1n1e.s11ppJy tfwmerj'or conunw1t1la, agrlculmre, mrdfi$.IJ mid w!ldlf/e. Lower 
i rmrnwrflov.· am.I higher i trca,ir tn,rpcroturd uilf comimu: to dC'gmde our watC'r q1K1/;1y 
a,Jd place JtrcS.J or1 :u,lmo,i. 11 

These L,npacLs are foreseeable and ,nust be assessed as part of the EIS. 

l rnpacrs or\Varer\Vh hdnnval Ma st Be AnaM..ed 

The EIS should di.scu.s 1he hydrologica l and biologi al impoc,s oflhe eurren1 draw<lowns or the 
lakes, and how the proposed changes will affcc1 the ctlfTCll1 siruation. 1l1e analysi should 
inc: lude a review of sc: ientific literature Ort tJ1e impacLS of wa1er removals upon wi ldl ife. 
ve·•eta1ion. so il al'lrl wilde.ntess values. 

Optrations, Maintenance & Environmental Moniforltig Ana lysis 

The EIS should provide fl detailed operat ions.. ITlii'.l interu:mce and environmental moniloring plan 
fo r d1e water infra.s1rncturc.. :md analysis of01e wilderness impacts. of speciiic ma.intcnm1ce 
acl ions, including helicopter use. The EIS should also provide• detailed accounlil1g of budgets 
and funding sources for 1hesc il<'ll\5. 

The Purnose & Need of the Prniect Should Re ldl! ntified 

The El hould fully ex plain the purpo e and nee<! for the waler these project would pro,,ide. 
We w1dcrsta11d the nee<! to incn:ase instream nows in Icicle Crcclt. but what arc the addi1 ional 
out--Of-stre.am uses to be served by these projects? To what beneficial use will the addi1.iona l 
\'-1atcr be pul "! 

llle irrigation dis1rict has said it does not need more waler for irrigalion - but other parties in the 
Jcic: le Work .,roup w.u nt to increase w11ter extraction f'rom Etgh1mi le l ake with a new dam. 
IWG's goal lo prov ide domestic water in connection \\' ilh :suburban home constmction i:s 
referenced repe.atedly in the EPA checklist, issued on February 9, 20 16 by the IWG co-lead,, 
Chelan County and 1he State Dept. orEcology. For example, ··Restore Eightmile lake/Reservo ir 
... for both instrcam nows and domcs1ie use· (p. 3}; ·'Constrne1ion activities associa1cd with 
proje.cl act ivities i1lClud ing .. . new hom.e construction tha t will resull from i,npro ed domesUc 
water supply ... " (p. 9); ·•Vege-1.ation removal ... muy be associ1;1te<l with new ho1ne e(mStruttion·· 
(p. 12); .. Improvement~ t{) 1he dt,m~1it wt11-er supply is <,ne of 1he- Guldin_g Printiples.. The PEIS 
\Viii describe the number and proposed locations of new home constmction ... " (p, 17); '-'Limited 
discharges ass.ocialed with ... n~· home co nstruct ion are llnlic ipato:t'" (p. 21 ). 

11 &:olog)'. Preparing for o Cb1111glfl@ Clirnn~- W11shill@.to1l1 S11111c:·:s. l11tqp11ted limme Re5p0irsc StrnAe:gy (April 
20 12). awJUabk,. ar. ht!DS'b'nnp,;&AA)ogy w.n go,·•'D,1blicn1io01S·'dqc11menctt l 10 I OCH pdf m Io I -I 02 : Jd, .a, I OJ (sroti.n11: 
that cl.imotc change wiU kad to ''iix:rc:ascs ii. wimer prc-cipiiacion. posing addi1iooal challenges fo r monoging 
resenroirs for floo::I <:otttrol. fislt afld h)'dropowcr ... ). 
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The 2018 ity of Lcavcnwonh Water Plan and subsequent discll"5ionsshow that the ity places 
• larger emphasis on increased waler needs for commercial and tourism purposes. Tb.is should be 
addre$«:d in the EIS. 

The EIS should fully explain what human activities caused ~1e degraded conditions (such as low 
inst.ream flows in Icicle Creek) that the projects see.k to improve. We should not be repe.ating the 
mistakes of the pt15tand this information is highly rclcvant as lo the purpose and need of the 
projects iii the rust place. 

DlmJ, lndlw;J & Cumulallye lmpa<ts Must Be Assessed 

The EIS should analyze each proposed action's site-specifk impeic:ts, pest practices, and the 
restorotion., mitigation,. and funding that would be needed in the fUture. At ea.ch s.ite, proposed 
construction activities and proposed water divcr.,ions need to be spelled out in dew.ii. 

The direct, indirect and cumulative impac,u; or all proposed projects must be asses cd. 11 

Cumulative impact$ include ~the impact ff(lm the environment which r~ lt.S m)m the 
incremental im~ct or lh.e action when added to other past, presem. and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions."' 1 '"A cumulative impact nnalys is need only occur when there is s.ome evidence 
that the project under review will facilitate futuro action that will result in additional irnpa.cts." " 
Hcrc, all of tho projects an: being analyzed in one EIS, arc not speculative, and thus must be 
assessed in a holistic lllshion. In addition, if lhe projects are going to be implemented in phases, 
that mu~1 be described and done i_n a manner that docs not improperly segment the environmenta l 
Impacts of a ll f"OpO"cd project,. 

The Dam Safety Office within the Dept of Eco logy recently classified the dam,; at Colchuck, 
Lower Klonaqua and Square Lakes as "high-hazard.'' The Icicle Work Group has been seeking 
additional water from these lakes, which arc much further into tho Alpine Lakes \Vildomess and 
much harder to reach. Colchuck, Lower KlonaqlUl and Square Lakes are included (along with 
Eightmilc '-'<kc) in the Icicle Work Group's Automation/Optimization project; cumulative 
impoclS must be analy,ed. 

Innream flow lmo•cts on Fish and f:SA Comultatton 

The EIS should analy,e the ade<jW!cy of proposed instream aows to suppon spawning, rearing 
and migratio n of stttlhead, salmon and bull trout. Each projec1•s. impacts on instream flows. and 
the specie, likely to be affected shou ld be idcnti.~cd. Under the Endanscrcd Spcclco Ac~ the 
Upper Columbia River distinct population segment of steelhead is listed as a threatened species, 
and the Upper Columbia River spring-nm Chinook salmon evc lutiona.ry signincant unit L, listed 
as endangered. Therefore, consultation under the Endnngered Species Act must be requ.ircd. 
Icicle Creek contains some of the last remaining nearly pristine habitat available to u1cse fish. 
Icicle Creek is des ignated cnlical habitat for the Upper Columbia River steelhead and contains 

" W/\C 197,t t0 060(4)(e). 
u Idaho ~rtbtg Co~ .. ,,,c, v, R/Jlmh<JMS~, 305 F .Jd 957, m (9111 Cir. 200lXffl1emaJ quotation and ciuuioo 
om~ttcd). 
u. &e/jnt Y. CltyofYtli'icOltW-r, 11 1 Wn.A_pp. 71 L, 720, 47 P.ld. l'.37(2002). 
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spawning. rcarillg. and mignllion habital for this spccic:o. Upper Columbia River spring-run 
Chinook salmon aJso spawn in Icicle Creek. However. hwnan activities have lowered insueam 
flow< ond \levos\llted these fLsh in Icicle Creek. 

Information on Erlstlng Dlv.,slons Is N<cdtd 

The EIS should include maps, diagrams and photos to clearly show the cum:nt situation 
(including the place o f diveRion and amOUJll of water divened} at the lake and other project 
loca1ions and how that would change under the proposed action(s) under each ahemati,,e. 

lbank you for considering these comments. 

Sincerely, 

Rick McGuire, Presideru 
Alplnc L4lkes Protection Society (ALP S) 

George ickas, Executive Director 
\Vi lderne<S \Valeh 

Sharon Lw,z, President 
Icicle Creek Wa1ershed Council 

Trish R<>lfe-. Executive Director 
Center for Environmental Law & Policy 

Kun Beardslee, Executive Director 
Wild Fish Conservancy 

Gus Bekker, Pre,; idont 
El Sendero Backcounrry Ski & Snowshoe Club 

Art Campbell, Presiden1 
orth Central Washingion Audubon Socicly 

Judy Hallisey, President 
KittitaS Audubon Society 

Chris Mayku1, Pre<ident 
Friends of Bumping Lake 

MOlk Boyar, President 
MidFORC 

John Spring, Managing Trustee 
Spring Family TruSI fo r Trail 
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Doug Soon, Principal 
Dou,g Soon \Vil(!ornes.s Training 

David Dunphy, President 
Jssaqum, Alps Trails Club 

Connie Gallan~ President 
Olympic Forest Coali1ion 

John Reeves, President 
Save lake KAchess 

Denise Boggs, Executive Dircc1or 
Conservation Congress 

Lori Andresen, President 
Save Our Sky Blue Waters 

Man Jeffries, Pn:sidcnt 
Spokane Mountaineers 

Kath.I & Greg Shamon, Steering Commi ttee members 
Friends ofEnctumtrnentS 

Tom Manin, Council Member 
River Runners for Wilderness 

Christine Johnson, President 
Kac.hess Community AS ociat ion 

Mike Town, Presidem 
Friends of Wild Sky 

Annie Cubberly, Broadband Leader 
Polly Dyer Coscadia Oiapter 
Great Old Broads fur \Vildemess 

Phil Fenner, President 
orth Cascades Con'lervntton Council 

Melissa Bates, President 
Aqua l'crmancnle 

George Milne, Pres idem 
Fed,ntion of Western Outdoor Clubs 
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Larry Campbell, Conse,vation Director 
Friend• of the Biuermo, 

Gary Macfarlane, Ecosystem Defense Dlrcc1or 
Friends of the Clearwnler 

Mike Garri1y, Executive Director 
Alliance for the w lid Rockies 

Joshua Morris, Urhan Conseivation M3Jlager 
SeAule Audubon Society 

Gordon Brandt, Pros idcnt 
Easl Kachess. Homeowners Association 

Jay & hwort7., Membrt 
Friends of l ake Kacl>ess 

Attochmcnts (2016, 2018 and 20 19 comment lctt«s) 

C<:: Governor Jay Ins lee 
U.S. Senator Pany Murray 
U.S. Senator Maria cantwell 
U.S. Rcproscntativc Kim Schrier 
U.S. Interior Sccmary 
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Commissioner 
U.S . Forest Service, Regional Foresta Glerm as.ame..ssa 
Okanogan-\Ven:uchee a1iona1 Forest Supervisor Kristin Bail 
0\ F Deputy Supervisor Erick Walker 
Wenatchee River District Ranger Jeff Rivera 
Chelan Coumy Commissioners Bo b Bugert, Doug England and Kevin Overbay 
Department of Ecology Director Laura Watson 
Icicle Work Group members 
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Alpln• La.ku Prot<~llon Sodol)' • Alpln• Lakts Foundation 
lU.ance for the \\'ild Rockies • American Whitewater • qua Permanente 

   
Center for En\·tronmental Law & Polley • Conscnradon Congress 

E,I ••d•ro • Endau~ered Sp•cles Coall.don • Federation or Western Outdoor Clubs 
Ft·iend, of the Bhten-oot • Frie nds or Bumping Lake • Friend, of the Cl1?arwater 
Friends of tho Enchantments • Friends of Lake Ka chess • Friends of Wild Sky 

Great Old Broads for Wlldorness • I,saqullh Alps Trails Club 
Ka.chess Jlomeowner.s Association • KBc,ht:S Ridge ~t11ilntcnanct Assod:11tlon 
Kittitas udubon Society • Kittitas County Fire District 118 • The Maza mas 
Middle Fork Recr,otlon Coalition • North Cn«odes Conservation Council 

orth Centrul W .. hlngton Audubon Society • Olympic Fore,t Coalition 
R.h•er Runner, For \-Vildernes.s • Sa,1e Our Sky Blue \Vafer, • Se-at tle Audubon o,ciety 

Sierra Club • Spokane Mountaineers • prln~ Family TrllSI for Trails 
W••hlngton Natlvt Plant So<ltt)' • Wa,hlngton Wlld • Westt rn Lan<h Proj ttt 

Wilderness Watch • Wild Fish Conservancy• 

May 11 , 2016 

Via email to: mite kaoota@co rludan w4ur 

Chelan County Nan,ral Resource< Dopanment 
Attention: Miko l<Aputn, Director 
41 I Washington Sm.:t, Suite 201 
W onatchoe, WA 98801 

RE: Tdtle Creek \Vater Ruource iManagement Stnategv - SF.PA !licoping 

Dear Director Kaput•: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide scoping comments on the Jcicle Creek Water Resource 
Management Strategy. As non-pmfil orga.nizations focused on conservation and recreation wilh 
member.; who live, worl< and play in the project ar.., we have a strong intcm<t in cWTCitt and 
future management activities in the Icic le Creek watershed and the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, 
Many or our organizations anended the informational and scoping meetinS" held in 20 13-2016 
re!9'rding this proposal, and some ofus have participated in Icicl e Work Group meetine,s and 
have submitted commern letters previously. We appreciiuo tho difficult cl,allenge to provide 
instream flows and supply water lbr historic agricultural uses. There are impacts inherent in this, 
and Chelan County should work to minimize such impacts by prioritizing water conservation 
measures that arc not dotrimcntal to wildcmc,;s va lue,;. We arc willing to work towards a 
solution. We support the tribes' insisience that any solut ion ensure adequate instream □ows for 
fish. However, we are very conc:ernod about the substantial ifTIJ"'Ct ofourrent and proposed 
water llllln.ilgement activitie:s on the Lake,i in the \V ildernes..'i1 11nd the prorosal to increase water 
divcraions lrom seven lakes in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness that flow into Icicle Creek: 
Colchuck, Eightmile, Uppe< and Lower Snow, Neda, Lower Klonaquo and Square Lalces . 
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Chown County aud lhc Washington State Dcpanmcnt ofEcology joilltly issued• SEPA 
Detennination of Significance, deLennining LhaL a ProgrammaLic Environment.al Impact 
SUH"1110nt (PEIS) i. required, due to the proposal' pro bah le ignificanl cnvirnnmernal impact<. 
\Ve agree wi.tb that determinadon, and we sup!X)n lhe decision to prepare an EIS. given the .scope 
and severity of the potential environmental impacts as;ociated with lhe proposal. 

After n:ading through the materials you published onlillc, we offer the fo llowing comments: 

Full range of ahernafive.s. 

Key 10 the effec1iveness oflhe EIS is presenting a full ronge or alternatives. "The range or 
alternatives considered in on EIS must be sufficient to permit• reasoned choioe." 1 The prnposed 
action llnd a "'No Actlon° a.lterna.tlve do not present a sufficient rang_e of allenuuives. especfo.lty 
given the larg<) scope of the overall proposal. Furthcrmoro, the EIS cannot b<, constTI1 incd solely 
by lhe set of principles agreed to by the Icicle Work Group, as that would be contrary to !JJ.w. 
"[A)n agency violates SEPA by shaping the details ofa project before completing an EIS, 
effectively turning ndmlnLc;tnitivc approval into a 'yes or no• vote on thi!lt project a.-; detai led, 
rather than allowing for Uie development and consideration or alternatives after the EIS is 
completed"' The large llmllunts of money that the Work Group has expended on the proposed 
action cannot be used to justify forccloowc of other n:asonable alternatives.' 

We suggest several olher reasonable alternatives below to ruJiy evaluate the project 
opportunities, imp!lCt!io a.nd need~ mitigatio n.. \Ve bc:Hcve that the ,11.ltc:rnativcs below are 
rc8S(]nahle and can hfc:asibly attain or approx imatr a propc)s.a.l'.s objcclivcs. but at a lower 
environmemal coot or decreased level of environmental degradation.'~ 

WllderneH .Protec.tfon a.lt.ernath•e 

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource th.al many people use and care about~ it 
must be n::spcc.tcd u_nd protected lt is the \Vi klcmes.'i- areu nCB.n::st to the mmions of poop le wru.> 
live in the Pugel Sound metropo litan ilre3, and is one of lhe most popular \Vildemess are3s in I.be 
United Stales. Alpine Lakes Wildemess has operated under a pennit system for decades because 
of the popularity of this Wilderness with the people ofWa.shinsion State. Ith•• national 
imponanoe as pan of the ational Wildemess Pn:servation System, and it is owned and visit«! 
by people from all over the country. It took many )'eatS of struggle and hard wot1c by members 
of our non-prnfi t organizations to establish lhe Wildemess. 

The ElS should include a "Wilderness Protection" alternative. This altema1ive should promote 
\Vi ld.ernes.s vatues in keep ing with the \Vilderm:~:s.s class.ificalion of the Alpine l akes. Wilderness 
area7 while simultaneously meeting the objectives of the proposal. This a:]ternative shoutd not 
increase the aroounl of waler removed from the Alpine Lakes Wilderness; not expand casements; 
noL encroach on wild.Mless lands~ not use mechanical transport~ and not build any structure or 

1 S./ld ll'asleAhe:mall.,. Propo""'ts •• O.tn,,og"" C. .. ,y, 66 Wn-'!IP, 439, 445.832 P.ld lOJ (19!11), 
2 c,,/~mblnRl-ttp,r •· Pono/Va'""'""'' US< . 189 Wn.App. 800, SlS-l9. 357 PJd 710 (20 15). 
, ,d. 
'WAC 1'17-l l -44-0(l)(b]. 
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in,-w.Uation in lhc Wilderness. Rather, undcrthc Wilderness Protection alternative, any new 
water supplies sho uld be obtained from application of cot\Servation meaS1Jtes and from sources 
Out<idt: the Wilderness, and IJ!e non-Wildem<SI option< for improving in.stmtm nows (for 
example, the lcicle-Peshas1in Irrigation Dl•lric1 change in diverslon point discussed below). l be 
Wilderness Prolection alternative should comply wilh all provisions in U10 Fon,st Serv ice's 
administrative AJp u,e Lakes Area Land Management Plan, including, ''Except as provided fo r in 
Section 4(d)(4) of the Wilderness Ac~ watersheds will no1 be allered or managed 10 provide 
increased water quantity, quali1y or timing of discharge." 

The EIS list of relevant laws, rules and plans <h<>uld include the Wildcmc<.s Act of 1964; the 
Alplne Lakes Arel Maruigemem Ac1 of 1976, tho Alpine Lakes Area Land Management Plan 
(198 1 ), and the Wenatchee F Forest Plan ( 1990) os amended. 

The Wilderness Pro1cction alternative should CYaluatc public purchaoc (ooy-baek) of private 
water rights in the Alpine Lakes, which would allow removal of dams and other strucl\1"'5 Crom 
the lakes to n:store the Wilderness areo to its true nat\lTtll character. 

The Icicle Work Group's guiding principle on Wilderness should be stated as a separate 
principle, and not subsumed or merged or blended into the other principles. Most of the Icicle 
Cn:ck wotcr,hal is within the Alpine Lakes \V ildcrncss. 

\.\laJer Rip ht Relinquishment alternaJi,•e 

We oppreciate the irrigator< • need for water "' irrigate their orchord., and keep thorn p<(>d1><,~lve. 
We do not object to the exercise of valid. existing water rights of the Icic le-Peshastin hrigation 
District, but we ques:ticm any assertion of water righis. tJ:uu have been relinquishe.:d. or are 
otherwise invalid. 

The EIS should include a ''Waler Right Relinquishmen!'' alternati, ·e. This alternative should 
analyze existin8 waler ri8hts to the Alpine l.ak<:$ and acknowlcds,: those rightS that have bee,, 
relinquished or abandoned. Further, to 01e extent that relinquishment of water rights alfects the 
basis of other alternatives, a relinquishmem aruilysis should be pon of each alternati1•e 
considt:mi For e,u1mple, has the lcicle-Peshastin Irrigation District (IPID) rel inquished through 
non-use any part of U1c Eightmilc Lake water right on which the dam rebuilding scheme is 
predicated? If so, it would be improper to aruilyze an alternative that is based upon the in,,o.Jid 
assumption Lb.at IPID has valid water rights that would be needed lo pursue the project. 

lbe EIS should include an alternative O,at recognizes Icicle Work Group memhen' water rights 
are limited to the purposes for whlch they were initia lly granted (for example, agricullura l 
irrigation} and cannol he redirected to other purposes (such os suburban development). 
f urthennon:, all ahenuuives should bo assessed fo r compliance with all applicable provisions of 
the Water Code, RCW 90.03. 
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Water Comervatlon al ternative 

The EIS should include a "Wai,,- C<>n erv;,1ion" ali,,-notive that omphasi,c, oggres<ive woi,,
conservadon measures by lhe City of Lcavenwonh, lcicle,Peshastin lnigadon Districtt the 
Leavenwonh f ish Hatchery and other water l.1'SCl"5 as a means to achieve the proposal's 
objectives. This altemalive should consider the adoption of oonservation :rnea.sw-e:s. (such as 
restrictions on watering lawns) that have been implemented ln the Seattle area, where water 
consumption actually declined while the population increased. This alternative should also 
evaluate wa1er markets that facili tate <elling and trading of water rights. 

The Wa1er Conservation alterna1ive should evaluate a transfer of water rights from IPID to 
Leavenworth for properties within the c:ity limits that have now converted from orchards to 
residential properties. This alternative should .analyze how appropriate reductions in water uSage 
(that is, nol using agricultural water quanlitics for lawn irrigation) would save water that would 
then be available for olher Leavenworth needs. 

The \Vilt.er C-<mservation altcmillive ~houlde-.raJuatc how TPID . pill. large quantities of water 
back into the Wenalchee River at the end of several of its canals. "Ibis alternative should 
evaluate how trus 19"' century irrigation practice ( which wa,; required to "'1S1.lre waler made it to 
tho funll<:lloosl customers) oould be n:placcd with modern pumping and piping technologies 
constructed outside of the Wilderness Arca. Tho EIS should cot-,;idcr the rcs,1lting reduction in 
water demand as an alternative water supply. 

A strong .. vater oQnscrvation prX1gram c:an a.-.:1 shi:mld b~ a part of alt the action alternatives, 1md 
sllould be compared to current practices (Ute No Actlon alternative}. 

W.ater .Right Change :aUernath·e 

The EIS should include a "\Vai,,- Right Change" altemalive. This allernali,•e would evaluate 
improving Jcklc Cn:d:: Oows by moving lPID's. point of divr:r...lon dowrn;trca.m (to the 
\Venatchee Rh,er). This me3sure, which would 3dd IOO cfs of water to Icicle Creek every year, 
would co11,•en tire IPID diversion from gravity flow 10 pumping (requiring electrical power). 
This altemo6ve should therefore analyze renewable energy options to supply that power, 
including solar, wind and in-canal hydroolcc,uic. Options for changing tlie point of diversion 
hove already been studied and inll>nnation on their feasibility ruid costs is available. 

Relationship Between EPA & SEPA Revle" ' 

Th~ involvement of several fajeral 11gencies and the lilcelH10od ofs:ignific:ant envin:mmcrd:nl 
impacts justify a tindlng ofsignificanc:e 1.D1der EPA:~ Therefore, it is imperative that the Forest 
Servioc, as the federal land manager of the Wilderness, take a hard look at the Wilderness 
impocts associated with the proposed projects.• lflhe propo<ed SEPA EIS is "prograrruruuic" 
and contain• no federal decis ions, the SEPA EIS should say so explicitly and note lhat any 
project that require,; a federal dcci>ion will require NEPA analysis and cannot n:Jy solely oo this 

' 42 u.s_c _ ~ oi2. 
• Robertffe)n 11. Merhow Valley Cilft•ens Cm.nt:rl, 00 U.S. 332, 3-49 ( 1919). 
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SEPA EIS. 11 is WJclcu.r, from the doCUlll<a:115 produced lhllS far, how the SEPA and NEPA 
analyses will be related, if at all . Given the fact that the Wilderness Area i.s federally managed, 
the relation<hip between these two different rev iew processes should be dLsck>scd. 

CUmalt Change Impacts Must Be Con.sldcnd 

The impact of each altcrrunivc on Icicle Creek's resilience 10 clima,c change, particula,ly with ICgl

changes in amount or timing of precipitation and instream flow, should be evaluated. 7 Aocorning t
ll<ology: 

Climale Change will i'1CTC-(£1t the ~r~brlily - 'K-idcr,ing the range - ef[Ulun supplyar,d 
demand of waler. As cJJn1ate drw,ge. .shifls lire t:ln,ilJg and l'Olwne of stream flow mid 
reduces .snowpacl: . l'1M-oer jlo'K-:f dun'ng the .mmmer wW make II more dJjJicu/1 to mainlain 
ar.1 adeqimte.supply of"'-'O.terfarconunwitties, agrici,lture, an.dfah tJJJd wildlife. LoM--er 
summer flow and higher Jtnanr lenrpcroturd wilf continue w dcgrnde ot1r M'tllu qua/;r;, 
a'lli plac.e.JtrciJ ori Jaln,o,i.5 

These impacts are foreseeable and must be assessed as part of the El S. 

Impacts o[Water Withdrawal Must Be Analyzed 

The EIS should discuss lhe hydrological and biological impaC18 of the C\IJTOllt drawdowns of lhe 
lakes, and how the proposed changes will affect the current siruation. TI1c analysis should 
include a review ofseicntifie literature on lhc impacts of water removals upon wildlife, 
vegetation, so il an.d wilderness values. 

Operations. Maintenance & Environmental Monltor1n.g Analysis 

The EIS should provide ei deta.i led operations. maintenance and environmental monitor-ins plan 
fo r lhc waler infrastructure, and analysis of the wilderness impacts of specific maintcn,nec 
actions, including helicopter use. The EIS should also provide• detailed accowuing of budgets 
and funding sources for these items. 

·rhe Purpose & Need of the Project Should Be ldentifled 

The EIS should fully explain the purpose and need for the water these project< would provide. 
We understand the ,-i to increase instream 0ows iJ1 Icicle Qwk. b111 what arc the addi1ionaJ 

' RCW 4:1.2IC.030(f) (SEPA is to be-itnpktneclOd ill a f'ashiol'I lhal "'recognlzc{:i} flLeworldwidc and lo11g-ran.gc 
chat:acttt or envltomnental probl~ and, whcte .coaslsttnt ._.,,t lh swe policy, lend :lppfOl!lria~ :51.lppott IO lnhialives, 
resolutions. llnd programsdes:lgocd to maxitnlzt: lnJcrnatkm.sl coopettilk>n In lllltlclpiul.ng fl111ipre\ltlllbiga decline.In 
the quallt)' of the world environmtnL'1; WAC 197- l lw444; R«h 11. Sait.Juan C11t,•, 2008 WL 551043fl (WtiS:h. 
Shordirv:!$ H~;uinij$ Dd.) (J~n,e 1'2. 2008) 11 1• 121t,8 (''We fur1hCT nOl~lllfl ~fllll. tn!OO in the~ lmw undu l;hi:! 
Nn1ioo1l Ell,•i.ron.mQlilll Polir.:y A~ ("'NllPA"') nDd lit.Ill:: EPA nolllCtjUc:3 ill whi,;:h f;.CIUr1S llR in"re:a:singl:y requiriq 
agc.n~ to an.al~ climate change impacts during environmental m:se5,5mcn 7 , 
1 Eeology. Prq,ering for a Chongi.ng CJim11~: Wesbingtoo SteJc'a I.ntcgraLcd Climale Rc::spomc Stntc:gy (April 
2012) BJ I 01-1 02: Jd. a1 I OJ (Hating thu climate chBllgc will lca.d to ''i.ncrcescs in w'illicr prccipi•lion. posing 
additiooal challCtl@.es for rnanagh-s reservoirs for flood co11lfOI, fish, and h)'dropo"'-er.j. 
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out-<if-strcam uses 10 be served by these projCCIS? To what beneficial use will the additional 
water be put? 

lbe EIS hould fully explain what hwuan activities caused U1e degraded conditions (such as low 
instream Oows in Icicle Cn,ek) tha1 lhe projec1• seek 10 improve. We should not be repeating U1e 
mistakes of the past and this information is highly relevant as 10 the PW'J'O .. and need oflhe 
project5 in 1hc fir>t place. 

Dir-e:ct, Indirect & Cumulative Tmpach Mmd He A!i!l:eu;ed 

lbe EIS should amlyze each proposed aelion's •il• •'flecific impacis, pasi prac1ices, and Uw 
restoration, mitigation, and li.o:ling that wou)d be needed in the future. At each s.ite, proposed 
construction activities and proposed water divetsions need to be s.pelled out in detaiL 

The direct, indirect and cwnulative impacts or all proposed projec1s mLLS1 be assessed.' 
Cumulative impacts include ~the imf)liCt (rom the environment which ~"UltS from the 
in<:rtmen1al impae1 or lhe ae1ion when added IO other Jl"$L, present, and rea<Qnably foreseeable 
future actions." '" "A cwnulative ~npact analyais need only occur when there is some evidence 
that \he project under review will facilitine funae action that will result in adililional imparu." 11 

Herc, all oflhc project• an: bcing analyzed in one EIS, aro not srcculativc, and thus must be 
assessed in• oolistic fashion. In addition, if the projects an: goir\g to be implemented in phases, 
that must be described and done in a manner ihal does nol improperly segment the environmental 
impocts ofal l rruposed project,. 

Innre:Ym Flow lmpii.d§ on Fl!lh iind E: .. A Con§ultaflon 

The EIS should a'"1lyzc lhc adequacy of proposed insm:am flows to suppon spawning, rearing 
and migration ofslcelhcad, .. tmon and bull trou\. Each projcc1' • impa.CIS on instrcam flows and 
the species likely to be alTeeled should be identified. Under the Endangered Species Ac~ U\O 
Upper Co lumbia Rivcrdisiinct population segment ofs11:elhead is listed as o lhreatened spccic:s, 
and the Upper Columbia River spring-run Chinook salmon evollllionary significant w,it is listed 
•• endangered. 1lterefore, consultation under Ute Bndru1gered Species Act must be required . 
Icicle Creek oonlllin< some of the 111st remaining nelll'ly pristine habitat avai lable to lhese fish. 
Icicle Creek i• designated cri1ical habitat for the Upper Columbia River stcclhcad and contain• 
spawning, rearing. and migration habitat £or this species. Upper Colnmbia River 5flring•run 
Chinook salmon also spawn in Icicle Creel. However, human activitjes have lowered instream 
flows and dcv..,tllted these fi>h in Icicle-Creek 

Information on E ls:ting Di\'U"Sitm h Nt'!td ed 

lbe EIS hould include maps, diagram• and photos to clearly show tho curn,nt siruatiou 
(including U\O place of &version and amOWll of water di\•ened) at each of the Jakes and other 
projoct locations and how lhal would change w,dcr the proposed actioll(s) w,dcr each alternative. 

' WAC 19J.- I J-060(4), 
" 40 C.F.R. J ll08.7. 
11 Bt)Njnt Y. CltyofYat,('01, w r, 111 Wn.App. 71 ], 720. 47 P.ld. 137 (2002). 
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Thank you for considering these COlllltlCJlts. 

Sincerely, 

Karl forsgaard, Pres ident Rachael Osborn 
Alpine Lakes Protection Society (ALPS) fonner member, Icicle Work Group 

Trish Rolfe, E..,;ecutive Director Gus Beller, President 
Center for Environmental Law & Policy El Sendero 

Backoountry Ski and Snowshoe Club 
Harry Romberg, National Forests O,air 
Washington Sttlte Chapter Mike Town, President 
Sien-a Club Friends of Wild Sky 

Mark Boyar, President Tom Hrunmonct. Pres idenl 
Middle Fork Recreat ion Coalition (MidFORC) Nonh Cascades Conservation Council 

John Spring, Manager Chris Maykin, President 
Spring Family TruSI for Trails Friends of Bumping Lake 

Brock Evans, President William Beycr.i, Pres idcnt 
End:lngered Species Coalition Alpine Lakes Foundation 

Dave Kappler, President G«Jrge ickas, Execinive Director 
lssaqwtl.1 Alps Trails Club Wilderness Watch 

ShoUey palding, Climate Acdon Liaison Gcofl!O Milne, Pf"8idom 
Great Old Broads for Wilderness F<dcration ofWclilcm Otudoor C lubs 

Kath.i & Greg Shannon, Steering Comm member$ Tom Manin, Council Member 
Friends of the Enchantmems River Runners For Wilderness 

Mike Garrity, Executive D:ircclor Lany Campbell, Conserva1ion Director 
Alliance fo r the Wild Rockies Friends of the Bitterroot 

Denise Boggs, Executive DirecLor Kun Beardslee, Executive Director 
Conservation Congress Wild Fi.sh Ccmcrvancy 

Gary Macfarlane, Ecosystem Defense Direcior Tom Gauron, Presidem 
Friend< of the Cleanvater Kittitas Audubon Society 

Lee Davis, Executive D ircc:tor Janine Slacloeh, Executive Director 
The Mazamas Western Lands Proj ect 

Tom Uniack, E:icccutivi: Director D"ug Scott, Pri_ndpal 
Woshington Wild Doug Scott Wilderness Consulting 
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Lori Andresen, Presidem Bill Campbell, President 
S,,ve ()yr Sky Blue Wot= Friend, ofLoke Kochess 

Roben Angrisano, President Jelf)' Wans, Chair 
Kac.hess Homeowners Association Board of Fire Commissiooers 

Kittilas County Fin, District #8 
Teny Montoya, President 
Ka.chess Ridge Maintenance Association Brian Hoots, President 

Spokane Moumaineers 
lbomas O'Keefe, PhD 
Pacific Orth\\resl Stewardship Director Clay Antieau, President 
American Whitewaler Washington Na1ive Plant Society 

Melissa nmes, Pres ident John Brosnan. Executh·e Director 
Aqua P""""'1ente s ... ule Audubon Society 

An Campbell Pr<5idcnt Connie Gallaru. Pres idem 
onh Central Washington Audubon Society Olympjc Forest Coalition 

Cc: Tom Te~. Department of Ecology 
otlter Icicle Work Group members 
Governor Jay Ins lee 
U.S . Senator Patty Murray 
U.S . Scr-..tor Maria Ca.tuwcll 
U.S. Represen&a:live Dave Reichen. 
U.S. Interior Secretary Sall)' Jewell 
U.S . 8',re,lu of Reclamation Commissioner Michael Connor 
U.S. Forest Service, Regjonal Forester Jim Pena 
Okanogan-Wenatchee ational Forest Supervi.,or Mike Williams 
Wenatchee River District Ranger Jeff Rivero 
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Alpim:, Lakl'i Protl'Nion odl' ty • The \Vildl'rn,~ Sodrt'. 

American \Vllifewater • qua Pern13nente • Center for n,,,ironmenral Law & Policy 
Constrvallon Coi!jl reSS • Dou~ COIi WlldUll<SS Con ullln~ 

El ~nd,ro Backcountry kl & no,u hoe Club • Federa tion of Western Outdoor Clubs 
Friends of Bumping Lake • Frie nds or th e Cleannter • Friends of Encha ntments 

Friends of Lake K.1clless • Friends of WUd Sky • Greo r Old Broods for Wilderness 
Jciclt' Crutk W.a ttrsht'd Count U • lu iiqu.:ih Alps Trails Club • Kittit as: Audubon Sodt!t)1 

The :\ho.•mas • Midd le Fork Rt cr<nllon Conli t ion (MidFORCJ 
·or1h C• scad e, Consc rv-•tion Council • Nortb Central \ ashington udubon Sotiety 

ruver Rumttrs For Wilderness • S••• Our ky Blue Wott rs • ~•Ille Audubon Socltt_ 
Sierra Club • Spokane ~fo11 nt".1 ineers • Spring FamiJ_y Trust for Trai ls 

Washington Wild • W I.Id Fish Con;ervancy • Wilderness Wakh 

July 30,201 B 

S"bmitted,1ia email to: nr 1cich::~£oora'co-chclan.w.1.1r; 

Tom Tebb 
Directo r, Off'ice of Columbia River 
Washlngton Dcpanmcnt ofEoolo!!Y 
1150 Alder Streei 
Union Gap. WA 98903 

Mike Kaputa 
Directo r, Chelan ounty atunl Res.ourC.{'$ Department 
411 Washington "lreel. Suite 201 
Wenatchee, WA 9880 1 

RE: Comment~ on Uran Pcogr-.1mmatjc E nviro_nJ11enra l Imp.ace Staten1e_nt (TI.PETS} 
ror th e Ickle Cruk \ '\fa ttr Resource Manaoemenr trafegy 

Dear Directors Tebb und Kapu t.11: 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. on the Draft Progrllrnmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement (DPEIS) fo r the Icicle reek Waler Resource Management Stra1egy. Many of 
1hc undcrsigncd orgimizalio ns f)rovidcd comments in 2.0 L6 during the scoping period for the 
DPEIS. As you will see below, many of tl,e concems highlighted during the scopii,g period still 
remr;1in {kspi1.e lhe efTor1s oft he kkte Wu rk Group ( £\VG) to s:.cope :md refi ne Ihe nmge of 
ahemmivt.'$ presen1e-d In 1he DPETS. Because or the r:rnge or dendencies In the DPEJS 
outlined brlow, t.ht \Vas hangton Stntl' Dl'partmtnt or Ecology (Ecology) and Chdan County 
should wlthdr:i , rtvlsr:t :ind rt-rdrnst th t DPEl once tht de-nckndi:s art addn.--sscd. 

With mult iple demands. and a changing climate, i1 will be challc11ging to meet instrcam flow 
latgets, ensure agrkullural reliab ilily, enJ~ance hydrologic func1ion of tile basin. and prolecl 
wlklcmcss va lut"S. Bur 1hat i.s the ta k takc:.n on by this DPETS. We believe 1hcrc is a ()IH.::kagc 
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based in strong conservalion measures thal can accomplish those goals, but the curreru. 
allematives in the OPEIS do not. 

WHdcrnc s ValllM 

The undon;igncd organizations ha,•c come 1ogcthcr out of our coru:crn and rospcct for the Alpine 
Lakes Wilde.mess and its Encha.n1.met1.t basin. lbis .areJl is one of the most iconic and treasured 
natural resources in the em.ire National Wilderness Preservation System. These are national 
intere<1 land<, owned by everyone in the nation and protected by Congre,..< ro preserve their 
wilderness character. As demiled in 01e DPEIS, thousands of hikers explore and visit 1his area 
each year and• myrirul of wildlife species depend on the critical habilat it provides. Our 
organ.izations ond members have great interest in the rnanagemenl and stewardship of these 
lands, and an: commiucd to working to ensure wilderness, recreation. scenic. and other m,tural 
resource values are protected into the future, 

frtbal Ireaty Rights 

We recognize and respect the importance of the salmon in the Wenatchee River watmhed to the 
Treaty Rights of tho Yakama at ion and Colville Cottfe<lcnued Tribes and both the wild stocks 
and the hatchery stocks developed to mitigate for the cottstrucrion of lhc Grand Coulee Dam, 
which eliminated spawning habitat for huge nwnbers of wild salmon and other fish species. 

Valid Existing Water Rlght• 

We also recognize valid, prior existing water ri ghts in the Wenatchee River basin for agricultwe, 
and the imponanco of 1hat local source of food and the economic benefits to Chelan County and 
the region. 

Po,ltive Proleet Elements 

There are some project elements preserued in the DPEIS thal the undersigned organizations 
could support as part of a C()mprchensivc plan that mcetS the n:quirerru::n~ f,,r fish, agriculture 
and wilderness pres..va1ion while simultaneously reducing wa1e, divenions and making 
meaningful iuvesunents in domesric and agricultural water coiisel"\'ation. Favorable elements in 
the DPElS include: piping and pumping systems, additional domestic conservation, critical 
upl!Jlldcs (such as circular ponds) of outdated hatchery infrastructure, fish passage and habitat 
improvements, and 1elemetric control of valves at the existing darns. However, there are 
fundamental Ila ws in the DP EIS as discusse<I below that must be addressed before this process 
moves foTV1ard. 

lmproprir- Con.dn.lnt$ orT\VG Guiding Prlnirfole11 

rwo docs not ha\'C broad-ha.sod suppon. Chelan County defines JWG as ..,,,.de up ofa divcr.sc 
set of stakeholders representing loca~ s1a1e and federal agencies, tribe<, imgation and 
agricultural interests and onvironmcntal organiutions." While at l\VG's inception ii included 
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more oonpror~ environmental organizations, today only three remain. Important environmenial 
groups have departed IWG, including the Cen1e, for Environmental law and Policy and Wild 
Fish Conservancy- groups that caprure broad environmental values. 1ne Icicle Creek 
Watershed Council also announced its departure last year, but the group has since rejoined !WG 
albe il on a provisional basis due LO outstanding concerns relaled to the limited in .. •estmenL in 
water eonscrvation and the degradation of the beauty and ceology of tho Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness. 

Furfue.more, many groups who have been invi ted to the table h•vc d<:<;lined to join, including 
tho Alpine Lakes Protection Society, The Wilderness Society, and O,elan-Douglas Land Trust, 
due to concerns aboul scope of the projects, IWG unwillingness to make adjustments to the 
proposa~ IWG's prohibition on public criticism. I\VG refusal to treat westside owners of these 
public lands the same as castsidc owners of these public lands, or for other rcasons. While this 
1.1broad•based coalition" of I\VG in .. •o lves federal agencies, municipa.lities, tribes, and irrigation 
disiricts, it falls hon in rqnrs.entalion from the conservation and recreation community. 
C-On$0quently, forthi< nOn-rep,e$<ntativc, <elf-sc lec1ed group 10 create • guiding principles" that 
then become the purpose and need of the DPEIS is self-serving and problematic . 

.0. flclende• nf .OP El S 

At present, Lhe range of altemath•es currently presented in the DPEIS includes actions 
unp~cnted i_n II ledcra11y designated wildc:m~'li e,rca and th..rcatcn~ to exploit Qnc resource 
(i.e., the wilderness and the water it provides) under the guise of protecting another (i.e. , flsh in 
Icicle Creek), Chelan County and Ecology can and should do better to meet insm,am now 
targets, ensure agricultural reliab ility, enhance hydro logic function <>f the bosin, and pro tect 
wilderness values. As proposed, the alternatives analyzed in tho OPBlS foil 10 do so. 

SEPA expressly requires an EIS Lo contain a detailed disc11Ssion of alternatives Lo Lbe proposed 
action. RC:W 43.2 1 C.030. ''The required discussion of alternatives to• proposed proj ect is of 
major importance, because it provides a basis for a reasoned decision among alterootives having 
differing environmen!Jll imJ"'CIS. Pursuant to WAC I 97- l l-440(5)(b), the rea.<0nable 
alternatives which must be considered are those which could 'feasibly attllin or approximate• 
proposal's objootives, but at a lower cnviromnental cosi or decreased love! of cnviromnontal 
degradation."' Wey-,rhau~er v. Pierce County, 124 \Vrt.2d 26, 38,873 P .2d 498 (1994). When, 
as in thl, ease, the proposal is for public projects, •~be EIS must oontaln a sufficient discussion of 
offsitc alternative propo.,.ls." Id. at 39 . Also, " then: muSI be a n:asonably detailed analysis ofa 
reasonable numl,er and range of alternatives." Id. at 41 . 

The DPEIS lacks a suff-,ie,11 discussion of offiite (i.e. non-wildemes•) altemadve proposal• and 
does not analyze a reasonable range of altemativcs, as the Weyerhauser decision re<Jl~s. 
Although Lhe DPEIS does list five alternatives plus a oo-action alternative, only one of these 
altomativos (Altemativc 5) relics primarily on an off-site proposal (Full IPID Pwnp Station). 
Furthcnnorc, all of the altemativc:s rc:pc:at the S4IID< Eightmilc dam "Rcsioration" project 
(eonsrruc1ion of a dam in a wildemess area), and thus the DPEIS cannot fulfill SEPA's 
requiremenl fur analy~Lf;j ofotr-s-ite projects. The alternatives ore mere variations on the theme or 
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building dams, pumps, and p ipes inside a wilderness area. As discussed below, ii is likely tha1 
such construc,tion wlll he un lawful under the Wildorne<S Act,• problem the OPEIS dO<S not 
even acknowledge. Because all of the alternatives involve construction in the wildernesst they 
do not represem ... reasonable rat\&" ofahemativcs.," as required by the Weyerhauser decision. 

Our specific concerns and rccommcnda1ions for moving forward with the OPEIS process 
include: 

I. The enllretyofthe DPEIS rest! on a nawed assumption of "paper water," not "real 
water" based on the actual ,nter usa£e by the prtmal')-' water ril?.bt! holders In the 
ldde basin. Etology must perform an t:ltenf and valld.lty dettrmln1.tlon for lhe 
three primuy " 'aler right> holden In the ba>in l!t!llu, a new DPEIS and 
a.lternattvt! are devdopied and ttleased ror public com.ment. 

One thing is cle.r in the OPEIS: tho Icicle Po<hastin Irrigation Ois,ric1 (lPID) has • paper right to 
an e:ictrilordlnary amount of water relative to otherw1:1ter rights. holders. in the basin. and Chelan 
Couruy, Ecology, and the City of Leavenwonh all waut a ponion of ii 10 meet lheir needs. It is 
also clear that under Western water law, water rights holders must use the water or risk to lose ii, 
simply phrased as "tisc it or lose it." Su RCW 90.14.170-190 (water rights relinquished if 001 

aenia lly used for five consccu1ivc year,;). See al,o Dep1. of Ec.ology v. Theodorarus, 135 W n.2d 
582, 592- 597, 957 P.2d 1241 (1998}(water righls are based on actual, beneficial water use. not 
lnsU<lled capacity of water sy,;tt,ms). 

The condition of IPID 's water infi:lstructure in lhe Ic icle basin shows that iJ1 its near 80 years of 
operation, IPID has not maintained its fucflit ies to actually s.tore nnd ~e iti; ful l water right. This 
was n:ccnlly dcmonstrntoo in the 2018 Eighhnilc dam emergency, where the risk of heightened 
spring flows led to emergency Slabilization efforts at the del"f'idated dam. At Eightmile Lake, a 
ponion of the earlhen dam washed away in a I !190 flood event, and IPID did not take steps to 
n:storc the dam at that time. Slncc then-for tho l11St 28 ycarr-lPID has an:nually released 
approximately 1,400 (and up to 1,600 acre-feet) at Eightmile Lake (DPEIS, 2,,63). The DPEIS 
st ates that the condition of the existing facilities at Elghtmile Lake has limited the llCti1,•e storase 
volume to 1,370 acre-feet wilh an operational range of 23 feet (DPElS, 3-48). 

It is clear, therefore, that IPID has reli.nquished at least pan of its p'1per water rights. How much 
of its waler ri(!hts have been relinquished i> precisely lhc question that a proper PEIS ml&St 
answer. Yet the. OPEIS specifically falls to account for !PID'• potential relinquishment of pan of 
its water Ji&hlS at Eighunile Lake, despile consistent questions and concerns raised by many 
sroups since the gene<is of the kicle Work Group efforts. The DPEIS and all of it< 
alternatives-including the No Action A ltemative-<tSsume that !PIO has a righl to its full paper 
right at all of the "1ldorncss lakes, including 3,500 acre-fcct at Eightmilo Lake (as described in 
Alternative 4, DPEIS, p. 2-I03). IPID has never utilized this much water in lhe entire history of 
ilS opcralion. Watc:r lhat IPID ha,; not l&Sed now belong:; 10 the fed<nll government under the 
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federal reserved water right doctrine.' lflhe Eightmile Lake dam is rebuil~ it should reinain at 
it$ current efevatin11i where it has. been s.ince at lea.st 19901 becau.'ie that ele,vatio-n is th~ Jarg~t 
necessary Lo suppon whatever remaim or IPID's relinquished water right. In addition, as 
diseussed below, any dam rebuilding must be approved by the U.S. Forest Serviee and must 
comply with the National EMironrnental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal and state laws. 
These points also apply to the U.S. Bureau of Rcclan:uuion and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
in connection with new storage proposed al Snow and Nada Lakes. 

The most egregious misinterpretation of IPJD's water rights is reprcSenttd in Alternative 4, 
where massi'l;'e storage projects are analyzed llia1 result in far more water storage lhan is 11.eedecL 
at lhe expense of wilderness values and natural hydro logic fimction of the basin. Alternative 4 
also includes the false assumption that JPID has a right Lo water at Upper Klonaqu,, Lake, to 
which tho IPID has no righ~ 

Flnally, Ecology hos confirmed thlu it has not made an e,tent and ,'111idity detem,inat ion ofeither 
IPID or the Leavenwonh Fish Hatchery, as stated in a letter 10 The Wilderness Society on June 
14, 20 18: 

"The !PID and the Leal't:nworlh Natio11a/ Fish Hatchery both have , torage water riglit.s 
thal origi,rate within t.he Alpine Lakes Wilderness ... At this time. EcoJogy has not made 
an alenl and vaHdity detennination qf either IPID o,- the lea1,·enwm1h National Fish 
Harchery 's di,rersionary Qr torage water rigl1ts. " 

In other words, the issue of how much water Is. legally availabJe is not known and has not been 
addressed. 

Fallure to revise the DPEIS to account for IPID's possible relinquishment of some of its water 
rights would constitute a violotion or SEPA. SEPA requires an EIS 10 anaJr,e reasonable projec1 
allcmativcs. "SEPA rules define 'r<a$0nablc alternatives' ..s less environmentally cosi ly action 
that 'could feas ibly attain or approximate a proposal's objectives."' King Cou,./y •· Ce,,rral 
PugetSmmd Gro"'1lr Ma11agement Bd. , l 38 Wn.2d 161, 183,979 P.2d 374 (1999)(ciling WAC 
197- 11 - 786). Here,• Ies.s envirorunenially costly action that still achieves the proposal's 
objectives would be to limit the dam repair wolk to the minimum necessary IO suppon IPID's 
post--relinquishmeni water rights, not IPID •s paper water rights or its installed water system 
capacity. Then: is no justification to "overbuild•' the cl.a.ms to support a water ri.ght that no longer 
exists . 

1 s~ u_s, v. Nl!WM~. 43S U.S. 696,698 700, 98 s.a. 3012, S"7 L.Ed.2d 1052 (191.8). TbertSitr"o'ed fedtta.l 
"'':ilt'r riS,h l!I Apply OrJ)' 1r tht red!!:nil I.and ~itrn:tion pre-datc!t llx !U.HI!:• 111.w dalm, and only 10 tht: Vi lflnl nl!:Ct'll!i.ary 

to ttCCOrrpliSb the pril'T\3fY po:rp()S,e ortbe ft(leqi l n!8en•'1ion , In thi CMe, the IJitiOo.il F<e$1 ~ti()(I oCQll'!"ed ig 
l 897, IJCti:miing tti USFS':s websi1e, wb:i i;h pn:-d.111:!1- lPID'5 1927 '-'-.lt:!T ri,lJbt1- adjudiQllion.. The~ tif the 
No1iooal Fo~t R:Kl"-11tioo, per U, S. "· New Matt:fJ, ar1: to "'improve n.d protect the fora;r within the boundaries., or 
for tbc p.nposc of sca.1rin,g fa.vorabJc c:ODd.itions of w:11:r fi°"'II, and lo furnish • continuous supp])' or timber· (citing 
l 6 lJ.S.C, f 47 5), Tlws, tlit::, fed ml !lCYcrmncnt in this case has. n:scr.<c:d rlgits 1k> any watc:r from the Alpi~ Lat" 
Wildcmcss ll0CC5581)' to ai:oorq,lh:IL tlicsc pmpDSCS.  
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Instead, Ille DPEIS should analy.ce how much of IPID's wruer rights remain and should analy>e 
the impact of building the dam< to support that level of.ervice. It is necessary to conduct this 
analysis because, if IPID has relinquished some of ilS righ1S, then none of the oltemotives 
analyzed in detail in lhe OPEIS will be feasible anymore, since oil rely on ~le assumP4ion oftm
relinquished rightS-

lt isalarming lhot Ecology, the co-con,ener of !\VG and co-lead agency of the Ic icle DPEIS, has 
allowed the !\VG proces.s to con.sumo signilicant lime and public funding since 2013 without 
dett:nnining such a fundamental question,. especially sinc:e groups such as the Alpine Lakes 
Protection Society and 11ie Wildemess Society have been bringing this specific issue to 
Ecology's attention for yenrs. Ecology must perfonn that determination oow to infonn a revised 
DPEIS before more public money is spent on the Icicle w,itershed management planning process. 
The public canno1 comment upon lhe mcrilS of Ecology's dctcrmination until after Ecology 
makes it and discloses it. This is a funruunental reason why the preparation of a Final PEIS 
would be prcmatwe; the DPEIS hou ld be revised 10 address its deficiencies, and a rcvi ed 
DPEIS should be relea<ed for public comment, before a final EIS is prepared. 

2. Th• oltornallv•• and rnng< of proj t<U ldtnllnod In th• DPEI do not tu r ron tly 
comply with the Guiding Prin<ipl•• of the l<icle Work Group, includin~ compllance 
with ftdorol lnw• m<h H tho Wllderno .. Ac.t. The p,rfunctory theckllit In th• 
DPEIS 1, clearly Inadequate. A revised DPEIS need, lo analy,e limita tion, on the 
,cope and validity of r-PTD'5 ,..·ater ri.ght~ which .,.,ould limit 5n•enl propn,ab1 
acknowledge areas or noo-<:<>mpllance; and Identify the appropriate path forward to 
einsure compkh: compU.ii.m:::e with fl!dcraJ law. 

Ono of the seven JWG guiding principles cited in 1hc Icicle OPEIS is m "comply wilh Sta10 and 
Federal Law, and Wilderness Act,." Several layers of law are relevant 10 the projects and 
actions described in the DPEIS, and lhe interpretation ofthooe laws will determine the viability 
ofthe proji:cts proposed, specifica lly the construc, ion ofni:w dam at Eightmi le and Snow u kc:s 
and a tunnel between the Upper and Lower Klonaquo lakes, •• well as automation and 
optimization efforts throughout the wilderness lake system. At presen~ the DPEIS fails lo 
meaningfully oon.<ider fundamental legal L.sue,; that will determine which projee18 can and 
cannot be built , including federal wilderness law and slate water law. 

The Dl'EIS is insufficient because tho lead agencies have dec lined to con,idcr what they art: 
legally pcnniucd to do in the first place, under the ''minimum ncccs,;ary" slandard of the 
Wilderness Act. 1110 time to make 0iat determination is during SEPA review 10 daylight the 
g,ovemment 's ded Ion-making process and fociliblte meaningful public comment (which are two 
of the main purposes of SEPA), not nf\erwl!Jd It is nonsen.<ical 10 suggest that ye,trS of effort 
and significanl taxpoyer dollars should be expended to evaluate alternatives that are likely to be 
unlawful in the first instance. The agencies here appear 10 be procrastinating their resolution of 
issues that arc d ifficult but necessary to resolve. Two glaring examples include: (1) tho DPEIS 
erroneously assumes thot lPID's ea><mient> supen;cde federal wildc:rncss Jaw: and (2) the DPEIS 
fails 10 fully analyze lirnitation.s on 01e scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would 
limit <evcn!l proposals (as dLscussed above). 

RESPONSE 
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On March 30, 2018, the U.S. Forest. ervice wrote to IPID th•t ii< dam rq,airlreplaoome,n 
proposal "contains elements that are beyond the scope oflhe rights rese,ved by IPID in the 
Special Warratity Deed." The forest Service requested Il'ID to ''submit a detailed proposal" for 
both the emergency abolement and any long-term actions to replace the dam, and stated: 

"A,ry modifica tion 10 the dam and ground di.~·lurbance (equipmetrt opera(ion, road 
con.s•flucrlon, etc.) oflhe j•urrmmdlng lands may requlre a Special Ute Au1horlz.a1ion 
from 1J1e Forest. Tire federal action of aulliorizi,rg activities mi National F()l"e.st 1.-mrds is 
subject to a wide Yariety of laws inc/r,dlng (but not /Im/led to): Wlldernes, Act. National 
Enviro,rmenlaf Policy Act (NEPA). National J/;sJoric Prese.nralion Ad, mrd Endangered 
Species Act (ESA)." 

As the DPEIS Purpose and Need sec~on acknowledges, tbe U.S. Forest Service manages 87 
pa-cent of the land in the lciclc sub-bu.sin, 74 percent Qfwhich is located within the Alpine Laki::s. 
\Vildemes.<. All of the lakes di cussed In the DPEIS are located with in the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness, which adds multiple layers of federal law to consider for all actions proposed on 
federal land. most no tably the 1964 Wilderness Ac~ 1976 Alpine Lakes Area Management Act, 
and the 1981 Alpine Lakes Wilderness Managemout Pl.an (ALWMP). Relevant ditwtion from 
lhcso laws is cited bolow and requires federal iutcrpretation and development of guidance for 
federal actions in relation to tbe Icicle DPEIS , which has not been completed desp ite 
recomrocndlitions for such analySes during the 2016 scoping period for this DPEIS. 

lhe DPEIS fails to address lhe Wilderness Act requiremellt offederal approval offocilities that 
are ne t compliant with wilderness regulations. Furthennore, Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act 
relates to the concept of minimum too l requirements. applicable to activities such as access to 
inholdings and maintenance of water developments in wilderness, 

Except as spedflrnlly pr<Nidedfor in this Ac,. a,,d subjea to existi11g pril'ale rigl,ts, tliere 
shall be no corn.mere/al en terprise a,rd no permanent road wilhin a,ry wilderm1u area 
designated by thiJ Act and ezcept as necessary Jo mee( minimum requirgmenlf fo,· lhe 
qdminiylralfon o[the area for the purpase of this .Act (indudi,ig measures req,.,ired in 
emergencie, involving 1//c health and safety of persons wilhin the area), !here shall be no 
te.mpora,y road. no use of molar v.elricles. nrorori=.ed equipment or mo(arboa{.s, no 
/a11di11g of aircraft, 110 OIiier form of meclra11ica/ tra11sport, 01,d 11ostructure or 
i1,stal/atio11 wi/hin any sucli area. [emphasis •dded] 

This. provis.ion Set.'i suc.h a high bar for the utili7..iltion of these nonconfonning use-s: tha.t these uses 
are unlikely to be available ll>r the wilderness projects described in the DPEIS. 

Specific management guidance for water resources in the Alpine Lilkes Wilderness is pro,•ided 
in lhe 1981 ALWMP: 

J\.ftmagemenr Objective: fo preser1r·.e ..,,r,rer bodies and ttream courtt.'$ In a naturnl .tltite 
with minimal modiftca.t'iatJ or human-camed cmrtmninmrts . . 
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Mmra_gemem Direction: (/) ,rrcept a, pra,,ided for in Section 4(ti)(4) of the Wildenres, 
.Act .,,.atershed •tfll nQI he> q{(Crofqc wan~1c4 tq run1We l11caauxl k'Plct qyqn/fty 
qua/in,, or timing of discharge ... [emphasis added) 

lntcrprcllltion and guidance from too U.S. Fon:st Service regarding the myriad clements of the 
Icicle DPEIS relevant to the agency ' s land management authority is imperative and should 
happen as a part of the SEPA process. IPID currently maintains agreements and easements with 
the U.S. Forest Service for !PIP flteilities at Eightmile, Colchuck, Square and Klonaqu,1 IAke:i, 
which requiNl cousullation with the Forest Service. At present, the DPEIS takes IPID's 
interpretation or its rights at race value, but the DPEIS needs to take a harder look. Ultimately 
the range of projects described in the Icicle DPE IS on NO.lional Forest !Ands will require Forest 
Seivicc consultation and approval. Most of the projects proJ)Oscd are unprecedented in the 
National Wilderness System and run afoul of wilderness law and, as ooted above, state water 
law. Many oftht:Sc projects would unrea.._•fw;m11,bly QI.U.i-C significant hann to wilderness and its 
purposes, including recreation (by damaging trails, campsites, changing aesthetics, etc.) end 
scenic and conservation values. 

Because the proja:ts an: in wildomcss, non-motorized access and non-motorized CGUipmcnt (i.e. 
hand tools) and tradilion.al skills should bo required whenever feas ible. Since lhc dams wen: 
originally built that way, the exceptions should be rare. See Wilderness Wuldr. Inc. v. USFll'S, 
629 F.Jd I 024 (9th Cir. 2010) (rcquirtng si1e-spccific, <0mpllnrive analysis ofoplions to 
deccnnine if an actjon that violates the Wilderness Act• s activity limitations is indeed the 
"minimum necessary''). 

Some of the most egrcgiou< projects are included in Alternotive 4 of the DPETS, inc luding;(!) 
drilling a ru11uel between iwo lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua); (2) building a higher dam at 
Upper Snow Lake ( enlarging that lake and submersu,g designated wilderness IAnd.s); and (3) 
incn:asing the height oflhc Eightmile Lake dam (making that lake bigger tl.lllll ii has ever been 
and submerging de-signaled wilderness lands). The DPEIS ullerly fails 10 c<msider the issue of 
compliance with federal law. See, e.g .. Tables 2-9 through 2-12, which state that each ahernalive 
*compi le with l«leral law" - this claim l!<i. simply false.., given the lack ofnn.atysis ofTPID ' 
water right and federal wilderness law. Fllflhermore. these projec1s wen: 1101 part of the 
propos«J action in the SEPA scoping conducted by the fWG in 2016, so the public was not asked 
to comment on them during scoping. It should also be noted that IPID has no right to enlarge 
Eightmilc Lake and has no waler righ1s or infrastructure at Upper Klon.aqua Lake .. 

Finally, the DPEIS fails to account for the """'°""iry of conducting project-level EPA processes 
wi th the U.S. Forest Service as the lead agency regarding dams and turmel< in wiklern""" on 

ational Forest lands. As one of many examples oftllis huge omission, DPEIS Table 5-2 of 
"Pennits/Approvols and Relevant Trill8er,;" (pages 5.S through 5-13) repeatedly slllte<, 
erroneously, that a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers National Penni! and NEPA Categorical 
Exc!U>ion "are the. likely level of rcgulalory compliance fo r this project'' - fo r 
Optoni2ation/Automation, for Eightmile "Restoration," and fo r the ''Enhancement" (expansion) 
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projects at Eighlmile, Upper Klonaqua, and Snow Lakes. The necessity of U.S. Forest Serv ice 
EPA aru,JysLs I• conspicuous by its absence throughout the DPEIS. 

Again, these huge !!"P' in lhe DPEIS mean thai preparation of a Final PEIS would be premanire; 
the DJ>EIS should be re,,,ised to address its deficiencies, and a Revised Dmfl PEIS should be 
r,:lcased for public comment, before • Final EIS is prepared. 

The failure to coosider the restrictions imposed on <he proposal by the \Vil<lemess Act cotistitutes 
• violation of SEJ>A. A< noted above, SE.PA requirei rea.sonable alternative, to be explored in an 
EIS. However, each of the alternatives, e.<eept alternative 5 (which the DPEIS gave only '"1 very 
cursory re,,,iew," DPEIS at 2-35), treats the wilderness laJces as if the lakes are subject to 
essentially unrestricted development of new infrastructure, including the installation of higher 
dams, additional dams, mccl.1anical pw.IIJ)S, and underground pipes. The installation of any oflhis 
new infrastructure would conslitule a violation of the Wilderness Act~ so the allematives 
analyzed in the OPEL_ 11re not actually "r~sonable." Whi le it is true that not every alternative 
anaiy,ed in an EIS must he leg,,l ly certain, the alt<mative, analyn:d in the EIS rmist nonetheless 
be feasible. Kl'ng Coumy, 138 Wn.2d al 184. 

Herc:, lhcre has oo/y been analysis of Ute proposal under the legally U1ieenain assumption Uiat 
IPID may instllll all of the infrastructure. There has been no analysis of wtiat the proposal might 
look like if some of the infrastructure cannol be installed. A proper DPEIS would have at least 
considt:r«I the possibilily that IPID might have lO make do with lc:ss infraSl ru<lurc at the lakes 
due to the restrictions oflhe Wilderness AcL, and state water law. 

J. T be DPEIS p resents an in.adequate ran ee or alternatives, , ince every a lterna tin 
wou.ld 51:niticantly impact a.nd barm "ildernes, values. nvlsed DP.EIS needll to 
Include an alternative that mlnlmlus wllderne,s lmpa<ts, respe<ts wlldernes• 
v alue~ agd is infon11e.d by the eJ.tent ar1d "'atid.lty de1e.r111b:i ation ofwat.e.- rig,ht5 :a:, 

discussed • hove. 

At pres.ent. every alternative in the OPEi including the o Action Alternative-in.e ludes 
actions that would sig,,if'icantly harm wlldernes.s values. As discussed above, the DJ>EIS should 
be wiUidrawn. revise<l, and re-released with a new rang,, of alternatives that are infonnod by the 
validity determination of the primary water righlS holders in <he Icicle basin as well as 
compliance with fedora I laws such as lhc Wilderness Act. The DP IS curn:ntly inc ludes the 
"Eightmile Restoration" projc..:t in E!Eri altc:mari vc, which would ''n:storc USllble storage to the 
historical and penniued high water storage elevation" (DPEIS. p. 2-15) requlring construelion of 
a new darn approximately four feet higher than the current dam. If the dam cannot be r,ised due 
to \va.tcr righ~ relinquishment and.for Wilderness Act constraints, then it is hardly ..;reasonable" 
to sugges1 a raised dam asa component of every ouc of the proposed alternatives. A revised 
DPEIS should include an alternative that includes resloration of the dam to its cum,nt height and 
not !l!l.)'...highcr. The failure to ana ly~c that scenario means that the DPEIS fails to present an 
adequate range ofaltcmativc,;. That is not allowed under NEPA and is an importaJJI 
consideration iflhe U.S. Forest Service were 10 adopt, in full or in pan, this OPEIS. 
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4. The DPEJS Improperly phase§ (and therefore evadH) emdronmental review or the 
pn·,Ject componen1~ or ucb alte-rnath'e:, which avold:ili meaning.fill analyst~ orthe 
cumulative impacts of each alternative. A revised DPEIS should Inc.lode a 
m<11ntngru1 a nd appropriate cumulatlv< Impacts anal !Is that provide, moro 
substanti>e and detailed Information for each olternatl>e, suoh • • the number of 
helicopter filgbls reqodred for all project components in de1lgnatod wllderne,. of 
each ollerrulllve. 

~Vhen a lead as;erx..~ knows it i~ u..:.lng phas.cd review, it shall so State in its environmental 
document." WAC 197-l l-060(5){e). Herc, although the DPEIS calls iisclf a "progmmmalic" 
EIS, there is: no discussion of what phases the project will proce-ed in, or what additional 
environmenu,J revfows will be done during each phase. The level of detail in the DPEIS is not 
sut1'ici01.u 10 conduct a she-specific review of each projoct (rcxiuircd by WAC 197-1 l -060(5)(c)), 
yet there is no indication that subsequent phases of review will address this deficiency, Thus, the 
DPETS appears to be cn,gagt:d in phllS«! review without disclosing the phases as required under 
WA 197-l l-060(5)(e). 

The DPEIS's failure to disclose and discuss the project'• phases is no t some picayune, technical 
violotion of SEl'A; it has mil-world conscxiucnccs. As Washington couns have noted, the failuro 
to properly ~er lho phascs of a project can lead to• failure to analyze cumulative impacts. Se,, 
Ea,1 County Reclamalio11 Co. v. Bjom.,en, 125 Wn App. 432,441 IOS P.3d !)4 (2005). Indeed, 
th is DPEIS ,uffctS from oxa.ctly such• failun,-for c,camplc, then, is no analyst. of the 
cumulative impact or the helicopter Iligbts needed for each phase of the projec~ or the combined 
visual ~npacts of the various now pieces of inliastructure that will be installed by the end of the 
project. 

Since this project appe""' 10 be operating under phased review, the DPEIS must disclose what 
the ph.lses are and what additional review will be fonhcoming, Failing 10 do so is both a 
tcclmkal violation of SEPA and leads to a failure to analyze cumulative impoclS, which is 
another, separate violat.iou of SE.PA. 

5. The DPEIS presents inadequate cost estimat .. for project proposals, skewloe 
allornallvo, away from Alternative S, which pre,ent, • prngmatlc and thougbtftll 
solution to the>• complex ls,ues (e.g., the run IPID pump e1changc). A revised 
DPEIS need5 ti) accurately 5cope the potential cost orh:afrastructure pr·opt»al, in 
federally de,igna1ed wilderness, lncludlne consideration or the "minimum tool 
requirement ~ (H!ii: required by section 4(c) oft he \VUder-neu Ad) f'or fe:deral lldfon.s 
In & wlldcrnes.s :raru .. 

Tho oost ostimatos and timelinos for projects proposed for construction wiU1in the Alpino Lakes 
Wilderness are questionable because the DPEIS fails to properly account for the protections of 
the Wilderness Ac~ the land mana!!Cmcnl role and authority of the U.S. Forest Se!vice, and lhc 
requirement fo r EPA analyse; and compliance, Cost estimates are an important focct of 
assessing Lhe reasonableness of allemalives. Analyzing cost~prohibitive alternatives does not 
help addres.s the mandate to analyze a range ofrea.sonable alternatives; nor does omitting the 
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addilional coSIS of operating under the restrictive Wilderness Ac, limitations, While a cost
benefit analy<i. need oot be included in on ElS, WAC 197-11 -455, iftheagen~-y ch<>O$es to 
inc luck cost infonnation, h must do so in an unblascd and accurate manner. 

The true costs of Alternatives I, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than the DPEIS estimates, and 
c!o,,,,- to !he cost of Ahcmalivc 5. Ntcmativo 5 includes tho "Full lJ>ID Pump Station;• which 
would move IPID's polnl or diversion downsueam lo the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve 
llows ln Icicle Creek., especially ln rurure decades when climate change wil 1 reduce flows in the 
Icicle woter,;h,,:I. A evidenced by the cost of the recent emergency dam repair at Eightmile 
Lake, which required an estimated $100,000 lolly a piece of heavy COtJStrucrion equipment (an 
excavator) to the site---o.fter rPID had expected lo spend a mere 52.000 to "1.•alk" it on the 
growxl through the Wilderness to the dam (i.e.,• cost overrun of five thousand percent on thOl 

one ilcm)-eost estimates such as $1.6 million for "Restoration .. of tho Bightmilc dam and $3.9 
million for the uEighlmile Dam l!nhancement" seem woe[ully low, 

6. Tbe DPEI repeatedly l~nores tbe n01:allve Impacts on the riparian ecosyslems In 
the A\>m• Lok., Wlldtrn<ss from the pn>po.,d unnaturally tlmtd rcl<•st• ofwattr 
from th< wDd<rne • lake .. whl<b wUI slgnln<anlly •ltor •tr<om hydrol<>gy. The 
DP EIS ran, to reeogolze that altering the natural Dow fOJ:lme can degrade a 
slream's physkal and ch<ml<al properties, leodln~ to l<>ss of aqu•llc life and 
rl!ducl!d aquatic biodivl!r-!!iUy. A re,·bed DPEIS re(1ulre, proper docun,entador1 and 
ana1Y$1-' ofthe riparian ec0$y.¥tl!m and the potential c.umulative impacQ of the naite 
ofln(ra_!tructu.re projects on that ecosystem to ensure. no harm to wilderness 
stttatm or l:tkd. 

The current DPEIS proposes• range of prnjccts that will alter tho natural hydrologio function of 
wilderness lakes and streams in the Icicle basin. To date, the l\\'G has not adequately invested in 
monitoring activ ities across the basin LO fully undentand and evaluate lhe potential irnpaclS lo 
tho health ofwildcmi:ss Stmim, and lakes. Usua lly, Ecology would be the lcod •!!""CY to enS1m: 
no hrurn when discharging water from Square, Klonaqua, Eighonile, Colchuck and Snow lakes, 
Ecology developed an advanced multi-metric index model of biotic integrity in 2012 for the 
cascadfs Rei,.;on which allowed Ecology to determine the health of reaches along the Wenatchee 
River and th!: health oflciclo Creek up as far as Ida Creek Campground, 

That ... me level of detailed analysis has not been applied m the DPEIS, either by Eco logy or by 
any otba agency. Appendi,; A of the DPEIS docs idc:nlify the Washington s .. ,c Deportment of 
Fish and Wildlife as gatlJ£ring base-line data for tlie proposed projects. However, the results 
from 2016 and 2017 analyze only two wildern""' <tream.s (Leland Creek and French Creek) of 
the five streams of concern, and that analysis \vns not detailed enough to determine the health of 
either Leland Creek or French Crecl<. No analysis was completed al the wilderness lakes. W • 
are concerned that !\VG has not done adequate sampling and monitoring of impacts ll'om past 
releases into those wilderness streams, including cumulative irnpeets, as it is required under 
WAC 197-1 1--080 (requiring al!l'ncies to obtaiD missing infonn111ion regardmg,ignificant 
adverse impacts, if the cost or obtaining lnforma,ion will no t be exorbitaru), 11>e cost and delay 
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of oblai.ni.ng lhe tnissing data would 001 be exorbitant, yet the absence of sucJ, data is leading 
TWG to make environmenllllly hrumful decisions. 

The DPEIS describes impacts on a stream resulting from the release of water from a wildemess 
lake (to improve the historic channel in lowet Icicle Creek) as "insignificant" or they are round 
to be wilhin lhc naturally occ1nTh1g flow range oflhc sm:am. The DPEIS goes on to identify tho 
release or watet as a benefit for the aliected riverine syste,n. This simple analysis is lllulty a11d 
ignores the natural now regimes or each stream as having a characteristic panern of now 
magnitude, timing. duration, rrcqu,ncy, •nd rate of change. A ll of these patte~ play• critical 
role in supporting lhe chemical, physical. and biological integrity of each receiving stream. 
which collectively form the foundation ofa heahhy Icicle system supporting robust fisheries. 

Cbangos lo stream chemical and physical condltions following flow alteration can lead to tho 
reduction, elimination, or disco1mection ofoptimal habitat for aquatic biota. The DPEIS fails to 
recognize that ..,human-induced alteration of the natural !low n:gime c-u.n degrade a stream' s 
physical and chemical pmper1ies, leading 10 lo s of aquatic lilc and reduood aquatic biodiversity. 
Protecting aquatic life from the effects of flow alteration involves maintaining m,~.tiple 
components of the flow regime within their typical range of hydrologic variation." See Final 
EP A-USGS Tec:hr,ical Report: Prolec:ling Aqua lie L,vefrom Effects '!I ll}'drologjc Allerarion. 

Altered (lows can fail to provide lhe cues needed for aquatic species to complete their life cycles. 
For example. Pale Morning Duns (Order Eplremera Da11ica) will not emerge until ii-1rcam water 
temperatures reach 60 degrees Falirenheit. Timing is also a factor, as they will also avoid 
emerging until the mon01 of July has arrived. Alteration of the quantity and timing of river or 
stream flows can also significantly affect fisheries resources. by introducing competing non
nad\'C fishes. 

Furlhennore, the abilil)' of a stream 10 support aquatic life is linked to the maintenance of key 
flow-regime compom:nl$. For c,camplc, altering the regime by inc<C<1$ing Oows b<ought about 
by releasing relative! y high water velocities from a lake during mid-swnmer causes stream 
surface water, rich in oxygen. to bypass. the sub-surfuce environment. The typica.l ly low summer 
flows and coml<ponding low velocity allow oxygen to be pulled into the sub-<lurface 
cnvironmcm. wltloh needs oxygenated water this time of year to support invcncbratcs living in 
sub .. surface environments. Invertebrates are a source of food for other aquaL1c life, including 
fish, and tend to Uv-c in a sub.surface zone (hyporbeic zon.c). 

In addition to 01e impacts of unnaruralJy timed increases in discharge rates, 01e DPEIS also needs 
to examine the impacts ofumaturally reduced discharge during the period when storage is 
recovered_ as well as lake shoreline (edge) effects. 

Further complicating these challenges are the expected challges to historic hydrologjc conditions 
resu lting from climate change, which adds additional complc,dty to tho task of ostinlJlting 
acccpu,blo levels of hydro logic variation. 
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If the projects described in the cwrenl DPEIS move forward, waler will be discharged from 
wilderness lakes to improve the la.st four miles of Icicle Creek. The health of Prospect Creek, the 
last mile of Leland Creek. Ille trun five miles or French Creek, alt of Eightmile Creek, the last 
live miles or Mountaineer Creek and Ille upper 20 miles of Icicle Creek are all affected by the 
propo,ed projects and must be adequately anaty,ed. The DPEIS ignores lake ecolog;, and how it 
m]sht affect he stmlms below the lakes thot arc discharging water from the bypolimnctic zone, 
panicularly Eightmile, Square and Upper Snow lakes. Since Eoolog;, has developed a model lo 
determine stream health, Ecology should take the lead and determine Ille health of both lakes and 
stream< that arc port of the proposed project. 

With this summary of hydrological alteration in mind, and the importance or stream and lake 
health, it would be prudent to avoid implementing any of the DPEIS action alternatives until • 
team of scientists. educated in matten; associated with stmlrn and lake health, arc ready to share 
their findings. Such a study would help assure that the Alpine Lakes \Vitden,es, remains a 
healthy wilderness, and th•t none of the targcled wildcrn<Ss streams and lakes are h•rmed. 

?. Con!.trv:li.don c::ompc::mr.ni In tht DPEIS art: In uffldcnt. A nw ls:td DPEIS mu!tt 
expand the!le eon5ervation actions to si&nifica.ntly reduce demands on Icicle Creek's 
water, thereby allowing its waten:bed to function more naturall)'·. Thb 111,ill better 
support our ns:jon's livability a.nd ec.ononiy O\'tr lhe Joni-term. 

Water conseivation methods have the potential to mee1 City of Leavenwonh and lPID 
consumptive demand in the Icicle walershed. A fundamental premise or this opproach is that 
water J,JSers are et1Litled only to the amount of waler lhey need, and muSl exercise reasona.ble 
cJUc icnoy in their water use. From a p111grna1ic omndpoint, reducing demand and obtaining new 
supply through water oonser,,,ation and eff.,iency measures and practices is gpod policy and will 
be more palatable to the public than pTOi"'-"-' that manipulate and increase diversion, from the 
Enchantment Lllke, ~ion of the Alpine Litke, \Vitdt,me,s. 

From review of documerus .and field sites, it is clear that significant waler savings can be 
obtained through tightening up water delivery and consumption infrastructure in the 
Lcavcnwonh area, and through demand mana!!"fficnt cffuns. Further, with respect to tho City of 
Leave11wonh, re-calculation offorure demand is appropriale. 

IL appears feasible that water conservation and efficiency rneasuros, combined wi01 a transrer of 
water and service duties from IPID to the City or Leavenwonh, could meet the consumptive use 
needs of both enLities. 

Here are more specific comments on water efficiency and conservalion: 

UU lncom:ct Lcpal A!.!7.LDTinfion.:.. The DPEIS i:s incorrect ilnd inadequate in it;; assumptions 
regarding necessary water efficieocy and conservation. As is established by state statute 
and court decisions, reasonable efficiency in the use or water is not :an option for water 
right holders. It is a req,iirement. The DPEJS offers various combirultions or water 
efficiency and conservation projcclS on the assumption thal achieving water efficiency is 
optional. However, achievlng reasonable efficiency for Icicle Creek diveners, i.e., City 
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or Leavenwonh, the LeO\·enwonh National Fish Ha,che,y, and IPID mus, be a baseline 
for al l ahematives. and not a bargaining chip for :achieving other objectives.. ThL~ is how 
the Cascade Orchard Irrigation Company' • elliciency UP!!J1ldes are treated in tbe DPEIS, 
and this treaonent should extend 10 all other lcic le Creek waler users. 

(]i) Applied Conscryatjon Agafysis. The DPBJS should contain analysis ofWashing10n Smtc 
waler conservation lav.s, policies and requiremenlS as they apply 10 each oflhe Icicle 
Creek water """"· lb.is is panicularly appropriate given Iha! this ls a "programmatic" 
EIS, •nd should be included as part oflhe ex1en1 •nd velidity anelysis of water rights •s 
discussed above, fo the extent these users do not mee1 stale requirements, projects to 
improve efl1ciencies. should be established as beseline projects that will be applicable 
across all of the DPEIS allemalives. 

!fl. Applied Water Waste Analysis. To the e,uenl waler users are wasting waler, they are not 
entitJed to maint11.in and use their rights. An evaluation of the extent of water waste 
corruniltcd by Icicle rock waler divcrtcrs, particularly ll'ID. should lnchxic review of 
conveyance loss and efficiencies from lhc point of release of water in lhe Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness, the canal system, operational spills and any other pruticulars of the water 
delivery system. This analysis is panicularly important 10 wider,;tand the benefits and 
appropriate allocation of costs associated wiO, the IPID Full Piping and IPID Pwnp 
Exchange altematives, A waier waste analysis is particularly appropria1e given thai 1hls 
is a "'program.ma tic" EIS, and should be included a., part of the extent and validity 
analysis of waler rights as discussed above-, 

@ IPID Irrigation Efficiencies Project (Section 2.5.2). Thls DPEIS sec1ion contains no 
disctls:.;ion of actual efficiencies of the system (i .c., cons'WD.cd water vs. transportation 
loss and waste). It is rire wiu, vague, unquantified, and anecdotal infortnalion aboul 
actua l conservation activities (i.e .. .... some r,mnerS have complained'; only ·•small 
portions.•• of canal remaJn unlined). It lac,k discussion about wa~teful water u.~e on 
converted residential propenies, For more information and photographs of IPID's 
inefficient water use. see R.P. Osborn. Center fo r Environment.al Law & Policy, Memo re 
"Water conservation potential for consumplive dcrro,nd reduction and SUJJl' IY for City of 
Leavenworth and lcicle-Pcshastin Irrigation Districts'" (July 9, 2015), incorporated hrn:in 
by reference. 

~ Domestic Conseoratioo CSec1ion 2 S 4) Citv of Leavenworth- The DP EIS confuses 
wants and needs, 11le City of Leaveuwonh and Ecolo11¥ need 10 come to agreement 
regarding water righlS ror the Cil)I or Leavenworth, including to resolve an outslMding 
coun case. The DPBIS docs not provide resolution to this issue but instead proposes to 
provide addiliornl water rights (i.e .. wants) to the City of Lea\'enworth withoul requiting 
the City to implement anything other than an inadequa1e wa1erco11serva1ion plan lhal 
provide!i for water oon~crvatio-11 in namt only. More S;pecifically: 

a. The Cil)I of Leovenworth's future woter use demand projeetions are o-.•erly 
ag_gressive. The City's \Vaier SySlem Plan sto.tes tho.I popula1ion will grow by   
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0.47% per year while its water use will grow by 2.2% per year. The projected 
growth in water use of2.2% is not supp<>rted by the hL<toric growth Mw•te.. 
demands for the City of Leavenwonh. 

b. Since I 990, water demands have varied from 850 10 I, 165 acre-feet per year 
without • coiresponding upw,ird trend in water demru>d. At the same time, the 
City's population has increased from 1,692 10 I .990. Essentially, for 27 years 
water use has not grown while lhe City's population has increased. The City or 
Lea,enwonh's projectlons sute that water use v.·ill begin to grow at a pace which 
is not supp,med by historical data. 

c. If water use growth for the City of Leavenwonh is estimated at l % per year 
(rather than the 2.2% shown in the City's Water Plan) it will toke until 2056 to 
exoeed the temporary waler right limitotlon of 1,465 acre-feet as imposed by the 
eoun ruling oflcavenwonh vs. Ecology (Water System Plan, Figure B, p. 45). 

d. The DPEIS states that the City of Leavenworth is considering reclaimed water to 
meet its demands. The City of Leavenwonh's Water System Pion specifically 
rates that it is not going LO utilize recJalme(I "~ater. lnese statements are 

eoJJll'Odictory. Failure to plan for use of reclaimed waler indicates the City's 
water plan is not aggressive. 

e. The City of LcaV<:llworth should 001 receive additional water supply until its 
water consc,vation plan in the City's Water System Plan '®!('CSSively promotes 
conservation as detennined by the following factors: 

i. The City ofleavcnwonh is cum,ntly allocating only S 1,000 per l""'r for 
water conservation. 

ii. lbe City or Leavenworth's unaccounted waler (lost water} is 24%, grossly 
in e.cess of the slatutory 10% mandate. 

iii. The City of Lcavonwonh's water eonscrvation plan docs not included leak 
detection to detennine where unaccounted for water is going. 

iv. Approximately 70% of al l water used is during the swnmer months. The 
City dcdd1..-d nol to impose a conservation-based water rate due to the 
possible fmancia l hardships imposed on its cuscomers. While we 
underSland 1hi.< is politically difficult to do, the City eould gradually 
impose a oonseNation-besed rate over many yearS to minimize the shock 
of a sudden ra1e increase.. 

v. The City of Lea,enwonh water plan is designed lo meet only the 
minimum Department ofHcallh guidelines. This is very disappolming 
and should have been reso lved prior lo rclea,;c of the DPEJS. 

vi. With a more aggressive conservation prognun, the City of Leavenworth 
will not need ns much additional watt,,- by 2050. The Water System Plan 
guideline of 1,750 acre-feet of addltional domestic supply should be 
revised to a lower number and the associated projcct(s) that is required 10 

reach this goal should no t be fonded. 

ffi Domestic Conservation (Section 2.5.4\ - Rural Waler Use. The DPEIS alloca tes 74 •ere· 
ree1 or domestic water for the growth or 199 additional househo lds in the watershed in 
Chelan County. 
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a, Because Icicle Creek is over-appropriated, lhe basin should be closed for new 
growth. If new growth is to occur, new housel,old< hould be required to 
purchase existing wa1.er rights. via wa1er right e.:tchanges and waler banks. lbjs 
approach is similar 10 what is occurring in K.i1titas and Yakima counties. Growth 
should pay £or growth. 

b. Growth should occur in cities and town; according to tbo Growth Management 
Act. The guidelines in the DPEIS for water usage in Chelan County should be 
changed to reflec1 this. 

00 Leavenworth Natfon3l Fish Hatchery Comma1ion and Water OwlitY Proiects CSecrion 
LlJ[l. The L FH projects provide a gQod example of the flJlwed foundati,:,n of the Icicle 
Stralegy. Virtually all of the LNFH projects identffied in the DPEIS ore required to be 
completed by other laws and on the initiative of tbo fcdcnl agencies that own and operate 
the Hatchery in order 10 mee1 Endangered Species Ac~ Clean \Valer Act, and U.S. treaty 
obligations. Using 1.NFH upgrades as• borgJ1ining chip to justify 01hc,relcmcn1s of the 
DPEIS pmjCCL, is inappropriate. It is evident fh,m the DPEIS that many LNFH projeclS 
have been or will be implemented by lhe Hatchery, inc luding waler supply piping, 
eflluen1 pumpback, llsh screening, strearnflow augmenltltion, circular tanks and f,sh 
passage. 

{!l} Water Martets (Section 2,5, l 2). The water ma,ket proposal artillci.ally limits itself to 
discussion solely ofprovidins water to interruptible water markets in the basin. If the 
City of Leavenwonh or other municipalities do in fact require ackHtional water supply for 
future growth, water markets could serve that ptllllOSe, Oue obvious example would 
involve transfer of water from [PID lo Le<tvenworth for residences ln the Ski Hill area. 
TI1cre appears to subs1antial was1e ofwa1cr in that ncij!Jlborhood (sco RP Osborn, 
Conservation Memorandum, ciied above, including photos\ which latgely converted 
from orchards at some time in the past. Bringing those properties into reasonably 
ctricic:nl w:t1.tcr dutic:5 for rcsidalti.al properties could free up water to serve properties 
elsevthere in the City of Leavenwonh water system. lb.is is an example of how a waler 
rrarket might operru.e 10 serve new demand. The DPEIS should be amended 10 evaluate a 
larger range of option< for this tool. 

8. M.bctD11neous com.menu. 

00. Inadequate lnsm,-am Flow '"'"" · The proposed non--droll(!hl year 100 c.fs flow taJ}!c:t 
does not meet basic needs of Icicle Creek wild fLSheries. Further, the 60 cfs droughl goal 
i~ inoonsistent with .scientific con'ierlS\Li; that fish mu..;;t hfllve adequate oold water in 
drough1 periods to avoid significant impacts caused by high water temperatures. The 
appropria1e flow goal is 250 els, which rcpr<:S<:nts no, on "every year flow, but 1hc high 
waler year flow that i:s necessary lo ensure survival and healLhy populations of wild fl.sh. 
For roorc information, sec "Arull)"' is orieiclc Creek lnsm:am Flow Benefits of Three 
'Base Projects' Durins Low Flow Months'' pn,porcd by Mark Hersh, Wild Fish 
Conservancy, and Dick Reiman, Icicle Creek Project (16 pp., July 2-013), transmitted to 
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the Icicle Work Group, and letter from Wild Fish Conse,vancy to Tom Tebb (14 pp., 
12119/13). These documenm are incorporated herein by reference. 

ll!l !PIO Full Piping & Pump Exchange Project. As is evident in figures 2"6, 2-7 and 2-8, 
the Alternative I, 2, 3 and 4 "Dase Package" projects are unable to meet even the 
inadequate 100/60 cf, flow goals. Only the !PIO full piplug and pump exchange scCllllfio 
(in Allemative S) is able to come close 10 achieving the pre-development natural flows in 
Icicle Creek that are necessary to suppon healthy fisheries. 

1'). Junior Water l Jsers. 1l1e DP EIS sets fonh as a 0 guiding principte'' agriculrura1 
reliability. with a specific E:.,'0111 of providing full water rights to the 56 interruptible water 
rights holders in the basin._ While this principle is compassionate, it fails to recogniu 
tbat th= water users took thclr rights with an widcn,tanding that they wcro intcrruptlblc, 
and indeed the prior appropriation doctrine operates on the principle that junior users will 
be Cllr1llilcd during low water yea.rs. The predicament of these users was deliberately 
created by Eoology when it chose 10 Lc..'iue mc,re water riglns: than there Is s:uffie:ient water 
to fulfill each year, and by the water users when they chose 10 accept such rights. 
Because Ecology has not closed the basin, what is to prevent this cycle from repeating 
itself/ As specifically contemplated in the DPBIS ahcmatlvcs, Ecology will continue to 
issue junior waler rights. which ore then curtailed, leading lo future waler projects to 
make these juniors "whole." The DPElS fai ls to discuss the implications of this open• 
ended w~ter mu.n11g,crm.:n1. 

@ Easement Map. 11le description of IP !D's easements in the Alpine Lakes \V ildemess 
(DPEIS p. 2-44) should include maps, including the map that shows that Il'ID does not 
hold an casement for the entirety ofEighnnilc Lake. 

(tl Sec-tion 2.5.7 Habitat Protection. The diseu«ion of land ocquisitions through the Upper 
Wenatchee Community Land Plan appearS 10 tru-gtt land< ouJSide the Icic.le Creek basin. 
The DP EIS does not provide a basis for undcrstanding how these land acqulsitlons 
benefit Icicle Creek. It appears the Icicle Wark Group has evaded an issue by simply 
adopting lhc goals and priorities of another group. This approach docs not suppon 
c,.:piansion of the \Vcnatchc:c basin instrcam flow reserve for the Icicle sub-basin. 

ill Section 2.5. 7 lnstrerun Flow AmendmenL As noted in discussion of City of Leavenwonh 
water conservation above, tho City has significantly overestimated future drn1aud. and is 
w·tderperfonningon state mandated w.iter conservation requirement£. Expansion or the 
insueam CTow ru]e domestic reserve based on City demand and planning is no tjllSLifled.. 
The DPEIS rails to discuss this.. 

(ru_ Section 2.5.9 l.NA I Groundwoter Augmentation. The DPElS foils to identify or analy,e 
tho problem of utilizing groundwater collectors to pump groUJJdwatcr in direct hydraullc 
continuity with Icicle Creel<. This proposal •ppcor,; lo propose lrnproving reliability of 
LNFH groundwater supply at the expense of depleting flows in Icicle Creek. 
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l!!} The Cost of Water. The DPEIS provides a misleading and inappropriate comporison for 
developing water. Chapter 2 ~tales five times that the cos.t of water in the Columbia 
Basin is $500/acre-fool for projects developed by me Office of me Columbia River 
(OCR). OCR projects such as tho Lake Roosevelt Drawdown or Sullh•an Lake ITllllifer 
represent heavily subsidized projects that were developed•• "low hanging fruit," and are 
nol approrriale for compariwn in the DPEIS. One prob lorn is lhal mis number docs ool 
appear to include infrastructure costs, thus creating 3Jl apples-to-<iranges comparison. In 
contrast, the costs associated ith providing waler lo, for example, tho Odessa Subarea 
have b""11 aStronomieal, but covered by pmgran,, such as the ARRA and other gr11nts. 
We suspect these nw.nbers arc not included in the S500/acre-foot "baseline." Tile DPEIS 
at P%"' 2-5 7 does, however, identify the previously completed IPID Canal to Pipeline 
Conversfon as costing $2 minion Lo obtain 360 acre-feet of water, i.e., a $5,555/acre-foot 
cost. The DPEIS is deficient in failing lo provide appropriale and realistic cost 
oomparisom for Colwnbia Basin water development. 

Conclu<lon 

Thank you for the opportunity 10 provide comments on the Icicle DPEIS. Our organizations 
support collaborative effons lo develop innovative and sowid approaches to water and natural 
rcsoun:c managcmem for Icicle Creek and the greater \Venau:hce River basin, and we apprcciacc 
the commitment of organization~ tribes, agencies, and individuals to this important endea'\·Or. 
As we face a certain future of incrcas-cd demands on lim_ited w11tcr ll$0UTCC!-i-, s:uch co llaOOrativc 
e!Tons will be required to balance tlie ranse of competing needs. Broad-based oommuni1y 
involvement ru,d support as well as transparency at1d lnl.Sl are critical ingredients for success. 

For all n:asons dcseribcd above, we roqucsl the Icicle DJ>lllS be wilhdrawn, revised. and re
released as a Revised Drafl PE IS for public ,oomment once the deficiencies. detailed here are 
addressed. 

Sincerely, 

Rick McG\llre, President 
Alpine Lakes Protection Socic,y 

KJtty Cnug. Washington Stal<• Deputy Director 
The Wikkmess Socic:4y 

Tri~h Rolfe, Executive: Dirtttor 
Center fur Environmental Law & Policy 

Geof!l!' ickas, Executive Director 
\Vildc:rness Watch 

Gary Macfarlane, Eoosys1ern Defense Dlree1or 
Friend, oflhe Clearwater 
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Sharon Lun,, Presiden, 
Icicle Creek W•t..,.hed Council 

Kun Beardslee, E.xeclllive Oirec1or 
Wild Fish Conservancy 

An Campbell, President 
Nonh Central Washingion Audubon Sociely 

Gus Bekker, President 
El Sendero Backcountry Sid & Snowshoe Club 

John Spring. Presidcn1 
Spring Family Trust £or Trails 

Mark Boyar, l'Te$idenl 
MidFORC 

Mike Town. President 
Frieods of Wild Sky 

Tom Uniack, Executive Dircc:tor 
Washing.Ion Wild 

Annie Cubberly, Broadband Leader 
Polly Dyer Cascadia O,,,pwr 
Great Old Broads for Wilderness 

Tom Harnmood, President 
onh Cascades Conservation Cowicil 

Goorge Milne, President 
Fcdcratioo of Western Outdoor Clubs 

Doug $coll, Principal 
Doug Scon Wilderness Consulting 

Lee Davi , Executive Director 
The Mozamas 

William Crunpbell, President 
Fri.ends of Lake Kachess 

Tom Manin, Cowtcil Member 
River Runners For Wi I demos 
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John Brosnan, Execuli\·e Direclor 
Seattle Audubon Society 

Kathi & Greg Shannon, Steering Committee memb= 
Friends. of Enchanlmeli.ts 

Lori Andresen, President 
Save Our Sky Blue Waters 

Melissa Bates, Presidem 
Aqua Permanente 

Kirt Lenard, President 
lssaqw,h Alps Trails Club 

Brian Hoots, President 
Spokane MolllllaineOI'. 

lutrry Rombcll!, Na1ional Forcs1s Co-Chair 
Washington Seate Chapier 
Sierra Club 

Chris Maykllt, Pres:idetU 
Friends of Bumping Lake 

Judy Hallisey, President 
K.iLLitas Audubon Society 

Thoma., O'Kcc:fe, PhD 
Pacific onbwes1 Stewardship Director 
American Whitewater 

Denise Boggs, E>tect11ive Director 
Conservation Consress 

cc:: Governor Jay Im lee 
U.S . Sen.a1or Patty Murray 
U.S. Senator Maria Cantwell 
U.S. Represenla tive Dave Reichert 
Okanogan-Wenatchee ational Forest Supcn •isor Mike Williams 
Wenatchee River Districl Ranger Jeff Rivera 



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Organizations, Page ORG-163 JUNE 2024 

O-14 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

Alpln• Lok<s Prot<elion Sod<ly • The Wlld<rne .. Soelely 
quo Permanente • Center (or Environmental Law & Polley    

eo .. ,rvatlon Congr< s • DOUR Scoll Wllderne,s ConsulllnR 
ElSI Kac.hess Homeowners Association • Endaniered pecle, Coalllion 

Fed nation of\Vestern Outdoor luhs • Frhrnd~ of the 8itterr-onf 
Friends of llumpln~ Lake • Friends or the Clearwater • Friends of Enchanllnents 

Friends orLak< Koch ,ss • Friend< of WUd Sky • G reat Old Broad., for Wlld<rne .. 
1'saquah Alps Troll Club • Kachcss Communlly Asso<lotlon 

Kache5' Ridge · [aintenance Assoclalion • Klttltas udubon Society 
Middle Fork Recreation Coalllion (l\11dFORC) • Methow Volley Cltlzeru Council 

North Ca~c11de~ Con~rvation Council • or1h Central \Va.shingtoo Audubon Society 
R_h•e.- Runnen: For Wilderne~ • S 1n.·e l,ake Kaches!i • .. ave O ur " ky Blue W:aters 

Sea ttle Audubon Society • Sierra Club • Spokane Mountaineers 
Spring F•mlly Trost for T rail• • Wa.,hlngton Wild 

Wild Fish Con,ervancy • Wilderness Watch 

February 12, 2-0 19 

TomTcbb 
Director, Office of Columbia River 
Washington Department ofEoology 
1250 Alder Street 
Union Gap, WA 98903 

MikcKaputa 
Dln:etor, Chelan County atural Rcsoui= o~-par1mc:n1 
4 11 Washington Street, SUite 201 
Wenatchee, WA 9880 I 

R.B; De[ecto in Final. Pl'Oj!r,,mrnatic En,ironmental Impact Statement (FPE IS} 
[nr the Jtjcle Cree k Water Resource Management Strategy 

Dear Directors Tebb and Kaputa: 

This te:tter provides comments on outstanding gaps and deficiencies. in the Final Programmatic 
Environmenta l Impact Statement (FPBIS) for the Icicle Creek Water Resource Man,gemeru 
Strategy. The undersig,,od orgonualions provided comments in 2018 on the Oran Programmatic 
Environmenta l Impact Statement (DPEIS) and/or in 2016 during the ,roping period. As you will 
sec below, lllllilY of the ooaocrns highlig)mxl in our prior comments still remain. 

The FPEIS foil 10 n>OOSJli>:<: that fundam<nltll legal issues may not be resolved the way the 
FPEJS implkitly as.sorts they will be re«>lved - legal L~•u« that will detennine which projec-ts 
can and cai1001 be buih, including (ederal wilderness law and state water law. Failing to address 
these fundamental issues before any further public funding is spent on implemenuuion is 
wasicful and irresponsible. Because the Icicle Work Group (IWG) relics on intcm:latcd projects 
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to accomplish oommon goals.. later in,.•alidation ofan individual project may require I\VG to 
revise all of the other projects in IWG's Preferred Altemative. 

To a,,oid repetition, a copy or our July 30, 2018 let1er (s igned by 31 organizations) is attached 
and inoorpc,rated by rcf'amce. We reiterate our com:r:m and n:spa.1. for wilderness values, the 
Alpine Lakes Wildomes and its Enchantment Basin; the trlhal treaty rights of tho Yaksma 

ation and Cclville Confederated l'ribes; and valid, prior exisiing water rights in the Wenatchee 
River basin fo r agriculture. Our outslanding criticisms are detailed helow. 

I. The FPEIS Falls lo Adequately Analyze WDderne,s (n1pac1 , 

An EIS must address a proposal's "relatlonship to existing land use plans." WAC 197- l 1-
444(b)(b)(i). Lands designated as wilderness under U,e Wildemess Act are subject to land use 
plMS Ill.at are very restrictive in terms of allowed uses. An EIS must address the relationship 
between a proposal and lhose federally-eslJlblished land use restrictions. Likewise, an EIS must 
consider impaclS to "uni que physical features," "habilllt.'' "oonrcnew•blc resource-,;," and 
"conservation." WAC 197-1 1-444. All of these are components of the wilderness values sought 
to be protected by the Wilderness Act and the designat ion of wilderness areas under the act. An 
EIS must con;;.lder a proposal's impacts on all of these and other environment.al clements sought 
to be protected in designaied " i ldemess =s. 

Like the draft version, U1c FPElS fails to m"'1ningfully consider environmental impacts flowing 
from fundamental land use rcstrictions imposed and values sought to be protected by federa l. 
v.1ilden1.ess Law. This omiss ion ,,iolates SEPA and renders the FPEIS useless for subsequent 
environmenta l review of projects on or near designated wilderness lands;_ Indeed, ill U.S. Forest 
Seiv ice official wrote: .. 1lle (Draft] PEIS is silem on Wilderness eflects, so theA?'s no 
opportunity 10 tier from or use their analysis." (October 31, 2018 email by Okanogan
Wenatchee ational Forest Deputy Super,,•isor Erick Walker). The same is true of the Final 
PElS, since it changed so little from U1c drall vcr,;ion. The FPEIS Fact ShcCI states "the PEIS 
will .serve as the basis for future project-level environmental review that may he required and 
NEPA review that would be required for projects that receive federal furl<ling or permitting." 
This is wn>ng. because the FPEIS is fata lly flawed in its fa ilure to adequately analy,e wilderness 
values and impacts. 

The project as proposed and currently analyzed could violate the Wilderness Ac~ including 
federal agencies obligation to preserve wilderness character (16 USC I 13:l{b)) as well as the 
Act "s prohibition on structures and motorized uses (16 USC l l33(c)). 

All fcdL-rol 11[!Cncii:s enforce the Wildi:rncs:; Act. Congress has dc:signotcd wiklemcss on land$ 
managed by other federal agencies besides the U.S. Forest Service, such as the National Park 
Serv ice, 0te U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, and the Bureau of Land Management. All of these 
agencies hAve personnel who are fami liar with the Wilderness Act and who know how to 

1 Other 1)11111 thc1dd.ilioo olo De\\' J\pp=Ddix I\ (ccpj=i ofi:tiblit: 00tnrnl:IU5 OD tbc Draft PEIS follCM'Cd by QlflOI)' 

r=sponscs), the Fina.I PElS is Blmos, C11tm:ly uncbanged rrom (he Draft vcnion. The few Wildcrnc.s,.-n:Latcd 
revisions i111ek.Jdod: "'To address potciuial increased coli ts of wort in the ";Ldcmcss area. en adilitiooa.125-pmicru 
COnlifigcncy has been added LO all projoctspropos«I ill illC wildcni.cssarea in lhC FPE[S."' App. A, rcspobSlC 12-32.  

RESPONSE 
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recognize impacts on Wilderness lands they manage, as well as impacts on nearby designated 
wilderness lands managed by• sister agency. Icicle projects pul forth by any agency muSt 
oclrnowlcdgc the gaps, omissions, and obscncc of 1m11lysis of\Vildcmcss Act values ond impocts 
in !he FPEIS. 

Our July 30,201 R comment lcue,- sold that beeau.<e nfthe deficiencies in the DPEJS (including 
!ho lack or Wilderness impacts analysis), &ology and the Cow11y should withdraw, revise, and 
re-release the DPEIS once the def1ciencies are addressed .. The IWG co-lea.ds declined to revise it 
to correct the dofieicncks, exploining as follows in the FPBlS (Appendix A, rcsponsc 12-1): 

"Per WAC 197-11 -405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substaruial 
chonges to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to hove sig,,ific1mt odverse 
environmental impacts: or there is significant new i.11fonnation indicating, or 011, a 
proposal's probable significant ad,rc.rse environmental impacts. New infonnallon has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in • way that new probable signir.cant adverse 
cmvironmClltol imJ)llets ore likely." [emphasis oddcd.J 

The IWG co-leads' purported "response" is nonresponsive. The issue here is not whether to 
prcporc • Supplomcntal EIS. Thal i sue would ari e only if there were• prior EIS that was 
arguably in need or supplementation. Here, the issue is whether the draft EIS adequa.tely 
address«l wild.e:mcS impacts. Thu!. the i.rtsue i..'i no t whether wilderness impact.~ are ·-new 
information." but whether they were incorrectly omitted from the draft EIS. The reality, of 
eow-sc, is that the proposal's impacts to wildcmcss plans and values have been l<nown 10 federal 
agencies for a long time. As the Forest Service states, they ore missing from the PEIS (e.g,.. 
OWNF sllltemcnl tlm the PEIS is "siknf' on wilderness impacts). The omission renders the BIS 
deficiont and useless. 

2. Tht FPEIS Falls to Adcgu.atrily Anlllyze \Va.tr:r Rlght:s: of lddt Pt h:1H11n lrrig1tdetn 
Distri<t (ll'lD) Which .Are• Core J5'ue in the.Pro(erl"<!d ltel'Jlatlve, 

The FPEIS fllils to account for IPID's relinquishment o(some of its water rights. The proposal's 
impacts will vary depending on how this issue is resolved. This omis5ion violates SEPA and 
renders the FPEIS useless for subsequent environmental review of projects involving 
relinquishmetll, The FPEIS rails to analyze how much oflPID 's water rights remain ( i.e. , how 
much waler is legal ly avai lable) and flli l to onaly,< the impact of building the dam to suppcrt 
that level of service, If the Eig)mnile Lake dam is rebuilt, it should remain at its cummt 
elev a ti on, where it has been since at least 1990, because that elevatlon is the largest necessary to 
support whatever remains of IPID 's relinquished water right. 

Our July 30 comment letter said tliat because of the deficiencies in the DPl!IS (including the lack 
ofwate,- ri[lh Ls relinqui<hment analy$i<), F..cology and the County •hould withdraw, revLse, ond 
re-release the DPEJS once the deficiencies are addressed. The IWG co-lead< declined to revi<e i1 
to correct the dofieiencks, eKplaining as follows in the FPBIS (Appendix A. rospoose 12-6): 

"An extent and "•lidlty analysis, which is comp leted to dctcnninc ifo water right or a 
ponion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
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water right permitting action . There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during ari e.tent and validity analysis. Al !his poin.~ !here has been 
no water right pcnnitting action that has n-iggcn:d on CJ< tent and validity rev icw. The 
process and timing of an extent and validity anal)•sis is provided in \Valer Resources 
POL-I 120." 

lbe fuct that a permining action has 001 yet begun is not a valid reason for lhe fPEJS to ignore 
lhe consequences or relinquishment here. SEP A requires ret1Sonable forecasting or the future, 
including forecasts of future government actions related 10 the proposal. See, e.g .. King Counl)! 
v, King Coumy Boundary Review Board, 122 Wn.2d 648, 860 P.2d (I 993); Alpine Lakes 
Prolecfion &x:iety v. Was/Jing/on Depl of Natural Re,ourre,, I 02 W n.App. I , IS, 979 P 2d 929 
(1999). See also Save Our &osystems-. Clark 747 F.2d 1240, 1246 n. 9 (9th Cir.1984) 
("Reasonable forecasting and speculation is ... implicit in NEPA, and we must reject any attempt 
by agencies to shirk their responsibilities lUlder EPA by labeling any and all discussion of 
future environmental effe:cts as 'crystal ball inquiry,'., quotingScie11tists ' Inst.for Pub. Info., 
111c. v. AtQmicEnergyComm'n, 481 F.2d 1079, 1092(0.C.Cir.1973}). Whm,twoormoro 
outcomes are reasonably foreseeable, the l!IS must analy.re each. 

There is too much at stake here nol to addrcss the water rightS i sue before procc:cdJng funh<.-,r. 
As a pract ical mailer, all oflhe streamllow numbers in tho FPEIS will change if it is determined 
that rclinqufahme:nt occurred and the Eightmite: dilm will be repaired at it~ current elevation, not 
four feet higher. The FPEIS also added a two-page section on the "Regulatory Fr~ork" of 
water right, (FPBIS section 3.6.1.J), but it similarly dod!!CS die ccntrnl question about whether 
relinquishment happened here and the differing environmental impaclS associated with each 
outcome. 

Environmenta I review is designed to address lhe wisdom of laking or nm laking lhe action in 
question . Accordingly, oomplete md meaningful rev iew m\L'it oome before g,Pvemmental inertia 
and incremental dedsion-making takes on its own momcnrum and drives the project forward. 
See Boundary Review Bd., 122 \Vn.2d at 664 ("Even a boundary change, like this one, may bcgh1 
a process of government action which can 'snowball' and acquire virtual I y wmoppable 
administrative inertia:'). See a/so William H. Rods=, The Wasl1i11gtot1 Eneiroomem,il Policy 
Acl, 60 Wash. L. Rev. 33, 54 (1984)(postponing review risks "a dangerous incrementalisrn where 
the obligation to decide ls postponed successively while project momentum builds ."). 

That cnvironmemal review must come at the earliest 1:ime - when a range of options arc still 
practically on the table - is also a hallmark requirement of SEPA's federal counterpart, the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S. Code§ 432 1 el seq. Si!i! Pit River Tribe v. 
U.S. Forest Sen•ice, 469 F..3d 768 (9th Cir. 2006)("Fcdcral regulations explicitly, and n:pcatcdly, 
require that environmemal review be timely"); Me/(:{jlf v. Daley, 214 F.3d 1135, 1142 (9th Cir. 
2000Xreview "must be taken objectively and in good faith, not •• an e.erci•e in form over 
•ubstanee, and not••• subterfuge designecl to rationalize• decision already made"); Conner v. 
Burford, 848 f .ld. I 44 1, 1446 (9th Cir. I 988X"llle purpose of an ElS is to apprise 
decisiorunakers of the dlsruplive environmental effects that mllly flow from their decisions a.ta 
tintc when they retain a maximum range ofoptions."); Sm•e the Yaak Commirlee v, Block. 840 
F.2d 71 4, 718 (9thCir.1988) ("Proper timing is one ofNEPA's central themes:'). Here, 
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"complete and meaningful" environmental rev iew include< an analysis of whether !Pill 's 
remoining water rights would require ony increose in Eighlmile Dom's height above its present 
level. 

A we have con istent ly statt:d, the •tructure of the Icicle Work Group provides the opportunity 
to do things differently, which is 111 the heart of finding new $<l lution, to long-standing problems. 
Addressing the wa1er rights ,·alidity question up front and prior to• future "wl!ter right 
permitting action" is an e>Ulmple of doing things differently, within the safety of the IWG 
collaboradon, and would rcsp<el the purpose and spirit of SEl'A n:vicw. Instead, the IWG oo
lcads (Eeology and Chelan County) claim to be doing thing, diffcrmtly, but instead hide behind 
the ways things are traditionally done, punting a fundamenlall y critical question down the road, 
thereby tlu'e,itening the viability ofactuolly accomplishin11 the ambitious goals oflWG and 
wasting millions or,axpoyer dollars in the process, 

J. The FPEIS ran~ to Adeauateb Plan for Climate Change lmoact11 in lhe Jckle 
Watershed . 

IWG made a significant investment in working with the University ofWashington•s Climale 
lmpacts Group, but incorporates very little. of itS analysis. and Jo11g-tcrm projOL.1:ions i.nto the 
Icicle FPEIS's forecast for future drought conditions, As stated by Aspec1 Consulting at a 
December 20, 2018 meeting with Eco logy, Clielan Co11nty and other stokeholder.i, the graphs 
presenting f\ltwe conditions "could IIJldeipredict drought years ond overpredict non-drought 
pcrfonnance, ·• which begs the question whether the analysis will truly meet future drought 
condit ions. FPEIS Figure 241 (p. 2-22) shows that stream flows are predicted to fall short of the 
Icicle FPEIS's goo I of 60 els in lhc fall bast:d on h.i>toric drought condinorua. lflhcsc potential 
drought conditions ore undCl]lmlicted (which they are since they a.re bast:d on hi toric dllta and 
not modified to consider future flow conditions), the Preferred Alternative meets only the bore 
minimum needs, ond oortoinly will oot set the Icicle basin on the path to suooe< fll r r, hery go•!• 
in 20S0 and beyond. 

Furthennore, in the December 20, 2018 meeting referenced above, the IWG co-leads affirmed 
that the kick FPEIS focuses on addressing watc,r needs only for the "short-tcnn," which lhc co
leads defined as a period or 2.0 years, which is simply nm long enough given the proposed 
magnitude or public investment in this project. lbe January 27, 2019 Seal/le Times article 011 tlie 
Icicle ("Crumbling dam foreshadows potential water-supply crisis") quotes Dan Haller of Aspeot 
Consulting stating tlmt the plan indeed oeeds to aecomt fo r and plan for climate change; "We'd 
hale to invest $100 million in a suite of projects and then 20 or SO years from now fmd they're 
underperfonning." Ironically, the Preferred Alternative would do just that, as admilled during 
tho December 20,2018 meeting referenced above, and as indicated in data pn:scntcd throughout 
the FPEIS. This means thll at present the Preferred Alternative will nol set lhe Icicle basin on 
the p111h to clima1e r<$ilieoc:y, as [Hllmoted by the IWG oe>-loads. At best, it helps agricultural 
interests ond domestic u ert to have some level of reliability for the nexl 20 years, but does not 
go far enough for fish and wildlife and otl1er out-of-stream interesis and uses. 
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O-14 
COMMENT  

   

RESPONSE 

Deiects in ldcle FPEIS - February 12, 2019 
P"l!•· 6 

4. Th• FPEIS Pont ubslaollvc Analyses to Future Proleel"Lev<l Review, Which 
Threatens tn 2Yeclook CumuJatjye lmnact" and ShilP the Burden of Planning and 
Re•lew 10 Other Ai!encles. 

The IWG <X>-leads consider the FPEIS o foundational do<,-umc,nt for pmjecl-lcvel review and did 
not include additional substantive information in the FPEIS dc,,'p ite II robust response during the 
public comment period. 

A foil= to include updated infonnation suc,h as the IPID Comprehensive Water Man•!!Cmem 
Plan or the City ofl.cavonwonh's Water System Plan, both oomple1cd in 2018, or any updated 
information on emergency drun and outlet repairs completed at Eightmile Lake in 2018 show 
either a deliberate exclusion of peninent i.nforma.tion or a lack of effort in the final Stages of 
drafting the PEIS. 

The FPEIS states. th.al for projects for which adequate environmental re,.,iev.· is contedned in the 
FPEIS, "the permitting agency may decide to adopt th.c !'EIS analysis and proceed to l)Cilllilling . 
_ . projects that may have new or additional significaru adverse i.mpacLS. not analy-Led in the PRIS 
would require additioill!.I project- level review." (FPEIS, p. 1·39-40) The requirement for 
additional environmental review at the project level docs not cxC\.ISc the oblisadon to amtly7,c the 
issues as fully as reasoruibly possible 01 lhis time. To the e<1eru impacts can be reasonably 
fllrecast now, the EIS mu.<t do so (see caselaw cited obove). 

S. Th• FPEIS Falls to Pre,ent an Ado9u01e Wator Constrvotlon Pion and Commits 
Publl< Funding Toward Subsidizing lntlTltlt:nt • ofWuu. 

ln our Ju ly 30 comment lcttcr. we:: provided cxtcnsivc: rcoommcodations on ways t.o obtain new 
water supply while reducing demands on Icic le Creek by increasingoonservation of water, such 
111s by tlg:htening up water delivery and consumption infrastructure in the Leavenworth area; 
demand management effo11s; and recalculating future demand. However, most of our 
n:commcndations were ignored. A volwmuy lawn buy-l,aek proposal was added, but the FPEIS 
does not go far enough. More aggressive conservation errorts a.re needed. 

The Icicle FPEIS lmpli~ th.at it is: a comprehen.11ive review o.fnll of the environmental is~es. but 
ii is not. llle FPEIS cannot be said to oomply with tho Guiding Principles of the Icicle Work 
Group, inc.luding compliance with fedeml lows such as the Wilderness Act, when onalysis of 
those laws has been skipped over and punted to subsequent project-level review. The 
outst&nding gaps and deficiencies in the Icicle FPEIS arc cgn:gious, and too significant for it to 
serve as Lhe .. fowidation" for en\•iroru.nental review of any project in the Alpine Lakes 
\Vi ld.emcs.s. Government ageni::ies rcsponi,ihle for project-level review need to be aware of these 
d<focts, and refrain from basing their deci ions on the Icicle FPEJS. Instead, lead ogencies 
should make threshold determinations of whether projects ore lawful in tho first place, before 
proceeding wilh further review. 
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O-14 
COMMENT RESPONSE

Deiects in ld cle FPEIS - February 12, 2019 
P"l!•· 7 

Sincerely, 

Rick McGuiro, Pm;idcnt 
Karl Forsgaard, Past President 
A I pine Lllk<$ Protec.tion Society 

Kitty Craig, Washington State Deputy Director 
The Wilderness Society 

Trish Rolfe, Executive Director 
Center for Environmental Law & Policy 

George ickas, Executive Director 
Wilderness Watch 

An Campbell President 
Nonh Central Wi1Shington Audubon Society 

Kurt Beardslee, Executive Director 
Wild Fish Conservancy 

Harry Romberg. Notional ForeslS Co-Chair 
Washing1on State Chapter 
Sierra Club 

Brode Evons. Pn:sident 
Endangered Species Coalition 

George Milne, Pres idcm 
Fode ration of W cslcm Outdoor Clubs 

Jasmine Minboshian, Executive Oirec,tor 
Methow Valley Citiu ns Council 

Tom Uniack, Executive Director 
Washington Wild 

Kathi & Greg ShAnnon, Steerit1g Committee members 
Fri.ends ofEachontmcats 

Gary Mecf'arlanc~ Eo:isys:tem Oeftn..f;C Director 
Friend< of the Clearwater 

John Spring, Managing Trustee 
Spring Family Trusl for Trails 
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O-14 
COMMENT  RESPONSE 

Defects in ldcle FPEIS - February 12, 2019 
P"l!•· 8 

Judy Hallisey, President 
Kittitas Audubon Society 

Melissa Dates, Presidenl 
Aqua Pernianente 

Chris Maylrut, PresidetU 
Friends ofBwnping Lake 

Mike Town. P:n:.idcnt 
Friends of Wild Sky 

Mark Boyar, President 
MidFORC 

Carolyn McConnell, Vice President 
Nonh Cascades Conservation Council 

Tom Martin, Council Member 
River Runners For Wilderness 

Larry Campbel~ Conse,vation Director 
Friends of1hc Biucrrool 

Denise Bo J!l!S, Executive Director 
C-OnSCl'Vlltion Consrcss 

Lori AndreSen, Pr,sident 
Save Our Sky Blue Watcr.i 

William Campbell, President 
Friends of Lake Kac,bcss 

Terry Montoya, President 
Kaches., Ridge Maintenance A~sociation 

Christine Johnson, Pr,sident 
Kac.hess Community Associalion 

John Reeves, President 
Save Lake Kaches.s 

Gordon Brand~ President 
East Kachen Homeowners Association 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

Deiects in ld cle FPEIS - February 12, 2019 
P"!l•· 9 

Annie Cubberly, Broadband Leader 
Polly Dyer Coscadia Chapter 
Great Old Broads for Wilderness 

Doug Scou, Principal 
Doug Scc)U W ildt:rne;.s Consulting 

Kirt Lenard, President 
Issaquah Alps Trails Club 

Brian 1-looLS, President 
Sp0kane MQUJ1taineers 

John Brostlall. Execu1ive D ~tor 
Seattle Audubon Society 

Auacnment: July 30, 2018 comment letter of 31 organizations 

cc: Governor Ja)' Ins lee 
Washington State Dept. of Ecology Director Maia Bellon 
U.S. Senator Patty Murray 
U.S. Scr-.itor Maria Cantwell 
U.S. Represenmtive Kim Schrier 
Chelan County Commissioners Bob Bugcrt, Doll!! England and Kevin Overbay 
Okanogan-Wenatchee ationul l'on:st Supervisor Mike Williams 
Weootchee River Distric1 Ranger Jeff Ri,•era 
kicle Work Group members 
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Individuals 

Index of Comments from Individuals 
Comment ID Name of Commenter Page 

I-1 H. Lehman Holder Jr. IND-1 

I-2 Steve Closs IND-1 

I-3 Robert Shapiro IND-1 

I-4 Luke Bakken IND-1 

I-5 Barry Ulman IND-2 

I-6 Ilene Le Vee IND-2 

I-7 Priscilla Martinez IND-2 

I-8 thalia lubin IND-2 

I-9 Anthony Umek IND-2 

I-10 Kurt Emmanuele IND-3 

I-11 Roy McMurtrey IND-3 

I-12 Nancy Rasmussen IND-3 

I-13 Shawnee McCartot IND-4 

I-14 Sam Zappala IND-4 

I-15 Kimberly Derwent IND-4 

I-16 Bryson Hirai-Hadley IND-4 

I-17 V Mangum IND-5 

I-18 Sara Palmer IND-5 

I-19 Elizabeth Schwartz IND-6 

I-20 Jan Ankerson IND-7 

I-21 Adam Neff IND-7 

I-22 Gro Buer IND-7 

Comment ID Name of Commenter Page 

I-23 Paula Shafransky IND-8 

I-24 Austin Smith IND-8 

I-25 Priscilla Martinez IND-8 

I-26 Ingrid Delzer IND-9 

I-27 David Van Cleve IND-10 

I-28 Mary Austin IND-12 

I-29 Marjorie Fields IND-13 

I-30 John Livingston IND-13 

I-31 Mike Snyder IND-13 

I-32 Scot Brower IND-14 

I-33 Paul Gray IND-14 

I-34 Ted Jenneskens IND-14 

I-35 David Van Cleve IND-15 

I-36 Jeff Norman IND-18 

I-37 Rena Chinn IND-18 

I-38 Angela Chabot IND-19 

I-39 Ed Burns IND-20 

I-40 Gretchen Shocki IND-20 

I-41 Laurie Wasson IND-21 

I-42 John Giaever IND-21 

I-43 Rabecca Rocha IND-21 

I-44 Arul Menezes IND-21 

Comment ID Name of Commenter Page 

I-45 William O'Brien IND-22 

I-46 Donald Dipaola IND-22 

I-47 Lin Provost IND-22 

I-48 Mard Cordova IND-23 

I-49 Andre Vaiman IND-23 

I-50 Valerie Flickinger IND-23 

I-51 Antony Cowan IND-23 

I-52 Linda Spaulding IND-24 

I-53 Karen Ikins IND-24 

I-54 William Hedrick IND-24 

I-55 Rich Fairbanks IND-24 

I-56 Jeff Martin IND-25 

I-57 Arlette Cox IND-25 

I-58 Tonia Noland IND-25 

I-59 Angela Kelly IND-26 

I-60 Mindy Blaski, MD IND-26 

I-61 MistyAnne Winzenried IND-26 

I-62 Jay Rajagopalan IND-27 

I-63 Ed Richards IND-27 

I-64 Eva Cosgrove IND-27 

I-65 Steve Jangaard IND-27 

I-66 Jon Garriott IND-27 
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Comment ID Name of Commenter Page 

I-67 Eric Burr IND-27 

I-68 Ryan W IND-28 

I-69 David Schieber IND-28 

I-70 James Stagnone IND-28 

I-71 Logan Bury  IND-29 

I-72 Susan Fuchs IND-29 

I-73 Melanie Mildrew IND-29 

I-74 Urszula Chajewska IND-29 

I-75 Amanda Mcnabb IND-30 

I-76 Cornelius Partsch IND-30 

I-77 Alan Thompson  IND-30 

I-78 Sylvia Oliver IND-31 

I-79 Rob Schnelle IND-31 

I-80 David Parent IND-32 

I-81 Nancy Whipple IND-32 

I-82 Blaine Peet IND-33 

I-83 BRUCE PARKER IND-34 

I-84 Alex Griggs IND-34 

I-85 Morgan Kay IND-35 

I-86 Barbara Stevenson IND-35 

I-87 Janet Hamill IND-35 

I-88 Kirsten Sweet IND-36 

I-89 Loren Root IND-36 

I-90 Karen Daubert IND-36 

I-91 Kathleen Stacey Bean IND-36 

Comment ID Name of Commenter Page 

I-92 George Stites IND-37 

I-93 Carl Woestwin IND-37 

I-94 Paul Neutz IND-37 

I-95 John Quay IND-37 

I-96 barry truman IND-37 

I-97 Katherine humphrey IND-38 

I-98 Donald Allen IND-38 

I-99 Evan Van Cotthem IND-38 

I-100 Dennis DeVere IND-39 

I-101 mark lucianna IND-39 

I-102 Dave Schuba IND-39 

I-103 Jeff Parsons IND-39 

I-104 Scott Hyde IND-39 

I-105 Kate Lunceford IND-39 

I-106 Cheyenne Tuller IND-40 

I-107 Jay Weisberger IND-40 

I-108 Kelley Strange  IND-41 

I-109 Mark Vorce IND-41 

I-110 Andrew James  IND-41 

I-111 ruth riordan IND-41 

I-112 Anne Dame IND-42 

I-113 Suzanne Phillips IND-42 

I-114 Joe Sambataro IND-42 

I-115 Ellen Aagaard IND-43 

I-116 Janine David IND-43 

Comment ID Name of Commenter Page 

I-117 Shelley Seslar IND-43 

I-118 Scott Campbell IND-44 

I-119 Marc Manzo IND-44 

I-120 Marcie Rubardt IND-44 

I-121 Michael Wyant IND-45 

I-122 Kathryn Warren IND-45 

I-123 Susan D Kane-Ronning IND-45 

I-124 Rob Gronewold IND-46 

I-125 Mark Mercado IND-46 

I-126 Marisa Nishimura IND-46 

I-127 yaritza Javier IND-46 

I-128 Elizabeth Campbell IND-47 

I-129 Jody McVittie IND-47 

I-130 Mark Brocious IND-47 

I-131 Chet McVay IND-48 

I-132 Diana Choi IND-48 

I-133 Jon Rannow IND-48 

I-134 Jacqueline Williamson  IND-49 

I-135 Elani Wales IND-49 

I-136 Paul Wojciechowski IND-49 

I-137 Michael Spry IND-50 

I-138 DEREK DEXHEIMER IND-50 

I-139 Birgit Grimlund IND-50 

I-140 Julie Barrows  IND-51 

I-141 Lori Stoudenmier IND-51 
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Comment ID Name of Commenter Page 

I-142 Alexander Thornton-
Dunwoody 

IND-51 

I-143 Michele Ritala IND-51 

I-144 Chris Marks IND-52 

I-145 Cathy Clark IND-52 

I-146 Ryan Wasowicz IND-52 

I-147 Devin Anderson IND-53 

I-148 Therese Campion IND-54 

I-149 Jose Garcia IND-54 

I-150 Susan Woolf IND-54 

I-151 Christian Fuchs IND-55 

I-152 Annette Hynes IND-55 

I-153 ALAN STUARD IND-55 

I-154 Ken Setran IND-56 

I-155 Paul Gould IND-57 

I-156 Michael Miller IND-58 

I-157 MERIDA SCULLY IND-58 

I-158 Cynthia Wolfe IND-58 

I-159 Mark Weeks IND-59 

I-160 Elden Altizer IND-59 

I-161 Charles Soncrant IND-60 

I-162  Carolyn Marquardr IND-60 

I-163 Martha Taylor IND-60 

I-164 Dale Koetke IND-61 

I-165 jamie lesesky IND-61 

Comment ID Name of Commenter Page 

I-166 Petek Saracoglu IND-61 

I-167 Ben Nardi IND-61 

I-168 Alex Kalaw IND-62 

I-169 Austin Boese IND-62 

I-170 Nicholas Hatzung IND-63 

I-171 Ashley Fontaine IND-63 

I-172 David Reimer IND-64 

I-173 Eric Breidenbach IND-64 

I-174 Ben Clarke IND-64 

I-175 Clara Hsu  IND-65 

I-176 John Whitaker IND-65 

I-177 Kevin Glover IND-66 

I-178 Hans Shepherd IND-66 

I-179 Jeanne Poirier IND-67 

I-180 Scott Andrews IND-67 

I-181 Suellen Knight IND-68 

I-182 Taylor Johnsonbaugh IND-69 

I-183 Christine GOEHLE  IND-69 

I-184 Edward Smith IND-69 

I-185 James Doyle IND-69 

I-186 Daniel Dickenson IND-69 

I-187 Mark Osborne IND-70 

I-188 April Kendall IND-71 

I-189 Mandy Walters IND-71 

I-190 Diana Law IND-71 

Comment ID Name of Commenter Page 

I-191 Marc Doman IND-72 

I-192 Marina Bridenbaugh  IND-72 

I-193 Jonathan Cahoon IND-73 

I-194 Randi Irby IND-81 

I-195 Kit Swartz IND-81 

I-196 David Ek IND-82 

I-197 Sarah Baker IND-93 

I-198 Maggie Frazier IND-93 

I-199 Judith Fraser IND-94 

I-200 Megan Dunstan IND-95 

I-201 Arne Johanson IND-96 

I-202 Greg Ptucha IND-98 

I-203 Janet Ruth IND-99 

I-204 Wallace Elton IND-100 

I-205 David Stone IND-101 

I-206 Rona Fried IND-102 

I-207 Michael Shurgot IND-103 

I-208 Mark Langner IND-104 

I-209 Kim McDonald IND-105 

I-210 Juli Kring IND-107 

I-211 Bruce Buhr IND-109 

I-212 John Fielder IND-110 

I-213 Michael Lipsky IND-111 

I-214 J Lang IND-112 

I-215 Jean Naples IND-113 
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Comment ID Name of Commenter Page 

I-216 Laura Booth IND-115 

I-217 Marc Fleisher IND-116 

I-218 Brock Evans IND-117 

I-219 Ed Loosli IND-119 

I-220 Lisa Therrell IND-120 

I-221 Loretta Lehman IND-136 

I-222 Suzanne Gagnet IND-137 

I-223 Harry Romberg IND-138 

I-224 David Ortman IND-140 

I-225 C Hersh IND-146 

I-226 J D Ruggero IND-153 

I-227 Charles Raymond IND-154 

I-228 Jena Gilman IND-156 

I-229 Richard Rutz IND-157 

I-230 Jess Pernsteiner IND-161 
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I-1 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-1-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-2 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-2-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-3 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-3-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-4 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-4-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-4-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-4-3 
 

The main focus of the action alternatives considered in the EIS is to replace 
the dam, in part for the specific purpose of reducing the existing risk to 
downstream property owners. As described in Chapter 2, the potential for 
dam failure is highest under the No Action Alternative, and the No Action 
Alternative is the only alternative that will not meet Dam Safety Office (DSO) 
regulations, DSO safety standards, and does not meet project objectives as 
outlined in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-4-4 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-5 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-5-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-6 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-6-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-7 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-7-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-8 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-8-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-9 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-9-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-10 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-10-1 
 

The project could not be completed without the use of heavy equipment. The 
use of pack animals to transport material to the site is discussed in Section 
2.8.3 of the Draft and Final EISs. This construction method was considered but 
determined infeasible due to the amount of weight from equipment and 
materials, the elevation gain to the dam site, and the number of trips 
required. Section 2.7 of the Draft and Final EISs describes the expected 
construction methodology. 
 

I-10-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-11 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-11-1 
 

Comment noted. The project will comply with all applicable federal, state, and 
local laws and regulations, including the Wilderness Act. 

 

 
I-12 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-12-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-13 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-13-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-14 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-14-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-15 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-15-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-16 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-16-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-17 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-17-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-18 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-18-1 
 

Comment noted. As described in Section 2.8 of the Draft and Final EISs, 
Alternatives Considered but Not Carried Forward, comments were received 
during scoping to evaluate the complete removal of the dam. Removal of the 
dam would require the use of heavy equipment and work similar in magnitude 
to replacing the existing dam. Additionally, the lake would likely no longer be 
useable as storage for IPID and would not meet IPID's operational and water 
delivery needs as described in Section 1.4. 
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I-19 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 

  

  I-19-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Individuals, Page IND-7 JUNE 2024 

I-20 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-20-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-20-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-21 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-21-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-21-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-21-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-22 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-22-1 
 

Comment noted. Refer to Figure 12-1 in the Draft and Final EISs, which shows 
where flooding is likely to occur in the event of dam failure. 
 

I-22-2 
 

Comment noted. Refer also to the Global Response for Water Conservation. 
 

I-22-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

  

I-20-1 
I-20-2 
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I-23 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-23-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-23-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-24 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-24-1 
 

Comment noted. The purpose and need for the Eightmile Dam Rebuild and 
Restoration Project is summarized in Chapter 1 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
Refer to Section 1.1, Introduction, Section 1.2, Project Background, and 
Section 1.4, Project Objectives for further discussion of the use of the dam. 
 

I-24-2 
 

Comment noted. Figures 11-16a and 11-16b of the Draft and Final EISs are 
photo simulations of what the lake would look like with the dam 
removed. Also refer to Section 2.8.1 for dam removal as an alternative 
considered but not carried forward. Project financing is described in Section 
1.9 of the Draft EIS. Additionally, refer to the 2019 Final Programmatic EIS 
(FPEIS) for discussion of the overall Icicle Strategy, guiding principles, and how 
the project fits into that larger strategy and projects in the basin. 
 

I-24-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-24-4 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-25 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-25-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-26 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-26-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-26-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-26-3 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-27 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-27-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-27-2 
 

Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity and Multi-fill Analysis. 
 
The Multi-fill Analysis is described in the Global Responses for Water Rights 
and was relied on (in part) for the water right evaluation in the Draft and Final 
EISs to assess whether the range of storage volume designs for the 
alternatives being considered were reasonable. After the Draft EIS publication, 
IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion of its Eightmile Lake 
water right to the Trust water rights program for instream flow purposes. 
Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct its review of the 
quantities that are available to be donated based on information available 
which, in part, includes supporting documentation provided by the applicant. 
Ecology's review will be in accordance with the process prescribed in RCW 
90.42.080(4). 
 
The Global Response for Multi-fill Analysis describes IPID’s asserted reliance 
on partial re-fill of active lake storage capacity in the annual cumulative 
storage volume under the right, following completion of the dam in 1929. It 
also explains how this multi-fill practice described by IPID in their memo does 
not conflict with WAC 508-12-270, filed in March 1960. 
 

I-27-3 
 

Refer to Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity 
and Multi-fill Analysis. As described in the Global Responses, IPID submitted a 
formal request to donate a portion of its water right to Trust for instream flow 
purposes, and Ecology will conduct a review of the quantities that are 
available for donation as prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4). This process is 
informed by the Final EIS but is separate from it. While the Multi-fill Analysis 
will likely be part of Ecology's considerations for the Trust donation quantities, 
the review will include other information available and in the record related to 
historical use. 
 
The comment concerning Alternative 3 is noted. As part of the Draft EIS, 
Ecology did review the water right at Eightmile Lake and determined that the 
range of design volumes (up to 2,000 acre-feet of active storage) for the 
alternatives considered are reasonable given the review of information 
available on water use and storage at Eightmile Lake under IPID’s existing right 
at the time of Draft EIS preparation. Additionally, alternatives with greater 
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I-27 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

active storage capacity could improve resiliency to climate change by 
providing the capacity to maintain existing storage volumes should late season 
re-fill be reduced in the future as a result of climate change. Refer to Section 
6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs for additional information. 
 

I-27-4 
 

As noted in Table 2-1, Alternative Comparison, in the Draft and Final EISs, the 
active storage volume for Alternative 3 is 1,698 acre-feet. As described in 
Section 2.5, Alternative 3 would not meet all of IPID's objectives because 
there would be less potential water storage available for release to ensure 
against drought conditions. Because there would be less potential water 
available during drought conditions, this alternative may require pumping 
below the outlet works to access more than 1,698 acre-feet of water storage. 
The Multi-fill Analysis provides a range of stored volumes based on refill 
sufficient to support that 2,000 acre-feet of active storage and release is 
reasonable at the lake, but not necessarily every year. The Multi-fill Analysis 
also estimates lesser storage in, for example, a dry year. In water short years, 
particularly when late season (August/September) precipitation is low and 
irrigation demand is high, there is less potential for water to be available, and 
pumping below the outlet works may be required to access water needs for 
that year. 
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I-28 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-28-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-28-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-28-3 
 

Comment noted. Potential impacts on salmon from alternative water 
management scenarios are discussed in Chapter 8, Plants and Animals. 
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I-29 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-29-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-29-2 
 

As discussed in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, of the Draft and Final EISs, 
helicopters would be used to move all equipment and the majority of 
materials to and from the site on Special Warranty Deed parcels. As noted in 
Section 2.8.2 of the EIS, overland vehicle transport is no longer being considered 
because air transport is preferable to both wilderness users and IPID. 

 

 
I-30 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-30-1 
 

Comment noted. Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs describes Eightmile 
Dam in relation to the wilderness character. Eightmile Dam is located on a 
Special Warranty Deed parcel. The Special Warranty Deed reserves IPID's 
rights to maintain and operate the dam and exercise their water rights. These 
"reservations" explicitly allow uses (such as motorized equipment and aircraft) 
otherwise prohibited by the Wilderness Act. See Section 2.8.1 for information 
on dam removal as an alternative considered but not carried forward. 
 

I-30-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-30-3 Comment noted. 
 

 
I-31 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-31-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-32 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-32-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-32-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-32-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-32-4 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-32-5 Comment noted. 
 

 
I-33 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-33-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-33-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-34 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-34-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-35 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-35-1 
 

Comment noted. Information on these four items remains unchanged in the 
Final EIS. 
 

I-35-2 
 

Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity, Relinquishment, and Multi-fill Analysis. 
 

I-35-3 
 

Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity, Relinquishment, and Multi-fill Analysis. 
 
The term “usable storage volume” is defined in Table 4-2 of the Draft and 
Final EISs and was included there for consistency with the Eightmile Lake 
Storage Restoration Feasibility Study (Anchor QEA 2018), an appendix of the 
2019 FPEIS. It refers to the physical volume of the lake between the invert of 
the low-level outlet pipe and the high water surface, and also includes 
estimated seepage below the invert. The Draft EIS included some 
inconsistencies of the use of this term in the text, and the Final EIS has been 
updated for clarity in use of terms, such that usable storage volume is only 
referenced in Table 4-2 as a comparison to active storage volume. 
 
The term “active storage volume” is the active storage capacity of the lake 
between the low level invert and the high water surface and is also defined in 
Table 4-2. This is the physical volume of the lake where storage is actively 
managed by IPID by adjusting the gate. The “single-fill” or “one-fill” term was 
used in a few instances in the Draft EIS to clarify a reference to the physical 
lake volume as distinct from the total volume of water cumulatively and 
actively stored over the course of the season that may include late season 
partial refills (multi-fill) of the active storage portion of the lake above the 
invert. Refer to response to comment O-9-21 and the Global Response for 
Multi-fill Analysis for additional information. 
 
The terms “Multi-fill Active Storage” and “Multi-fill Reserve Pool Storage” are 
not used in the Draft or Final EIS. 
 
With regard to the Draft EIS’s reference to “single-fill” active storage capacity 
in the comparison of alternatives, this approach is used because it allows for 
comparison of designs and associated physical volumes. The active storage 
design volumes of up to 1,698 acre-feet and 2,000 acre-feet represent the 
maximum active storage water volumes that were considered for impacts in 
the EIS. As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an 
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I-35 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will 
monitor and report total annual storage and release volumes for instream 
flow uses as well as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored water 
under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum active storage 
volume of the design alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet), regardless of 
whether practices in a given year involve multiple fillings or a single fill. The 
monitoring plan will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed properly. 
Refer to Global Responses for Trust Donation and Multi-fill Analysis for 
additional information. 
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I-35 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-35-4 
 

Refer to the Global Responses for Trust Donation and Tentative Determination 
of Extent and Validity. After the Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted a formal 
request to donate a portion of its water right to Trust for instream flow 
purposes. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct its review 
of the quantities available through the Trust donation in accordance with the 
process prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4). Quantities in excess of 1,400 acre-
feet will be placed in Trust for instream flow purposes. 
 
In addition, as described in the Global Response for Trust Donation, Ecology 
intends to manage this donated water instream from the outlet of Eightmile 
Lake to the confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River. The releases 
will be coordinated with Icicle Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy 
instream flow subcommittee, IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. 
Coordination and decisions surrounding lake releases and flow management 
within the Icicle Creek watershed will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG 
process including a decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle 
Strategy. Also refer to the Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final 
EISs. 
 

I-35-5 
 

The project does not include the installation of a steel bridge or manhole. 
Alternative 1 is the only alternative that includes automated gates. See 
Figures 2-4 and 2-5 in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final EISs for the location of 
the gates associated with Alternative 1. For visual-related mitigation 
measures, see the Global Response for Visual Resources. 
 

I-35-6 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-36 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-36-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-36-2 
 

Your comments regarding fish are noted. Climate change is generally 
described in Chapter 4. Chapter 8 of the Final EIS describes potential impacts 
on fish from climate change. Refer also to the Global Response for Trust 
Donation. 

 

 
I-37 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-37-1 
 

Comment noted. Impacts on wildlife are described, along with proposed 
mitigation measures to reduce those impacts, in Chapter 8, Plants and 
Animals. 
 

I-37-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 

I-37-1 
I-37-2 
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I-38 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-38-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-38-2 
 

Comment noted. These potential impacts are discussed in Chapters 3, 4, 8, 
and 9 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-38-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-38-4 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-38-5 
 

As described in Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final EISs recreationists at 
Eightmile Lake would experience visual changes due to fluctuating water 
levels, as described in Chapter 11, Visual Resources. Fluctuating water levels 
would also alter informal fishing opportunities around the lake, potentially 
making some areas less suitable for fishing and other areas more desirable, 
depending on the water level. While the operation of the dam would change 
recreational opportunities at Eightmile Lake, some of these changes could be 
experienced as improvements by some recreationists, and there would be no 
permanent closure of recreation. 
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I-39 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-39-1 
 

Comment noted. Section 1.2 of the Draft and Final EISs notes that the 
emergency was declared by IPID and Chelan County on March 13, 2018. 
Ecology’s Dam Safety Office also determined the dam was in an unsatisfactory 
condition in 2018. Table 1-1 notes erosional events prior to 1995. 
 

I-39-2 
 

The Department of Ecology OCR funding decisions are based on Icicle Work 
Group recommendations for projects that meet the elements and/or guiding 
principles of the Icicle Strategy, as described in the 2019 FPEIS. Project 
financing, including for 2018 emergency repairs, is described in Section 1.9 of 
the Draft and Final EISs. Additionally, if the pending May 2024 Trust donation 
request results in no additional water for an annual benefit to instream flows 
as a result of the project, Ecology’s OCR may not fund the dam construction as 
it would not meet the water supply development directives of OCR’s program. 
This does not preclude the use of emergency funds should there be a health 
and safety issue. IPID would still need to rebuild the dam to meet the 
requirements for the dam as required by Ecology’s Dam Safety Office, but it 
would need to seek alternative sources of funding. 
 

I-39-3 
 

Comment noted. Conservation measures and irrigation management practices 
are discussed in Sections 2.5.2 and 2.5.3 of the 2019 FPEIS. Refer also to the 
Global Response for Water Conservation. 

 

 
I-40 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-40-1 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level in regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-40-2 
 

The rebuilt dam structure would be entirely contained within IPID's Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-40-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-40-4 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-41 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-41-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-41-2 
 

Comment noted. The rebuilt dam structure would be contained entirely 
within IPID's Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-41-3 
 

See the Global Response for Recreation. 
 

 
I-42 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 
 

  I-42-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-42-2 
 

In regard to the impacts from the higher lake level, see the Global Response 
for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 

 

 
I-43 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-43-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-44 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-44-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 

 

 
 

I-42-1 
I-42-2 
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I-45 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-45-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-46 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-46-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-47 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-47-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-47-2 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Leve and Bathtub Ringl in regard to 
Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-47-3 
 

Construction of the dam would be contained entirely within IPID's Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. Impacts on wilderness character are described in 
Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-47-4 
 

See the Global Response for Recreation. 
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I-48 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-48-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-48-2 
 

Comment noted. Any new structure for the rebuilt dam would be entirely 
located within IPID’s Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-48-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-49 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-49-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-50 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-50-1 
 

Construction activities, structures, and construction staging associated with 
the rebuilt dam will occur on IPID’s Special Warranty Deed parcels. Impacts on 
wilderness character are described in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. 

 

 
I-51 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-51-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 

I-48-1 
I-48-2 
I-48-3 
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I-52 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-52-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-53 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-53-1 
 

Comment noted. In regard to the impacts from the higher lake level, see the 
Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 
 

I-53-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-54 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-54-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-55 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-55-1 
 

Measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on recreationists are 
described in Section 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-55-2 
 

Commented noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring 
in regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
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I-56 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-56-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-56-2 
 

Construction activities, structures, and construction staging associated with 
the rebuilt dam will occur on IPID’s Special Warranty Deed parcels. Impacts on 
wilderness character are described in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-56-3 
 

See the Global Response for Recreation. 
 

 
I-57 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-57-1 Comment noted. 
 

 
I-58 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-58-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-58-2 
 

Construction activities, structures, and construction staging associated with 
the rebuilt dam will occur on IPID’s Special Warranty Deed parcels. Impacts on 
wilderness character are described in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-58-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-58-4 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-59 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-59-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-59-2 
 

Comment noted. Refer to Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final EISs for a 
discussion of potential impacts on recreation. 
 

I-59-3 Comment noted. 
 

 

I-60 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-60-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-61 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-61-1 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in regard to 
Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-61-2 
 

All construction activities and structures associated with the rebuilt dam will 
occur on IPID’s Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-61-3 
 

See the Global Response for Recreation. 
 

I-61-4 
 

Throughout the EIS process, the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the 
Yakama Nation and the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation have 
been consulted on potential impacts on both cultural resources (which include 
archaeological sites, built environment resources, and traditional cultural 
properties) and tribal resources (which include natural resources and treaty 
rights). The Forest Service has led tribal consultation on cultural resources 
impacts as part of the Section 106 process. Ecology has conducted formal 
consultation with these tribal governments on potential impacts on tribal 
resources. Consultation with the tribes will continue as the project moves 
through permitting and construction. 
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I-62 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-62-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 

 
I-63 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-63-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-64 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-64-1 
 

Comment noted. In regard to the impacts from the higher lake level, see the 
Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 

 

 
I-65 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-65-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-66 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-66-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-67 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-67-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-68 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-68-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-69 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-69-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-69-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-69-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-69-4 
 

Impacts on wildlife associated with water level changes are discussed in 
Sections 8.4 and 8.5 of the Draft and Final EISs. Water level fluctuations will be 
managed to avoid long-term adverse impacts on habitat, as habitats recover 
from the alterations. The lake would have a broader change in surface water 
elevation - or water level fluctuations - and plants and animals that occupy the 
fluctuation zone are well adapted to such seasonal changes. 

 

 
I-70 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-70-1 
 

In regard to the impacts and mitigation for recreation from the higher lake 
level, see the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 
 

I-70-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-70-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 

I-69-1 
I-69-2 
 
I-69-3 
I-69-4 
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I-71 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-71-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-72 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-72-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-73 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-73-1 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with the rebuilt dam will occur on IPID’s Special Warranty Deed 
parcels. Impacts on wilderness character are described in Chapter 3 of the 
Draft and Final EISs. 

 

 
I-74 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-74-1 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with the rebuilt dam will occur on IPID's Special Warranty Deed 
parcels. 
 

I-74-2 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level in regards to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-74-3 
 

Comment noted. Refer to Chapter 8 of the Draft and Final EISs for further 
discussion of potential impacts on Plants and Animals. 
 

I-74-4 Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
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I-75 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-75-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-75-2 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub 
Ring. 
 

I-75-3 
 

Construction activities, structures, and construction staging associated with 
the rebuilt dam will occur on IPID's Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-75-4 Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-76 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-76-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-77 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  
  I-77-1 

 
Comment noted. 
 

I-77-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-77-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 

 
 

I-77-3 

I-77-1 
I-77-2 
I-77-3 
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I-78 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-78-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-78-2 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-78-3 
 

Construction activities, structures, and construction staging associated with 
the rebuilt dam will occur on IPID's Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-78-4 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-79 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-79-1 
 

As discussed in Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final EISs, the project would not 
result in any campsite closures or limitations on overnight permits during 
construction. A portion of the trail may be temporarily relocated around the 
staging area during construction; however, it would be restored back to its 
original location following construction. 
 
While not anticipated, blasting with explosives could be necessary during 
construction. Should that occur, the Eightmile Lake Trail from its junction with 
the Caroline Lake Trail could be closed periodically over the course of 1 or 2 
days. Blasting would be scheduled for mid-week between 11 am and 3 pm. 
 

I-79-2 
 

Construction activities, structures, and construction staging associated with 
the rebuilt dam would occur on IPID's Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-79-3 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-79-4 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 

I-79-1 
I-79-2 
I-79-3 
I-79-4 
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I-80 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-80-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-80-2 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-80-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-80-4 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-81 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-81-1 
 

Construction activities, structures, and construction staging associated with 
the rebuilt dam would occur on IPID's Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-81-2 
 

Section 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs describes measures to reduce impacts 
on recreation from construction. As stated in Section 10.6, notice of disruption 
due to construction activities will include notice to people seeking 
reservations through the lottery and to those awarded reservations. Section 
10.6 has been edited to clarify that notice of construction activities will be 
provided prior to the annual lottery and to those awarded reservations to the 
extent possible. Notifications will also be provided to groups and clubs. 
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I-82 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-82-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-82-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-82-3 
 

In regard to the impacts from the higher lake level, see the Global Response 
for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 
 

I-82-4 
 

Section 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs describes measures to reduce impacts 
on recreation from construction. As stated in Section 10.6, notice of disruption 
due to construction activities will include notice to people seeking 
reservations through the lottery and to those awarded reservations. 
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I-83 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-83-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-83-2 
 

IPID has a water right on Eightmile Lake (see the Water Rights Global 
Responses). The IPID water right pre-dates the wilderness designation, and 
allowed for IPID to construct the dam for the purpose of water storage and 
releases under the right. 
 
Regarding the comment related to released water from Snow Lakes, releases 
from Snow Lakes do not fall under the Eightmile Lake water right. IPID has a 
separate water right for Snow Lakes (see Section 6.3.1 of the Draft and Final 
EISs). The U.S. Bureau of Reclamation also has a water right for Snow Lakes. 
Any particular release from Snow Lakes would need to fall within the limits of 
the respective water rights. 
 
The stream channels in Eightmile, Snow, and Icicle creeks are natural and in a 
constant state of geomorphic flux resulting from changing flow conditions. 
Erosion can occur even late in the season due to channel geometry changes 
that occurred earlier in the year and/or late season precipitation events that 
increase natural flow. Erosion late in the season may or may not be due to 
higher than normal flows and releases beyond seasonal norms. The amounts 
actively released from Snow Lakes are limited by water rights. Any respective 
releases from Snow Lakes would need to fall within the quantities of the 
respective water rights and be coordinated among the water right holders. 

 

 
I-84 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-84-1 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-84-2 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with the rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
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I-85 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-85-1 
 

Refer to Section 3.6 of the Draft and Final EISs for a discussion of wilderness-
related mitigation measures. 
 

I-85-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-85-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-86 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-86-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-86-2 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-86-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-87 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-87-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-87-2 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-88 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-88-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-88-2 
 

In regard to the impacts on recreation and the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from 
the higher lake level, see the Global Response for Lake Level. 
 

I-88-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-89 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-89-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-90 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-90-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-90-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-91 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-91-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-92 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-92-1 
 

Comment noted. In regard to the impacts from the higher lake level, see the 
Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 

 

 
I-93 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-93-1 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-94 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-94-1 
 

Comment noted. Measures to minimize impacts on recreation are described 
in Section 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs. In regard to lake levels, refer to the 
Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 

 

 
I-95 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-95-1 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 

 

 
I-96 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-96-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-97 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-97-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-98 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-98-1 
 

In regards to the impacts from the higher lake level, see the Global Response 
for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 

 

 
I-99 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-99-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-99-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-99-3 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-100 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-100-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-101 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-101-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-102 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-102-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-103 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-103-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-104 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-104-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-105 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-105-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
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I-106 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-106-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 
 

I-106-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-107 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-107-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-107-2 
 

Comment noted. In regard to the impacts associated with the lake level, see 
the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. As noted in Section 10.5 
of the Draft and Final EISs, higher water levels would not inundate any 
designated trails or campsites. Construction activities, structures, and 
construction staging associated with the rebuilt dam will occur on IPID’s 
Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 
 

I-107-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
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I-108 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-108-1 
 

Comment noted. Potential impacts on the Enchantments have been 
considered and are described in Sections 10.4 and 10.5 of the Draft and Final 
EISs. 

 

 
I-109 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-109-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-110 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-110-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-110-2 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub 
Ring. 

 

 
I-111 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-111-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 

I-110-1 
I-110-2 
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I-112 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-112-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-112-2 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-112-3 
 

As described in Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final EISs, construction activities 
have been planned to minimize the impacts on hikers and recreationists to the 
greatest extent possible. Some users may experience delays or choose to 
avoid the area during construction, as helicopter noise will be noticeable. 
Recreationists at Eightmile Lake would experience visual changes due to 
fluctuating water levels, as described in Chapter 11, Visual Resources. 
Fluctuating water levels would also alter informal fishing opportunities around 
the lake, potentially making some areas less suitable for fishing and other 
areas more desirable, depending on the water level. While the operation of 
the dam would change recreational opportunities at Eightmile Lake, some of 
these changes could be experienced as improvements by some recreationists, 
and there would be no permanent closure of recreation. Refer also to the 
Global Response for Recreation. 

 

 
I-113 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-113-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-114 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-114-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 

I-112-1 
 
I-112-2 
I-112-3 
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I-115 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-115-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-115-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-116 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-116-1 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in regard to 
Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-116-2 
 

Construction activities, structures, and construction staging associated with 
the rebuilt dam will occur on IPID's Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 
Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-117 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-117-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-117-2 
 

In regard to the impacts and mitigation for recreation from the higher lake 
level, see the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 
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I-118 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-118-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-119 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-119-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-120 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-120-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-120-2 
 

In regard to the potential impacts from the higher lake level, see the Global 
Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 
 

I-120-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
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I-121 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-121-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-122 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-122-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-123 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-123-1 
 

No roads would be constructed within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness as a part of 
this project. Mitigation measures to reduce environmental impacts are 
described throughout the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-123-2 
 

Refer to the Water Rights Global Response for Trust Donation. 
 
As described in the Global Response, Ecology intends to manage this donated 
water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle 
Creek with the Wenatchee River. The releases will be coordinated with Icicle 
Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream flow subcommittee, 
IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. Coordination and decisions 
surrounding lake releases and flow management within the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG process including a 
decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle Strategy. Also refer 
to the Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-123-3 
 

Measures to reduce impacts on visual resources from operation of the dam 
are described in Section 11.6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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I-124 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-124-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-124-2 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more 
information on recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-125 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  
  I-125-1 

 
Comment noted. 
 

I-125-2 Comment noted. 
 

 
I-126 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-126-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-127 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-127-1 
 

Comment noted. The project would not impact access to the lake. During 
construction, access to the area directly adjacent to the dam and the staging 
area would be restricted, and a small portion of the trail would be temporarily 
relocated to direct hikers safely around the construction area. However, 
recreational opportunities are not expected to be limited during construction. 
While not anticipated, blasting with explosives could be necessary during 
construction. Should that occur, the Eightmile Lake Trail from its junction with 
the Caroline Lake Trail, could be closed periodically over the course of 1 or 2 
days. Blasting would be scheduled for mid-week between 11 am and 3 pm. 

 

 

 
 

I-125-1 
I-125-2 
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I-128 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-128-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-128-2 
 

In regard to the impacts from the higher lake level, see the Global Response 
for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 

 

 
I-129 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-129-1 
 

In regard to the potential impacts from the higher lake level, see the Global 
Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 
 

I-129-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-129-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-129-4 
 

Comment noted. Several conservation programs were evaluated as part of the 
Icicle Strategy FPEIS in 2019. Chapter 4 of the Draft and Final EISs describe the 
potential impacts associated with climate change and surface water for each 
alternative. Refer also to the Global Response for Water Conservation. 

 

 
I-130 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-130-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-131 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-131-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-132 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-132-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-132-2 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with the rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-132-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-133 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-133-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-134 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-134-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-135 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-135-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-136 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-136-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-136-2 
 

Comment noted. As described in Chapter 6, Water Rights, of the Draft and 
Final EISs, water use is governed by existing water rights. Refer to Section 
6.3 for further discussion of water rights. 
 

I-136-3 
 

The recreational opportunities and popularity of the area are described in 
Section 10.3 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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I-137 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-137-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-137-2 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-137-3 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-137-4 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-138 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-138-1 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-138-2 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-139 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-139-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-139-2 
 

Comment noted. Measures to minimize impacts on recreation are described 
in Section 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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I-140 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-140-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-141 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-141-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-142 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-142-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-143 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-143-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-144 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-144-1 
 

Comment noted. Impacts on recreation from changes in the lake level are 
described in Section 10.5 of the Draft and Final EISs. Also refer to the Global 
Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 

 

 
I-145 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-145-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-146 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-146-1 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more 
information on recreation-related mitigation measures. 
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I-147 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 

  

  I-147-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-147-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-147-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-147-4 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-148 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-148-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 

 
I-149 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-149-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-150 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-150-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-151 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-151-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-151-2 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-151-3 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-151-4 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-152 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-152-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-152-2 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-152-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-153 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-153-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Individuals, Page IND-56 JUNE 2024 

I-154 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-154-1 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub 
Ring. 
 

I-154-2 Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
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I-155 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 

  

  I-155-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-155-2 
 

The water right is limited to the quantity of water under IPID’s water right, 
rather than the dam height. The volume of active storage available for use by 
IPID following the dam rebuild is limited to the extent of the right and no 
more. One focus of the water rights review in the EIS was to assess whether 
the range of active storage capacities for design alternatives being considered 
were reasonable. This review was accomplished by reviewing the information 
available, including the Multi-fill Analysis, and it was used to inform the 
maximum physical active storage capacities for each alternative. Refer to the 
Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity, Multi-Fill 
Analysis, and Relinquishment. 
 

I-155-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-155-4 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-155-5 
 

Comment noted. The EIS evaluates disturbance to all wildlife species, and 
specifically breeding individuals. Sections 8.4 and 8.5 of the Draft and Final 
EISs summarize these impacts. 
 

I-155-6 
 

Section 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs includes information about notification 
of construction activities, such as press releases to notify local organizations. 
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I-156 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-156-1 
 

Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity and Relinquishment. 
 
In addition, Chapter 6 and Section 6.3.1 of the Draft and Final EISs describe 
IPID’s use of its storage right, including IPID’s Comprehensive Water 
Conservation Plan indicating that IPID typically releases water provided by its 
several Alpine Lakes storage rights from a single lake in most normal to wet 
years, but from multiple lakes in dry years. The conservation plan further 
notes that typically Eightmile Lake is the first lake IPID releases water from 
each year. 
 
While the annual quantity was not included on the Eightmile Lake water right 
certificate when it was issued in 1939, it is clear that some, and potentially all, 
of the right was perfected based on available information in the record related 
to infrastructure and historical beneficial use. Refer to response to comment 
O-9-15 for additional information regarding perfection of the right along with 
the Global Response for the Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. 
 

I-156-2 
 

With regard to the bathtub ring, see the Global Response for Lake Level and 
Bathtub Ring. 

 

 
I-157 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-157-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-157-2 
 

Comment noted. Refer to Section 15.5 in the Draft and Final EISs for a 
discussion of impacts of the alternatives on water usage in the City of 
Leavenworth. In addition, see the Global Responses for Water Conservation 
and No Change to Municipal Use. 

 

 
I-158 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-158-1 Comment noted. 
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I-159 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-159-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-159-2 
 

Impacts on recreational use are described in Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final 
EISs. Impacts on the ecosystem are described throughout the Draft and Final 
EISs, including in Chapter 4 (Surface Water) and Chapter 8 (Plants and 
Animals). 
 

I-159-3 
 

IPID is not entitled to an increase in its water right. As described in Section 
1.10.1 and in Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs, the existing Eightmile Lake 
water right certificate was issued for an instantaneous quantity of 25 cfs, and 
the annual quantity was not listed on the certificate. The active storage 
available for use following the dam rebuild project is limited to the extent of 
the existing Eightmile Lake water right and no more. The amount of water use 
under the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the extent of the right and 
no more. The design volumes of up to 1,698 acre-feet and 2,000 acre-feet 
represent the maximum active storage water volumes that were considered 
for impacts in the EIS. As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and 
Final EISs, an Ecology -approved monitoring plan will be developed in which 
IPID will monitor and report total annual storage and release volumes for 
instream flow uses as well as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored 
water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum active storage 
volume of the design alternatives considered (up to 2,000 acre-feet), and will 
also ensure that the Trust donation is managed properly. Any excess water 
would be allowed to pass through the lake as natural flow without being 
actively managed and released for beneficial use. Also refer to the Global 
Response for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. 

 

 
I-160 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-160-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-161 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-161-1 
 

Comment noted. Also see the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub 
Ring. 
 

I-161-2 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-162 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-162-1 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in regard to 
Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-162-2 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-163 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-163-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-163-2 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-163-3 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-163-4 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
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I-164 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-164-1 
 

Comment noted. For impacts related to lake level, see the Global Response for 
Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 

 

 
I-165 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-165-1 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-166 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-166-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-166-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-167 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-167-1 
 

As described in Chapter 8 of the Draft and Final EISs, impacts from project 
operations would have minimal effects on plants and animals due to the 
similarity with pre-construction conditions, as well as the proposed mitigation 
actions that would return areas impacted by construction to existing 
conditions. Refer to Section 8.6 of the Draft or Final EISs for mitigation 
measures related to plants, fish, and wildlife. 
 
As described in Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final EISs, construction activities 
have been planned to minimize the impacts on hikers and recreationists to the 
greatest extent possible. Refer to Section 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs for 
mitigation measures related to recreation. Operation of the action 
alternatives would likely result in lower lake levels during drought years and 
higher lake levels during the summer months, but lake access routes, trails, 
and camping areas are not expected to be affected. No significant unavoidable 
impacts on plants, animals, or recreation are expected under the action 
alternatives. 
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I-168 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-168-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-169 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-169-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-169-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-169-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-169-4 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Water Conservation. 
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I-170 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-170-1 
 

In regard to the impacts and mitigation measures from the changes in lake 
level, see the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 
 

I-170-2 
 

Refer to Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final EISs for a discussion of how 
construction activities have been planned to minimize the impacts on hikers 
and recreationists to the greatest extent possible. Measures to reduce 
impacts on recreation are described in Section 10.6. Refer to Chapter 3 
Sections 3.4 and 3.5 for a discussion of potential impacts on wilderness 
character as a result of the project. 

 

 
I-171 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-171-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-171-2 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-171-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-171-4 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-172 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-172-1 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub 
Ring. 

 

 
I-173 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-173-1 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more 
information on recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-174 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-174-1 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 
 

I-174-2 
 

Section 10.5.2 of the Draft and Final EISs notes that, due to site topography, 
the higher water level would not inundate any recreational opportunities in 
the area, including the designated trail and camping areas. The location of the 
pit toilets would remain unchanged. 
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I-175 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-175-1 
 

No roads would be constructed within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness as a part of 
this project. Construction access to the site is described in Chapter 2 of the 
Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-175-2 
 

Comment noted. Impacts on the Icicle Creek system, including impacts on 
Eightmile Creek and Icicle Creek, are described in Section 4.5 of the Draft and 
Final EISs. Refer also to the Global Response for Trust Donation. As described 
in the Global Response, Ecology intends to manage this donated water 
instream, and the releases will be coordinated with Icicle Work Group (IWG) 
members, Icicle Strategy instream flow subcommittee, IWG co-conveners, and 
fishery co-managers. Coordination and decisions surrounding lake releases 
and flow management within the Icicle Creek Subbasin will be informed, in 
part, by a separate IWG process, including a decision support tool being 
developed as part of the Icicle Strategy. Also refer to Section 2.6 (Dam 
Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-175-3 
 

Refer to Section 11.6 of the Draft and Final EISs for more information on 
visual-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-176 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-176-1 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. Refer to the Global Response for Recreation and 
Section 10.6 of the Final EIS for a discussion of notification measures. 
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I-177 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-177-1 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub 
Ring. 
 

I-177-2 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-177-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-177-4 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-178 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-178-1 
 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final EISs, no new roads would be 
constructed within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness as a part of this project. 
 

I-178-2 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Water Rights Global Response for Trust 
Donation. 
 
As described in the Global Response, Ecology intends to manage this donated 
water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle 
Creek with the Wenatchee River. The releases will be coordinated with Icicle 
Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream flow subcommittee, 
IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. Coordination and decisions 
surrounding lake releases and flow management within the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG process including a 
decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle Strategy. Also refer 
to the Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-178-3 
 

Refer to Section 11.6 of the Draft and Final EISs for a discussion of mitigation 
measures for visual impacts. 

 

  

I-178-1 
 
I-178-2 
 
 
 
I-178-3 
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I-179 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-179-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-179-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-180 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-180-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-180-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-180-3 
 

No roads would be created within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. Following 
construction, the area around the dam would be restored and no equipment 
or storage areas would be left on site. Additionally, Section 11.6 of the Draft 
and Final EISs describes measures to reduce impacts on visual resources from 
operation of the dam. 
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I-181 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-181-1 
 

Comment noted. Heavy equipment will not be driven up any trails as part of 
this project. Refer to Chapter 3 for a discussion of wilderness character and 
potential impacts. 
 

I-181-2 
 

The amount of water use under the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the 
extent of the right and no more. A tentative determination of extent and 
validity is not a part of the EIS or Trust donation process, as described in the 
Global Response for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. Following 
issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion 
of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. Ecology will conduct its 
review of the quantities available for the Trust donation under the right as 
prescribed by RCW 90.42.080(4)) after the Final EIS is issued. As described on 
in Section 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved 
monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will monitor and report total 
annual active storage and release volumes for instream flow use as well as for 
IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall 
within the limits of the water right of the maximum active storage volume of 
the design alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet). The monitoring and 
reporting plan will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed properly. 
For more information, see the Global Responses for Tentative Determination 
of Extent and Validity and Trust Donation. 
 

I-181-3 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Helicopter Use for a 
discussion of construction materials transport. 
 

I-181-4 
 

Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity and for Relinquishment. 
 

I-181-5 
 

Comment noted. Analysis of dam reconstruction at Lower Klonaqua, Square 
and Colchuck Lakes is beyond the scope of the project. 
 

I-181-6 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-182 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-182-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-183 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-183-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-184 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-184-1 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in regard to lake 
level modifications resulting from Alternatives 1 and 2. Additionally, refer to 
Sections 10.4, 10.5, and 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs for more information 
on potential recreation-related impacts and mitigation measures. 
 

I-184-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-185 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-185-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-186 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-186-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-187 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-187-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-187-2 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-188 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-188-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-188-2 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level in regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-188-3 
 

Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging 
associated with a rebuilt dam would be entirely located within IPID’s Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-188-4 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-189 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  
  I-189-1 

 
Comment noted. 
 

I-189-2 
 

In regard to the impacts from lake level fluctuations, see the Global Response 
for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 

 

 
I-190 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-190-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-190-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-190-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 

 
 

I-189-1 
I-189-2 
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I-191 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-191-1 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in regard to 
Alternatives 1 and 2. Additionally, construction activities, structures, and 
construction staging associated with the rebuilt dam will occur on IPID's 
Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-191-2 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 

 

 
I-192 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-192-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-193 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-193-1 
 

As noted in Section 2.8.1, Dam Removal was initially considered, but was 
removed from further consideration as removal of the dam would not meet 
IPID's operational and water delivery needs. Removal of the dam would also 
not contribute to IWG Guiding Principle 1 related to streamflow 
improvements. 
 

I-193-2 
 

Comment noted. The goal of Ecology's Office of Columbia River (OCR) as a co-
lead of the Icicle Work Group is to develop and implement the Icicle Strategy 
through a collaborative process that will achieve diverse benefits defined by 
adopted guiding principles for the subbasin, summarized in Section 1.5.2 of 
the 2019 FPEIS. These goals align with OCR's broader mission to develop 
water supplies for both instream and out-of-stream uses. IPID’s Trust 
donation request, which was submitted in May 2024, is part of this dam 
rebuild and restoration project and is directly consistent with OCR’s directive 
to develop instream water supplies. Refer to RCW 90.90 for the legislature’s 
directives for OCR. 
 
If Ecology’s review under RCW 90.42.080(4) and final decision on the Trust 
application results in less than 1,400 acre-feet (the quantity currently needed 
by IPID), then no water would be available for acceptance into the Trust 
Water Rights Program. This would not preclude IPID from making annual 
donations in years where it has surplus water. However, in this scenario, 
without the added annual benefit to instream flows as a result of the project 
under the pending May 2024 Trust donation application, Ecology’s OCR may 
not fund the dam construction as it would not meet the water supply 
directives of OCR’s program. This does not preclude the use of emergency 
funds should there be a health and safety issue. IPID would still need to 
rebuild the dam to meet the requirements for the dam as required by 
Ecology’s Dam Safety Office, but it would need to seek alternate sources of 
funding. 
 

I-193-3 
 

Comment noted. Compliance with GMA requirements by the City of 
Leavenworth and Chelan County are outside the scope of the project being 
reviewed in this EIS. Also refer to Global Response for Water Conservation. 
 

I-193-4 
 

Comment noted. As described in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs, the 
project objectives include restoring the dam's storage capacity to meet IPID's 
existing irrigation needs and to provide additional water to enhance instream 
flows, consistent with objectives stated in the Icicle Creek Water Resource 
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I-193 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

Management Strategy. This would result in capacity beyond 1,375 acre-feet of 
water. However, the amount of water use under the Eightmile Lake water 
right is limited to the extent of the right and no more. The design volumes of 
up to 1,698 acre-feet and 2,000 acre-feet of active storage represent the 
maximum storage water volumes that were considered for impacts in the EIS. 
As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology -
approved monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will monitor and 
report total annual active storage and release volumes for instream flow uses 
as well as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored water under a 
rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum active storage volume of the 
design alternatives considered (up to 2,000 acre-feet). The monitoring plan 
will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed properly and that any 
excess water would be allowed to pass through the lake as natural flow 
without being actively managed and released for beneficial use. 
 

I-193-5 
 

Comment noted. Refer to Chapter 6 for a general discussion of water rights. 
Refer to the Global Response for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity for additional information on this issue as well as the response to 
comment I-193-4 above. 
 

I-193-6 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Relinquishment. 
 

I-193-7 
 

As noted in Section 1.2, Eightmile Dam was built in 1929, which predates the 
Alpine Lakes Wilderness designation in 1976. Construction activities, 
structures, and construction staging associated with the rebuilt dam will occur 
on IPID's Special Warranty Deed parcels. No development will occur in the 
Alpine Lakes Wilderness as a result of this project. 
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I-193 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-193-8 
 

A review of the efficiency and efficacy of the IWG process is outside the scope 
of this EIS. The IWG has undertaken a multi-year water management process, 
incorporating public comment. The recommendations of the IWG have been 
evaluated in accordance with SEPA requirements, and are included in the 
FPEIS, published in January 2019. An overview of the Icicle Work Group is 
included in Section 1.4 of the 2019 FPEIS. Public outreach associated with the 
Eightmile Dam Rebuild project SEPA process is described in Sections 1.5 and 
1.6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 
The alternatives evaluated in this EIS include those that meet the project 
objectives as outlined by IPID and Ecology. The project's consistency with and/or 
impacts on the Wilderness Act, water conservation goals, and water rights are 
evaluated in the EIS. The Eightmile Dam project was identified as an early action 
project in the 2019 FPEIS. Evaluation in this manner is consistent with the SEPA 
codified in WAC 197-11-060 (5), which outlines the requirements for phased 
review. As described in WAC 197-11-060 (5) (b), phased review "assists agencies 
and the public to focus on issues that are ready for decision and exclude from 
consideration issues that already decided or not yet ready. Broader 
environmental documents may be followed by narrower documents …" 
 

I-193-9 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Instream Flow Rule. Although the development of 
guiding principles for the Icicle Strategy is outside the scope of this project-level EIS, 
refer to Sections 1.5.1.1 and 1.5.2.1 of the 2019 FPEIS for additional information on 
the development and final Guiding Principle to Improve Instream Flow. 
 

I-193-10 
 

Comment noted. The rebuild and restoration project involves upgrading the 
Eightmile Dam, which is in a deteriorating and unsatisfactory condition, to 
meet Ecology's current dam safety standards. Section 1.4 of the Draft and 
Final EISs describes the project objectives, which include restoring the storage 
capacity of Eightmile Lake so that it meets IPID's irrigation and storage rights 
under its existing storage rights. 
 

I-193-11 
 

The project proponent is the IPID. Ecology's Office of Columbia River (OCR) is the 
SEPA lead agency for the project. Both IPID and OCR are participating members 
of the icicle Work Group. As lead agency under SEPA, it is Ecology's responsibility 
to ensure that the EIS adequately describes the impacts associated with the 
project and complies with SEPA requirements. The broader review including the 
“base package” and alternatives was described and reviewed as part of the 2019 
FPEIS. The Eightmile Dam project was identified as an early action project in the 
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I-193 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

FPEIS. Evaluation in this manner is consistent with the SEPA codified in WAC 
197-11-060 (5), which outlines the requirements for phased review. As 
described in WAC 197-11-060 (5) (b), phased review "assists agencies and the 
public to focus on issues that are ready for decision and exclude from 
consideration issues that already decided or not yet ready. Broader 
environmental documents may be followed by narrower documents …" The most 
up-to-date information on this project is in this project-level EIS. 
 
Section 1.2 of the Draft and Final EISs describes when the dam was built and 
the history of the damage the dam has withstood over the years, most 
recently the Jack Creek Fire in 2017. Table 1-1 of the EIS provides a summary 
of the history. The dam has been damaged, and Ecology's Dam Safety Office 
has noted that the dam is currently in an unsatisfactory and unsafe condition. 
 
Section 1.10.1 and Chapter 6 describe IPID’s water right certificate, which 
does not list an annual quantity for the right. One focus of the water rights 
review in the project-level EIS was to assess whether the range of active 
storage capacities for the proposed design alternatives were reasonable. 
These maximum design volumes of 1,698 acre-feet (Alternative 3) and 2,000 
acre-feet (Alternatives 1 and 2) represent the maximum active storage water 
volumes that were considered for impacts in the EIS. Water use under the 
right above these total maximum volumes (including cumulatively stored 
through multi-fill) are not evaluated in the EIS and as a result would not be 
actively stored and released as part of a final design alternative for purposes 
and uses under right. See the Global Response for Multi-fill Analysis and 
Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs for additional information. 
 

I-193-12 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-193-13 
 

Pumping water from lower downstream does not align with the Icicle Strategy 
Guiding Principles (see Section 1.2.1 of the Draft and Final EISs). The Guiding 
Principles strive for streamflow that provides passage, healthy habitat, and a 
sustainable hatchery, and protects tribal and federally protected 
fishing/harvest rights at all times, among other principles. 
 
IPID has been working on conservation measures in their supply channels and 
lined sections of channel each year. Refer to the Global Response for Water 
Conservation. 
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I-193 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-193-14 
 

As described in Chapter 2, this EIS focuses on evaluating the effects of the 
alternatives and designs for the replacement of Eightmile Dam. The City of 
Leavenworth's decisions and projects regarding management of water usage 
are outside the scope of this EIS analysis. Refer to the 2019 FPEIS projects 
including Section 2.5.4 related to the City of Leavenworth regarding 
conservation and rate structure. Refer also to the Global Response for Water 
Conservation. 
 

I-193-15 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-193-16 
 

Comment noted. 
 

  



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Individuals, Page IND-78 JUNE 2024 

I-193 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-193-17 
 

As described in Chapter 1 of the Draft and Final EISs, this analysis is focused on 
evaluating alternatives for replacement of Eightmile Dam. Ecology does not 
have any authority over decisions and approaches for managing growth in 
Leavenworth. Land use decisions by the City of Leavenworth are outside the 
scope of this EIS. 
 

I-193-18 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-193-19 
 

Your comments have been noted; however, your internet sources were not 
cited and could not be verified. 
 
A review of the efficiency and efficacy of the IWG process is outside the scope 
of this EIS. The IWG has undertaken a multi-year water management process, 
incorporating public comment. The recommendations of the IWG have been 
evaluated in accordance with SEPA requirements, and are included in the 
2019 FPEIS. 
 
The alternatives evaluated in this EIS include those that meet the project 
objectives as outlined by IPID and Ecology. The project's consistency with 
and/or impacts on the Wilderness Act, water conservation goals, and water 
rights are evaluated in the EIS. 
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I-193 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-193 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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I-194 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-194-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-195 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-195-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-195-2 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in regard to 
Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-195-3 
 

Construction activities, structures, and construction staging associated with 
the rebuilt dam will occur on IPID’s Special Warranty Deed parcels. Impacts on 
wilderness character are described in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-195-4 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
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I-196 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-196-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-196-2 
 

The Forest Service will determine whether the actions included IPID’s proposal 
materially increase the size and scope of the facilities once IPID has identified 
a final proposal. Similarly, the Forest Service will assess whether the proposed 
actions are consistent with the rights that IPID reserved in the Special 
Warranty Deed. 
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I-196 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-196-3 
 

The proposed dam rebuild alternatives are being evaluated through this SEPA EIS 
process. This process will allow the Forest Service to consider a well-developed 
proposed action to determine if the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
applies, what activities should be evaluated in an environmental analysis, and the 
level of review and documentation required. The Forest Service will determine if 
NEPA applies to a proposal based on the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) 
revised regulations at 40 CFR 1501.1 and agency regulations at 36 CFR 220.4(a). 
 
The Department of Ecology and the Forest Service are jointly reviewing the 
proposed action to determine the responsibilities of each agency. As authorized 
by the CEQ regulations, the Forest Service can cooperate with the State of 
Washington on environmental analysis (40 CFR 1506.2) and may use elements 
of the environmental analysis prepared under the SEPA process if NEPA analysis 
is required (40 CFR 1506.2(b)). The Draft and Final EISs include a description of 
the required NEPA and Forest Service review in Chapter 1, Section 1.11. 
 

I-196-4 
 

As discussed in Section 2.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, the No Action 
Alternative serves as the baseline condition against which the action 
alternatives are evaluated and compared and illustrates the most likely 
scenario if the project is not implemented. Analysis of the No Action 
Alternative is required under SEPA (WAC 197-11-440 (5)(b)(ii)). 
 
Operation of the dam under existing conditions is not consistent with DSO 
regulations and does not meet the DSO’s safety requirements for a High 
Hazard Dam. If an action alternative is not carried forward, DSO would 
eventually exercise enforcement actions in accordance with WAC 173-175-620 
(3). However, it is not possible to predict with certainty what that action or its 
effects would be, and it is unlikely it would meet the project objectives 
identified in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 
As described in Section 1.11, a separate NEPA analysis will be conducted by 
the Forest Service. 
 

I-196-5 
 

Comment noted. The three project objectives are listed in Section 1.4 of the 
Draft and Final EISs. As noted in WAC 197-11-060 (3)(ii) "A proposal by a lead 
agency or applicant may be put forward as an objective, as several alternative 
means of accomplishing a goal, or as a particular or preferred course of 
action." Project objectives are determined by the applicant or lead agency, 
and SEPA does not include a requirement for specificity. 
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  I-196-6 
 

Comment noted. Enhancing habitat of Icicle Creek was a goal developed by 
the Icicle Strategy (refer to Section 1.1 of the Draft and Final EISs). The 
objectives specific to this project are listed in Section 1.4. As described in 
Chapter 8 of the Draft and Final EISs, fish and their habitat will experience 
minor impacts during construction, but the long-term effects from 
supplementation of summer flows are expected to be positive. Refer to 
Sections 8.4 and 8.5 for additional discussion of impacts on habitat. 
 

I-196-7 
 

As previously noted, the goals mentioned in the comment are those of the 
adopted Icicle Strategy (refer to Section 1.1 of the Draft and Final EISs). The 
Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project is an early action item to 
implement the integrated water management strategy. 
 
As stated in Section 2.2, operation of the dam under existing conditions is not 
consistent with DSO regulations and does not meet the DSO’s safety 
requirements for a High Hazard Dam. The DSO would eventually exercise 
enforcement actions in accordance with WAC 173-175-620 (3) if No Action 
Alternative is carried forward. However, it is not possible to predict with 
certainty what that action or what its effects would be and if it would meet 
the project objectives identified in Section 1.4. 
 

I-196-8 
 

As described in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs, IPID would plan to time 
dam outflows to meet fish utilization needs to the extent possible. Because 
weather conditions and late season precipitation patterns vary in any given 
year, timing the outflows to match optimal releases for fish may not be 
possible every year, for example in some drought years. Outflow management 
will be closely coordinated with Ecology. Refer to Section 4.5 of the Draft and 
Final EISs for additional discussion of surface water quantity for each 
alternative. 
 
Donating a portion of the Eightmile Lake water right to Trust for instream flow 
purposes allows Ecology, in cooperation with its Icicle Work Group partners, 
to manage the releases to benefit fish. After the Draft EIS was issued, IPID 
filed an application for Trust donation requesting that a portion of its right be 
donated for instream flow. After the Final EIS is issued, Ecology will review the 
application for Trust donation, according to the process prescribed by RCW 
90.42.080(4), and issue a final decision. A Trust agreement will document the 
monitoring and reporting requirements and terms of the donation. 
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Upon project completion, the donated portion of the water right will be 
released from storage in Eightmile Lake to augment flows in Icicle Creek in 
order to benefit fish, with releases scheduled based on coordination with 
Icicle Work Group members, co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. 
Coordination and decisions surrounding lake releases and flow management 
within the Icicle Creek Subbasin will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG 
process including a decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle 
Strategy. The year-to-year variability of water supply conditions in the Icicle 
Creek Subbasin, IPID’s deliveries to meet irrigation needs, variability in timing 
and amount of annual precipitation, and fish utilization needs all require a 
coordinated approach each year to managing releases within the limits of the 
alternatives considered (up to 2,000 acre-feet of active storage) and as 
required in the pending Trust donation decision. Also refer to Section 2.6 
(Dam Operation) of the Final EIS and the Global Response for Trust Donation. 
 

I-196-9 
 

The determination of impacts on wilderness character is discussed in Section 
3.1.3 of the Draft and Final EISs. A significant impact would include any activity 
that would substantially increase trammeling in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, 
reduce naturalness, increase development, or reduce opportunities for 
solitude and unconfined recreation. 
 
It was determined that the project is unlikely to result in significant impacts 
because construction activities would take place only in areas directly 
adjacent to the existing dam, a previously disturbed area, within the Special 
Warranty Deed Area. Further, construction is expected to occur over one 
summer. Operation of the action alternatives would have adverse impacts on 
all four qualities of wilderness character; however, none of them would be 
significant because all of the operational effects are similar to the effects of 
current operations and do not substantially increase the degree of overall 
impact on the wilderness. 
 
A separate NEPA analysis will be conducted by the Forest Service as discussed 
in Section 1.11 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-196-10 
 

In all alternatives, outflows from the lake into downstream creeks will 
continue to reflect the natural flow magnitude and timing of the watershed. 
An exception to this will be in summer months when low flows are known to 
be especially stressful for fish and aquatic communities. As shown in Chapter 
4 Figure 4-6 of the Draft and Final EISs, minimum instream flows established in 
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WAC 173-545 have often not been met in recent years. The summer low-flow 
rates are predicted to be reduced over time with climate change. The three 
action alternatives will potentially provide instream flows to supplement the 
natural flows in Eightmile and Icicle creeks. Instream flow supplementation is 
expected to improve fish habitat quality and quantity. Also refer to the Global 
Response for Trust Donation. 
 
As described in the Global Response, Ecology intends to manage this donated 
water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle 
Creek with the Wenatchee River. The releases will be coordinated with Icicle 
Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream flow subcommittee, 
IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. Coordination and decisions 
surrounding lake releases and flow management within the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG process, including a 
decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle Strategy. Also refer 
to the Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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  I-196-11 
 

Significance criteria have been developed for each element of the 
environment and are described at the beginning of each chapter. These 
criteria define the thresholds for significant impacts. Impacts that are not 
anticipated to meet this threshold are determined to be less-than-significant. 
Impacts related to construction activities are defined as short-term because 
they are expected to occur over one construction season (4 to 5 months). 
 

I-196-12 
 

Construction-related and long-term impacts are described for each of the 
environmental elements. Long-term operational impacts on wilderness 
character are described in Section 3.5 of the EIS. Operational impacts on 
aquatic habitat are described in Section 8.5, and operational impacts on 
hydrological conditions are described in Section 4.5 of the EIS. 
 

I-196-13 
 

The analysis focuses on an objective, technically based evaluation and 
comparison of alternatives. Under all action alternatives, the increase in 
physical storage capacity would potentially provide more water for summer 
instream flow supplementation, which would benefit fish downstream of the 
lake in Eightmile and Icicle creeks, including ESA-listed fish species and other 
anadromous salmonids that use these waterbodies. In all alternatives, 
outflows from the lake into downstream creeks will continue to reflect the 
natural flow magnitude and timing of the watershed. An exception to this will 
be in summer months when low flows are known to be especially stressful for 
fish and aquatic communities. As shown in Chapter 4 Figure 4-6, minimum 
instream flows established in WAC 173-545 have often not been met in recent 
years. The summer low flow rates are predicted to be reduced over time with 
climate change. The three action alternatives will potentially provide instream 
flows to supplement the natural flows in Eightmile and Icicle creeks. Instream 
flow supplementation is expected to improve fish habitat quality and quantity. 
The Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery (LNFH) is an important component of 
mid-Columbia River fisheries for spring Chinook salmon and coho salmon. 
 

I-196-14 
 

Under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), analysis of the project is 
required to evaluate and disclose the environmental impacts of the proposed 
action by contrasting the effects of continuing the current management of the 
resource into the future (No Action Alternative). The proposed action would 
result in use of the previously closed road. The road would remain closed 
under the No Action Alternative. Therefore, impacts from the road were 
assessed based on current and proposed future conditions. It is not the role of 
the EIS to discuss why the road closed or the rescinding of that decision. 
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I-196-15 
 

As noted in the first sentence of Section 1.1 of the Draft and Final EISs, 
Ecology and Chelan County issued 2019 FPEIS evaluating the Icicle Creek 
Water Resource Management Strategy (Icicle Strategy). The Icicle Strategy is 
intended to provide a program of integrated long-term water resource 
management and habitat restoration actions to achieve reliable water 
supplies and improve streamflows. The FPEIS evaluated the environmental 
impacts of five program alternatives, with the SEPA non-project action being 
the adoption of the program called the Icicle Strategy. The FPEIS looked at the 
Icicle Strategy program as a whole, and then as noted, further environmental 
review will be done as each project is implemented. The Eightmile Dam 
project was identified as an early action project in the FPEIS. Evaluation in this 
manner is not segmentation and is consistent with the SEPA codified in WAC 
197-11-060 (5), which outlines the requirements for phased review. As 
described in WAC 197-11-060 (5) (b), phased review "assists agencies and the 
public to focus on issues that are ready for decision and exclude from 
consideration issues that already decided or not yet ready. Broader 
environmental documents may be followed by narrower documents …" This is 
a SEPA document, not a NEPA document, and has been prepared in 
accordance with WAC 197-11. 
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  I-196-16 
 

As noted in the response to comment 1-196-15, the overall Icicle Creek Water 
Resource Management Strategy (Icicle Strategy) was evaluated in the 2019 
FPEIS. The Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project is one of several 
early actions to be implemented as part of the Icicle Strategy, and as such it is 
undergoing this project-level environmental review in this phased process 
under SEPA. Refer to Section 1.1 of the Draft and Final EISs for further detail. 
 

I-196-17 
 

The Eightmile Dam project is not a "water expansion project." There is no 
intention to expand the existing water right. The amount of water use under 
the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the extent of the right and no 
more. As described in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs, the goal of the 
dam restoration project has three objectives: 

● Restore the storage capacity of Eightmile Lake so that it meets IPID’s 
irrigation and storage needs under its existing water rights. 

● Comply with DSO regulations for a High Hazard Dam. 
● Provide additional water to enhance instream flow volumes in Icicle 

Creek and to the extent possible, time dam outflows to meet fish 
utilization needs. 

 
The third objective references additional water to enhance instream flow 
volumes. However, this “additional water” is in reference to the requested 
Trust donation. The total water use (including for both irrigation and instream 
flow under the Trust donation) still must fall within the limits of IPID’s existing 
water right. Following issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a formal 
request to donate a portion of its water right to Trust for instream flow 
purposes. After the Final EIS is issued, Ecology will conduct its review of the 
quantities available for the Trust donation under the right as prescribed by 
RCW 90.42.080(4)). As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Final EIS, an 
Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will 
monitor and report total annual storage and release volumes for instream 
flow use as well as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored water 
under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum active storage 
volume of the design alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet). The 
monitoring and reporting plan will also ensure that the Trust donation is 
managed properly. 
 
Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity, Relinquishment, and Trust Donation for additional information. 
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In addition, because the project is not a water expansion project, the question 
of whether IPID has examined how to obtain an expanded water supply 
through their other sources is not germane to the EIS. The water rights and 
proposals related to other reservoirs are outside the scope of this project-
level EIS. Refer to the 2019 FPEIS for additional information for other projects 
that are part of the Icicle Strategy. 
 
Refer to the response to comment I-196-15 for discussion of segmentation of 
the environmental analysis. 
 

I-196-18 
 

As noted in the response to comment 1-196-15, the overall Icicle Strategy was 
evaluated in the FPEIS. This EIS looks at the detail now available surrounding 
the implementation of the Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project. 
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  I-196-19 
 

Eightmile Lake has not been dredged in the past, and none of the EIS 
alternatives would result in the dredging of Eightmile Lake. 
 

I-196-20 
 

The project objectives are described in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
As stated in Section 2.8 of the Draft and Final EISs, dam removal was not 
carried forward as a project alternative because it would result in the lake 
WSEL being permanently lowered to the elevation of the existing low-level 
outlet. This could result in the lake no longer being usable as storage for IPID 
and would not meet IPID's operation and water delivery needs, as established 
in their water right. The Special Warranty Deed reserves IPID’s rights to 
maintain and operate the dam and exercise their water rights. 
 

I-196-21 
 

The Forest Service will determine if NEPA applies to a proposal based on the 
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) revised regulations at 40 CFR 1501.1 
and agency regulations at 36 CFR 220.4(a). 
 
This EIS provides an environmental analysis that meets the requirements of 
SEPA as established in RCW 43.21C. No water from Eightmile Lake would be 
used in support of the domestic water supply for the City of Leavenworth 
(refer to Section 2.8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs and Global Response for No 
Change to Municipal Use). Analysis of the City of Leavenworth's water right 
and source is beyond the scope of this EIS. A dam removal alternative was not 
developed as a part of the analysis because it would not meet the project 
objectives outlined in Chapter 1, Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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  I-196-22 
 

Throughout the EIS process, the Confederated Tribes and Bands of the 
Yakama Nation and the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation have 
been consulted on potential impacts on both cultural resources (which include 
archaeological sites, built environment resources, and traditional cultural 
properties) and tribal resources (which include natural resources and treaty 
rights). The Forest Service has led tribal consultation on cultural resources 
impacts as part of the Section 106 process. Ecology has conducted formal 
consultation with these tribal governments on potential impacts on tribal 
resources. Consultation with the tribes will continue as the project moves 
through permitting and construction. 
 

I-196-23 
 

The comment applies to hatchery operations, which are not a part of the 
proposed project. It is acknowledged that there are differing opinions about 
the long-term effects of fish hatcheries; however, the scope of this EIS does 
not include evaluating hatchery programs in the state. The Icicle Strategy 
Guiding Principles (as listed in Section 1.2.1 of the Draft and Final EISs) include 
objectives to address phosphorus loading from the Leavenworth National Fish 
Hatchery. 
 

I-196-24 
 

The Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery does not have a Hatchery Genetic 
Management Plan; therefore, there are no conclusions from such a plan to 
consider as part of this SEPA evaluation. 
 

I-196-25 
 

This comment refers to the goals for the Icicle Creek Strategy, which was 
evaluated in the 2019 FPEIS. The Icicle Strategy Guiding Principles (identified 
in Section 1.2.1) include objectives for operating a sustainable hatchery. The 
objectives for the Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project are listed in 
Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs, and do not include specific goals for 
hatchery improvements. 
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  I-197-1 
 

Comment noted. As described in Section 2.8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs, 
Ecology is not proposing to transfer water available from Eightmile Lake to the 
City of Leavenworth. No water will be used for municipal supply purposes. 
Refer also to the Global Responses for Water Conservation and No Change to 
Municipal Use. 

 

 
I-198 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-198-1 
 

In addition to the irrigation needs of IPID, the dam requires replacement due 
to the public safety implications. As described in Section 1.2 of the Draft and 
Final EISs, following the 2017 Jack Creek Fire, Ecology's Dam Safety Office 
determined that the dam was in a deteriorating and unsatisfactory condition 
with an estimated 150 downstream residences at risk if the existing dam were 
to fail. The project objectives are described in Section 1.4. Public safety 
implications are further described in Chapter 12. 
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  I-199-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-199-2 
 

Impacts on wilderness character from construction and operation of the 
project are analyzed in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. Impacts on 
recreation from construction and operation of the project are discussed in 
Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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  I-200-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-200-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-200-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-200-4 
 

Thank you for your comment. Refer to the Water Rights Global Response for 
Trust Donation. 
 
As described in the Global Response, Ecology intends to manage this donated 
water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle 
Creek with the Wenatchee River. The releases will be coordinated with Icicle 
Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream flow subcommittee, 
IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. Coordination and decisions 
surrounding lake releases and flow management within the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG process including a 
decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle Strategy. Also refer 
to the Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-200-5 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Visual Resources for more information on 
visual-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-200-6 
 

Comment noted. 
 

  



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Individuals, Page IND-96 JUNE 2024 

I-201 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-201-1 
 

Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, of the Draft and Final EISs discusses the 
alternatives, the No Action Alternative, and options that were considered but 
not carried forward. Refer to Chapter 2 for further discussion of the 
alternatives development process. 
 

I-201-2 
 

IPID is not entitled to an increase in its water right. The amount of water use 
under the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the extent of the right and 
no more. The design volumes of up to 1,698 acre-feet and 2,000 acre-feet 
represent the maximum active storage water volumes that were considered 
for impacts in the EIS. As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and 
Final EISs, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be developed in which 
IPID will monitor and report total annual storage and release volumes for 
instream flow uses as well as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored 
water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum active storage 
volume of the design alternatives considered (up to 2,000 acre-feet), and will 
also ensure that the Trust donation is managed properly. Any excess water 
would be allowed to pass through the lake as natural flow without being 
actively managed and released for beneficial use. 
 
Refer to Section 1.10.1 and Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs for further 
discussion of water rights. Also, refer to the Global Responses for 
Relinquishment and Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. 
 

I-201-3 
 

Refer to Section 6.2 of the Final EIS for a discussion of Water Rights related to 
the Eightmile Dam project. Refer to the Global Response for Water Rights for 
additional discussion of water rights issues related to the project. 
Compatibility with the Wilderness Act is discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft 
and Final EISs. 
 

I-201-4 
 

The project does not include the building of any roads within the wilderness 
area. As described in Chapter 2, the improvements to the abandoned road 
would stop outside of the Roadless Area and the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 
Additionally, see the Global Response for Helicopter Use in the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness. 
 

I-201-5 
 

Refer to Section 8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs for discussion on potential 
noise impacts on wildlife due to construction activities. As noted, while 
construction could impact a few individuals near the dam and along the flight 
path, the impacts are expected to be less-than-significant. Section 10.4 
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describes potential impacts on recreationists associated with construction 
noise. Construction is expected to be completed within one season, and once 
construction is complete and helicopter use is not needed, we expect these 
impacts to be negligible. Refer also to the Global Response for Recreation. 
 

I-201-6 
 

Refer to Chapter 11 of the Draft and Final EISs for visual simulations for the 
project alternatives. Refer also to the Global Response for Visual Resources for 
more information on visual-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-201-7 
 

In regard to the impacts on the wilderness from telemetry equipment, see the 
Global Response for Telemetry Equipment. 

 

  

  I-201-8 
 

As noted in Section 2.7.1 of the Draft and Final EISs, the project would re-open 
a previously closed Forest Service Road for construction of the dam. The road 
would be used exclusively by IPID to bring personnel and materials closer to 
the dam site. The gate would remain locked at all times, and no public access 
would be granted. Refer to Section 2.8.3 of the Draft and Final EISs for a 
discussion of why the use of pack animals to transport materials to the site is 
not practical. 
 

I-201-9 
 

Without industrial equipment, construction of the project would depend 
solely on the transportation of materials to the site with pack animals and 
would rely on the excavator currently on-site as the only piece of construction 
equipment. 
 
As described in Section 2.8.3 of the Draft and Final EISs, using only the on-site 
excavator would likely extend the construction work to two seasons and 
closing trails for extended periods of time during peak recreational times. 
 
Use of pack animals is estimated to require 7,500-12,250 animal trips. Moving 
the concrete up to the dam site alone would take 208–340 days with two 
teams working (36 animal roundtrips per day), which would extend 
construction to multiple seasons. Increasing the number of teams would 
create congestion on the trail, and result in destruction and erosion to the 
trail. 
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  I-202-1 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Relinquishment. 
 

I-202-2 
 

See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness. 
 

I-202-3 
 

See Section 8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs for discussion on potential noise 
impacts on wildlife due to construction activities. As noted, while construction 
could impact a few individuals near the dam and along the flight path, the 
impacts are expected to be less-than-significant. Refer to Section 8.1 for a 
description of significance criteria for impacts on wildlife. Once construction is 
complete and helicopter use is not needed, these impacts are expected to 
become negligible. 
 

I-202-4 
 

Refer to Chapter 11 of the Draft and Final EISs for visual simulations for the 
project alternatives. Refer also to the Global Response for Visual Resources for 
more information on visual-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-202-5 
 

In regard to the impacts on the wilderness from telemetry equipment, see the 
Global Response for Telemetry Equipment. 
 

I-202-6 
 

Comment noted. 
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  I-203-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-203-2 
 

Refer to Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs for a discussion of how the 
project will comply with wilderness character. Refer to the Global Response 
for Water Conservation for a discussion of conservation practices in the 
region. The FPEIS for the Icicle Strategy includes a comprehensive discussion 
of impacts associated with other storage projects within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness. Any additional dam modifications will be subject to applicable 
state and federal environmental review, if and when they are proposed. 
 

I-203-3 
 

As described in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs, motorized equipment, 
motor vehicles, mechanical transport, temporary roads, permanent 
structures, or installations are not generally allowed in designated wilderness 
areas. Wilderness areas are to be primarily affected by the forces of nature, 
although the Wilderness Act does acknowledge the need to provide for 
human health and safety, protect private property, control insect infestations, 
and fight fires within the area. The Wilderness Act also contains provisions 
that allow pre-existing uses to remain under certain conditions. Eightmile Dam 
is located on a Special Warranty Deed parcel controlled by IPID for operation 
and maintenance of the dam. 
 
No roads would be constructed within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness as a part of 
this project. 
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I-204 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-204-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-204-2  Comment noted. Impacts from construction and operation of the project on 
wilderness are discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. All 
construction will occur in IPID's Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 

I-204-3 
 

Wilderness character is described in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
Section 3.4 describes construction impacts and notes "The use of a Special 
Warranty Deed by IPID provides them retained rights that allow the use of 
motorized transportation, including aircraft and motorized equipment 
required to repair or maintain the dam, that would otherwise be prohibited by 
the Wilderness Act." Refer also to the Global Response on Helicopter Use 
within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 
 

I-204-4 
 

Section 10.4.2 of the Draft and Final EISs describes the duration of impacts. 
Section 10.6 describes measures to minimize impacts on recreation from 
construction. Refer also to the Global Response for Recreation. 
 

I-204-5 
 

In regard to the impacts on the wilderness from telemetry equipment, see the 
Global Response for Telemetry Equipment. 
 

I-204-6 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-204-7 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-204-8 
 

Comment noted. 
 

  

 
I-204-1 
 
 
I-204-2 
 
 
 
I-204-3 
 
 
 
I-204-4 
 
 
 
 
I-204-5 
 
 
 
 
 
I-204-6 
 
 
 
 
 
I-204-7 



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Individuals, Page IND-101 JUNE 2024 

I-204 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  
 

 
I-205 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-205-1 
 

See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness. 

 

 

I-204-7 
 
I-204-8 
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I-206 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-206-1 
 

See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within Alpine Lakes Wilderness 
and the Global Response for Telemetry Equipment. Water rights are 
addressed in Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs and in the Global Responses 
for Water Rights. 
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I-207 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-207-1 
 

Comment noted. Impacts on wilderness character are described in Sections 
3.4 and 3.5 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-207-2 
 

See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness and the Global Response for Visual Resources for more 
information on visual-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-207-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation and Section 10.6 of the Final EIS 
for more information on recreation-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-207-4 
 

As described in Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, because their Eightmile 
Lake water right authorizes the use of water for irrigation, IPID must gain 
authorization to also release water from storage in the lake for instream flow 
purposes. After issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a request to donate a 
portion of its Eightmile Lake water right to the State Trust Water Rights 
Program for instream flow purposes for the life of the dam and related 
infrastructure. Additionally, as described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft 
and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be developed in 
which IPID will monitor and report total annual storage and release volumes 
for instream flows as well as for IPID’s irrigation use. The monitoring and 
reporting plan will be executed as part of the Trust donation process and will 
ensure that the Trust donation and associated quantities are managed 
properly. Refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation for further 
discussion. 
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I-207 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-207-5 
 

Comment noted. 
 

 
I-208 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-208-1 
 

Refer to Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs for a discussion of potential 
impacts on wilderness character. See the Global Response for Helicopter Use 
within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness for further discussion of proposed use of 
helicopters during construction. 

 

  



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Individuals, Page IND-105 JUNE 2024 

I-209 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-209-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-209-2 
 

Refer to the Global Responses for Trust Donation, Multi-fill Analysis, 
Relinquishment, and Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. The 
Multi-fill Analysis is described in the Global Responses for Water Rights and 
was relied on (in part) for the water right evaluation in the Draft EIS to assess 
whether the range of active storage capacities for design alternatives being 
considered were reasonable. The EIS process is not a vehicle to determine 
relinquishment nor the extent and validity of the water right, although 
Ecology is confident that IPID possesses sufficient rights to support the range 
of alternatives in the EIS. 
 
Following the issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a formal request to 
donate a portion of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. 
Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct its review of the 
quantities available for the Trust donation under the right in accordance with 
the process prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4). As described in Sections 2.6 and 
6.5 of the EIS, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be developed in 
which IPID will monitor and report total annual storage and release volumes 
for instream flow uses as well as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of 
stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum active 
storage volume of the design alternatives considered (up to 2,000 acre-feet) 
regardless of whether practices in a given year involve multiple fillings or a 
single fill. In addition, as described in the Global Response for Trust Donation, 
Ecology intends to manage this donated water instream from the outlet of 
Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River. 
 

I-209-3 
 

Comment noted. No roads would be constructed within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness as a result of this project. 
 

I-209-4 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. The potential 
impacts on fish populations associated with each alternative are discussed in 
Sections 8.4.2 and 8.5 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
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I-209 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-209-5 
 

The potential visual impacts are evaluated in Sections 11.4 and 11.5 of the 
Draft and Final EISs. The potential impacts on fish populations associated with 
each alternative are discussed in Sections 8.4 and 8.5. 
 

I-209-6 
 

Climate change and surface water are described in Section 4.3.3 (Climate 
Change and Surface Water) and throughout Section 4.5 (Operational Impacts) 
of the Draft and Final EISs. Within Icicle Creek, climate modeling predicts that 
the surface water will generally become flashier with lower baseflow and a 
higher peak flow. Table 4-7 provides the average monthly percent change in 
streamflow in Icicle Creek. Figures 4-7 and 4-8 depict 2050 flow modeling for 
Eightmile Lake and Icicle Creek, respectively, and the potential operational 
impacts associated with each alternative is described in Section 4.5 of the 
Draft and Final EISs. 
 
Implementation of an action alternative would improve IPID's ability to 
adaptively operate the reservoir in response to changes in inflow timing and 
magnitude as a result of climate change. The ability to release water stored 
during dry periods becomes an increasingly valuable tool to sustain flows for 
aquatic life in Eightmile and Icicle creeks and to manage downstream uses in 
real-time. 

 

  

I-209-5 
 
I-209-6 
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I-210 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-210-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-210-2 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Relinquishment. 
 

I-210-3 
 

Comment noted. The design of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 is described in Chapter 
2 of the Draft and Final EISs. Section 2.6 further describes operation under 
each alternative. IPID is not entitled to an increase in its water right. The 
amount of water use under the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the 
extent of the right and no more. The design volumes of up to 1,698 acre-feet 
and 2,000 acre-feet represent the maximum active storage water volumes 
that were considered for impacts in the EIS. As described in Sections 2.6 and 
6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology -approved monitoring plan will be 
developed in which IPID will monitor and report total annual storage and 
release volumes for instream flow uses as well as for IPID's irrigation use such 
that uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the 
maximum volume of the design alternatives considered (up to 2,000 acre- feet 
of active storage), and will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed 
properly. Any excess water would be allowed to pass through the lake as 
natural flow without being actively managed and released for beneficial use. 
Also refer to the Global Response for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity. 
 

I-210-4 
 

See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness. 
 

I-210-5 
 

See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness. 
 

I-210-6 
 

Refer to Section 8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs for discussion on potential 
noise impacts on wildlife due to construction activities. As noted, while 
construction could impact a few individuals near the dam and along the flight 
path, the impacts are expected to be less-than-significant. Section 10.4 
describes potential impacts on recreationists during construction. Once 
construction is complete and helicopter use is not needed, we expect these 
impacts to be negligible. 
 

I-210-7 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-210 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-210-8 
 

In regard to the impacts on the wilderness from telemetry equipment, see the 
Global Response for Telemetry Equipment. 
 

I-210-9 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-210-10 
 

Alternative 3 is similar in size to the existing dam and does not include a 
mechanized gate. Alternative 3 does not store as much water as Alternatives 1 
and 2. Alternative 2, while wider than the existing dam, would be the least 
visually intrusive dam. All of the alternatives will use concrete flown into the 
site, as well as rock and materials that are available on the Special Warranty 
Deed parcels. 
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I-211 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-211-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-211-2 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Water Conservation, which 
includes a discussion of current water conservation and efficiency measures. 
The Draft and Final EISs are a project-specific analysis of the Eightmile Dam 
Rebuild and Restoration Project. The Icicle Strategy FPEIS (January 2019) 
examined storage enhancement at other lakes in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 
 

I-211-3 
 

Impacts on recreational use of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness are described in 
Sections 10.4 and 10.5 of the Draft and Final EISs. Refer also to the Global 
Response for Recreation. 
 

I-211-4 
 

No roads would be constructed within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness as a part of 
this project. 
 

I-211-5 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-212 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-212-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-212-2 
 

Comment noted. With regard to helicopters, see the Global Response for 
Helicopter Use in Alpine Lakes Wilderness. Refer to Chapter 3 of the Draft and 
Final EISs for a discussion of wilderness character. 
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I-213 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-213-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Helicopter use within Alpine 
Lakes Wilderness. 
 

I-213-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 
 

I-213-3 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-214 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-214-1 
 

The current Eightmile Dam is used to supply irrigation water and does not 
produce any power. Replacement of the dam will restore storage capacity in 
the lake to meet IPID's irrigation and storage needs and to provide additional 
water to enhance instream flows. The rebuilt dam will not generate any 
power. Solar power is proposed for the small telemetry equipment located at 
the dam, as well as the repeater station located on Icicle Ridge. Floating solar 
panels at the dam would be visually intrusive to recreationists in the area and 
would not be compatible with the wilderness character and are not proposed 
as part of this project. 
 

I-214-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-214-3 
 

Comment noted. No roads would be constructed within Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness as a part of this project. 
 

I-214-4 
 

Thank you for your comment. Refer to the Water Rights Global Response for 
Trust Donation. As described in the Global Response, Ecology intends to 
manage this donated water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the 
confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River. The releases will be 
coordinated with Icicle Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream 
flow subcommittee, IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. 
Coordination and decisions surrounding lake releases and flow management 
within the Icicle Creek Subbasin will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG 
process including a decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle 
Strategy. Also refer to the Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final 
EISs. 
 

I-214-5 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Visual Resources for more information on 
visual-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-214-6 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-215 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-215-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-215-2 
 

See the Global Response for Helicopter Use in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 
Also refer to the Global Response for Visual Resources for more information 
on visual-related mitigation measures. IPID is not entitled to an increase in its 
water right. The amount of water use under the Eightmile Lake water right is 
limited to the extent of the right and no more. The design volumes of up to 
1,698 acre-feet and 2,000 acre-feet represent the maximum active storage 
water volumes that were considered for impacts in the EIS. As described in 
Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology -approved 
monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will monitor and report total 
annual storage and release volumes for instream flow uses as well as for IPID's 
irrigation use such that uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within 
the limits of the maximum active storage volume of the design alternatives 
considered (up to 2,000 acre-feet), and will also ensure that the Trust 
donation is managed properly. Any excess water would be allowed to pass 
through the lake as natural flow without being actively managed and released 
for beneficial use. Refer to Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-215-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Relinquishment. 
 

I-215-4 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Leve and Bathtub Ring. 
Refer also to the response to I-215-2 above. 
 

I-215-5 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the 
Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 
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I-215 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-215-6 
 

Refer to Section 8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs for discussion of potential noise 
impacts on wildlife due to construction activities. As noted, while construction 
could impact a few individuals near the dam and along the flight path, the 
impacts are expected to be less-than-significant. Section 10.4 describes the 
potential impacts on recreationists during construction. Construction activities 
are expected to occur over one season, and once construction is complete and 
helicopter use is not needed, we expect these impacts to be negligible. 
 

I-215-7 
 

In regard to the impacts on the wilderness from telemetry equipment, refer to 
the Global Response for Telemetry Equipment. 
 

I-215-8 
 

Comment noted. Section 2.7.1 describes the proposed method of 
transportation of equipment and materials to the dam site. The three action 
alternatives have been designed to current dam safety standards for a High 
Hazard Dam and meet the project objectives outlined in Section 1.4 of the 
Draft and Final EISs. Potential impacts on wilderness character are described 
in Chapter 3. Refer also to the Global Responses for Visual Resources and 
Relinquishment. 
 

I-215-9 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-216 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-216-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-216-2 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Relinquishment. 
 

I-216-3 
 

Comment Noted. IPID is not entitled to an increase in its water right. The 
amount of water use under the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the 
extent of the right and no more. The design volumes of up to 1,698 acre-feet 
and 2,000 acre-feet represent the maximum active storage water volumes 
that were considered for impacts in the EIS. As described in Sections 2.6 and 
6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology -approved monitoring plan will be 
developed in which IPID will monitor and report total annual storage and 
release volumes for instream flow uses as well as for IPID's irrigation use such 
that uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the 
maximum volume of the design alternatives considered (up to 2,000 acre- feet 
of active storage), and will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed 
properly. Any excess water would be allowed to pass through the lake as 
natural flow without being actively managed and released for beneficial use. 
Refer also to the Global Responses for Multi-fill Analysis, and Tentative 
Determination of Extent and Validity. 
 

I-216-4 
 

See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness. 
 

I-216-5 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the 
Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 
 

I-216-6 
 

Refer to Section 8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs for discussion of potential noise 
impacts on wildlife due to construction activities. As noted, while construction 
could impact a few individuals near the dam and along the flight path, the 
impacts are expected to be less-than-significant. Section 10.4 describes the 
potential impacts that may occur on recreationists during construction. 
Construction is expected to last one season, and once construction is 
complete and helicopter use is not needed, we expect these impacts to be 
negligible. 
 

I-216-7 
 

Refer to Chapter 11 of the Draft and Final EISs for visual simulations for all of 
the proposed alternatives. Refer also to the Global Response for Visual 
Resources for more information on visual-related mitigation measures. 

 

  



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Individuals, Page IND-116 JUNE 2024 

I-216 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-216-8 
 

In regard to the impacts on the wilderness from telemetry equipment, see the 
Global Response for Telemetry Equipment. 
 

I-216-9 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-216-10 
 

Comment noted. Section 2.7.1 describes the proposed method of 
transportation of equipment and materials to the dam site. The three action 
alternatives have been designed to current dam safety standards for a High 
Hazard Dam and meet the project objectives outlined in Section 1.4 of the 
Draft and Final EISs. Potential impacts on wilderness character are described 
in Chapter 3. Refer also to the Global Responses for Visual Resources and 
Relinquishment. 

 

 
I-217 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-217-1 
 

See the Global Response for Helicopter Use in Alpine Lakes Wilderness for 
further discussion regarding the proposed use of helicopters during 
construction. 
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I-218 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-218-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-218-2 
 

The Eightmile Dam Restoration and Rebuild Project does not include any work 
at other lakes within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. Analysis of the potential 
replacement of dams or modification of flows from other lakes is beyond the 
scope of the EIS. The project alternatives were developed with input from 
Ecology's Dam Safety Office (DSO) and designed to meet the project 
objectives as defined in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-218-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-218-4 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Water Conservation. 
 

I-218-5 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-218 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-218-6 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-218-7 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-219 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-219-1 
 

Comment noted. Refer to Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs for a discussion 
of the potential impacts on wilderness character. 
 

I-219-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-219-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-219-4 
 

Thank you for your comment. Refer to the Water Rights Global Response for 
Trust Donation. 
 
As described in the Global Response, Ecology intends to manage this donated 
water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle 
Creek with the Wenatchee River. The releases will be coordinated with Icicle 
Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream flow subcommittee, 
IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. Coordination and decisions 
surrounding lake releases and flow management within the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG process including a 
decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle Strategy. Also refer 
to Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-219-5 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Visual Resources for more information on 
visual-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-219-6 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-220 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-220-1 
 

Comment noted. Your name has been added to the distribution list and you 
are a party of record. 
 

I-220-2 
 

The Eightmile Lake water right is certificated and has an active status. Its 
authorized quantities are no more unresolved than thousands of other water 
rights in the state that have not had actions that would trigger a tentative 
determination of extent and validity. The Draft and Final EISs acknowledge 
that the annual quantity under IPID's Eightmile Lake water right (see Section 
1.10) has not been determined and such a determination is outside the scope 
of an EIS. While the commenter asserts that IPID generally uses less than 50% 
of their allocated water (from all their storage rights combined), available 
information including the Multi-fill Analysis and other records provided by 
IPID support the reasonable range of design volumes considered for impacts 
under the EIS (1,698 acre-feet of active storage for Alternative 3 and 2,000 
acre-feet of active storage for Alternatives 1 and 2). In addition, in general less 
than full usage of a right does not necessarily diminish the right, as described 
in the Global Response for Relinquishment. See the Global Responses for 
Relinquishment, Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity, and Multi-Fill 
Analysis. 
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I-220 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-220-3 
 

Comment noted. Refer to Chapter 6 for a discussion of water rights associated 
with the Eightmile Dam project. Although a comprehensive review of irrigated 
acreage was not conducted and is outside the scope of the EIS, the 
information available does not necessarily point to a widespread reduction in 
irrigated acres for IPID as noted in the comment. Section 6.1 of the August 
2018 IPID Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan describes trends in land 
use within the district, and additional information reported by IPID’s Eightmile 
Lake Multi-fill Analysis (Aspect 2022a) does not self-report a substantial 
change in irrigated acres between the 1950s and the present. See also Global 
Response for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity. Chapter 15 of 
the Draft and Final EISs describes the agricultural land irrigated by IPID and 
the Cascade Orchards Irrigation Company (COIC). In addition, the recent 2023 
water right change decision for COIC’s water right describes historical 
irrigation use by COIC. While conservation is a goal supported by the Icicle 
Strategy, Ecology is not able to regulate against a beneficial use of water that 
falls under the limits of the water right even though it may not meet the 
highest standards of water use efficiency. Also refer to the Global Response 
for Water Conservation. 
 

I-220-4 
 

Comment noted. Wilderness character is described in Chapter 3 of the Draft 
and Final EISs. With regard to the bathtub ring, refer to the Global Response 
for Lake Levels and Bathtub Ring. With regard to the use of motorized 
equipment, refer to the Global Response for Helicopter Use within Alpine 
Lakes Wilderness. Also refer to the Global Response for Tentative 
Determination of Extent and Validity for a discussion of IPID's existing water 
right. 
 

I-220-5 
 

Comment noted. Additional information about water conservation efforts 
within the Icicle Creek Basin is discussed in the Global Response for Water 
Conservation. IPID developed a Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan in 
August 2018 as noted in Chapter 6, and it is currently in the process of 
finalizing an updated plan. 
 

I-220-6 
 

Comment noted. The rubric to define "significant adverse impacts" was 
determined with input from the SEPA responsible official, the Forest Service, 
and subject matter experts to establish the significance criteria. The dam was 
built in 1929 and predates the establishment of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness in 
1976. Potential impacts on wilderness character are described in Chapter 3 of 
the Draft and Final EISs. 
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I-220-7 
 

The dam alternatives have been designed to minimize impacts on the 
wilderness to the greatest extent possible, while still fulfilling the project 
objectives (as identified in Section 1.4 of the Draft and Final EISs). Throughout 
the EIS preparation, regional experts at the Forest Service reviewed and 
provided feedback on the potential impacts from the alternatives, including 
impacts on wilderness character and recreation. For a discussion of potential 
impacts and mitigation measures for wilderness character and recreation, 
refer to Chapters 3 and 10, respectively, of the Draft and Final EISs. Chapter 11 
provides visual simulations of the alternatives. 
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  I-220-8 
 

Comment noted. These mitigation measures will be reviewed and 
incorporated into the construction activities to the greatest extent 
practicable. Dam construction is described in Section 2.7 of the Draft and Final 
EISs. Refer also to Section 11.6 of the Draft and Final EISs for mitigation 
measures for visual resources. 
 

I-220-9 
 

As noted in Table 2-1 of the Draft and Final EISs, the Low Water Surface 
Elevation (WSEL) without Pumping and the Invert Elevation at Pipe Intake in 
the Lake are identical for all three action alternatives. Refer to the Global 
Response for Visual Resources for more information on visual-related 
mitigation measures, and the Global Response for Lake Levels and Bathtub 
Ring for more information on lake level fluctuations. As described in the 
Global Response for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity, if a future 
quantification (through adjudication or future water right action) results in an 
annual quantity that is less than the physical volumes considered for the 
design alternatives (up to 2,000 acre-feet of active storage) considered in this 
EIS, the physical active storage volume in the lake can be reduced through 
shortening the intake pipe outlet without necessitating any changes to the 
main design. 
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  I-220-10 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-220-11 
 

The High Hazard Dam classification is a result of the number of residences 
located downstream of the dam. Following the Jack Creek Fire in 2017, 
Ecology's DSO determined the dam was in a deteriorating and unsatisfactory 
condition. 
 
As described in Section 12.3.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, a worst-case 
scenario dam break analysis was performed in 2019 by Anchor QEA. Figure 12-
1 illustrates the modeled flood scenario of such a worst-case dam failure at 
Eightmile Dam. Refer to Section 12.3.2 for further discussion. 
 

I-220-12 
 

Comment noted. Impacts from actions proposed outside the Special Warranty 
Deed Area, including staging areas, road construction, and repeaters, are 
evaluated throughout the EIS. As noted in Section 1.3 of the EIS, a number of 
regulations and approvals are applicable to the project, including federal, 
state, and Chelan County approvals. Actions occurring within the Okanogan-
Wenatchee National Forest will be reviewed and approved by the Forest 
Service. 
 

I-220-13 
 

Comment noted. The Forest Service manages the wilderness area to protect 
the qualities of wilderness character in compliance with application federal 
regulations, including the Wilderness Act of 1964. The Forest Service is also a 
member of the Icicle Work Group. 
 

I-220-14 
 

Figure 3-1 has been revised in response to your comment. 
 

I-220-15 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-220-16 
 

Comment noted. 
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  I-220-17 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-220-18 
 

Comment noted. This EIS is focused on Eightmile Lake and Dam, and the 
paragraph provides a general description of the area near the lake and dam. 
 

I-220-19 
 

The difference in lake levels would not result in any additional stumps on the 
lakeshore. As noted in Section 2.7.2, trees will be removed at the staging area 
next to the dam. Felled trees will be used to support and level the staging 
area, and excess limbs and branches would be burned on-site in accordance 
with Forest Service protocols, as is currently done with logs and debris that 
collect at the dam each year. 
 

I-220-20 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-220-21 
 

Impact determinations are appropriate and a requirement for a SEPA EIS 
(WAC 197-11-440) and have been included for each element of the 
environment in the document. As noted in Section 1.11 of the Draft and Final 
EISs, the Forst Service will review the proposed action to determine its 
responsibilities under NEPA. 
 

I-220-22 
 

Alternative 3 would be the same as Alternative 1, without a mechanical gate. 
Alternative 3 would construct a 65-foot wide dam with an earthen 
embankment and reinforced concrete structure. Figure 11-24 in the Draft and 
Final EISs is a simulated view of Alternative 3 at maximum water level (4,667 
feet). Additional design modifications may be considered during final design. 
 
Riprap armoring is proposed with all action alternatives. Refer to Figures 2-4, 
2-6, and 2-8 for locations. Also refer to Figures 11-17a to 11-24 for visual 
simulations of the proposed dam alternatives. 
 

I-220-23 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Visual Resources for more information on 
visual-related mitigation measures. 
 

I-220-24 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-220-25 
 

Comment noted. Table 8-2 in the Draft and Final EISs includes a list of 
undesirable plants observed during a vegetation survey in September 2021. 
Section 8.3.1 notes that Canada thistle has been observed and treated by the 
Forest Service. 
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I-220-26 
 

The repeater station site is not located within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. As 
described in Section 2.6.1, the repeater station would be located next to the 
Forest Service's existing repeater station on Icicle Ridge. See Figure 8-1 in the 
Draft and Final EISs for the location of the repeater station. 
 

I-220-27 
 

Table 8-4 of the Draft and Final EISs provides a list of the protected species 
that are likely to occur in the study area. Grizzly bear and wolverine are both 
federally threatened species and have been included in Table 8-4 in the Final 
EIS. 
 
Peregrine falcons (which were removed from the federal endangered species 
list in 1999) nest on cliffs near water typically below 3,000 feet elevation and 
hunt in open cover areas including waterbodies, estuaries, beaches, or 
agricultural fields. The elevation at Eightmile Lake is roughly 4,640 feet. The 
species is known to occur in the Cascade foothills, but at lower elevations than 
the study area. Nesting habitat is not typical within the study area, but lakes 
and wetlands may provide hunting habitat. 
 
As noted in the Fact Sheet, the Forest Service will be conducting NEPA review 
and the project will require permitting under Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act, which triggers compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 
Additional review will be conducted of federally listed species as part of these 
processes. 
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  I-220-28 
 

The text in the Final EIS has been updated to state Bridge Creek Campground 
in response to your comment. 
 

I-220-29 
 

Comment noted. Table 8-4 of the Draft and Final EISs notes the protected 
species that are likely to occur within the study area. Section 8.4 evaluates 
disturbance and specifically breeding individuals. The types of wildlife that 
may be impacted by various construction activities is described in Section 8.4. 
 

I-220-30 
 

As described in Section 3.6.2.1 of the 2019 FPEIS, IPID manages four lakes for 
water storage to meet their water needs each year. During a typical year, only 
one of the IPID-managed lakes is actively managed to increase late summer 
releases to Icicle Creek. Eightmile Lakeis relatively easy to access, and typically 
refills water storage within one season to meet IPID's water needs. The other 
lakes are smaller, more remote, and refilling is more likely to require multiple 
years. The insufficiency of the other lakes in providing enough water would be 
exacerbated in consecutive drought years during which the active water 
storage is not replenished as quickly as in Eightmile Lake. In addition, the 
timing of water availability in Eightmile Lake is earlier than the other lakes and 
better aligns with the timing of IPID's water needs. 
 

I-220-31 
 

Refer to the response to comment 1-220-11. 
 

I-220-32 
 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) applicable to all action alternatives are 
described in Section 8.6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-220-33 
 

Significance criteria for noise impacts are described in Section 9.2 of the Draft 
and Final EISs. While noise-related to construction activities may temporarily 
exceed noise exposure standards set forth in the Alpine Lakes Area Land 
Management Plan in the area near the dam, along the helicopter flight path, 
and near FSR 7601, construction activity is expected to be short-term in 
nature (lasting an estimated 4 to 5 months), conducted only during daytime 
hours, and advertised to potential users of the Alpine Lakes area (see Section 
9.7 of the Draft and Final EISs for a list of mitigation measures). Therefore, 
noise impacts from dam construction are expected to be less-than-significant. 
Furthermore, as noted in Section 9.5, noise-generating construction activity 
is permitted under the dam’s Special Warranty Deed that preserves IPID’s 
right to maintain and repair the dam. 

I-220-34 
 

Impact thresholds were developed based on professional expertise and 
judgment and in coordination with the Forest Service. Construction impacts 
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that are temporary and limited to the construction period are typically not 
considered significant unless all three of the following conditions are met: (1) 
the recreational opportunity is foreclosed during construction, (2) the 
duration of the impact is particularly long, and (3) other similar recreational 
opportunities are not available. The impact threshold was set at two full 
seasons to avoid overstating the impacts of some recreationists potentially 
choosing to change their plans for one season. Significance determinations 
were based on the fact that trails would not be closed to recreation during the 
construction season, other trails are available in the Enchantment Permit 
Area, and construction is not expected to continue past one season. 
While not expected, blasting with explosives could be necessary during 
construction. Should that occur, the Eightmile Lake Trail from its junction with 
the Caroline Lake Trail could be closed periodically over the course of 1 or 2 
days. Blasting would be scheduled for mid-week between 11 am and 3 pm. 
This unexpected temporary short-term closure, should it occur, would be 
considered less than significant. 
 

I-220-35 
 

The typo has been corrected. 
 

I-220-36 
 

The repair and improvement of Road 7601-116 would stop before it connects 
to the trail, with a buffer of 5 to 10 feet to ensure it would not impact the 
trail. See Section 2.7.1 (Transportation of Equipment and Materials) of the 
Draft and Final EISs. Figure 2-11 depicts the location of the road segment to be 
improved. 
 

I-220-37 
 

Impact thresholds were developed based on professional expertise and 
judgment and in coordination with the Forest Service. Construction impacts 
that are temporary and limited to the construction period are typically not 
considered significant unless all three of the following conditions are met: (1) 
the recreational opportunity is foreclosed during construction, (2) the 
duration of the impact is particularly long, and (3) other similar recreational 
opportunities are not available. The impact threshold was set at two full 
seasons to avoid overstating the impacts of some recreationists potentially 
choosing to change their plans for one season. Significance determinations 
were based on the fact that trails would not be closed to recreation during the 
construction season, other trails are available in the Enchantment Permit 
Area, and construction is not expected to continue past one season. 
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As described in Section 10.5.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, changes of lake 
drawdown could be experienced as improvements by some recreationists, 
and there would be no permanent closure of recreation. Recreational 
opportunities would remain substantively the same, because the drawdown 
levels are very similar to what currently occurs during drought years, and 
there would be no net loss of recreational access or facilities. 
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  I-220-38 
 

Comment noted. With regard to the bathtub ring, refer to the Global 
Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 
 

I-220-39 
 

Comment noted. Environmental Science Associates (ESA, a contractor working 
with Ecology on the EIS) requested and received permission from the 
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest to conduct the drone flight for IPID and 
Ecology. The flight plan was reviewed and deemed consistent with IPID's 
responsibilities for operation and maintenance of the dam, and was consistent 
with retained rights in the Special Warranty Deed. Flights were launched from 
outside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, and a single flight was launched and 
landed on the Special Warranty Deed parcel. 
 

I-220-40 
 

Dam removal would result in the lake level being restored to pre-dam levels. 
Figures 11-16a and 11-16b in the Draft and Final EISs show visual simulations 
of what the lake would look like without the dam. This impact would be 
permanent. 
 

I-220-41 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-220-42 
 

A worst-case scenario dam break analysis of an overtopping failure was 
conducted in 2019 by Anchor QEA in a Hydrologic and Hydraulic Analyses 
Report prepared following the publication of the Icicle Strategy FPEIS. This 
dam break scenario was computed using procedures contained in Dam Safety 
Guidelines Technical Note 1: Dam Break Inundation Analysis and Downstream 
Hazard Classification. 
 
The flood inundation area was modeled for overtopping breach based on a 
"full-pool" breach scenario, with an overtopping pool elevation of 4,676.5 feet 
and a breach base elevation of 4,645.5 feet. It assumed 10% exceedance flows 
(high flow) in June for Icicle Creek and Wenatchee River flow conditions and a 
100-year return interval inflow to Eightmile Lake. 
 
Refer to Section 12.3.2 of the Draft and Final EISs for further discussion, and 
Figure 12-1 for an illustration of the extent of the modeled inundation. 
 
This report is listed in Chapter 18 (References) of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-220-43 
 

Thank you for your comment. The text about the cabin in Section 13.3 has 
been corrected in the Final EIS in response to your comment. 
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I-220-44 
 

Comment noted. The purpose of the cumulative impacts analysis is to ensure 
that decision-makers consider the full range of consequences for the 
proposed project, including the project's incremental contribution to 
cumulative impacts on the environment. The Draft and Final EISs provide a 
cumulative impacts analysis of the proposed project and other reasonably 
foreseeable future projects within the Icicle Creek corridor in Chapter 17. 
 

I-220-45 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-220-46 
 

Ecology is evaluating the proposed dam rebuild alternatives through this SEPA 
EIS process. The SEPA process will allow the Forest Service to consider a well-
developed proposed action and determine what actions require the agency’s 
authorization and whether a minimum requirements analysis is necessary. 
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  I-220-47 
 

This is a 2021 submission that was received during the Draft EIS scoping 
period. These comments were reviewed and incorporated into the Draft EIS. 
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I-221 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-221-1 
 

Comment noted. 
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  I-222-1 Comment noted. 
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  I-223-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-223-2 
 

As noted in Section 2.8.2, overland vehicle transport is no longer being 
considered for the project. No roads would be constructed within the Alpine 
Lakes Wilderness as a part of this project. 
 

I-223-3 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-223-4 
 

Thank you for your comment. Refer to the Water Rights Global Response for 
Trust Donation. As described in the Global Response, Ecology intends to 
manage this donated water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the 
confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River. The releases will be 
coordinated with Icicle Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream 
flow subcommittee, IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. 
Coordination and decisions surrounding lake releases and flow management 
within the Icicle Creek Subbasin will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG 
process including a decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle 
Strategy. Also refer to Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs. 
 

I-223-5 
 

Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity, Trust Donation, and No Change to Municipal Use. 
 
The amount of water use under the Eightmile Lake water right is limited to the 
extent of the right and no more. Following issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID 
submitted a formal request to donate a portion of its water right to Trust for 
instream flow purposes. After the Final EIS is issued, Ecology will conduct its 
review of the quantities available for the Trust donation under the right as 
prescribed by RCW 90.42.080(4)). As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the 
Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be developed in 
which IPID will monitor and report total annual storage and release volumes 
for instream flows as well as for IPID's irrigation use such that uses of stored 
water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum active storage 
volume of the design alternatives considered (2,000 acre-feet). The 
monitoring and reporting plan will also ensure that the Trust donation is 
managed properly. 
 
As described in the Global Responses and the Draft and EISs, water will not be 
made available for instream flow purposes for the mitigation of new out-of-
stream uses, including municipal water supply use. Use of the stored water at 
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Eightmile Lake will be limited to irrigation use and instream flow for fish 
benefit under the pending application for Trust donation. 
 

I-223-6 
 

Comment noted. 
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  I-224-1 
 

The court case between Ecology and the City of Leavenworth concerning the 
City's 1960 surface water right on Icicle Creek is mentioned in Chapter 6 and 
Appendix B of the Draft and Final EISs in order to describe the surface water 
rights on Icicle Creek. The City of Leavenworth and Ecology entered into a 
settlement agreement on November 7, 2023. Ecology's legal strategy 
concerning this case is not pertinent to this EIS. Regardless, as is stated in the 
Draft and Final EISs, any Trust donation made from the Eightmile Lake water 
right will not enable any additional water use by the City of Leavenworth. 
The goal of Ecology's Office of Columbia River (OCR) as a co-lead of the Icicle 
Work Group is to develop and implement the Icicle Strategy through a 
collaborative process that will achieve diverse benefits defined by adopted 
Guiding Principles for the subbasin, summarized in Section 1.5.2 of the 2019 
FPEIS. These goals align with OCR's broader mission to develop water supplies 
for both instream and out-of-stream uses. IPID’s Trust donation request that 
was submitted in May 2024 is part of this dam rebuild and restoration project 
and is directly consistent with OCR’s directive to develop instream water 
supplies. Refer to RCW 90.90 for the legislature’s directives for OCR. 
 

I-224-2 
 

Comment noted. The 2019 FPEIS was a non-project level review of the Icicle 
Creek Water Resource Management Strategy that included review of the 
overall Icicle Creek Subbasin, which includes the other lakes in the Alpine 
Lakes Wilderness. This analysis only includes impacts associated with the 
Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project. 
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  I-224-3 
 

Refer to the Global Response for No Change to Municipal Use. As noted in 
Section 2.8.4, no water from the Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration 
Project would be used in support of the municipal water supply for the City of 
Leavenworth. Analysis of the City of Leavenworth's water right and source is 
beyond the scope of this EIS, as are other potential water storage projects as 
part of the Icicle Strategy. Refer to the 2019 FPEIS for discussion of other Icicle 
Strategy projects. It is also noted that following the 2019 FPEIS, other new 
water storage projects would similarly follow the phased review process with 
specific project-level environmental review as appropriate. 
 

I-224-4 
 

A Biological Opinion has currently not been issued by the NMFS. The dams 
were completed nearly 100 years ago, prior to the requirement for 
compliance with the Endangered Species Act. The decision to conduct a 
Biological Assessment and resulting Biological Opinion is under the jurisdiction 
of NMFS and USFWS, and is not required as part of a SEPA EIS. 
 
IPID's environmental team will verify that all applicable biological opinions are 
identified and considered as part of their federal permit applications. 
 

I-224-5 
 

Language from the Special Warranty Deed relevant to the project is included 
in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs. A copy of the Special Warranty Deed is 
included in Appendix E of the Final EIS. 
 

I-224-6 
 

The formation and role of the Icicle Work Group is described in the 2019 
FPEIS, which was issued in January 2019 and evaluated the Icicle Creek Water 
Resource Management Strategy (Icicle Strategy). The FPEIS describes Ecology 
OCR’s role as co-convener of the Icicle Work Group (IWG), and its role in 
implementing the Icicle Strategy. The history, formation, and authority of the 
Icicle Work Group and Ecology’s role are described in Sections 1.4 and 1.4.1 of 
the 2019 FPEIS. The Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration EIS is part of a 
phased review and represents a project-level EIS that builds on the FPEIS. For 
the Eightmile project-level EIS, Ecology is the SEPA Lead Agency, and the 
director of OCR is the SEPA Responsible Official as described in the Draft and 
Final EISs. Specifically, WAC 197-11-938(8) requires that “For proposals that 
will result in an impoundment of water with a water surface in excess of forty 
acres, the lead agency shall be the department of ecology.” 
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  I-224-7 
 

As described in Section 1.10.1 and in Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs, the 
existing Eightmile Lake water right certificate was issued for an instantaneous 
quantity of 25 cfs, and the annual quantity was not listed on the certificate. 
The active storage available for use following the dam rebuild project is limited 
to the extent of the existing Eightmile Lake water right and no more. The 
Multi-fill Analysis was relied on (in part) for the water right evaluation in the 
Draft and Final EISs to assess whether the range of active storage capacities for 
design alternatives being considered were reasonable under IPID’s existing 
water right. Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of 
Extent and Validity, Multi-fill Analysis, and Relinquishment for more details. 
 

I-224-8 
 

Beyond natural forest regeneration, no reforestation efforts within the 
Eightmile Lake watershed have occurred since the Jack Creek Fire. 
 
The information requested regarding new residences constructed on Icicle 
Creek below Eightmile Dam is not readily available. However, development 
within the Icicle Creek Subbasin continues to increase over time. Additionally, 
because of the number of people residing downstream of the dam, it is 
considered a High Hazard Dam. 
 
Ecology's Dam Safety Office regulates 247 High Hazard Dams within the State 
of Washington. However, the national inventory of dams database indicates 
that Washington State has 398 High Hazard Dams, which includes dams 
regulated by all agencies. The federal government considers a High Hazard 
Dam as one that has any population at risk below the dam if it should fail, 
whereas Ecology considers a High Hazard Dam as one that has a population at 
risk below the dam as 7 or more. 
 

I-224-9 
 

Comment noted. As described in Section 2.8.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, 
overland transportation of construction equipment is not currently planned as 
part of this project. As further noted, IPID may consider overland transport in 
the unanticipated event that helicopter use is infeasible for some reason. 
Additional environmental review and approval from the Forest Service would 
be needed should this occur. 
 

I-224-10 
 

The proposed dam rebuild alternatives are being evaluated through the SEPA 
EIS process. This process will allow the Forest Service to consider a well-
developed proposed action to determine if the National Environmental Policy 
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Act (NEPA) applies, what activities should be evaluated in an environmental 
analysis, and the level of review and documentation required. 
 
The Forest Service will determine if NEPA applies to a proposal based on the 
Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) revised regulations at 40 CFR 1501.1 
and agency regulations at 36 CFR 220.4(a). 
 
The Department of Ecology and the Forest Service are jointly reviewing the 
proposed action to determine the responsibilities of each agency. As 
authorized by the CEQ regulations, the Forest Service can cooperate with the 
State of Washington on environmental analysis (40 CFR 1506.2) and may use 
elements of the environmental analysis prepared under the SEPA process if 
NEPA analysis is required (40 CFR 1506.2(b)). 
 
The Draft and Final EISs include a description of the required NEPA and Forest 
Service review in Chapter 1, Section 1.11. 
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I-224 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-224-11 
 

Comment noted. Analysis of the City of Leavenworth's water use is beyond 
the scope of the EIS. Refer also to the Global Response for Water 
Conservation. 
 

I-224-12 
 

Washington State sets instream flow rules in accordance with Washington 
Administrative Code Chapters 90.22.010, 90.22.020, and 90.54 RCW. The 
instream flow rules guide water resource decision-making and management 
as it relates to minimum surface water flows for ecological resources and 
communities. Figure 4-6 of the Draft and Final EISs shows the minimum 
instream flow rules (per WAC 173-545) relative to observed flows in Icicle 
Creek based on consideration of ecological resources and communities. Refer 
to Section 1.5 of the 2019 FPEIS for further discussion of the development of 
the instream flow rule guiding principle. 
 

I-224-13 
 

Eightmile Lake was a natural lake prior to the construction of Eightmile Dam 
nearly 100 years. The dam altered the lake, but did not create it. Measuring 
the current amount of methane generated by Eightmile Lake is beyond the 
scope of this EIS. The dam replacement is not expected to result in a 
measurable increase in methane emissions because the increase in total lake 
area at maximum water surface elevation is relatively small increase 
compared to the size of the existing lake. Greenhouse gas emissions from 
reservoirs are typically at their highest for 20 years following dam 
construction as organic matter decomposes in the areas flooded by reservoirs. 
Methane is highest in deep portions of reservoirs and is released when deep 
water is pulled out of the reservoir and released downstream. Hydropower 
dams create more methane than non-hydro dams such as those used water 
storage. Therefore, the Eightmile Lake reservoir is unlikely to release high 
levels of methane due to its age, depth of water withdrawal, limited increase 
in vegetated inundation area, and size of the water storage reservoir. 
 

I-224-14 
 

The amount of possible export of forage/hay to Asia is outside the scope of 
the Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project and is not included in the 
Final EIS analysis. 
 

I-224-15 
 

As noted in Section 2.8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs, water withdrawn from 
Eightmile Lake would not be used by the City of Leavenworth. The potential 
use of water from other lakes within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness was 
evaluated as part of the 2019 FPEIS for the Icicle Strategy. 
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The Icicle Creek Rockfall Mitigation Project is a federal project being 
undertaken by the US Department of Transportation Federal Highway 
Administration. According to FHWA's website 
(https://highways.dot.gov/federal-lands/projects/wa/fs-okw-76-1), the 
anticipated construction timeline for the Icicle Creek Rockfall Mitigation 
Project is fall 2025. The SEPA/NEPA analysis conducted for the rockfall project 
is beyond the scope of this EIS. 
 
The Cascade Orchard Irrigation Company Improvement Project is still in the 
design/planning phase; construction is currently planned for summer 2024 to 
spring 2025. If construction of the Cascade Orchard Irrigation Company 
Improvement Project and Eightmile Dam occur concurrently, it is not expected 
to result in any adverse effects on the elements of the environment presented 
in the EIS. 

 

 

https://highways.dot.gov/federal-lands/projects/wa/fs-okw-76-1
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I-225 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-225-1 
 

Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity and Relinquishment. Ecology has fulfilled the scope of Eightmile EIS as 
stated in the June 2021 scoping summary report. As noted in the scoping 
summary, and as quoted by the commenter, the water rights analysis within 
the Draft EIS is based on preliminary information available at the time. The 
focus of the water rights review in the EIS was to assess whether the range of 
active storage capacities for design alternatives being considered were 
reasonable. This review was accomplished by reviewing the information 
available, including the Multi-fill Analysis. After the Draft EIS was issued, IPID 
submitted a formal request to donate a portion of its water right to Trust for 
instream flow purposes. Following issuance of the Final EIS and informed by 
the EIS, Ecology will conduct its review of the quantities available through the 
Trust donation as prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4). 
 
Ecology believes the water rights analysis completed as part of the EIS is 
comprehensive within the level of existing water rights data and for the 
purposes required in the EIS. At the same time, Ecology is not being pre-
decisional on a Trust donation application prior to the completion of the EIS. 
Additionally, as described in the Draft and Final EISs, the EIS process is not a 
venue for conducting a tentative determination of extent and validity. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 
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  I-225-2 
 

As noted in the comment, Ecology’s Wenatchee River Watershed Dissolved 
Oxygen and pH TMDL (2009) recommends that no increase in nutrient loading 
occur in the upper Wenatchee River (above Leavenworth) and Icicle Creek 
(above the Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery) watersheds during the critical 
periods of March-May and July-October. Phosphorus in particular is a nutrient 
that at high levels can cause excessive aquatic plant growth and reduce 
dissolved oxygen levels. 
 
The alternatives considered in the Draft and Final EISs would generally not 
increase Eightmile Lake outlet flows during the March-May period when the 
lake is typically filling, but maximum summer (July/August) flow releases may 
be increased by over 10 percent. While the increase in summer flow rates 
could be expected to have a proportional increase in the mass of phosphorus 
in outlet flows (assuming phosphorus concentrations remain unchanged), the 
increase is unlikely to be significant with respect to dissolved oxygen issues in 
the Wenatchee River and Icicle Creek for the following reasons: 

● There are no new sources of phosphorus upstream of the dam. No 
new actions are proposed that would add phosphorus to the 
system. 

● The total volume of water moving through the system is not 
changing as a result of the project, and the watershed upstream of 
the dam is not changing as a result of this project. The project would 
result in a shift in the timing of release due to the dam. Typical 
July/August flow releases from the lake outlet pipe are expected to 
be in the range of 20 to 35 cfs under the No Action Alternative and 
in the range of 20 to 40 cfs for each of the action alternatives. 

● The available data and the relatively pristine and undeveloped 
condition of the contributing watershed suggest generally good 
water quality conditions in Eightmile Lake and Eightmile Creek. 
Available data show Eightmile Creek to be in compliance with 
current water quality standards. Data presented in the TMDL show 
that average and 90th percentile inorganic phosphorus 
concentrations in samples from Eightmile Creek were below the 
maximum natural condition concentration of 4.7 ug/L. Limited data 
from Eightmile Lake samples collected in 1974 indicated low total 
phosphorus concentrations of 3 and 5 ug/L, with samples from 1978 
showing concentrations of 7 and 12 ug/L. 

● The expected effect of low-level phosphorus load increases due to 
relatively small increases in summer outlet flows is further 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

diminished by the relative contribution of Eightmile Creek flows to 
Icicle Creek and the Wenatchee River. Eightmile Creek is a relatively 
small contributor of flows to Icicle Creek and the Wenatchee River 
where dissolved oxygen levels have been observed to be low and 
where phosphorus loading is of concern. In terms of contributing 
basin size, Eightmile Creek has a watershed area of approximately 
31 square miles, whereas Icicle Creek drains approximately 213 
square miles and the Wenatchee River watershed upstream of the 
Icicle Creek confluence is approximately 910 square miles. In terms 
of flow, Eightmile Creek contributes less than 10 percent of the 
mean daily flow to Icicle Creek where it enters at River Mile 9.0. The 
contributing streamflow of Eightmile Creek is approximately 1 
percent of the total streamflow in the mainstem Wenatchee River. 

● While not quantified in the Draft and Final EISs, the action 
alternatives could be expected to have some direct benefits to 
downstream temperature and dissolved oxygen conditions by 
augmenting baseline streamflows with cool water releases from the 
low-level outlet pipe in summer, when baseline water temperatures 
are highest and dissolved oxygen levels are lowest. 
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I-225 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-225-3 
 

Aquatic communities in streams, including benthic macroinvertebrates and 
insects, provide prey resources for fish. Text has been added to Section 8.5 to 
note the potential effects of the alternatives on aquatic communities. The 
effects of each alternative on aquatic communities are linked to the amount 
of wetted aquatic habitat provided in Eightmile and Icicle creeks. Alternatives 
providing more reliable streamflow supplementation during summer low 
flows would provide more wetted aquatic habitat for aquatic communities. 
Streamflow data are provided by Ecology from established gauging stations. 
At this time, the data presented are limited to the 2 years. This is not intended 
to mislead the reader. Streamflow and lake elevation data are presented 
because limited data are better than no data at all. The EIS does not attempt 
to draw conclusions from these data, but states their limitations for 
consideration. 
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I-225 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-225-4 
 

Comment noted. Impacts on surface water resources associated with 
operation of the alternatives are described in Section 4.5 of the Draft and 
Final EISs. The action alternatives provide increased ability to manage 
reservoir storage and outflow during both drought and non-drought years. 
Implementation would improve IPID's ability to adaptively operate the 
reservoir in response to changes in inflow timing and magnitude as a result of 
climate change. The ability to store flows during the wet season and release 
during dry periods becomes an increasingly valuable tool to sustain flows for 
aquatic life and manage downstream water uses in real time. Refer also to the 
Global Responses for Instream Flow Rule and for Trust Donation, describing 
the management of releases for instream flow. 
 

I-225-5 
 

Such alternatives were not developed as a part of the analysis because they 
did not meet the project objectives outlined in Section 1.4 of the Draft and 
Final EISs. Dam removal was considered but not carried forward, as described 
in Section 2.8.1 of the Draft and Final EISs. As described in the Global 
Response for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity, if a future 
quantification (through adjudication or future water right action) results in an 
annual quantity that is less than the physical volumes considered for the 
design alternatives (up to 2,000 acre-feet of active storage) considered in this 
EIS, the physical active storage volume in the lake can be reduced through 
shortening the intake pipe outlet, as described in the Final EIS, without 
necessitating any changes to the main design. 
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  I-226-1 
 

Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in 
regard to Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-226-2 
 

Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Water Conservation for 
additional information about conservation measures. Also, refer to Chapter 1, 
Section 1.10 of the Draft and Final EISs describing the lower storage capacity 
following the Jack Creek Fire in 2017 due to the compliance requirements 
from Ecology’s DSO (Aspect 2022a) related to the High Hazard Dam status, 
resulting in the flash boards remaining out of the control notch and gate 
remaining open. 
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  I-227-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-227-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-227-3 
 

Refer to the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of Extent and 
Validity and Relinquishment, as well as Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs for 
a description of IPID’s Eightmile Lake water right. Chapter 6 of the Draft and 
Final EISs lists all IPID water rights relevant to the EIS by priority date, and all 
IPID water rights in the Icicle Creek watershed pre-date the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness Act. 
 
As described in the Global Responses, Ecology has not made a tentative 
determination of extent and validity of the Eightmile Lake water right because 
there has not been an action triggering a tentative determination. Additionally, 
relinquishment for non-use has not been established. Following the Draft EIS, 
IPID submitted a request to donate a portion of its Eightmile Lake water right to 
instream flow. As described on in Section 6.5 of the Draft EIS, IPID intended to 
donate any excess storage capacity above 1,400 acre-feet to instream flow. 
After the Final EIS is issued, Ecology will review quantities available for the Trust 
donation in accordance with RCW 90.42.080(4). As described in Sections 2.6 and 
6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be 
developed in which IPID will monitor and report total annual storage and 
release volumes for instream flow use as well as for IPID's irrigation use such 
that the total uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of 
the maximum active storage volume of the design alternatives considered 
(2,000 acre-feet). The monitoring and reporting plan will also ensure that the 
Trust donation is managed properly. 
 
In regard to the comment on perfection, a water right is perfected when it is put 
to beneficial use. While the annual quantity of the Eightmile Lake water right 
was not included on the certificate when it issued in 1939, it is clear that some, 
and potentially all, of the right was perfected based on available information in 
IPID’s and water right records related to infrastructure and historical beneficial 
use. Refer to response to comment O-9-15 for additional information. 
 
Finally, also refer to the Global Response for No Change to Municipal Use and 
Section 2.8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs. Ecology has determined that water will 
not be made available for instream flow purposes for the mitigation of new out-
of-stream uses, including municipal water supply use. 
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I-227-4 
 

Construction activities, structures, and construction staging associated with the 
rebuilt dam will occur on IPID's Special Warranty Deed parcels. 
 
 

I-227-5 
 

Comment noted. As described in Section 2.7.1 of the Draft and Final EISs, the 
road would not be available for public use and would remain closed and locked 
except for authorized entry. 
 

I-227-6 
 

Comment noted. The current alternatives have been developed with input from 
Ecology's Dam Safety Office to ensure public safety downstream, and the water 
rights analysis in the EIS addresses the reasonable range of active storage 
volumes under the right. As described in the Global Responses, the Multi-fill 
Analysis was relied on (in part) for the water right evaluation in the Draft EIS to 
assess the reasonableness of the maximum active storage design volumes for 
each alternative. Section 2.8 of the Draft and Final EISs describes alternatives 
that were considered but not carried forward. For more information on IPID's 
existing water, right see the Global Responses for Water Rights (including for 
Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity) and Section 6.2 of the Draft and 
Final EISs. 
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COMMENT   RESPONSE 

 

  

  I-228-1 
 

See the Global Response for Visual Resources for visual-related mitigation 
measures. 
 

I-228-2 
 

See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness. 
 

I-228-3 
 

As discussed in Section 2.7.1 of the Draft and Final EISs, the road would be for 
the exclusive use of IPID to ease access to the project area. The road would 
not be accessible by the public and would remain locked at all times. As noted, 
the project will require access for personnel and provisions during the 15- to 
20-week construction period. Opening the segment of road would reduce 
some of the distance and elevation to reach the dam site by foot, thus 
reducing travel time and facilitating on-site work time. After the completion of 
construction, the road would remain locked and closed to public entry. 
 

I-228-4 
 

Refer to the response to comment I-196-8 and the Global Responses for Trust 
Donation and Instream Flow Rule. 
 

I-228-5 
 

Refer to the Global Responses for Relinquishment and Tentative 
Determination of Extent and Validity. 
 

I-228-6 
 

Comment noted. 
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  I-229-1 
 

As noted in Section 1.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, the dam was built in 1929, 
and the Alpine Lakes Wilderness was designated in 1976. IPID has an 
agreement with the Forest Service that allows IPID to maintain and repair its 
reservoirs within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. Refer to Appendix E of the Final 
EIS for a copy of the Special Warranty Deed. Impacts on wilderness character 
are described in Sections 3.4 and 3.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, along with 
measures proposed to minimize those impacts during construction and 
operation of the rebuilt dam. Also, as noted in Section 1.11, the Forest Service 
will be conducting a review under NEPA of the proposed action. 
 

I-229-2 
 

Due to the aging infrastructure of the dam, it requires replacement to operate 
in a safe and reliable way. In 2017, the Jack Creek Fire, and subsequent 
reclassification of the dam to an unsatisfactory condition, has accelerated the 
need to rebuild the dam to current standards. As a result, IPID is proposing to 
rebuild the dam in the same location as the existing dam. Construction 
methods and the accompanying impacts on wilderness character are 
described in Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs, along with the proposed 
mitigation measures to reduce the impacts on wilderness character. All 
construction activities will be closely coordinated with the Forest Service. 
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I-229-3 
 

Refer to the responses to comments I-229-1 and I-229-2. 
 

I-229-4 
 

As noted in Table 2-1 of the Draft and Final EISs, the historical lake full water 
surface elevation is approximately 4,671 feet. Alternatives 1 and 2 propose 
elevations consistent with the historical lake full water surface elevation. 
 
Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs describes the regulatory context related 
to IPID's water right. The range of active storage volumes proposed for the 
action alternatives (1,698 to 2,000 acre-feet) appears to be reasonable based 
on IPID's records of their historical storage and release practices at the lake 
and their estimated range of multi-fill volumes. Refer also to the Global 
Response for Multi-fill Analysis. 
 

I-229-5 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-229-6 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. Chapter 3 of the 
Draft and Final EISs describes potential impacts and mitigation measures for 
wilderness character. 
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I-229-7 
 

No water stored within Eightmile Lake will be used by the City of Leavenworth 
(see Section 2.8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs). IPID holds an existing water 
right for the use of water stored within Eightmile Lake and is not permitted to 
withdraw more water than what is specified within that right. For more 
information related to IPID's existing water right, see the Global Response for 
Water Rights and Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs. 
As described in Section 1.2.1 of the Draft and Final EISs, streamflows 
within Icicle Creek and other rivers and streams in the Wenatchee River Basin 
are protected under the Wenatchee River Basin Instream Flow Rule. For 
additional water conservations measures throughout the Icicle Creek 
subbasin, see the Global Response for Water Conservation. 
Analysis of the fish hatchery is outside the scope of this project. In addition, 
refer to Global Responses for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring and Trust Donation. 
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I-229-8 
 

Impacts on recreation are described in Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final EISs, 
including a description of measures to minimize and mitigate impacts in 
Section 10.6. Section 10.4.1 describes the potential impacts on hikers 
associated with light truck traffic on the reopened section of roadway, which 
is located away from the trail. Refer also to the Global Response for 
Recreation. Opening this segment of roadway is proposed for all action 
alternatives, as described in Section 2.7.1. 
 

I-229-9 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-229-10 
 

Comment noted. 
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I-229-11 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-229-12 
 

As described in Section 4.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, the action alternatives 
would result in benefits to surface water resources because the rebuilt dam 
would provide IPID the ability to optimize reservoir operation, including active 
water storage and downstream release for irrigation supply, and 
augmentation of flows during both drought and non-drought years. Potential 
impacts on wilderness character are described in Sections 3.4 and 3.5. For 
more information on IPID's existing water rights, see Chapter 6 and the Global 
Response for Water Rights. 

 

 
I-230 

COMMENT   RESPONSE 

  

  I-230-1 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-230-2 
 

Comment noted. 
 

I-230-3 
 

See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in regard to 
Alternatives 1 and 2. 
 

I-230-4 
 

Refer to the Global Response for Recreation for more information on 
recreation-related mitigation measures. 
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COMMENT RESPONSE 

M-1-1
Rick McGuire

Hi! My name’s Rick McGuire. I’m with the Alpine Lakes Protection Society, and we’ve been following 
this project closely since its inception. We’re guardedly pleased that extracting more water from the 
wilderness no longer seems to be an objective. However, we’re still worried about whether that 
might still make its way into the backdoor. So, we’ll be looking very closely at things like the 
footprint of the lake, making sure it’s no larger than it has been and also the location of the drain of 
the lake. So, the drawdown level is not increased. With guarded optimism and hoping that this is 
not going to have the initial fears that this might have been something to aid in the conversion of 
orchards to subdivisions in the Wenatchee Valley. I hope we’re very wrong about that so you’ll be 
receiving written comments from us and thank you for the opportunity tonight. That is all I have for 
the moment.  

M-1-1
As noted in Section 2.8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs, the use of water for municipal supply
has been removed from further consideration. Details of the project design, including the
lake footprint and the location of the outlet, are included in Chapter 2. The design will be 
further refined following selection of a preferred alternative; however, the information in 
Chapter 2 reflects the expected range of the potential footprint and location of the outlet.
Refer to Chapter 6 of the EIS for a discussion of water rights, and how water is allocated
under existing Washington Water Rights Law. This chapter includes Table 6-5, which 
includes a list of all surface water claims in the Icicle Creek subbasin, and identifies 
currently active water right applications, including two by the City of Leavenworth. As
noted in the EIS, Ecology has not made a decision on any of these applications.
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M-2
COMMENT RESPONSE  

M-2-1
David van Cleve
Hello my name is David van cleave. 2722 Maple a Rd. Selas Washington 98940. I am an individual
tonight, not representing any organization. I am a retired professional civil engineer and have some 
knowledge of water rights. I'm an advocate for wilderness, and I would like to see IPID get their full
water rights, or in stream flows with the least amount of damage to the wilderness.

M-2-1
Comment noted.

M-2-2
I am glad that they removed the road from the alternative and that they removed the possibility of
transferring water to municipal uses.

M-2-2 Comment noted.

M-2-3
Ecology and the water right chapter states that the utilizes a multi fill analysis that determined the
extent and validity of the water storage right. Melissa earlier today said that they believe they have
a reasonable right for at least 202,000 acre feet. But the multi fill analysis is basically they draw the
lake down and let more snow melt it more rainfall fill it back up. Tony tonight said it's one that
refills the most.

M-2-3
The comment about removing the possibility of transferring water to municipal uses is
noted. While the EIS used the Multi-fill Analysis as one of many background documents
reviewed for its analysis, the Multi-fill Analysis is not a tentative determination of extent
and validity, nor is the EIS itself. See the Global Responses for Tentative Determination of
Extent and Validity and Multi-fill Analysis.
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M-2-4
And so they basically use that method to do a multi fill analysis determining the validity of the water
right. But then, when they jump to chapter 6 in their report they went back to a single fill analysis to 
determine how much each of the three alternatives store. I'd like to see that multi fill analysis be
applied to the future if possible because you could possibly looking at the math in 3-4 in the multi
fill analysis in the back of that I got from I've asked for the public records request and I got the multi
fill analysis. It shows that alternative three should be able to provide 2000 acre feet to 25 8 feet of
storage. So in one place they're using multi fill in next place they're using singles I have some
concerns about this multi fuel analysis one of them is that I don't want it to be used as a precedent
in all the other storage rights in the state because that's one of the possibilities with it. The multi fill
analysis doesn't meet the requirements of the 1960 the Washingtonian administration code on 
storage rights but they didn't give any legal opinion on why they can use a multifile analysis so they
need to give some sort of legal opinion about why it is usable.

M-2-4
See the Global Responses for Water Rights including for Multi-fill Analysis and Tentative 
Determination of Extent and Validity.

As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-approved 
monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will monitor and report total annual 
storage and release volumes for instream flow uses as well as for IPID's irrigation use such 
that uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the maximum active 
storage volume of the design alternatives considered for impacts in the EIS (up to 2,000 
acre-feet), regardless of whether practices in a given year involve multiple fillings or a 
single fill. The monitoring plan will also ensure that the Trust donation is managed 
properly and that any excess water would be allowed to pass through the lake as natural 
flow without being actively managed and released for beneficial use. 

Refer to the Global Responses for Multi-fill Analysis and Tentative Determination of Extent 
and Validity for additional information. 

M-2-5
I don't know for sure that the alternative 3 which is the smallest dam possible and the least impact
the wilderness as well as being the lowest cost possible because it's simply the smallest dam. Won't
provide 2000 to 2500 they didn't give enough analysis in it. They need to provide more analysis to
determine if that's possible.

M-2-5
Refer to Table 2-1, Alternatives Comparison, in the Draft and Final EISs, which notes that
the active storage volume for Alternative 3 is 1,698 acre-feet. Refer to the Global
Response for Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity.

M-2-6
Natalie Williams
hello my name is Natalie Williams. I live in east Wenatchee and I'm also an engineer but thank you
David I'm not going to go there. My comments are more historical.
I am on the Alpine lakes protection society board so I am speaking for that board. It is our opinion 
that if the eight mile lake dam is rebuilt it should remain at the current elevation level. We consider
this to be the historic level because that's the level it's been since so given that as a starting point.

M-2-6
Comment noted.
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M-2-7
We are looking to the no action alternative in alternative three. Since no action alternative isn't
making us any friends here we're going to look at alternative three.

M-2-7
Comment noted.

M-2-8
When I was analyzing the tables it looked like the volume of the lake would be reduced to a point
that is less than what the lake held at the time it was designated as a wilderness. And so that's a
concern because I believe the conservation community are going to want to see an alternative to
this and I heard what you said about the possibility of adjusting that outlet pipe. That's where I'm
going. I believe the conservation community is going to be very concerned about the volume of the
lake and the surface water elevation and even accepting there will be many that will complain about 
the noise and temporary violations of wilderness character. I believe the argument can be sold if the 
end result leaves the lake the way it was at the time of the wilderness designation.

M-2-8
With regard to the lake drawdown proposed under all alternatives, see Table 2-1 in the 
Draft and Final EISs and the Global Response for Lake Level. Impacts from construction 
noise are described in Chapter 9 of the Draft and Final EISs.

M-2-9
So that's the argument i'm trying to create. This could be done by simply in alternative 3 adjusting 
the outlet pipe. My summary statement is that I believe as an engineer we can find a solution to the
problem that means all of the requirements for the IPID and meets the wilderness act requirements
thank you for your time

M-2-9
Comment noted.



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Public Meetings/Hearings, Page MTG-5 JUNE 2024 

M-3
COMMENT RESPONSE  

M-3-1
Brian Huntoon
Hi my name is Brian Huntoon. And I am an avid hiker and fly fisherman who has, over the years, of
enjoying hiking into the Alpine lakes wilderness including some hikes from the icicle Rd. area as well 
as some hiking trips to the mount Stewart and Ingles peak area from the other side. As they fly
fisherman, I've got on my To Do List the future 5 fishing trips for lake trout or trout and cutthroat
trout in eight mile lake. It looks like there are some nice rocky points that jut out into the lake
where you don't have to worry about snagging a tree on your cast. It would be a real treat to fish 
for these three species of trout in this wilderness setting.

M-3-1
Comment noted.

M-3-2
Rather than the usual rainbow trout that I find in most low level lakes eye fish. The department of
ecology's background information and environmental impact statement states in part that the dam
needs to be rebuilt to maintain reliable irrigation water supplies for area farmers. The fact that a
fire occurred within a designated wilderness area does not mean that the spirit and intent of the 
legislation creating the wilderness area can be ignored. Obviously repairs to the dam should meet
current standards to ensure public safety.

M-3-2
Comment noted. The dam would be rebuilt to meet current safety requirements, which 
include designing the spillway to pass the design storm event required by DSO while 
maintaining the required freeboard (the vertical distance of the crest of the dam above the 
maximum lake water level). The design storm event is one that has the probability of
occurring once in 1,000,000 years. Eightmile Dam was built in 1929, which predates the 
designation of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness in 1976.

M-3-3
However the intent of the wilderness act is not to create reliable irrigation water supplies. It is to
maintain the wilderness character of areas that are protected under the wilderness act. There are
four requests I would like to make. One, please comply with the wilderness act and do not take any
action that will degrade the wilderness character of eight mile lake area.

M-3-3
Comment noted. Refer to Chapter 3 of the Draft and Final EISs for a discussion of potential
impacts on wilderness.
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M-3-4
Two please do not choose a course of action that will drop the water level of eight mile lake.
Lowering the water level the lake does not respect the spirit intent of the 1976 legislation that
created the Alpine lakes wilderness area.

M-3-4
Comment noted.

M-3-5
Three period do not implement any action that will result in roads in the Alpine lakes wilderness 
area.

M-3-5
No roads are proposed for construction within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness as a part of this
project.

M-3-6
Four, please maintain the historical channel of eight mile Creek, ensure the dam blends into the 
landscape and ensure that donated for in stream water flows in eight mile Creek remains in stream
all the way to the Pacific Ocean and you know had mentioned summarizing. So again, please do not
implement any actions that will result in roads and the Alpine lakes wilderness area

M-3-6
Refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation and Chapter 11, Visual Resources of the
Draft and Final EISs. As described in the Global Response for Trust Donation, Ecology
intends to manage this donated water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the 
confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River.

M-3-7
Make the lakes but don't make the lakes any smaller by dropping the water level. Please do not
implement any action that will otherwise degrade the wilderness character of this beautiful setting
for a hike and a fishing trip.

M-3-7
Comment noted.

M-3-8
Margie van Cleve
The volume of eight mile lake is calculated using a multi fill analysis in chapter six versus a single fill
analysis in chapter two period application difference in the amount of water that's available to be 
released from the dam to eight mile Creek. Because of these inconsistencies it is difficult to compare 
the three alternatives. The draft EIS refers to the IPID storage water right of 2,500 acre feet. The
draft is also speaks to 1,400 acre feet that IPID states that it requires for their customers and an
additional amount of water that IPID may transfer to permanent trust water for in stream flows. this 
amount is sometimes given a 600 acre feet and in other places as a number that will be ascertained
at a later time. Well 1400 + 600 does not equal to 2500. Alternatives 1-2 and three all enlarge the
bathtub ring of eight mile lake by approximately 3 acres.

M-3-8
See the Global Responses for Water Rights and Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. As part of the
Draft EIS, Ecology did review the water right at Eightmile Lake and determined that the
range of design volumes (up to 2,000 acre-feet of active storage) for the alternatives 
considered are reasonable given the review of information available on water use and 
storage at Eightmile Lake under IPID’s existing right. The Multi-fill Analysis is described in 
the Water Rights Global Responses and was relied on (in part) for the water right
evaluation. As described in Sections 2.6 and 6.5 of the Draft and Final EISs, an Ecology-
approved monitoring plan will be developed in which IPID will monitor and report total
annual storage and release volumes for instream flow uses as well as for IPID's irrigation 
use such that uses of stored water under a rebuilt dam fall within the limits of the 
maximum active storage volume of the design alternatives considered for impacts in the EIS 
(up to 2,000 acre-feet), regardless of whether practices in a given year involve multiple
fillings or a single fill. The monitoring plan will also ensure that the Trust donation is 
managed properly and that any excess water would be allowed to pass through the lake as 
natural flow without being actively managed and released for beneficial use.
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M-3-9 
this is because the drain and lower water level of an 8 mile lake will be approximately 4 feet lower than eight mile lake has been since the first construction of it in the 1920s. And the passage of the legislation that created Alpine lakes wilderness in 1976. M-3-9   In regard to the lake drawdown proposed under all alternatives, see the Global

              Response for Lake Level. 

M-3-10 
Without assurances that all water above 1400 acres feet will be permanently donated to instream flows, the Sierra Club cannot support lowering of the water level in eight mile lake. M-3-10  Comment noted. Refer to the Global Responses for Trust Donation and Tentative

Determination of Extent and Validity. After the Draft EIS was issued, IPID submitted 
a formal request in May 2024 to donate a portion of its water right to Trust for 
instream flow purposes. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct its 
review of the quantities available through the Trust donation in accordance with 
the process prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4). Quantities in excess of 1,400 acre-feet 
will be placed in Trust for instream flow purposes. 

M-3-11 
For those that might say that a larger bathtub ring of three acres is negligible as compared to the Alpine lakes wilderness. I leave you with this thought. Suppose a request was made to IPID to give up approximately 3 acres of land in the special warranty deed area in return for three acres of land that will now be a part of the bathtub ring. I expect that wouldn't sit well either. M-3-11   Comment noted. With regards to the bathtub ring, see the Global Response for

Lake Level and Bathtub Ring. 

Bill Arthur 
M-3-12 
I'm an avid hiker in angler. I have long used the trails and visited many of the wonderful lakes in the alpine lake wilderness including our eight mile lake cold chuck lake and others. Alpine lake wilderness is one of Washington’s premier wilderness areas and is a crown jewels of our nations wilderness areas. Maintaining the integrity of the wilderness should be a primary objective and approaching the eight mile lake dam rebuild and I think the DEIS
has moved in that direction. M-3-12   Comment noted.

M-3-13 
I very much appreciate that the current DEIS does not call for using a road to access eight mile. We believe that no roads should be built in the area and maintained. Make sure that we use options other than this. The natural rehabilitation of the reconstruction site must stay within the footprint of the warranty deed along with doing our best to restore the natural screening and the natural landscape. So that it blends into the natural wilderness
character of the area to the maximum extent possible. Water is an important natural resource for the wilderness itself. It's not just a resource for the irrigation district. M-3-13   Comment noted. The project does not propose to construct any roads within the

Alpine Lakes Wilderness. Additionally, construction activities, structures, and 
construction staging associated with the replaced dam will occur on IPID's Special 
Warranty Deed parcels. 

M-3-14 
I still believe the department of ecology should relinquish, determination of the icicle peshastin irrigation district water right for eight mile lake before finalizing the EIS. A portion of the water right has not been used since the 1990s. There's a legitimate question and uncertainty making the termination could affect the reasonableness of the alternatives presented and may require modifications. 

The DEIS speaks to having an additional water right that could be put into in stream flows but does not really include adequate details on the potential donation of water to the state's trust water program. How much water is it? Permanent or temporary? Assurance that the water stays in stream all the way to the Columbia River and out to the Pacific Ocean is that as important that it doesn't just get to be removed by others when it gets 
downstream. This is a potential benefit for resident in androgynous fish but the water must be guaranteed in not speculated. I thank you for this opportunity to speak to the issue. 

M-3-14   Refer to the Global Responses for Relinquishment, Tentative Determination of
Extent and Validity, and Trust Donation. Additionally, after the Draft EIS was 
issued, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion of its water right to 
Trust for instream flow purposes. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will 
conduct its review of the quantities available through the Trust donation as 
prescribed in RCW 90.42.080(4). As described in the Global Response for Trust 
Donation, Ecology intends to manage this donated water instream from the outlet 
of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River. 
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M-3-15
Richard Fidder
From the time the original wilderness act of 1964 included exemptions for certain kinds of activities 
in the wilderness such as scientific surveys. The Alpine lakes act creating the wilderness also included 
accommodations for the ice cool irrigation district and other uses like this period it was a stretch for
congress to do this but they felt it was worth it in order to have fully developed the wilderness area.

M-3-15    Comment noted.
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M-3-16
At that time the concept was not spelled out in the act in detail, but it didn't involve preservation of the irrigation districts water rate. Rather it spoke to traditional use and also the
traditional water levels that were involved in that use. It's those issues that I'd like to comment on.

M-3-16   Comment noted.

M-3-17
Principally I agree with the previous speakers that there should be no roads built in this wilderness area and I appreciate the elimination of those from the alternatives. M-3-17   Comment noted.

M-3-18
I do wish to speak to the lower lake level that the alternatives provide. That it is not the traditional use of the eight mile lake. In general that should not be permitted. It's the idea to 
hold everybody harmless and this would actually increase the ability of the irrigation district to take water. Any access the only reason that I think legitimate for reducing the lake 
level below traditional levels is that being used would enhance other natural values, such as the ones that bill Arthur described in his testimony. Permanent instream class all the 
way down to the Columbia River and beyond for the purpose of enhancing other national natural values which are similar to those that were on Congress's mind when they created 
the wilderness act. So I think that any excess water rights which might be created that involve lowering the lake below traditional levels should be absolutely dedicated to 
permanent mainstream flows, as others have mentioned in this hearing. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

M-3-18   The lake level fluctuates within each summer season as well as from year to year.
As shown on Table 2-1 in the Draft and Final EISs, Alternatives 1 and 2 actually 
restore the full lake elevation to its historic high level of 4,671 feet, while 
Alternative 3 would keep the full lake elevation at its current elevation of 4,667 
feet. All three alternatives would allow a low lake elevation of 4,636 feet, 4 feet 
lower than the current estimated low level, although the current low level is only 
an approximation due to continued seepage under the dam after the current low-
level outlet pipe is exposed. Therefore, the current low lake elevation is likely 
actually lower than 4,640 feet. All the action alternatives are essentially within the 
"traditional" range of lake elevations. The No Action Alternative would possibly 
lead to dam failure, and lake levels would change drastically and fall below 
traditional levels. Also refer to Chapter 4: Surface Water Resources of the Draft 
and Final EISs for additional information regarding the Eightmile Lake and 
shoreline as well as an assessment of impacts for the alternatives evaluated. Refer 
also to the Global Response for Lake Levels and Bathtub Ring. 

No excess water rights will be created by the Eightmile Dam rebuild and 
restoration project. Rather, it is proposed that storage in the lake after dam 
restoration that is not currently required by the IPID will be donated to the State 
Trust Water Rights Program for instream flow purposes. Following the issuance of 
the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion of its water 
right to Trust for instream flow purposes. Ecology intends to manage this donated 
water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle Creek 
with the Wenatchee River. Refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation for 
additional information. 

M-3-19
Thomas Soeldner 
Thank you. My name is Thomas Soeldner. I live south of Spokane. I hiked and camped in the enchantments in the light 1970s and again in the late 1990s. I also hiked into eight mile 
lake in the mid 2000s. Those trips are among the most meaningful experiences I've had in the outdoors.

M-3-19    Comment noted.
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M-3-20 
Any decision about the restoration of Eight Mile Lake Dam should be made with an understanding of wilderness as the primary context. As important and I would argue more foundational, than the issues of water supply to Leavenworth, agricultural use and flooding. For well over 100 years, we have 
bulldozed the Northern Cascades natural landscape and constructed roads, dams in modern communities to facilitate not just our presence but our comfort. Although revisiting history today is not likely to change any decisions about Eight Mile Lake Dam. At least let the decision be considered by a
well informed and wise understanding of the wilderness. I like to make two points. First, Nature is the measure of everything. The truth of that is written large in the climate, environmental. And species extinction. Realities we are facing today. Nature is the measure of everything. Second, We need
wilderness, places where we can see and begin to understand our natural and substantial place in the world. Wilderness says that everything is not under our control, nor for our immediate and utilitarian benefit. The Wilderness Act defined wilderness as. In contrast with those areas where man and 
his own works dominate the landscape. And it goes on.... wilderness is hereby recognized as an area where the earth in its community of life are untamed by man, or man himself is a visitor who does not remain. And therefore. As for the dam restoration, it's good to know that there will be no Rd. 
building in the wilderness. That's as it should be. But note, whatever provision there is for helicopter transport of machines or material, the footprint must remain minimal. 

M-3-20   Comment noted.

M-3-21 
any water placed into trust. That water right must be designated permanently. For trust donation for in stream flows, any water so designated should go into the historic channel for Eight Mile Creek. M-3-21   Thank you for your comment. Refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation.

As described in the Global Response, Ecology intends to manage this donated 
water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle Creek 
with the Wenatchee River. The releases will be coordinated with Icicle Work 
Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream flow subcommittee, IWG co-
conveners, and fishery co-managers. Coordination and decisions surrounding lake 
releases and flow management within the Icicle Creek Subbasin will be informed, 
in part, by a separate IWG process including a decision support tool being 
developed as part of the Icicle Strategy. Also refer to Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) 
of the Draft and Final EISs. 

M-3-22 
Any reconstruction of Eight Mile Lake Dam should blend into its natural wilderness surroundings, and so I encouraged you to select the least visible and least intrusive option. Thank you. M-3-22   Comment noted.
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M-3-23 
Don Parks  
The Sierra Club has  had a long term invo lvement w ith the protection of the Alp ine Lakes Region. Since the 1960s , the Sierra Club helped shape the congressionally d irected planning effort that  resulted in the Alp ine Lakes Area Management Plan of 1981. Our involvement is continued with  the Alp ine Lakes Wilderness expansion in 2014, and we are here today. 
 
It's a well known fact. That the A lpine Lakes Wilderness is one of our nation 's most popular wilderness uni ts and receives very heavy usage. We offer initially these commen ts on the DEIS. T here will be more comments in writ ing at a later t ime period. T he Sierra Club  is keenly  interested in  main tenance of the integrity of the wilderness areas in both terms of physical resources as well as the wilderness experience it provides. As such, we are concerned with the treatment of the special warranty deed parcels that are clearly part of the wilderness. We do no t expect these parcels to be used as was te dump s. And sacrifice areas during the dam cons truction and subsequence. Main tenance period the de EIS is not sufficiently exp licit  on th is ques tion.  
 M-3-23    Comment noted. Section 2.7 of the Draft and Final EISs describes the project

closeout activities and restoration efforts that will occur following completion of
construction.

M-3-24 
We are disappointed particularly that Ecology  has ignored the Forest Service Alpine Lakes Area Management Plan. Th is NE PA document provides specific management d irection for the operation  of all IPID da ms in  the Icicle Basin.  The plan s tates current water divergence will not be expanded. T hey wil l  continue to be maintained by primit ive means un less environmental analys is indicates otherwise.

M-3-24   Comment noted. The Alpine Lakes Area Land Management Plan (1981) was
reviewed and included, as appropriate, as part of the EIS process. Refer to 
Section 3.2, Regulatory Context, of the Draft and Final EISs for a list of the 
regulations and guidelines applicable to the preservation of wilderness character. 

M-3-25 
The DEIS is silent on th is direction. The Sierra Club applauds IPID for donating water from Eight Mile Lake as a Trust water rate. Any water placed in a Trust water rate mus t be designated permanently for donation for in stream flows. So that the waters of Eight Mile Creek ultimately reach the ocean. Thank you very much.
 M-3-25    Refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation.
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M-3-26  
I think what you've heard today. Is that this is not an I cicle Basin proje ct. This is a pr oject in the National Wil derness Area that deserves much more attention tha n what the county of Chelan and the Depart ment of Ecology have given it for the course of moving these proje cts for the irrigation districts al ong. I was at the fiel d hearing pri or to the 1976 a nd the University of Washingt on Auditori um w here the Congressma n Lloyd M eads and other s participate d in hundre ds and hundreds of questi ons. I n comments on the Congre ssional hearing on the establishme nt of t he Alpine Lakes Wilder ness. I was ov er 50 years ago. For close to 50 years ago, a nd unfortunately ma ny of those pe ople are no long er with us., have pa sse d on and are not here to restate their support for the wilderness values that they sought to protect ba ck in the 19 70s.  

M-3-26   Comment noted.
M-3-27  
There has also bee n other pr ogrammatic EIS that have bee n produced by the D epartme nt of E col ogy that talks about other adj ustments and other rebuilds a nd other water grabs from other Alpi ne lake wilderness lakes. It see ms like this is a piece meal approa ch to try to deal with one spe cifi c lake unde r a dam rehabilitation. F or dam safety progra ms to ra mrod something through without taking into consideration what the pr ogram pr ogrammatical EIS said it was,  a fugitive effort, a mongst other lakes. One of whi ch, ea ch lake appare ntly is drained every year by the irrigation district for their nee ds.  

M-3-27   Comment noted. A discussion of the Wilderness Act and the establishment of
the Alpine Lakes Wilderness is included in Chapter 3. Impacts on wilderness 
character associated with the project alternatives are included in that chapter 
of the Draft and Final EISs. 

As noted in the first sentence of Section 1.1 of the Draft and Final EISs, Ecology 
and Chelan County issued a Final Programmatic EIS (FPEIS) evaluating the Icicle 
Creek Water Resource Management Strategy (Icicle Strategy). The Icicle 
Strategy is intended to provide a program of integrated long-term water 
resource management and habitat restoration actions to achieve reliable water 
supplies and improve streamflows. The FPEIS evaluated the environmental 
impacts of five program alternatives, with the SEPA non-project action being 
the adoption of the program called the Icicle Strategy. The FPEIS looked at the 
Icicle Strategy program as a whole, and then as noted, further environmental 
review will be done as each project is implemented. The Eightmile Dam project 
was identified as an early action project in the FPEIS. Evaluation in this manner 
is not segmentation and is consistent with the SEPA codified in WAC 197-11-
060 (5), which outlines the requirements for phased review. As described in 
WAC 197-11-060 (5) (b), phased review "assists agencies and the public to focus 
on issues that are ready for decision and exclude from consideration issues that 
already decided or not yet ready. Broader environmental documents may be 
followed by narrower documents ..." 

M-3-28  
And finally. It remai ns disa ppoi nting whe n we talk about a national or dinance area and impa cts that the US Fore st Service see ms unwilling to i nvoke the National Environmental Pr otector Policy Act. To provide the i mpa ct that are neede d under NEPA to review. The impa cts fr om thi s proposal, as well as other proposals to come. But I woul d hope that the US Forest Service rethi nks, it's very limited in crabbed response for letting the SEPA EIS process go forward without the involve ment of a NE PA process. T hank you.  

M-3-28   The proposed dam rebuild alternatives are being evaluated through the SEPA
EIS process. This process will allow the Forest Service to consider a well-
developed proposed action to determine if the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) applies, what activities should be evaluated in an environmental 
analysis, and the level of review and documentation required. The Forest 
Service will determine if NEPA applies to a proposal based on the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) revised regulations at 40 CFR 1501.1 and agency 
regulations at 36 CFR 220.4(a). The Department of Ecology and the Forest 
Service are jointly reviewing the proposed action to determine the 
responsibilities of each agency. As authorized by the CEQ regulations, the 
Forest Service can cooperate with the State of Washington on environmental 
analysis (40 CFR 1506.2) and may use elements of the environmental analysis 
prepared under the SEPA process if NEPA analysis is required (40 CFR 
1506.2(b))The Draft and Final EISs include a description of the required NEPA 
and Forest Service review in Chapter 1, Section 1.11. 
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Scot Brower 
I would like to say that I live on Ice School Creek several miles below. Where Eight Mile 
Creek. Flows into Icicle Creek and I have concerns about the safety, and integrity of the dam 
and I think you guys should go ahead with whatever proposal best repairs the dam so it will 
be safe and meet all standards for high water. 

M-3-29   Comment noted.
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M-3-30
Harry Romberg
I'm pleased to hear that some of my concerns were addressed in the presentation. I also
approve of no roads in the wilderness. I am glad you removed that possibility, but I wanted
to reiterate it and also I am very concerned about any ground disturbing construction activity.
They should remain within the footprint Of the special warranty deed and not straight into
the wilderness proper. Any construction should blend in with the natural landscape, and it
sounds like you've tried to do that with some of the alternatives.
 

M-3-30    Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging
associated with the replaced dam will occur on IPID's Special Warranty Deed 
parcels. Section 11.6 of the Draft and Final EISs describes measures to reduce 
visual impacts associated with the project. 

M-3-31
Any water placed into a trust water right should be designated permanently donated to the
instream flow as other people have mentioned. Meaning that water in Eight Mile Creek and
the Eight Mile Basin will remain instream all the way to the ocean, if you want to
permanently designate the instream flows.

This water should go into the historical channel for Eight Mile Creek. No more water 
measured, however. Measured should be withdrawn from Eight Mile Lake or any other lake 
in the system for that matter that has been withdrawn historically. 

I also think water should be used only where conservation has been maximized and not for 
the purpose of providing additional. Municipality supply or watering lawns and let them 
worth and on and so forth. So it sounds like you've addressed many of those things, but I 
want to reiterate my concerns. As well as the emphasis to preserve the wilderness as best as 
we can. 
 

M-3-31   Thank you for your comment. Refer to the Global Response for Trust Donation.

As described in the Global Responses, Ecology intends to manage this donated 
water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle 
Creek with the Wenatchee River. The releases will be coordinated with Icicle 
Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream flow subcommittee, 
IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. Coordination and decisions 
surrounding lake releases and flow management within the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG process including a 
decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle Strategy. Also refer 
to Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs. 

The amount of water stored in and used from Eightmile Lake is limited to the 
extent of the water right and no more. Other than the portion proposed to 
enter into the State Trust Water Right Program for instream flow, the use is 
limited to irrigation and cannot be used for municipal purposes (see the Global 
Response for No Change to Municipal Use). 
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F.2.5       Form Letters 

Comments from Form Letter 1 (Sierra Club) 

In addition to the hundreds of original comments Ecology received on the Draft EIS, Ecology received 
452 form letters submitted via email through the Sierra Club. While some commentors modified the 
form letter to express their desire for one alternative or another, they are all similar in their content. 
As a result, Ecology is not publishing each letter as a part of the Final EIS. See the letter on the next 
page for an example of Form Letter 1 and the corresponding responses. 

All form letter submissions were reviewed, and each person was recorded as having submitted a 
comment letter. Modifications to the form letter did not require unique responses or require changes 
in the Final EIS. These modifications included but are not limited the following: 

• People’s personal experiences within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness and other wilderness
areas throughout the U.S.

• Request that the Alpine Lakes Wilderness be protected.

• Request that the environment be protected.

• Reiterations of points made within the form letter (no roads, no motorized equipment,
instream flow donation, etc.).

• Request for the project to meet the Sierras Club’s suggested conditions.

See Attachment A for a full list of commenters who submitted Form Letter 1. 
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FL-1 Seirra Club Received 453 submissions 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

FL-1 -1 Tha nk you for the opportunity to comme nt on the Dra ft Environme ntal Impa ct Statement for the Eight mile Dam Rebuil d and Restoration Proje ct (?DEIS?). While I support the mai ntenance of the Eight mile Lake da m to prote ct public healt h and sa fety dow nstream, the integrity of the Alpine Lakes  Wilderness must be pr otected during this unpre cedented process. To do this, the foll owing conditions must be met in the alternative that is chose n:  

FL-1-1        Comment noted. 
FL-1 -2  
No roads in the Wilderness.  

FL-1-2        Comment noted. 
FL-1 -3  
Any water placed into a Trust Water Right must be designate d "per mane ntly donate d for instream flow" so that water in Eightmile Cre ek remains i nstream until reaching the ocean.  
Any water "permane ntly donate d for instream flow" should go int o the histori cal cha nnel for Ici cle Creek.  
The Alpine Lake s is one of the most iconic and belove d wilderne ss areas in our state, and the Eig htmile Da m must be repaire d in a way that conti nues to honor and protect this i mportant and irrepla ceable landscape.  FL-1-3        Thank you for your comment. Refer to the Water Rights Global Response for 

Trust Donation. 

As described in the Global Response, Ecology intends to manage this donated 
water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle 
Creek with the Wenatchee River. The releases will be coordinated with Icicle 
Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream flow subcommittee, 
IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. Coordination and decisions 
surrounding lake releases and flow management within the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin will be informed, in part, by a separate IWG process including a 
decision support tool being developed as part of the Icicle Strategy. Also refer 
to the Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs. 

FL-1 -4  
Any reconstr uction of the dam should ble nd int o the natural landsca pe of the Wilder ness a s much a s the existing dam does .  

FL-1-4        Comment noted. Refer to the Global Response for Visual Resources for more 
information on visual-related mitigation measures. 

FL-1 -5 The Alpi ne Lakes is one of the most i coni c and beloved wilderness areas in our state, and the Eight mile Dam must be repaire d in a way that continues to honor and pr otect this i mportant and irreplaceable landsca pe.  

FL-1-5        Comment noted. 

Dear Director Tom Tebb, 

To whom it may concern, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project (?DEIS?). 
While I support the maintenance of the Eightmile Lake dam to protect public 
health and safety downstream, the integrity of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness 
must be protected during this unprecedented process. To do this, the following 
conditions must be met in the alternative that is chosen: 

• No roads in the Wilderness.

• Any water placed into a Trust Water Right must be designated 
"permanently donated for instream flow" so that water in Eightmile
Creek remains instream until reaching the ocean.

• Any water "permanently donated for instream flow" should go into
the historical channel for Icicle Creek.

• Any reconstruction of the dam should blend into the natural landscape
of the Wilderness as much as the existing dam does.

The Alpine Lakes is one of the most iconic and beloved wilderness areas in our 
state, and the Eightmile Dam must be repaired in a way that continues to honor 
and protect this important and irreplaceable landscape. 

Sincerely, 

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider, on behalf of an 
individual associated with Sierra Club Washington State. If you need more 
information, please contact Emilio Garza, Communications Associate at Sierra 
Club Washington State at emilio.garza@sierraclub.org or (360) 217-9848. 

FL-1-1 

FL-1-2 

FL-1-3 

FL-1-4 

FL-1-5 
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Comments from Form Letter 2 (The Mountaineers) 

In addition to the hundreds of original comments Ecology received on the Draft EIS, Ecology received 
5,997 form letters submitted via email through The Mountaineers. See the letter on the next page 
for an example of Form Letter 2 and the corresponding responses. 

All form letter submissions were reviewed, and each person was recorded as having submitted a 
comment letter. Some minor modifications such as slight changes in text, grammar, the inclusion of 
quotes, or the removal of some portions of the comment were noted during the comment review. 
Comments with modifications did not require unique responses or any changes to the EIS and are 
therefore not included in this response document. 

See Attachment A for a full list of commenters who submitted Form Letter 2. 
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FL-2 The Mountaineers Received 5,997 submissions 
COMMENT RESPONSE 

FL-2 -1  
Please accept my followi ng comments on the “Eightmile Da m Re build & Re storation” proje ct DEIS.  

FL-2-1     Refer to the relinquishment section of the Water Rights Global Responses. 
FL-2 -2  
• The DEIS is inade quate be cause all alternatives ignore water rights relinquishment and irreparably har m the Alpine Lakes Wilder ness . A wilderness -compatible alternative for the Eightmile da m must be a nalyzed.  

FL-2-2     Comment noted. Project objectives are described in Section 1.4 of the Draft and 
Final EISs, which includes restoring the storage capacity and meeting needs under 
its existing water rights. The amount of water use under the Eightmile Lake water 
right is limited to the extent of the right and no more. The design of Alternatives 1, 
2, and 3 is described in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final EISs. Section 2.6 describes 
the operation of each alternative in further detail. 

FL-2 -3  
 
• The proje ct cannot increase the water extracted from Eightmile Lake, the lake cannot be e nlarged, the lake elevation cannot be increase d four feet, and the low pi pe ca nnot be ma de any lower than it currently sits.  FL-2-3     See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 
FL-2 -4  
• The proje ct should not rely on heli copter s. The shocking amount of heli copter use pr oposed—101 to 2 71 round -trip flights—will signifi cantly degrade t he Alpine Lake s Wilder ness.

FL-2-4     See the Global Response for Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 
FL-2 -5  
• The DEIS doe s not re cogni ze that helicopters and other motorized equipment ena ble industrial-scale devel opment and ma nipulation that are not possible with wilder ness -compatible mode s of access and non-i ndustrial tools and materials. The impa cts of industrial transformation should not be discounted as “te mporary” and they should be eli minated or mini mize d accordi ngly. 

FL-2-5     Disturbances from construction, including helicopter use, construction noise, and  
human disturbance, are accounted for in the Draft and Final EISs. This "disturbance" 
zone has been determined to extend up to the valley walls surrounding the 
construction zone (as illustrated in Figures 9-1 through 9-8 of the Draft and Final 
EISs). Once construction is complete, construction impacts on wildlife from 
construction activities will no longer occur. Impacts on recreationists during 
construction are described in Section 10.4. 

FL-2 -6  
• The DEIS discounts the impacts of motorized and aerial noise a nd dist urbance on both wildli fe and human visitors. Da m construction woul d take approximately four to five months during the summer and compound other disturba nce i mpa cts related to recreati on overuse and other heli copter a nd motorized use s in the Wil derness. The stre ss on wil dlife is likely to be signi fica nt with impa cts extending beyond the proje ct completion date.  

FL-2-6     Refer to Chapter 11 of the Draft and Final EISs for visual simulations of the project 
alternatives. Refer also to the Global Response for Visual Resources for more 
information on visual-related mitigation measures. 

FL-2 -7  
• DEIS alternatives all result in a dam would be more visible a nd obviously develope d than the current da m.

FL-2-7     In regard to the impacts on the wilderness from telemetry equipment, see the 
Global Response for Telemetry Equipment. 

FL-2 -8  
• DEIS alternatives all call for telemetry towers, secur ed with guy wires, within the Wilderne ss, to allow for remote operation of release valves and gates. For nearly a cent ury, admi nistrators have hiked t o the da m and relea sed water ma nually. There is no nee d for telemetry installations.  

FL-2-8     Comment noted. Section 2.7.1 of the Draft and Final EISs describes the purpose and 
use of reopening a portion of the Forest Service Road. Also, refer to the Global 
Response for Helicopter Use in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 

FL-2 -9  
• DEIS alternatives all call for construction of a road t o bring vehi cles cl oser to the Wil derness boundary, increasi ng the already easy access a nd exacer bating overuse proble ms. T he road should only be consi dered if it will serve as a replaceme nt for helicopter access a nd if it will be completely and e ffe ct ively decommissione d.

FL-2-9     Comment noted. Section 2.7.1 of the Draft and Final EISs describes the proposed  
method of transportation of equipment and materials to the dam site. The three 
action alternatives have been designed to current dam safety standards for a High 
Hazard Dam and meet the project objectives outlined in Section 1.4 of the Draft and 
Final EISs. Potential impacts on wilderness character are described in Chapter 3. 
Refer also to the Global Responses for Visual Resources and Relinquishment. 

Dear Melissa Downes, 

Please accept my following comments on the “Eightmile Dam Rebuild & Restoration” project DEIS. 

• The DEIS is inadequate because all alternatives ignore water rights relinquishment and irreparably 
harm the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. A wilderness-compatible alternative for the Eightmile dam must be 
analyzed. 

• The project cannot increase the water extracted from Eightmile Lake, the lake cannot be enlarged, 
the lake elevation cannot be increased four feet, and the low pipe cannot be made any lower than it 
currently sits. 

• The project should not rely on helicopters. The shocking amount of helicopter use proposed—101 to 
271 round-trip flights—will significantly degrade the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 

• The DEIS does not recognize that helicopters and other motorized equipment enable industrial-scale 
development and manipulation that are not possible with wilderness-compatible modes of access and 
non-industrial tools and materials. The impacts of industrial transformation should not be discounted 
as “temporary” and they should be eliminated or minimized accordingly. 

• The DEIS discounts the impacts of motorized and aerial noise and disturbance on both wildlife and 
human visitors. Dam construction would take approximately four to five months during the summer 
and compound other disturbance impacts related to recreation overuse and other helicopter and 
motorized uses in the Wilderness. The stress on wildlife is likely to be significant with impacts 
extending beyond the project completion date. 

• DEIS alternatives all result in a dam would be more visible and obviously developed than the current 
dam. 

• DEIS alternatives all call for telemetry towers, secured with guy wires, within the Wilderness, to allow 
for remote operation of release valves and gates. For nearly a century, administrators have hiked to the 
dam and released water manually. There is no need for telemetry installations. 

• DEIS alternatives all call for construction of a road to bring vehicles closer to the Wilderness 
boundary, increasing the already easy access and exacerbating overuse problems. The road should only
be considered if it will serve as a replacement for helicopter access and if it will be completely and 
effectively decommissioned. 

• The dam was originally built without helicopters and heavy equipment, and it has persisted for nearly
a century. The final EIS must explore a dam design that is similar to the current one and that only 
includes the minimum additional design features to comply with safety requirements. The design 
would include less reliance on industrial materials, instead relying more on those that can be packed 
into or sourced from the site, manual water release features that would alleviate the additional 
structures and installations in Wilderness, and dam sizing and design that would not increase the visual 
appearance of the structure, its footprint within the Wilderness, or its water storage capacity beyond 
the water right post-relinquishment. 

FL-2-1 

FL-2-2 

FL-2-3 

FL-2-4 

FL-2-5 

FL-2-6 

FL-2-7 

FL-2-8 

FL-2-9 
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Comments from Form Letter 3 (Washington Wild) 

In addition to the hundreds of original comments Ecology received on the Draft EIS, Ecology received 
97 form letters submitted via email through Washington Wild. While some commentors modified the 
form letter to express their desire for one alternative or another, they are all similar in their content. 
As a result, Ecology is not publishing each letter as a part of the Final EIS. See the letter on the next 
page for an example of Form Letter 3 and the corresponding responses. 

All form letter submissions were reviewed, and each person was recorded as having submitted a 
comment letter. Modifications to the form letter did not require unique responses or require changes 
in the Final EIS. These modifications included but are not limited the following: 

• Request to remove the dam and protect wilderness areas.

• Personal experiences within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness and other wilderness areas.

See Attachment A for a full list of commenters who submitted Form Letter 3. 
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FL-3 Washington Wild Received 97 submissions 
COMMENT   RESPONSE 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Eight mile Dam Restoration and Repla ce ment Proje ct Draft Environmental Impact Statement. As one of the most visited Wilder ness areas i n the country, the Alpi ne La kes Wil derness—a nd Encha ntment Per mit Zone containe d within—are an alpi ne wonderland and bucket list destination for the thousands of back packers who e nter the per mit lottery each year. As a Washingtonia n, I am proud of my state for protecting thi s spe cial place, a nd I want to ensure it remains that way. 

FL-3-1        Comment noted. 
I understand the nee d to repair and maintain the Eight mile Da m, recog nizing the i mportance of taking action to protect public health and sa fety downstream. However, I also a m deeply concerne d about the proje ct’s environmental impacts. As proposed, all three draft plans would have signi ficant i mpa cts to the ‘wilderness chara cter’ of the area as de fine d and pr otected by the 1 964 Wil derne ss Act. The following concerns must be fully addressed and furt her mi tigated in the final plan adopted by DOE and IPID:  

FL-3-2        Comment noted. 
• Maintaining Wilderness Character – the current da m is not conspicuous to recrea tioni sts, blending in with the surrounding Wil derne ss, and has a mi nimal footpri nt. More nee ds to be done in all three alternatives to pr otect the wilderness character. I appreciate there is no proposal to build a road into t he designate d Wilderness area, whi ch would violate the 196 4 Wilderness Act. T he use of helicopters should be li mited to da m construction and not e xtend to l ong-ter m mai ntenance within the Wilderne ss. Further more, the number of flight s should be limited to as few a s possible to mitigate impacts on wilderness character and recrea tion.

FL-3-3        Refer to the Global Response for Visual Resources for more information on  
visual-related mitigation measures. Additionally, see the Global Response for 
Helicopter Use within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 

• Recrea tion – Located within the E ncha ntme nt Permit Zone , this area offers uni que recrea tional opportunities t hat over 45,000 day and overnight users visited in 201 8. There should be advance d notice of any potential impa cts on recreational a ccess and the final pla n should take measures to avoid construction during peak sea son.  

FL-3-4        As described in Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final EISs and the Global  
Response for Recreation, construction activities have been planned to 
minimize the impacts on hikers and recreationists to the greatest extent 
possible. Some users may experience delays or choose to avoid the area 
during construction, as helicopter activity will be noticeable. Avoiding 
construction during peak recreation season is unavoidable, because access to 
the lake during non-peak periods is not possible due to snowy conditions at 
the dam site. 
Recreationists at Eightmile Lake would experience visual changes due to 
fluctuating water levels, as described in Chapter 11, Visual Resources. 
Fluctuating water levels would also alter informal fishing opportunities around 
the lake, potentially making some areas less suitable for fishing and other 
areas more desirable, depending on the water level. While the operation of 
the dam would change recreational opportunities at Eightmile Lake, some of 
these changes could be experienced as improvements by some recreationists, 
and there would be no permanent closure of recreation. 

Dear Director Tom Tebb, 

Director Tebb, 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Eightmile Dam Restoration and 
Replacement Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement. As one of the most visited Wilderness 
areas in the country, the Alpine Lakes Wilderness—and Enchantment Permit Zone contained within—
are an alpine wonderland and bucket list destination for the thousands of backpackers who enter the 
permit lottery each year. As a Washingtonian, I am proud of my state for protecting this special place, 
and I want to ensure it remains that way. 

I understand the need to repair and maintain the Eightmile Dam, recognizing the importance of 
taking action to protect public health and safety downstream. However, I also am deeply concerned 
about the project’s environmental impacts. As proposed, all three draft plans would have significant 
impacts to the ‘wilderness character’ of the area as defined and protected by the 1964 Wilderness 
Act. The following concerns must be fully addressed and further mitigated in the final plan adopted 
by DOE and IPID: 

• Maintaining Wilderness Character – the current dam is not conspicuous to recreationists, blending 
in with the surrounding Wilderness, and has a minimal footprint. More needs to be done in all three 
alternatives to protect the wilderness character. I appreciate there is no proposal to build a road into 
the designated Wilderness area, which would violate the 1964 Wilderness Act. The use of helicopters
should be limited to dam construction and not extend to long-term maintenance within the 
Wilderness. Furthermore, the number of flights should be limited to as few as possible to mitigate 
impacts on wilderness character and recreation. 

• Recreation – Located within the Enchantment Permit Zone, this area offers unique recreational 
opportunities that over 45,000 day and overnight users visited in 2018. There should be advanced 
notice of any potential impacts on recreational access and the final plan should take measures to 
avoid construction during peak season. 

• Instream Flow – I strongly support designating additional water from the repaired dam to be 
permanently reserved for instream flows to be used to maintain water levels for fish and ensure 
tribal treaty rights. However, there are no assurances or mechanisms provided in any of the draft
plans to ensure this will occur; the final plan must clarify this important matter. 

In summary—the proposed alternatives in the draft plans for the Eightmile Dam repair and 
replacement do not fully address all concerns. DOE and IPID must ensure the dam is repaired to 
protect public health and safety downstream while also fully protecting the wilderness, recreation, 
scenic, fish and wildlife habitat, and other natural resources of Eightmile Lake, Icicle Creek, the Alpine 
Lakes Wilderness, and Enchantment Permit Zone. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Sincerely, 
 

FL-3-1 

FL-3-2 

FL-3-3 

FL-3-4 

FL-3-5 

FL-3-6 

• Instream Flow – I strongly support designa ting additional water from the repaired dam to be per manently reserved for instrea m flows to be use d to mai ntain water levels for fish a nd ensure tribal treaty rights. However, there are no assurances or mechanisms pr ovided in any of the draft pla ns to ensur e this will occur; the final plan must clari fy this important matter.

FL-3-5        Refer to the Global Response for Trust Donations. Following issuance of the 
Draft EIS, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion of its water right 
to Trust for instream flow purposes. After the Final EIS is issued, Ecology will 
conduct its review of the quantities available for the Trust donation under the 
right as prescribed by RCW 90.42.080(4)). Additionally, as described on pages 
2-18 and 6-21 of the Draft EIS, an Ecology-approved monitoring plan will be 
developed in which IPID will monitor and report total annual storage and 
release volumes for instream flows as well as for IPID’s irrigation use. The 
monitoring and reporting plan will be executed as part of the Trust donation 
process and will ensure that the 2,000 acre-foot maximum active lake volume 
considered for alternatives in the EIS is not exceeded on an annual basis and 
that the Trust donation and associated quantities are managed properly. 
Section 2.6 (Dam Operation) of the Draft and Final EISs describes the 
monitoring plan and coordination that will ensure that the instream flow 
portion will be managed and released to improve fisheries habitat and provide 
benefits for aquatic resources.

In summary —the propose d alternatives i n the draft plans for the Eig htmile Da m repair and repla ce ment do not fully address all concerns. DOE a nd IPID must ensure the dam is re paired to prote ct public health a nd safety downstrea m while also fully protecting the wilderness, recrea tion, sce nic, fish and wildlife habitat, and ot her natural resour ces of Eight mile Lake, Ici cle Creek, the Alpine Lakes Wilderness , and E ncha ntme nt Permit Zone .  

FL-3-6        Comment noted. 



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Form Letters, Page FL-7 JUNE 2024 

Comments from Form Letter 4 (Washington Trails Association) 

In addition to the hundreds of original comments Ecology received on the Draft EIS, Ecology received 
138 form letters submitted via the comment tracker from Washington Trails Association members. 
As a result, Ecology is not publishing each letter as a part of the Final EIS. See the letter on below for 
an example of Form Letter 4 and the corresponding responses. 

All form letter submissions were reviewed, and each person was recorded as having submitted a 
comment letter. Some minor modifications such as slight changes in support for one of the 
alternatives, text, grammar, the inclusion of quotes, or the removal of some portions of the comment 
were noted during the comment review. Comments with modifications did not require unique 
responses or any changes to the EIS and are therefore not included in this response document. 

See Attachment A for a full list of commenters who submitted Form Letter 4. 
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FL-4- Washington Trails Association Received 138 submissions 

COMMENT 
RESPONSE 

FL-4-1-1 I oppose alternatives one and two because the proposed designs would 
raise the lake by four feet. 

FL-4-1     Comment noted. See the Global Response for Lake Level and Bathtub Ring in regard to 
Alternatives 1 and 2. 

FL-4-2 Construction should not create new impacts to the area’s wilderness 
character by expanding the footprint of the existing structure. 

FL-4-2     Comment noted. Construction activities, structures, and construction staging associated 
with rebuilding the dam would be located within IPID’s Special Warranty Deeded Parcels. 

FL-4-3 The Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District must plan their construction activities 
to minimize impacts to hiking and recreation. 
Any area closures should be planned and publicized prior to issuing camping 
permits. 

FL-4-3    See the Global Response for Recreation for more information on recreation-related 
mitigation measures.  

I oppose alternatives one and two because the proposed designs 
would raise the lake by four feet. 
Construction should not create new impacts to the area’s wilderness 
character by expanding the footprint of the existing structure. 
The Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District must plan their construction 
activities to minimize impacts to hiking and recreation. 
Any area closures should be planned and publicized prior to issuing 
camping permits. 

FL-4-1 
 
 
FL-4-2 
 
 
FL-4-3 
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ATTACHMENT A: LIST OF FORM LETTER COMMENTERS 

Form Letter 1: Submitter List 
Achala Devi Carolyn Rhett  Delmar 

Fadden 
Fuhwa Ko  Jeanne Krenzer  Ken Gersten Marian Wineman Patricia Brent S Shaw  Suzanne Hamer  

Adam Wallas Carrie Pilger  Denise 
Langeland 

G G Jeannie Keyes  Ken Zirinsky  Marianna Haniger Patricia Leckenby 
Ronald 

Sally Burke  Terhi Telsavaara  

Aida Bound  Carrie Woods  Derek 
Benedict  

G. Rose 
Montgomery

Jenina Quinn Keridwyn Bray  Marie Weis Patricia Perron Samuel Merrill III  Teri Scheuer  

Aimee Olivier Catherine Green  Dessi 
Armstrong  

Gail Vincent Jennifer Hahn Kevin Hodack Marilyn Mosley  Patricia Perron Sandra Ciske  Terrance Ryan 

Aisha Farhoud Catherine Kocarek  Diane Falk Garrison Dyer  Jennifer Nelson  Kim Howe  Marisa Jacks Patti Rader  Sara Hoerlein  Terri Dumala  

Alice Flegel Catherine Madole  Diane Marks Gary Albright  Jennifer Riker Kimberley Bauer  Mark Leed  Paul Bigelow  Sara Jensen Terri Wile 

Alice Nicholson  Cece Reoux Doane Rising Gary Bennett  Jennifer Vining King Schoenfeld  Mark Reback  Paul Roberts  Sarah Greene  Thomas Clough 

Alice Pfister  Charles Collier  Don Smith  Gary Brill Jenny Clark  Lael Bradshaw  Mark Williams Peter Brazitis Sarah M Thomas Cox  

Alice Steijn  Chelsea Braun Don Williams  Gary Reid  Jeri Ichikawa  Laney Richter  Marla Blazer Peter Litwin Serena Donnelly  Thomas Duff 

Alixandre Wilkins Chelsea Villarreal  Donald 
Chesebro 

Gary 
Renzelman 

Jessica Diallo Larry Lewin Marquam Krantz  Peter Martin Serena Maurer Thomas Guobis  

Amy Heyneman Cheryl Gray  Donna 
Musgrove  

Ginny 
Cleaveland 

Jessica Sand Larry Mc Claran  Mary Shields Peter Viavant Serena Maurer Tien Vu  

Amy Jones  Cheryl Olson  Donnelle 
Brotherton 

Glenda Carper Jillain Peterson Larry Wilke  Mary Taylor Philippa Nye Shane 
Dombrowski  

Timothy Marymee 

Andrea Vos  Chris Guillory Dorene Kelly  Graham 
Golbuff 

Jim Bernthal  Laura Finkelstein  Matthew Cloner Phillip Brugalette  Shannon 
Markley 

Tina Brown  

Andres Lopez  Chrystol White Dori Bailey  Gwen Anderson  Joan Collins Laura Ramon  Maureen 
Cleveland 

Phyllis Farrell Shari Laverty  Tina Matzke  

Ann Faires  Claire Aiello Dorinda Otto  Hannah Taylor  Joanie Beldin  Laura Toussaint  May Gauvin Polly Parson Shari Laverty  Tina Matzke  

Annabelle Heiman  Claire Alkire  Dorrie Main Harry Gerecke  Joanna Chesnut  Laurie Dils Megan Bastow  Polly Taylor  Sharon Andrews  Tom Behan  

Anne Leask Clarice Arakawa  Doug Staab  Heather 
Chenevert 

Joanne Watchie Laurie Gogic Megan Dustan Priscilla Martinez Sharon Dunn Tom Borst 

Anne Phillips Cole Grabow  Ed Loosli Heidi Shuler  John Flynn  Laurie Larsen  Megan Machiniak Randall Collins Shary B  Toni Penton  

Art Bogie Cole Kanaka 
Mumper  

Edward 
Whitesell 

Helga 
Burkhardt 

John Green  Laurie Schaetzel-
Hill  

Megan Pickus  Ray Anderson  Shirley Cooper  Toniann Reading  
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Art Huffine Rhrinc Corey Burgess  Eileen Kelley  Hiedi 
Culbertson 

John Macdonald Lawrence Magliola  Meghan Tinnea  Rebecca Deardorff  Shirley 
Sonnichsen 

Tracy and Caroline 
Ceravolo 

Barb Biondo Corine Johnson  Eleanor Israel  Hilke Faber  Jon Phillips Leonty Kolodiy  Melinda HUGHES  Rebecca Evans Shyam Parekh  Tracy Ouellette  

Barbara Bonfield Cornelia Teed  Elena 
Rumiantseva  

Isaac Heiman  Joseph Gush Liisa Wale Melissa Lopez-
Barbosa 

Rebecca Lee  Stela Martin  Tracy Podzimek  

Barbara Boyle  Corrine Anderson-
Ketchmark  

Eli Funk J J  Judith Schwab Linda Bock Melodie Martin Rebecca Nimmons  Stephanie Bell  Trudy Zimmerman  

Barbara Dubois  Craig Britton  Eliza 
Kronenberger  

J. Eggers Julia Reitan Linda Carroll  Merle Hooley Reinhold Groepler Stephanie 
Cooper  

Tryna Lyons  

Barbara Phalen Cyndi C Elizabeth 
Neary 

Jack Rowse  Juliet Todd  Linda Ellsworth  Michael and 
Barbara Hill  

Renee Adams  Stephanie Coson  Turner Van Slyke  

Barbara Rollinger  Dale And Pamela 
Wright 

Elizabeth 
Scranton 

Jackie Easley  June and Ronald 
MacArthur  

Linda Thompsen Michael Gan Renee Duprel  Stephen 
Thompson  

Valarie Matinjussi 

Barbara Sanborn  Dale Dellario Elizabeth 
Sundquist 

Jacob Warzon K Loro  Linda Vanderbilt  Michael Jones Richard Kolber  Steve Albrecht  Vera Swanson  

Barbara Scavezze  Dan Hoey  Ellen Hopkins Jacquelyn 
Wheeler  

K M Keiser  Lindley Gifford Michael Mc Richard Noll  Steve and Kathi 
Hulick 

Vicky Mcclellan 

Barbara Wos 
Elledge 

Dan Scheer Ellen Zarter  James Bates Kara Harms  Lois Ward  Michael Pietro Richard Spry  Steve Foster  Victoria Leistman  

Beth Borst Dan Schneider Emily Cliff James Keeley Karen Conlon Lore Wintergreen Michael Winger  Rick Ress  Steve Green  Virgene Link-New 

Betty Kellow  Daniel Havens Emily Su  James Mulcare  Karen Fisher  Lorie Stoneberger  Nancy Canyon Rick Taylor Steve Knutsen Virginia Becker  

Beverly Crocker  Daniela Roth  Emily Van 
Alyne  

James Nelson  Karen Hoover Lorraine James  Nancy Johnson  Rob And Esther 
Sumner  

Steve Tauscheck  Virginia Becker, 
Psy.D.  

Bill Arthur  Dara Kessler Emily White  Jamie Granger  Karen Verrill Lorraine Johnson  Nancy Peacock Robby Robinson  Steven Smith  Wally Bubelis 

Blair Kangley  Darcy Johnson  Emily 
Willoughly 

Jan Hajnosz Kari Darvill-Peterson Louann Ballew  Nancy White Robert Astyk Steven Uyenishi  Walt Rennick  

Brandie Deal  Dave Fairburn Epifanio Cruz  Jan Hurd Katherine Nelson Lucy Ostrander  Nathan Trimble  Robert Blumenthal  Steven Woolpert  Walter Jorgensen  

Brandon Bowersox-
Johnson  

Dave Groves Eric Konnick  Jane Landstra  Katheryn Hayes  Lyn Higgins  Ned Vasquez  Robert Gregerich  Sue Dearman Walter Rennick  

Brian Nelson  David Askew  Erick Campisi Janet Callis Kathleen Bentley Lynda Cunningh Neil Martin Robert Kummer Susan Baker Wendy Heiman  

Brian Weatherby David Baine Evan Littmann  Janet Riordan  Kathleen Gylland Lynnette Spanola 
Eastlake  

Ness Piper Robert Shwed  Susan 
Chamberlain  

William Anderson 

Bruce Dorrbecker  David Gross Evan Skytte  Janet Swihart  Kathleen Hutton  Malcolm Cumming Nick Engelfried  Robert 
VanderKamp  

Susan Cyr  William Biederman  

Candice Cassato  David Habib Eve Alyson  Janis 
Schweitzer  

Kathryn Grey Malia Latin Nick Lund Ronald Heiman Susan Heywood  William Crimbring  



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Form Letters, Page FL-11 JUNE 2024 

Candice Lampe David Joel Thornton  Evelyn Bittner Janis Swalwell  Kathy Albert Marc Lacrampe  Noah Ehler  Rosemary Moore  Susan Johnson  William Hayton 

Carole Hiatt  David Miller Florence Harty  Jason Cole  Katie Duncan Marguerite 
Pappaioanou 

Nolen Scott Russell Grindle Susan Pitiger William Phipps 

Carole Huelsberg  David Peha  Fran Post  Jean and Kyle 
Pauley 

Kayla Torell  Mari Plombon  Noushin Safaie Russell Grindle Susan Shouse William Sneiderwine  

Carolee Jones  Deborah Kramer  Frances 
Wammack  

Jean Aslakson  Kayla Waller Maria and Tom 
Lambright 

Pam Adams  Rusty West Susan 
Tochterman  

Yonit Yogev  

Caroline Bowdish  Dede Campbell  Fred Neil Jean M. Avery  Keith Henson  Maria Vallianatos Pamela Harris Ruth Darden Suzanne Cunliffe Yvette Goot 

Yvonne Leach  Zachary Henige  
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Form Letter 2: Submitter List 

A Armstrong Briana Clements David Cotton Franca 
Bontacchio 

Jeff Thayer Kathleen 
O'Connell 

Louise Simone Michelle 
Mondragon 

Rhonda Swineford Steve Piku 

A French Brianna Hallinan David Doering Frances Allred Jeff Thiemann Kathleen 
O'Sullivan 

Louise Slattery Michelle Oroz Rhonda Vanecek Steve Robey 

A G Hansen Bridget Irons David 
Dunneback 

Frances Bell Jeffery 
Anderson 

Kathleen 
Phillips 

Louise Yohalem Michelle Parr Ric Watkins Steve S 

A L Bridgett Heinly David Edwards Frances 
Carpenter 

Jeffery Blanton Kathleen 
Procter 

Lozz Starseed Michelle 
Profant 

Rich & Eileen 
Heaning 

Steve Schueth 

A Lynn Raiser Brigid Murphy David Elfin Frances Crouter Jeffery 
McConaughy 

Kathleen 
Sewght 

Luan Pinson Michelle 
Rekstad 

Rich Hughes Steve Sheehy 

A Merzi Brigid Vele David Evans Frances Hankin Jeffery 
Morgenthaler 

Kathleen Shabi LuAnne Swainson Michelle 
Sewald 

Richard and Kim 
Rendigs 

Steve Spry 

A Patterson Brigitte Mueller David Fiedler Frances Mcaroy Jeffrey Bains Kathleen Smith Lucia DePretto Michelle 
Thomas 

Richard Ashton Steve Taylor 

A Rossner Brigitte Silvestre David G Frances Melott Jeffrey Ballou Kathleen 
Sumida 

Lucia Durand Mick 
Alderman 

Richard Balentine Steve 
Troyanovich 

A Sanchez Britta Campton David H Nikkel Frances Recca Jeffrey 
Blackman 

Kathleen 
Turnbull 

Lucie Laberge Micki 
Besancon 

Richard Ballew Steve Werda 

A Sid Brittany 
Bannerman 

David H. 
Kavanaugh 

Frances Urban Jeffrey Block Kathleen 
Williams 

Lucinda Macias Midge Tuley Richard Battaglia Steve Wilson 

A W Brittney 
Hammock 

David Harralson Francesca Rago Jeffrey 
Campbell 

Kathleen. 
O'Donnell 

Lucy Duggan Midori 
Furutate 

Richard Beville Steven Acosta 

A.L. Steiner Brittni Mills David Harris Francesco 
Scotto di Frega 

Jeffrey Christo Kathleen 
Vadnais 

Lucy Gough Mija Gentes Richard Blain Steven Adams 

Aaron Mlynek Britton 
Saunders 

David Hatcher Francine 
Traniello 

Jeffrey Collins Kathlene Henry-
Gorman 

Luisa P Mika Gentili-
Lloyd 

Richard Bold Steven 
Andrychowski 

Aaron Wade Brnda Miller David Hayes Francis Blake Jeffrey Eichner Kathrin Dodds Luke Melaragno Mika Menasco Richard Boyce Steven Carrell 

Abbie Bernstein Bronwen Evans David 
Heffernan 

Francis Zilla Jeffrey Evans Kathrine 
Fegette 

Lusine 
Karabadzhakyan 

Mike Brinkley Richard Camp Steven Cook 

Abby Harrison Bruce A. Lisiecki David 
Hoffmann 

Francisco Javier 
Martin 

Jeffrey 
Hemenez 

Kathryn 
Burkhart 

Lydia Garvey Mike Carolla Richard Carr Steven Cypher 

Abe Levy Bruce and 
Maureen 
DeNunzio 

David Jackson Frank Ayers Jeffrey Hurwitz Kathryn Burns Lyman Welch Mike DeCook Richard Crosland Steven Dicicco 
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Abigail Corbet Bruce Carley David 
Klingensmith 

Frank Bures Jeffrey Jenkins Kathryn 
DeWees 

Lyn Capurro Mike Evans Richard Cummins Steven 
Edmonds 

Abigail Gindele Bruce Dassel David Lanker Frank Burke Jeffrey Jones Kathryn Hardy Lyn Lowry Mike Hamilton Richard Cusumano Steven 
Federman 

Abigail Hartojo Bruce Grobman David Laverne Frank Metzger Jeffrey Levicke Kathryn Heet Lyn Lukich Mike Hansen Richard Fox Steven Fenster 

Abigail Howes Bruce Higgins David Meade Frank Ortiz Jeffrey M 
Holstein 

Kathryn 
Lemoine 

Lynda Kerr Mike Hudak Richard Gallo Steven Hasty 

Abigail Villodas Bruce Krawisz David Myers Frank Pilholski Jeffrey 
McCollim 

Kathryn Melton Lynda Mandarino Mike 
Inganamort 

Richard Gilman Steven Hayashi 

Ada Rippberger Bruce Littlefield David Neumann Frank Rouse Jeffrey 
Pilkinton 

Kathryn Mosher Lynda Nesbitt Mike 
McCampbell 

Richard Glass Steven Hester 

Adam D'Onofrio Bruce Moyer David Nichols Frank Thacker Jeffrey 
Sanders 

Kathryn 
Schneider 

Lynda Pauling Mike McCool Richard Gray Steven Hoelke 

Adam Flogel Bruce Revesz David Ortiz Franklin I 
Hamilton 

Jeffrey Shuben Kathryn Sugg Lynda West Mike Newport Richard Guier Steven Iszauk 

Adam Wegren Bruce Ross David 
Patenaude 

Fred Brodsky Jeffrey Sterling Kathryn 
Summers 

Lynelle Behler Mike Peale Richard Han Steven Nelson 

Adele Outland Bruce Vincent David Pedersen Fred Coppotelli Jeffrey Stone Kathryn Torvik Lynette Brooks Mike 
Rummerfield 

Richard Hieber Steven 
Rosenberg 

Adil Mehta Bruna Annika David 
Pisaneschi 

Fred Granlund Jeffrey 
Surovell 

Kathy Bates Lynette Ridder Mike Seyfried Richard Hiscock Steven 
Standard 

Adolfo Bermeo Bruno Novel David Ramer Fred Lavy Jeffrey 
Thompson 

Kathy Brigger Lynette Rynders Mike Shasky Richard Hubacek Steven Uyenishi 

Adrian Bergeron Bryan Howard David Ramirez Freda Karpf Jelica Roland Kathy Burch Lynette Smith Mike Souza Richard Jackson Steven Vogel 

Adriana Micciulla Bryan Johns David 
Rieckmann 

Freddy Luke Jen Danner Kathy Dabanian Lynn Bengston Mike Winget Richard Kite Stewart Casey 

Adriana Nunez Bryan Lambert David Roth Freya Harris Jen Scibetta Kathy Day Lynn C. Lang Mikki Chalker Richard Legault Stewart Wilber 

Adrienne S. Bryan Lucore David Rudin Freyda Isaacs Jen Stedman Kathy Dowds Lynn Costa Mila Woff Richard McCombs Stu Farnsworth 

Adrienne Trattner Bryan Wyberg David Rust Fulvio 
Valsangiacomo 

Jenifer 
Johnson 

Kathy Flocco-
McMaster 

Lynn DeVos Mildred 
Yarborough 

Richard Packer Stuart Lynn 

Aeron Wild Burkhard 
Broecker 

David Savige Fun Dad Jeniffer 
Graham 

Kathy Forney Lynn Gazik Millie Magner Richard Peterson Stuart Mork 

Agnes Hetzel C Grimes David Somers G D Abbott Jenna Fallaw Kathy Freese Lynn Hoang Milton Davis Richard Phillips Stuart Smith 
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Agnew Wilson C K David Soto G Lindemann Jenna Rossiter Kathy Fullerton Lynn Levine Mimi Abers Richard Piatkowski Stuart Weiss 

Agustin Arroyo C Kasey David Stetler G. Paxton Jenne Marie 
Sindoni 

Kathy Gosselin Lynn Marlin Mina Blyly-
Strauss 

Richard Rutherford Sue and John 
Morris 

Ah Ho C L Brear David Stevens G. Trubow Jennie 
Blodgett 

Kathy Grieves Lynn Nelson Mindi White Richard Saretsky Sue Balk 

Ahnna Weber C Lamb David Suarez Gabriel Sheets Jennifer 
Bambauer 

Kathy Haber Lynn Patra Mindie Sivey Richard Saunders Sue DiMoia 

Aida Marina C M David Sweet Gabrielle 
Swanberg 

Jennifer 
Barbara 

Kathy Hafter Lynn Shoemaker Miranda 
O'shields 

Richard Schoemer Sue Ellen 
Lupien 

Aileen Glynn C P David Todnem Gaia Cole Jennifer 
Bradford 

Kathy Hanson Lynn Skibinski Miriam and 
Mike Kurland 

Richard Schwartz Sue Halligan 

Ailenise Jackson C S David Walker Gaia Kimberly Jennifer 
Brandon 

Kathy Johnson Lynn Slonaker Miriam Baum Richard 
Shannahan 

Sue Harrington 

Aimee Mellensifer C Winstead David Wilcox Gail Bell Jennifer 
Brooks 

Kathy Jordan Lynn Sunday Miriam 
Paisner 

Richard Shepard Sue Lundquist 

Ainga Dobbelaere C. Martinez Dawn Albanese Gail Gaebe Jennifer Burish Kathy Laird Lynn Tondrick Miroslava 
Elfeky 

Richard Smith Sue Russ 

AJ Cho C. Yee Dawn Copola Gail Lack Jennifer 
Cartwright 

Kathy Lyles-
Diers 

Lynne C. Mishia 
Hunwick 

Richard Spotts Sue Shimer 

Al Bobroff Ca Sweeney Dawn Corby Gail Ladd Jennifer 
Corrigan 

Kathy Marie 
Behl-Whiting 

Lynne Chimiklis Missie Smith Richard St. Angelo Sue Wilkin 

Al Giles Caephren 
McKenna 

Dawn Cumings Gail Linnerson Jennifer 
Denetz 

Kathy Mason Lynne Firestone Missy Harris Richard Stern Sue Wright 

Al Pom Caitlin 
Archambault 

Dawn Nelson Gail Murchison Jennifer 
DiMarco 

Kathy 
Michaelson 

Lynne Gaudette Mitchell 
Chaikin 

Richard Tidd Summer 
Crabtree 

Al Shayne Caitlin Welsh Dawn Taylor Gail Ohara Jennifer Doob Kathy 
Monteleone 

Lynne Preston Mitchell Mead Richard Tregidgo Summer Shah 

Alan Brown Caleb Ellis Dawn Zelinski Gail Powell Jennifer 
Emerle-
Sifuentes 

Kathy Moraski Lynne Weiske Mj Lagatta Richenda Davison Sunil Misra 

Alan Carter Calissa Grady Dawn Zizzo Gail Tinsley Jennifer 
Eskridge-Hart 

Kathy Ross Lynnette Simon MM Seeley Rick Brigham Sunny Tabino 

Alan D Levine Calli Madrone Dawne 
Meneguzzo 

Gale Luce Jennifer 
Fleming 

Kathy Saunders Lysne Torgerson Mo Kafka Rick Hancock Susan Alice 
Mufson 
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Alan DeGrand Calum Mackay Dayana Avila Gale Rullmann Jennifer 
Griffith 

Kathy Tharp M Chessin Mollie Smith Rick Horne Susan Babbitt 

Alan Feltman Calvin Jager DC Katten Galen Schlich Jennifer 
Henshaw 

Katie Desmond M Freiberg Molly Sullivan Rick Szarlu Susan Bailey 

Alan Hart Camelia 
Snejana 
Lovanovici 

Dean Borgeson Galloway 
Allbright 

Jennifer 
Herstein 

Katie Finnerty M Kimberly 
Dalinowski 

Moneca 
Dunham 

Rick Walters Susan Beil 

Alan Jasper Camille Gilbert Dean Clarke Garry Taroli Jennifer Keys Katie Griesar M King Monica 
Bastien 

Rickey Buttery Susan Bellis 

Alan Linn Cammy Colton Dean Frazer Gary and Karen 
Holm 

Jennifer Koval Katie L M Langelan Monica 
DuClaud 

Ricki Newman Susan Blain 

Alan Linville Candace Bassat Dean Mieras Gary Barton Jennifer Lane Katie Wood M Pal Monica 
Friedman 

Ricky Taylor Susan 
Campanel 

Alan MacLamroc Candace Rocha Dean Onessimo Gary Beckerman Jennifer Lewis Katie Yu M R Monica 
Gilman 

Rita Benlolo Susan Castelli-
Hill 

Alan P Socol Candace Russell Deanne 
O'Donnell 

Gary Boerner Jennifer 
Marinilli 

Katleen Holmes M Rossner Monica 
Leccese 

Rita Browne Susan Christino 

Alan Papscun Candace 
Wolken 

Deb Denbow Gary Brooker Jennifer 
Nelson 

Katren Garrett M Rute Correia Monica 
Montalvo 

Rita Carlson Susan Coen 

Alan Peltzer Candi Ausman Deb Hahn Gary Cantara Jennifer Nitz Katrina Child M S Monica Myers Rita F. Susan Darish 

Alan Robert Candice 
Schellenger 

Beb Romero Gary Connaught Jennifer 
Oppenheim 

Kay Bradfield M. Cecilia Correia Monica 
Riedler 

Rita Franco Susan 
Davenport 

Alan Schenck Candy Bowman Debasri Roy Gary Cornett Jennifer Piche Kay Glinsman M. Kathryn Karn Monika 
Gosteli-Gyger 

Rita Grolitzer Susan 
Deschenes 

Alan Wojtalik Candy Sullivan Debbi Pratt Gary Dube Jennifer Quick Kay Jay M. S. Monique De Rita Hartojo Susan 
Devereaux 

Alana Willroth Cara Ammon Debbie Blair Gary E. Ranz Jennifer 
Rankin 

Kay Kiechel 
White 

M. Virginia Leslie Monique 
Musialowski 

Rita Kovshun Susan 
Donaldson 

Albert Fecko Cara Artman Debbie Bolsky Gary Goetz Jennifer 
Reame 

Kay Krause M.cecilia Dallari Monty Foley Rita Lemkuil Susan Drucker 

Albert Roca Enrich Caren Mehay Debbie Brent Gary Gover Jennifer 
Reinert 

Kay Reinfried M.E. Eccles Moraima 
Suarez 

Rita Meuer Susan Dusman 

Albert Tahhan Carey Suckow Debbie 
Burroughs 

Gary Hamel Jennifer Reis Kay S. M.K. Russell Moranda 
Meyer 

Rita Orleans Susan Eckstein 

Aldana Santto Carin Pavlinchak Debbie Ellis Gary Hendricks Jennifer Rice Kay Ward M.S. Sutton Moriah Barth Rita Poppenk Susan Espinoza 
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Alea Chevalier Carina Chadwick Debbie Friesen Gary Landgrebe Jennifer Rier Kayelah Skelton Mac Donofrio Mr. And Mrs. 
E. R. Adams 

Rita Santos-Oyama Susan Esposito 

Alecia Morgan Carl Ellman Debbie Kearns Gary Lofgren Jennifer 
Romans 

Kaylah Sterling Madeleine Glick Mr. Shelley 
Dahlgren, PhD 

Rob Abromavage Susan F 
Fleming 

Aleda Richardson Carl Luhring Debbie Kenyon Gary Mazzotti Jennifer 
Sullivan 

Keiko Barrett Madeleine Souza Mr. Lynnward 
Lacy 

Rob Carter Susan Fisher 

Aleks Kosowicz Carl Prellwitz Debbie Krapf Gary Overby Jennifer Taylor Keil Albert Madeline Cotton Mrs. Turco Rob Fursich Susan Foley 

Alena Jorgensen Carl Stapler Debbie 
McKevitt 

Gary Piper Jennifer 
Valentine 

Keir Novak Madeline Perkins Mrs. Marilyn 
Dougher 

Rob Nash Susan Gardner 

Alexa McMahan Carl Veaux Debbie Nelson Gary Stickel Jennifer Will Keith Albritton Madeline Stetser Mrs. P. D. 
Waterworth 

Rob Peters Susan Gilcreast 

Alexander 
Dolowitz 

Carl Zimmerman Debbie 
Sequichie-
Kerchee 

Gary Thaler Jenny 
Ruckdeschel 

Keith Cowan Madelyn Garrett Ms. Lilith Rob Roberto Susan Glatter-
Judy 

Alexander Fierro-
Clarke 

Carla Anchors Debbie Spear Gary Wolf Ardito Jenny Taylor Keith 
D’Alessandro 

Magaly Léger Ms. Zentura Rob Seltzer Susan Gunther 

Alexandra 
Haenisch 

Carla Dalton Debbie 
Tenenbaum 

Gary Zahler Jerald Vinikoff Keith Fisher Magda Santiago Ms. Maria 
Celia 
Hernandez 

Robbyn Sarvas 
Robbyn Sarvas 

Susan Harmon 

Alexandra Lamb Carla Davis Debbie Wall Gatha Pierucki Jerami 
Prendiville 

Keith Krupinski Maggie Lefford Ms. Susan 
Hainey 

Robert Alan Binnie Susan Haywood 

Alexandra 
Rappaport 

Carla Haim Debby Mayberry 
Jensen 

Gavin Baker Jered 
Cargman 

Keith Taylor Maggie Shields Ms. Paula 
Shafransky 

Robert Bartlett Susan Heath 

Alexandra Schulz Carla Hedden Debi Holt Gavin Bornholtz Jeremy Baptist Keith Wilkins Maia Van Pelt Mykel Reese Robert Bullis Susan Holland 

Alexia Jandourek Carla McCannon Deborah Allison Gavin Ellis Jeremy 
Feldman 

Kellen Dunn Malcolm Groome Myra 
Dremeaux 

Robert Carnevale Susan Hood 

Alexis Morris Carla Morin Deborah 
Balasko 

Gavin Needler Jeremy 
Rossman 

Kelley Dempsey Malcolm Simpson Myriam Bois Robert Carroll Susan Horty 

Alexis Stark Carla Williams Deborah Brown-
Ridley 

Gay Linfante Jeri Romero Kelli Fizzano Mandana Nakhai Myriam Eythrib Robert Chambers Susan Hubbard-
Reeves 

Alfa Santos Carlene 
Estacion 

Deborah Burge Gay Mikelson Jerome 
Comeau 

Kelli Lent Mandie Flint Myrian 
Monnet 

Robert Chirpin Susan Jacobson 

Alfonsa 
Paternuosto 

Carlene 
Visperas 

Debora Chase Gayle Doukas Jerome Walker Kelli Lewis Mandy Homer Myrna 
Castaline 

robert cobb Susan Jobe 
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Alfred Mancini Carlie 
Doebereiner 

Deborah 
Cinquino 

Gayle Guidry Jerry Banks Kelly Berry Manfred Zanger Myrna Torrie robert crenshaw Susan Kaiser 

Aldredo Escandon Carlos Acosta Deborah 
Cosentino 

Gee Simmons Jerry Charlson Kelly Brannigan Manny Garcia Myron Klos Robert Duy Susan Lea 

Ali Van Zee Carlos Nunez Deborah 
Coviello 

Geisha García Jerry Eskew Kelly Fowler Manucher 
Baybordi 

N B Robert Ensman Susan Lefler 

Alice Gard Carly Clements 
Owens 

Deborah 
Dahlgren 

Gemma Alcasid Jerry Horner Kelly Hogue Mara Jeffress N Houghton Robert Fehsinger Susan Leibowitz 

Alice Gem Carmel and 
June Nolin-
Hartford and 
Buco 

Deborah 
Douglas 

Gemma Smith Jerry Hughes Kelly Kessl Mara Lopez N Refes Robert Ferrara Susan Lemont 

Alice Jacobson Carmen Chacon Deborah Friend Gena Burke Jerry Johnson Kelly Kreiser Mara Unger N. Kaluza Robert Fingerman Susan Lessin 

Alice Jena Carmen Plaza Deborah 
Gandolfo 

Gena DiLabio Jerry Matson Kelly Kroske Marc Imlay N. Schneider Robert Fischoff Susan Lilly 

Alice Markey Carol A 
Sassaman 

Deborah 
Hawlwy 

Gene Ammarell Jerry 
Mawhorter 

Kelly Lewis Marc Laverdiere Nadia Corvers Robert Focht Susan Loomis 

Alice Mizsak Carol Anderson Deborah 
Hoffmann 

Gene Jones Jerry Mazzolini Kelly Riley Marc Silverman Nadine 
Duckworth 

Robert Foley Jr Susan Lowe 

Alice Naegele Carol Baier Deborah Irwin Genevieve 
Fujimoto 

Jerry Persky Kelly Schwartz Marce Walsh Nadine 
Godwin 

Robert Good Susan Ludke 

Alice Neuhauser Carol 
Bodenmiller 

Deborah 
Jaworski 

Genia Moncada Jerry Redpath Kelly Siranko Marcello 
Franciamore 

Nadine Kouba Robert Hammond Susan Magana 

Alice Polesky Carol Book Deborah 
Jennison 

Genny Hoyle Jerry Rivers Kelly Taylor Marci Moss Nadine Parish Robert 
Handelsman 

Susan 
McGovern 

Alice Ross Carol Broll Deborah Kassis George Bilyeu Jerry Savas Ken Barton Marci Robinson Nadine 
Vergilia 

Robert Havrilla Susan McNeill 

Alice Savage Carol Collier Deborah King George 
Bodenheimer 

Jerry Scott Ken Bosch Marcia Ferguson Nadine 
Wallace 

Robert Honish Susan 
Messerschmitt 

Alice West Carol Collins Deborah 
Kreuser 

George Burnash Jerry 
Swarzman 

Ken Bowman Marcia Migdal Nair Lopes Robert Hughes Susan N Todd 

Alida Bockino Carol Cook Deborah Labb George Craciun Jerry Weiss Ken Gigliello Marcia Walker Nan Brunskill Robert Jehn Susan Noalani 
Terry 

Alina Parera Carol Coons Deborah 
Mastrandrea 

George 
Georganas 

Jess Turner Ken LaMance Marcia Weare Nan 
Stevenson 

Robert Karli Susan Norris 
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Aline Rosenzweig Carol Curtis Deborah 
Milkowski 

George Hanas Jesse Bohl Kendra Knight Marcie Clem Nan Wollman Robert Knauber Susan P. Walp 

Alison Stankrauff Carol Dean Deborah 
Morton 

George Hartman Jesse 
Counterman 

Kendra Kolsen Marcie Clutter Nancy 
Anderson 

Robert Lawrence Susan Peirce 

Alison Zyla Carol Dodson Deborah 
Perrero 

George Howe Jesse Croxton Kennard Woods Marco de la Rosa Nancy 
Arbuckle 

Robert Lombardi Susan Perez 

Alissa Sollitto Carol Esler Deborah Reade George Latta Jesse Gore Kenneth 
Althiser 

Marcus Lanskey Nancy Burger Robert Martin Susan Peters 

Alix Bowman Carol Fletcher Deborah Reiter George Lee Jesse Kessler Kenneth Boyle Marcus N Nancy Crider Robert Megraw Susan Powers 

Allan Young Carol Fly Deborah 
Richards 

George 
Milkowski 

Jesse Williams Kenneth 
Douglas 

Marcy Gordon Nancy 
Edmondson 

Robert Mick Susan Proffitt 

Allen Altman Carol Ford Deborah 
Sargent 

George Munoz Jessica 
Acevedo 

Kenneth 
Lapointe 

Margaret Bell Nancy Fleming Robert Minnick Susan Querze 

Allen Price Carol G Deborah 
Sheinman 

George 
Schneider 

Jessica Adams Kenneth Large Margaret C 
Albrets 

Nancy Gowani Robert Mitchell Susan Reid 

Allen Salyer Carol Goslant Deborah 
Siebers 

George Simon Jessica 
Anderson 

Kenneth 
Meersand 

Margaret Cain Nancy Gregory Robert Mizar Susan 
Rodriguez 

Allen Todd Carol Grady 
MacRae 

Deborah 
Spencer 

George Spruill Jessica 
Andrews 

Kenneth 
Nahigian 

Margaret 
Champion 

Nancy 
Haarmann 

Robert Munro Susan Rollins 

Allen Yun Carol Hatfield Deborah Stowe George Y. 
Bramwell 

Jessica Card Kenneth 
Rosenblad 

Margaret Cobb Nancy Hanson Robert Nobrega Susan Roverud 

Allie Palmer Carol Hewitt Deborah Tebet Georgia 
Braithwaite 

Jessica 
Cresseveur 

Kenneth Winer Margaret Davies Nancy 
Hartman 

Robert Nowak Susan Saltzman 

Allison Castle Carol Hill Deborah Walsh Georgia Forbes Jessica Heiden Kenny Lerner Margaret Ellis Nancy Hayden Robert Obrien Susan Sander 

Allison Everitt Carol Hoke Deborah Wertz Georgia Griego Jessica 
Jacobson 

Kent Iverson Margaret Goscilo Nancy Heck Robert Osborne Susan Santilli 

Allister Layne Carol Kaploe Deborah 
Williams 

Georgia Locker Jessica 
Jakubanis 

Kent John Clark Margaret Griffin Nancy 
Hiestand 

Robert Plata Susan 
Schlessinger 

Ally Matteodo Carol Khazai Debra Ashton Georgia Shankel Jessica Jern Kent Purdy Margaret Guilfoy 
Tyler 

Nancy Howard Robert Racine Susan Smith 

Ally Mora Carol Kotcher Debra Bruegge Georgie 
Peterson 

Jessica Moody Keren Kumar Margaret Handley Nancy Jahnel Robert Reed Susan Spilecki 

Aloysius Wald Carol Krasula Debra Cameron Georgina Ried Jessica 
Ramirez 

Kermit Cuff Margaret Kitts Nancy King Robert Ressler Susan Storch 
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Alson Sachs Carol Lawrence Debra Csenge Gerald 
Czamanske 

Jessica 
Sherwood 

Kerry Burkhardt Margaret Krause Nancy 
Kyriacou 

Robert Ross Susan Strauss 

Althea Harris Carol Leibenson Debra Floyd Gerald Gouge Jessie Casteel Kerry Dietz Margaret Lohr Nancy Lipka Robert Rutkowski Susan Susan 

Alton Roundy Carol 
Leuenberger 

Debra 
Goodnight 

Gerald Gushleff Jesus 
Montealegre 

Kerry Heck Margaret McGee Nancy Luiz Robert Sipe Susan 
Thompson 

Alva Pingel Carol Lofgren 
Lofgren 

Debra Krauss Gerald Hallead Jewell Batway Kevin Bannon Margaret Meinert Nancy Lund Robert Smith Susan Thornton 

Alyce Fritch Carol Lynne 
Eyster 

Debra Lane Gerald Hassett Ji Montgomery Kevin Bessett Margaret Milnes Nancy M 
Francy 

Robert Stark Susan Triassi 

Alycia Staats Carol Martin Debra Lichstein Gerald 
Terwilliger 

Jill Caldwell Kevin Bickers Margaret Murray Nancy 
McCullough 

Robert Stewart Susan Valiga 

Alyson Shotz Carol Masuda Debra Miller Gerald 
Wambach 

Jill Dahlman Kevin 
Bissonnette 

Margaret 
Needham 

Nancy McRae Robert Swett Susan Vossler 

Alyssa Melton Carol McDaniel Debra Moore Geralyn Gulseth Jill Davine Kevin 
Branstetter 

Margaret Olness Nancy Miller Robert Swift Susan Watts 

Amanda Alcamo Carol Mone Debra Moyer Geralyn 
Leannah 

Jill Greer Kevin Callahan Margaret Polino Nancy Molner-
Vieira 

Robert W. Rhodes, 
III 

Susan Williard 

Amanda 
Clairmonte 

Carol Nealy Debra Rehn GERARD 
GARDNER 

Jill Grundfest Kevin Chapman Margaret Powell Nancy 
Newbury 

Robert Weggel Susana Perez 

Amanda Felt Carol Ohlendorf Debra Rulifson Gerard Kuehn Jill Jensen Kevin 
Eisenstaedt 

Margaret Rogers Nancy Nilssen Robert Wohlberg Susanita 
Nichols 

Amanda Heske Carol 
Pennington 

Debra Taylor Geri Ott Jill Mistretta Kevin 
Gaczewski 

Margaret Rydant Nancy OHearn Robert Wolf Susanna Stone 

Amanda Lowe Carol Schaffer Debra Westom Gerritt and 
Elizabeth Baker-
Smith 

Jill Nicholas Kevin Gallagher Margaret 
Schulenberg 

Nancy Partin Robert Yancey Susanne 
Groenendaal 

Amanda Salvner Carol Shelton Debra Wontor Gerry Masurat Jill Suttle Kevin Goodwin Margaret Woll Nancy 
Pearson 

Robert Zeller Susanne Kiriaty 

Amanda Schmidt Carol 
Skowronnek 

Debra Wright Gerry Williams Jill Timm Kevin Jensen Margareta 
Lofstrom 

Nancy Prowell Roberta Bishop Susanne 
Madden 

Amanda Smock Carol Souva DeDe ODonnell Gertrude Turley Jill Wettersten Kevin Kimmel Margarita Perez Nancy 
Rasmussen 

Roberta Corona Susanne Press 

Amanda Spalt Carol Stanton Dee Costello Gilda Valli Jill Wiechman Kevin Laliberte Marge Barry Nancy 
Reynolds 

Roberta Giblin Susanne 
Varlese 
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Amanda Taylor Carol Steinhart Dee Kearney Giles Sydnor Jillana Laufer Kevin Milam Marge Joefreda Nancy 
Riggleman 

Roberta Glaze Susi Westwood 

Amanda Zangara Carol Stevens Dee Randolph Gillian Miller Jillian Fiedor Kevin O'Rourke Margo Robinson Nancy Roane Roberta Orlando Susie 
Duckworth 

Amber Abascal Carol Taggart Dee Sands Gina Antonino Jim Allen Kevin Petty Margo Slaughter Nancy 
Roberts-
Moneir 

Roberta R 
Czarnecki 

Susie Lopez 

Amber Murphy Carol Tavani Dee Steele Gina Gatto Jim Brunton Kevin 
Proescholdt 

Margo Vanderhill Nancy 
Saunders 

Roberta Shields Susie Warner 

Amitav Dash Carol Uschyk DeeAnn Saber Gina Johansen Jim Capizzo Kevin Quail Margo Wyse Nancy 
Scarzello 

Robin Coleman Suz Weis 

Amy Benesch Carol 
Vandeveire 

Deedee 
Tostanoski 

Gina LoBiondo Jim Clapp Kevin Rauch Margot Lowe Nancy 
Schuhrke 

Robin Covino Suzann 
Cummings 

Amy Dalporto Carol Yerden Deepak Dadlani Gina Ness Jim Fisher Kevin Rolfes Margret Cifaldi Nancy Schultz Robin Craft Suzanne Barns 

Amy Elston Carole Ann Cole Deirdre Morris Gina Norton Jim Head Kevin Silvey Marguerite Doyle Nancy 
Schwartz 

Robin Dax Suzanne Esaine 

Amy Fleiss Carole 
Helmkamp 

Delia Almares Gina Petty Jim Krebs Kevin Walsh Marguerite 
Eliasson 

Nancy 
Schweiger 

Robin Lightner Suzanne 
Immonen 

Amy Harlib Carole Korn Delmar Fadden Gina Price Jim Landua Kevin Worker Marguerite Fortin Nancy 
Sidebotham 

Robin Mater Suzanne Jones 

Amy Kalblein Carole Maclure Dempsey 
Holloway 

Gina Read Jim Leske Khai Hang Marguerite 
Shuster 

Nancy 
Sowersby 

Robin Pappas Suzanne Kruger 

Amy Kelm Carolina Moreno Denine 
Heinemann 

Gina Turner Jim Lewis Kia H. Mari Elvi Nancy Stamm Robin Patten Suzanne 
Kunstman 

Amy Lagrone Caroline Kane Denis Tidrick Ginger brewer Jim Lindsay Kian Daniel Mari Mennel-Bell Nancy Tate Robin Perry Suzanne M. 

Amy Liebman Caroline Kipling Denise Bonk Ginger Pierce Jim Loveland Kim Altana Maria Cadeddu Nancy Treffry Robin Peterson Suzanne Malis-
Andersen 

Amy McClintock Caroline Kirsch Denise 
Cameron 

Ginnie Preuss Jim Melton Kim Block Maria Casler Nancy White Robin Pinsof Suzanne Murray 

Amy Merritt Caroline Sévilla Denise 
Churchill 

Gisela Zech Jim Murphy Kim Brower Maria Cetrola Nancy Woolley Robin Reinhart Suzanne 
Schaem 

Amy Polenberg Caroline Van 
Haeften 

Denise Cooper Gisele De 
Mulder 

Jim Spooner Kim Chaney Maria Corvalan Nancy Yarosis Robin Spiegelman Suzanne 
Thomas 

Amy Roberts Carolita McGee Denise 
Lenardson 

Gladys Simerl Jim Stone Kim Davis María Dabrowski Naomi 
AVISSAR 

Robin Swope Suzanne Torkar 
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Amy Scarpinato Carolyn De 
Mirjian 

Denise Martini Gladys Tchatal Jim Strickland Kim Fetters Maria Dominicis Naomi Klass Robin Van Tassell Suzi Beaton 

Amy Schumacher Carolyn Dickson Denise Meadow Glen Holstein Jim Trepka Kim Godwin María García Naomi Linkous Robin Vogler Suzie NOVAK 

Amy Stiles Carolyn Haupt Denise Motta Glen Van Slyke Jim Yarbrough Kim Halizak Maria Gonzalez Naomi 
Weismsn 

Robin Weirich Suzy Clarkson 
Holstein 

Amy Veloz Carolyn Massey Denise Ress Glen Wetzel Jim Zubko Kim Keller Maria Louise 
Morandi Long 
Zwicker 

Natalie 
Aharonian 

Robin Wright Sy Brown 

Amy Wrobel Carolyn Nieland Denise Sprague Glenda Krause Jimmie 
Lunsford 

Kim Kensler-
Prager 

Maria Machado Natalie 
DeBoer 

Robyn Deciccio Sybil Kohl 

Ana Cots Carolyn Pearson Denise 
Vandermeer 

Glenn Barclift Jimmy Doty Kim Lines Maria Miller Natalie Hall Robyn Dibble Sydney Allrud 

Ana Herrero Carolyn Repeta Denise Ward Glenn DeLuca Jinn Ngo Kim McReavy Maria Miranda Natalie Malec Robyn Little Sylvia Cardella 

Ana Johnson Carolyn Rice Denise 
Zembryki 

Glenn Hufnagel Jitka Mencik Kim Miceli Maria Nowicki Natalie 
Warren 

Rochelle Gravance Sylvia De Baca 

Ana Salinas Carolyn Riddle Dennis Baldry Glenn Nappi JL Angell Kim Porter Maria Peteinaraki Natasha 
Saravanja 

Rochelle Lazio Sylvia DeMars 

Anah Mcmahon Carolyn Ryan Dennis 
Honkomp 

Glenn Novak JL Charrier Kim Powell Maria Pia Scotto 
di Frega 

Nathan 
Nielsen 

Rochelle Massey Sylvia 
Nachlinger 

Analisa Crandall Carolyn 
Stenseth 

Dennis Knaack Glenn Schlippert Jo Ann Herr Kim Smith Maria Schiller Nathan Pate Rocquelle Woods Sylvia 
Selverston 

Anastasia 
Yovanopoulos 

Carolyn 
Summers 

Dennis Kreiner Gloria Aguirre Jo Baxter Kim Springer Maria Vitória 
Magri 

Nathan 
Tompkins 

Rod Ridenhour Sylvia Shaw 

Andi Shotwell Carolyn Walker Dennis Ledden Gloria and Bob 
Ziller 

Jo Harvey Kim Swenka Mariam Andalibi Nathan Wetzel Rodney O'Bryant Sylvia Vairo 

Andra Heide Carrie Cammack Dennis McGee Gloria Cash-
Procell 

Joan 
Andersson 

Kimberley 
Harris 

Marian Aument Naveen 
Chilakapati 

Roger Cardillo Sylvia Wessels 

Andre Meaux Carrie Darling Dennis McVey Gloria Diggle Joan Breiding Kimberly Allen Marian Carter Nawal Tamimi Roger Clark T B 

Andrea And Al Carrie Hartigan Dennis Nagel Gloria 
McClintock 

Joan Carlson Kimberly 
Badger 

Marian Erwin Neal Steiner Roger Delmar T Bruster 

Andrea Bonnett Carrie Luce Dennis Tackett Gloria Navan Joan Chryst Kimberly Bailey Marian Kauffman Ned Long Roger Hollander T Gargiulo 

Andrea DePaola Carrie Olds Dennis Werner Gloria Sefton Joan 
Cummings 

Kimberly 
Bouchard-
Shapiro 

Marian Volkman Neena Deibler Roger Kulp T Jeffries 
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Andrea Eisenberg Carrie 
Thompson 

Derek Benedict Gloria Shen Joan Daniels Kimberly 
Carignan 

Mariana Tupper Neil Harrison Roger Schmidt T Todaro 

Andrea Fetsko Carroll Arkema Derek 
Carpenter 

Gm Whiting Joan Dulberg Kimberly 
Derwent 

Marian Kitty 
Dennis 

Neil Hastings Roger Stanley Tai Stillwater 

Andrea Fritz Caryl Pearson Derek Collett Gordon Cook Joan Ford Kimberly Hollis Marianna Mejia Neil Puckett Roger Woitte Takako Ishii-
Kiefer 

Andrea Hall Caryn Ackerman Derek Gendvil Gordon Parker 
III 

Joan Hansen Kimberly 
Howard 

Marianne 
Flanagan 

Neilia Pierson Rohini 
Gangasarran 

Tamara Bergum 

Andrea Kendall Caryn Cowin Derinda Nilsson Gordon Wood Joan Hebert Kimberly 
Hurschik 

Marianne Frusteri Nelly Prestat Roland D'amour Tamara Dreier 

Andrea Pellicani Caryn Graves Devon Benton Grace Nicholson Joan 
Kalvelage 

Kimberly Lang Marianne Lappin Nena Cook Rolf Friis Tamara Filas 

Andrea Snyder Casee Maxfield Devon Seltzer Grace Payne Joan Klein Kimberly 
McConkey 

Marianne Lazarus Nevada 
Rousey 

Romona Czichos Tamara 
Gossard 

Andrea Turner Casey Herr Dhanraji 
Ramlakhan 

Grace Reynolds Joan Lewin Kimberly 
Nieman 

Marie Alabiso Neville Bruce Ron Cuoio Tamara Larned 

Andrea Zajac Cason Snow Dia 
Schumacher 

Grace Silva Joan Smith Kimberly Pettit Marie Cabaroc Neville Dunn Ron De Stefano Tamara Rakow 

Andrea Zinn Cassandra 
Tereschak 

Diana Angelis Gracie Campbell Joan Stelter Kimberly Rice Marie D'Anna Nezka Pfeifer Ron Faich Tamara Voyles 

Andrew Ashburn Cassie C Diana Baker Graciela 
Ramirez 

Joan Yater Kimberly Seger Marie Dickenson Nichelle Virzi Ron Harder Tami Beck 

Andrew Cardno Cassie Fletcher Diana Black Grady Warren Joan Youell Kimberly 
Swenson-
Zakula 

Marie Driscoll Nicholas D 
Frederick 

Ron Marshall Tami Harvey 

Andrew Carman Cate Bedzyk Diana Bohn Greg and Becky 
Zahradnik 

Joann Ramos Kimberly 
Teraberry 

Marie Garescher Nicholas 
Franklin 

Ron Melin Tami Linder 

Andrew Grob Cate Manochio Diana Duffy Greg Bischof Joann Wilson Kimberly Vaz Marie Horan Nicholas 
Kovalcik 

Ron Melsha Tami McCready 

Andrew Hayter Catherine 
Anders 

Diana Goslin Greg Brown Joanna Hollis Kimberly 
Vincent 

Marie Hutchens Nichole 
Dimond 

Ron P Tami Palacky 

Andrew Hellinger Catherine Arnett Dianna Kekule Greg Dinger Joanna Kling Kimberly 
Walker 

Marie Mildner Nichole 
Holden 

Ron Rahav Tami Trearse 

Andrew Hoffman Catherine 
Cerqua 

Diana Lee Greg Espe Joanna 
Ridgway 

Kinney Evitt Marie Napolitano Nick Barcott Ron Richter Tammi Priggins 
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Andrew Isoda Catherine 
Chaney 

Diana Lewis Greg Kay Joanna Zacari Kira Van Dijk Marie Neville Nick 
Macdonald 

Ron Shansby Tammi Stewart 

Andrew Jackson Catherine 
Elsacker 

Diana M. 
Willliams 

Greg Onsel Joanne Barnes Kirk Rhoads Marie Raich Nick 
Mouzourakis 

Ron Snyder Tammy Bullock 

Andrew Middleton Catherine 
Harrington 

Diana Morgan-
Hickey 

Greg Ptucha Joanne Britton Kishan 
Wiratunga 

Marie Smith Nicola 
Dandelion 

Ron Torretta Tammy King 

Andrew 
Mueckenberger 

Catherine J 
Stout 

Diana Pace Greg Sells JoAnne Cohen Kitty D'Antonio Marie Travis Nicola Nicolai Ron Weiss Tammy Lettieri 

Andrew Philpot Catherine Jex Diana Praus Greg Stawinoga Joanne 
Desposito 

Kitty Emerald Marie Young Nicolas Duonn Rona Rosen Tammy Ritchie 

Andrew Robbins Catherine 
McNamara 

Diana Soleil Greg Sweel Joanne Lowery Korinna Shan. Marielle Marne Nicolás 
Estévez 

Ronald Carter Tammy 
Rohatynski 

Andrew Rosenthal Catherine Morris Diana Urbon Greg Winton Joanne 
McMillan 

Korrine 
McCarthy 

Marietta Scaltrito Nicolas Gaete Ronald Kucynski Tammy Shaw 

Andrew Siegal Catherine 
Nelson 

Diana Ward Gregg Matson Joanne Rongo Kris Akione Marija Minic Nicolas 
Humphrey, 
PhD 

Ronald Larsen Tan Dugi 

Andrew 
Wadsworth 

Catherine Saint-
Clair 

Diana Williams Gregg Oelker Joanne 
Sulkoske 

Kris Knoll Marilee Meyer Nicole D 
Frezza 

Ronald Olszewski Tanja Rieger 

Andrew Willman Catherine Sims Diane Armagost Gregory Bowling Joaquim 
Pujals 

Kris Lacy Marilee Murray Nicole 
Fountain 

Ronald Ratner Tansy Woods 

Andy Johnson Catherine 
Tierney 

Diane Arnal Gregory Esteve Jocelyn 
Stowell 

Kris N. Marilyn Briones Nicole Hickox Ronald Schlesinger Tanya Field 

Andy Lupenko Catherine 
Uchiyama 

Diane Barbera Gregory Fite Jodi Rodar Kris Strate Marilyn 
Campolettano 

Nicole Reicher Ronalee Thatcher Tanya 
Milanowski 

Andy Lynn Catherine van 
Zanten 

Diane Bolon Gregory 
Freeman 

Jodi Rowe Krissy Ash Marilyn Conrad Nicole Wilke Ronda O'Bryant Tanya Piker 

Andy McNutt Catherine 
Webster 

Diane Cook Gregory Garnant Jodie Zupancic Krista Sexton Marilyn 
Costamagna 

Nicoleta Sava Rondane Hollar Tanya Taylor 

Andy Zahn Catherine 
Williams 

Diane Craig Gregory 
Penchoen 

Jody Gibson Krista Taylor Marilyn Eng Nika Kollar Ronnie Bolling Tara Charvet 

Anette Cyr Cathie Ernst Diane DiFante Gregory 
Reingruber 

Jody Heriot 
Dehart 

Kristen Bossert Marilyn Evenson Nikki P Rosalind Ivens Tara Mueller 

Angel Orona Cathie 
Kwasneski 

Diane Faircloth Gregory 
Robinson 

Jody Olvera Kristen Brown Marilyn Flower-
Stachenfeld 

Nikki Wojtalik Rosalind Kotlar Tara Roberts 
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Angela Anderson Cathy Barton Diane Gaertner Gregory Strauss Joe Cundari Kristie Eklund Marilyn Fuller Niles and 
Michele Busler 

Rosalinda Turner Taran Green 

Angela Callis Cathy Brandt Diane Gargiulo Gret Rowe Joe Glaston Kristin Bradley Marilyn Kolar Nina Aronoff Rosalyn Rohloff Taren Atkins 

Angela Clark Cathy Brunick Diane Hart Greta Rossi Joe Hernandez Kristin 
Campbell 

Marilyn Lee Nina Berry Rose Jenkins Taryn Haynes 

Angela Cole Cathy Curtis Diane Kent Gretchen Sand Joe Marsala Kristin Crage Marilyn Linley Nina Davis Rose Marie Stef Tascha Babitch 

Angela H Cathy 
Grovenburg 

Diane 
Kulungian-
Halabi 

Guadalupe 
Sanchez-Luna 

Joe Nichols Kristin Felix Marilyn Martin Nina French Rose Minasian Tatiana Medina 

Angela Hoehne Cathy Kraus Diane 
LaMagdeleine 

Gudrun Dennis Joe Sidor Kristin Freeman Marilyn 
Montgomery 

Nina Gondos Rose Shulman Tatiana 
Zolotareva 

Angela Hughes Cathy Nieman Diane Lamont Gudrun 
Weinberg 

joe smith Kristin Graziano Marilyn Quindo Nina Minsky Roseann Dudrick Tatyana 
Stevens 

Angela Jones Cathy Simmons Diane Lutz Gunnar Sievert Joe Swabb Kristin Green Marilyn Turney Nina Perino Roseann 
Santangelo 

Taylor Brown 

Angela Knable Cathy Staniunas Diane Martin Gustaf 
Sarkkinen 

Joe Tricase Kristin 
Hegwood 

Marilyn Weir Nina Wouk Roseanne Pacheco Ted Fishman 

Angela Kump Cathy Thompson Diane Merrick Guy Nguyen Joe Tutt Kristin 
Konstanty 

Marilyn Wendt NK A Rosemarie Bisiar Ted Hume 

Angela Phoenix Cathy Wootan Diane Miller Gwen Carlson Joe Walicki Kristin 
Logerquist 

Mari Lynn 
Herman 

NM Porter Rosemarie 
Garczynski 

Ted LaPage 

Angela Plagge Cathy Elizabeth 
Levin 

Diane Nemitz Gwen Innes Joel Cooper Kristin Maurelia Marina Omaña Noa Iacob Rosemarie 
McPeake 

Ted Rasch 

Angela Ramirez Cave Man Diane Pease Gwen Myers Joel Eisenberg Kristin Smith Marina Ris Noah Hanmer RosemarieSawdon 
Sawdon 

Ted Silen 

Angela Ridolfo Cece Samp Diane Rymer Gwen Shotwell Joel Kay Kristin Vyhnal Mario E Martínez Noah Mabon Rosemary A. 
Kaszuba 

Tedd Ward Jr. 

Angela 
Schieferecke 

Cecil Philip Diane Soddy Gwen Stone Joel Masser Kristin Wise Mario G. Rivera Noah 
Youngelson 

Rosemary Bernier Tem Narvios 

Angela Wilkinson Cecilia Brown Diane Tessari Gwen Straub Joel Meier Kristin Womack Mario Velarde Nocturnal 
Wind 

Rosemary Busterna Tere Giganti 

Angela Wilson Cecilia Nevel Diane Young Gwendolyn East Joel 
Quaintance 

Kristina 
Fedorov 

Marion Irwin Noelle Cormier Rosemary Caolo Teresa Beutel 

Angelica Jochim Cecilia Seabrook Diane-Michele 
Petrillo 

Gwendolyn Kent JoEllen 
Rudolph 

Kristina Wunder Marion Kraus Nona Weiner Rosemary Ross Teresa Daylight 
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Angelina None Cecly Corbett Diann Rose Gwenna 
Weshinskey 

Johan Van Dijk Kristine Soly Marion Shepherd Nora 
Groeneweg 

Rosemary Sweatt Teresa Johnsen 

Angeline Sieb Celeste Hong Dianna Burton H Ande Johanna 
Hantel 

Kristine 
Winnicki 

Marisa Besteiro Nora Walker Rosina Harter Teresa Ligorelli 

Angell Chisholm Celeste M 
Anacker 

Dianna Holland H S Johanna 
Mueller 

Kristy Bonoyer Marisa Landsberg Norda Gromol Roslyn Jones Teresa Lyman 

Angi Tilley Celeste Tindall Dianna McNair H. Rosenberg John A 
Beavers 

Kristy Lindberg Marita-Constance 
Supan, IHM 

Norm Wilmes Ross Huffman-Kerr Teresa Martin 

Angie Baker Celia Celorio Dianne Bragg H.L. Chris
Chrissos

John Altshuler Kristy Pace Marivee Frayer Norma 
Campbell 

Roth Woods Teresa Reno 

Anil Prabhakar Ceri McClellan Dianne Ensign Hailey Wood John Andes KT Guthrie Marjorie Angelo Norma Feagin Roxana Huggins Teresia LaFleur 

Anira Newman Cesarina 
Somogy 

Dianne 
Matheny 

Hal Pillinger John B Lizak Kurt Cruger Marjorie Pasch Norma Kafer Roxanne Hartung Teri Danos 

Anita Alfoldi Cf Massey Dick Merrill Halie Hennessey John Ballo Kurt Fratzke Marjorie 
Rathbone 

Norman Baker Roy Fuller Teri Nolin 

Anita Pearl Chad Evans Dirk Beving Hannah Liu John Brown Kurt Johnston Marjorie Xavier O Lewis Roy Wessbecher Teri Spray 

Anita Sullivan Chantal Buslot Dirk Faegre Hannes Brunner John Burke Kurt Kessner Marjory Keenan O.C. Oliveira Rudolph P. Tucich, 
Sr. 

Terilyn Palanca 

Anita Watkins Chantel Mitchell Dixie Nihsen Harley Pierce John Burridge 
chem engineer 

Kurt Kiebler Mark and Patti 
McMahan 

Olga 
Suldovská 

Rush Hardin Terrance 
Hutchinson 

Anita Youabian Char Esser DJ Fura Harold Mann John 
Carpenter 

Kurt Simer Mark Blandford Olga 
Zakharova 

Russ Cross Terri Bachman 

Anja Phenix Char Sch un 
mann 

DK Weamer Harold 
Thompson 

John Carroll Kylara Hunter Mark Bradley Oliver 
Guichard 

Russ Ziegler Terri Greene 

Anje' Waters Charesa Harper Dobi 
Dobroslawa 

Harriet Cohen John Catherine Kyle Haines Mark Cappetta Omar Siddique Russell Fowler Terri Knauber 

Ann Barnett Charie Graham Dogan Ozkan Harriet Forman John 
Christopher 

Kyle Kinkade Mark Caso Oren Hargrove 
Jr 

Russell Novkov Terri Neill 

Ann Becherer Charity Calhoun Dolf Muccillo Harriet Goldman John Cipora Kym Harris Mark Cavazos Orva M Gullett Russell Thayer Terri Pigford 

Ann Braswell Charity 
Moschopoulos 

Dolores Arndt Harriet Levine John Cornely L Grecco Mark Crane Orysia 
Twerdochlib 

Russell Weisz Terri Rimmer 

Ann Carter Charlene Attayi Dolores Fifer Harriet Shalat John Courtney L Haage Mark D. Wise P Buck Rusty Rollings Terry Angelli 

Ann Coz Charlene Henley Domenica Ott Harriett 
Clementson 

John Crosby L M Mark Fanatico P Nunez Ruth Boice Terry Cline 
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Ann DeBolt Charlene 
Kerchevall 

Dominic Melita Harry Freiberg John Curotto L. L. Wilkinson Mark Forsyth P. Davis Ruth Burman Terry Cummings 

Ann Dorsey Charlene 
Lauzon 

Dominique 
Edmondson 

Harry Knapp John Dervin L. Wieczorek Mark Frey P. Hays Ruth Correia Terry Hasan 

Ann Hendon Charlene 
Longacre 

Don and Sheila 
Cameron 

Harry Stoneman John Di Biase L. Zeveloff Mark Galbraith P.S. Wright Ruth DuValle Terry Huff 

Ann Loera Charles 
Alexander 

Don Bergey Harv Weis john dull Lacey Hicks Mark Giese Paddy Fletcher Ruth Hooper Terry Mueller 

Ann Moureau Charles Andros Don Hamilton Harvey Brown John Dunkum Laird Lorenz Mark Goodman Paige 
ZiehlerMartin 

Ruth Jackson Terry Sarandrea 

Ann Nowicki Charles Arnold Don Henrich Harvey Halpern John Essman Laksshmi 
Banerjee 

Mark Gorey Palmeta Baier Ruth Jallings Terry Sessford 

Ann Pryich Charles Byrne Don Hon Hashi Hanta John Everett Lalie Burns Mark Gorsetman Pam 
Bonaventura 

Ruth Koblenz Terry Tedesco 

Ann Rossman Charles Dineen Don Jacobson Hatley Morison John Feeney Landis Crockett Mark Grossman Pam Doran Ruth Overdier Terry Wolfe 

Ann Storms Charles Favorite Don Nardone Haven Knight John Geiger Lani Hummel Mark Hayduke 
Grenard 

Pam Elders Ruth Schechter Terry Yada 

Ann Thryft Charles Fitze Don Parsons Hayley Somers John Hagen Lanie Cox Mark Hollinrake Pam Fregeau Ruth Swan-Brown Tessa Kraft 

Ann Wiseman Charles Fox Don Steininger Hazel McCoy john Haller L'Ann Bingham Mark Houdashelt Pam Harper-
Smith 

Ruth Wilburn Thane Harpole 

Anna Brewer Charles 
Hammerstad 

Don Thomsen Heath Post John Hill Lanora and 
Damon Ovino 

Mark Howard Pam Millett RW Marzulla Theda Zaretsky 

Anna Cowen Charles 
Hammock 

Don Worley Heather Babb John Hinnant Laren Kessler Mark Hurst Pam Negri RY Moran Theodora Boura 

Anna Drummond Charles 
Heinrichs 

Dona LaSchiava Heather Braut John Holmes Larry Benvenuti Mark Knowles Pam Parsons Ryan Zupancic Theodora 
Jenkins 

Anna Eyring Charles Hessler Donald & Gerda 
Nightingale 

Heather Cross John Howden Larry Bogolub Mark Reback Pam Pritzl S Bracken Theodore King 

Anna Jasiukiewicz Charles Huff Donald A Cook Heather Dale John Joadwine Larry Bullock Mark Redmond Pam Roux S. Cook Theodore Voth 

Anna K Charles 
McCullagh 

Donald Betts Heather 
Haverfield 

John 
Kerschbaum 

Larry 
Cunningham 

Mark Ristow Pam Sohan S E Williams Theresa Bucher 

Anna Kolovou Charles 
Mcsweeney 

Donald 
Coleman 

Heather Huggins John Kesich Larry Gioannini Mark Rodgers Sr Pam Turick S L Theresa Hebron 
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Anna Louise 
Fontaine 

Charles Smith Donald 
Fatzinger 

Heather Mallow John Kinsella Larry Johnson Mark Rynearson Pamela 
Breitwater 

S. Paren Theresa Lianzi 

Anna 
Narbutovskih 

Charles W 
Baumann 

Donald Keyser Heather Marsh John Kirchner Larry Lewis Mark 
Scheunemann 

Pamela 
Brocious 

S Patrick Theresa M. 
Campbell 

Anna Rincon Charles Wieland Donald Kosak Heather Miller John Koehler Larry Macey Mark Skevofilax Pamela Colony S S Theresa Morris 

AnnaMary Walsh Charles Wirth Donald Stanko Heather 
Murawski 

John Kozub Larry MacInnis mark snawadzki Pamela 
Goodman 

S. Andregg Theresa Neidich 

Anne Baker Charles Wolfe Donald Taylor Heather Nordin John Kreft Larry Musson Mark Sweeney Pamela Green S. Burgess Theresa Owens 

Anne Dal Vera Charlie Burns Donald Walsh Heather R John Lampson Lascinda 
Goetschius 

Mark Thompson Pamela 
Hamilton 

S. Nam Therese DeBing 

Anne Hibbard Charlotte 
Fremaux 

Donelle Sawyer Heather Tachna Jahn Lazor Laura Arias Mark Vargo Pamela Kjono S. Smith Therese 
Steinlauf 

Anne Hoop Charlotte Mullen Donna Bing Hector Bertin John Lent Laura Boden Mark Walton Pamela 
Leverett 

Sabine Sedall Thomas Berg 

Anne Imhoff Charlotte 
Serazio 

Donna 
Bookheimer 

Heide Coppotelli John Leonard Laura Bruess Mark Waltzer Pamela 
Llewellyn 

Sabine Williams Thomas 
Brustman 

Anne Jameson Charlotte Sines Donna 
Davidheiser 

Heide Hennen John Marro Laura Chinofsky Mark Weinberger Pamela Miller Sabrina Fedel Thomas 
Campanini 

Anne Lavine Charmaine 
Henriques 

Donna Davis heidi ahlstrand John McGinn Laura Colston Mark Wheeler Pamela 
Mullins 

Saffra Milano Thomas Conroy 

Anne M. Van 
Alstyne 

Chas Griffin Donna Gold Heidi Genito John Messer Laura De la 
Garza Blanca 

Mark White Pamela 
Parrott 

Sagar Patel Thomas Cope 

Anne Mazzone Chas Martin Donna 
Greathouse 
Neel 

Heidi Mugrauer John Miller Laura Dufel Marla Berry Pamela 
Rogers 

Sallie Donkin Thomas Ferrito 

Anne Millbrooke Chaz Huffman Donna Hreha Heidi Shuler John Murphy Laura 
Ellenwood 

Marla West Pamela Yates Sally Burke Thomas Filip 

Anne Olivares Chelsea Hirtzel Donna Ingenito Heidi Siebens John Nettleton Laura Fake Marleen 
Schussler 

Paola Ayala Sally Gilmore Thomas 
Gorman 

Anne Roda Chere Gruver Donna Jones Helen Briner John Nuffer Laura Finazzo Marlena Lange Paola Maino Sally Lunn Thomas 
Guaraldi 

Annette Bailey Chereale 
Cormack 

Donna Knipp Helen Buchanan John P Laura Gamsby Marlene Bicardi Pat A. Sally Maish Thomas Hall 

Annette Benton Cheri Pierce Donna Leavitt Helen Curtis John Paladin Laura Gorman Marlene Borton Pat Barnes Sally Marone Thomas J 
Stocker 
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Annette Elder Cheri Porter 
Keisner 

Donna Marks Helen Drwinga John Pederson Laura Guttridge Marlene Schwarz Pat Beyer Sally Neary Thomas Keane 

Annette Fallin Cherie Ticknor Donna Parente Helen 
Goldenberg 

John Pitcher Laura Herndon Marlene 
Testaguzza 

Pat Dosky Sally Spelbring Thomas Lesley 

Annette Pirrone Cherine Bauer Donna Pope Helen Greer John Randolph Laura Horton Marlene Van 
Skike 

Pat Fitz Sally Stevens Thomas Lewis 

Annette Raible Cheryl Biale Donna Rhodes Helen Kolff John Reckling Laura 
Huddlestone 

Marley 
McDermott 

Pat Harding Sally Marie 
Jonesten 

Thomas Nelson 

Annette Tchelka Cheryl 
Brumbaugh-
Cayford 

Donna Rowe Helen Kopp John Richkus Laura J. Peskin Marna Rusher Pat Johnson Salvatore Greco Thomas Nieland 

Annie Caton Cheryl Carnahan Donna Selquist Helen Moissant John Ronci Laura Kaufman Marquita Tanner Pat Jones Sam Asseff Thomas Ray 

Annie D’Lima Cheryl Carney Donna Sharee Helen Morgan John Rose Laura Lynch Marsha Adams Pat Lang Sam Butler Thomas 
Ricobene 

Annie McCann Cheryl Champy Donna Slowik Helen 
Rutherford 

John 
Schmittauer 

Laura Lyons Marsha Heinrich Pat Mace Samantha Holm Thomas Rose 

Annie McCombs Cheryl Costigan Donna Smith Helen Sully 
Jones 

John 
Schumacher 

Laura Mazar Marsha 
Henderson 

Pat Magrath Samantha Murphy Thomas 
Sadowski 

Annie McCuen Cheryl Cusella Donna Thomas Helen Tanguis John Scott Laura Nardozza Marsha Lyon Pat Petro Samantha Nathan Thomas Small 

Annie McMahon Cheryl DeShaies Donna Zsoldos Heléna 
Kazandjian 

John Seamon Laura Pitt Taylor Marsha Stanek Pat Pire Samuel Durkin Thomas 
Thompson 

Annie Woodward Cheryl Eames Donnalynn 
Warren 

Helene Bank John Simanton Laura 
Prushinski 

Marshall Sorkin Pat Rose Samuel 
Morningstar 

Thomas Tizard 

Ann-Marie 
Christopher 

Cheryl Elkins Donovan Mccall Helmut 
Kothbauer 

John Slate Laura Ricci Marta Hawkins Pat Smith 
Hoare 

Samuel Warner Thomas 
Wolslegel 

AnnMarie 
Sardineer 

Cheryl Fergeson Dora Oldham Heloisa 
Henriques 

John Smithers Laura Sholtz Marta Reyes Pat Vescio Sandi Ault Thomasin 
Kellermann 

anthony Anthony 
Gilchriest 

Cheryl Hilton Dorcas Marie 
Daly 

Hendricka 
Samytowski 

John Sray Laura Siros Martha Burton Pati Jio Sandi Redman Tia Triplett 

Anthony Colangeli Cheryl Minieri Doreen 
Terletzky 

Henry Berkowitz John Staunton Laura Staples Martha Byers Patrice Capan Sandra Angelini Tiffani Long 

Anthony Donnici Cheryl Rigby Doreen 
Tignanelli 

Henry 
Gaudsmith 

John 
Sturtevant 

Laura Strong Martha Carrington Patrice 
Wallace 

Sandra Arapoudis Tiffany Buell 

Anthony Jammal Cheryl Vana Dorine Kramer Henry Mobley John 
Sutherland 

Laura Vera Martha Cottle Patricia Auer Sandra Ashmore Tiffany Deal 
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Anthony Kaye Cheryl Walker Doris Luther Herb Sayas John Teevan Laura Woods Martha D. 
Perlmutter 

Patricia 
Blackwell-
Marchant 

Sandra Bergman Tiffany Ehnes 

Anthony Kerr Cheryl Watters Doris Potter Herman 
Waetjen 

John Travis Laurel Brewer Martha Karmann Patricia Borri Sandra Christopher Tiffany 
Rapplean 

Anthony 
Montapert 

Cheryl Weiss Doris Shultz Herman 
Whiterabbit 

John Viacrucis Laurel Cameron Martha Pinnola Patricia Burton Sandra Clark Tika Bordelon 

Anthony Ricciardi Cheryl 
Whitehurst 

Dorothea 
Leicher 

Herschel 
Flowers 

John 
Wadsworth 

Laurel E Tate Martha Seijas Patricia 
Chambers 

Sandra Costa Tim Allard 

Anthony Tower Chessa Johnson Dorothy Bruce Heyward Nash John Wheeler Laurel Gress Martha Spencer Patricia 
Cooney 

Sandra Couch Tim Barrington 

Antoine 
Parmentier 

Chow-chi Huang Dorothy Henry Hilary Capstick John White Laural Mckay Martha Stevens Patricia 
Deluca 

Sandra Dal Cais Tim Dad 

Antonia Chianis Chris Aldrich Dorothy Poppe Hillary Ostrow John 
Zimmermann 

Laurel Powers Marti May Patricia Dion Sandra Denninger Tim DiChiara 

Antonia Matthew Chris Baird Dorothy Saxe Hillary Tiefer Johnny And 
Debbie 
Alderson 

Laurel Wagner Martin Becker Patricia 
Dishman 

Sandra Forgan Tim Fleischer 

Antonio 
Scognamiglio 

Chris Brunner Dottie Buch Holly Graves Johnny 
Armstrong 

Laurel 
Wilkinson 

Martin Brockway Patricia 
Dobson 

Sandra Johnson Tim Hanson 

April A West Chris Burns Doug Allen III Holly Hall Johnny Fisher Lauren A. Martin Carroll Patricia 
Espinosa 

Sandra Joos Tim Lawnicki 

April Bravenec Chris Busby Doug Cecere Holly Putman Johnny Hall Lauren Beebe Martin Du Plessis Patricia 
Fleetwood 

Sandra Kawa Tim 
Lewandowski 

April Fennell Chris Calvert Doug Flack Holly Rolfes Johnny Wilson Lauren 
Fenenbock 

Martin Fisher Patricia 
Gehring 

Sandra Laase Tim Linerud 

April Narcisse Chris Casper Doug Franklin Holly Smallwood Jolie Misek Lauren LeBlanc Martin Fox Patricia 
Grivetti 

Sandra Lane Tim McGrath 

April Woods Chris Dacus Doug Frugé Holly Tippett Jo Lynn Jarboe Lauren Linda Martin Hazeltine Patricia 
Hammons-
Lewis 

Sandra Materi Tim Schmitt 

Arden Green Chris Erickson Doug Gledhill Hooman Larimi Jon Anderholm Lauren Moss-
Racusin 

Martin Horwitz Patricia 
Huntter 

Sandra Middour Timothy and 
Angela Mitchell 

Ariel Leibowitz Chris Guillory Doug Krause Howard Petlack Jon Cecil Lauren 
Murdock 

Martin Kuebler Patricia Kelly Sandra Nealon Timothy Carroll 
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Arlen Tucker Chris Kunkel Doug Landau Hugh Curtler III Jon Eden Lauren Ranz Martin Marcus Patricia May Sandra Oliver-
Poore 

Timothy 
Coleman 

Arlene Aughey Chris Lewkowitz Doug Metzler Hunter 
Klapperich 

Jon Erickson Lauren Shaw Martin Slater Patricia 
McClanahan 

Sandra Parry Timothy Dunn 

Arlene Baker Chris Lish Doug Ruth Hyun Lee Jon Hayman Lauren 
Tartaglia 

Martina 
Klingenfuss 

Patricia 
Mensing 

Sandra Resner Timothy 
Dunnbier 

Arlene Bolden Chris Loo Doug Swanson I. Engle Jon Jarvis Lauren Wilson Marty Crowley Patricia Miller Sandra Sobanski Timothy Edward 
Duda 

Arlene Butters Chris Lopez Doug 
Thompson 

Ian Shelley Jon Kiesling Laurence 
Buckingham 

Marty Harrison Patricia 
Monacella 

Sandra Steinle Timothy 
Fridsma 

Arlene Dreste Chris Lowe Doug Wagoner Ilana Krug Jon Klingel Laurence 
Margolis 

Marty Nicholas Patricia 
Moreno 

Sandra Taggart Timothy 
Harrison 

Arlene Fullaway Chris Marquardt Doug Wittren Ilene Budin Jon Moulesong Laurence 
Skirvin 

Martyn Roberts Patricia 
Nadreau 

Sandra Walters Timothy Lippert 

Arlene Macintosh Chris Moore Douglas & 
Elvira Rivalsi 

Ilya Speranza Jon Mullin Laurent 
Seugnet 

Mary Ann and 
Frank Graffagnino 

Patricia 
Nazzaro 

Sandy Gross Timothy Mullen 

Arlene Sherman Chris Ness Douglas 
Campbell 

Ilya Turov Jon Pitt Laurette Culbert Mary Ann Maikish Patricia nick Sandy Levine Timothy Post 

Arlene Spencer Chris Pedone Douglas 
Johnston 

Imogene 
Burkhart 

Jon Van de 
Grift 

Laurie Bentley Mary Ann Nowack Patricia Perron Sandy Menden Timothy 
Schacht 

Arlene Zuckerman Chris Piekarski Douglas Poore Ines Nedelcovic Jonathan 
Clapp 

Laurie Denis Mary Ann Ware Patricia 
Ramsey, Ph.D. 

Sandy Moyer Tina Bailey 

Arline Fass Chris Rice Douglas 
Schneller 

Inge Ness Jonathan 
Cruise 

Laurie Ellis Mary Anne Tokar Patricia 
Reynolds 

Sandy Rodgers Tina Bartlett 

Armando A. 
Garcia 

Chris Roche Douglas Sedon Ingrid Broecker Jonathan 
Halperen 

Laurie Gogic Mary Axle Patricia 
Rodriguez 
Tillman 

Sandy Steers Tina Beedle 

Arthur Bjork Chris Rose Dr Baker Ingrid Brown Jonathan 
Kennedy 

Laurie Leland Mary Baglivi Patricia 
Santos 

Sandy Whitley Tina Floyd 

Arthur Hagar Chris Thigpen Dr Fred and 
Mrs Patricia 
Montague 

Ingrid Koch-
Adler 

Jonathan 
Mitchell 

Laurie 
Lindemulder-
Harris 

Mary Bandura Patricia Serra Sandy Williams Tina Garner 

Artineh Havan Chris 
VanDerhoof 

Dr Kristi Dunn Ingrid Rochester Jonathan Nash Laurie Loveman Mary Barbezat Patricia Smith Sara Green Tina Gregory 
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Arturo Beyeler Christel Bel Dr. Susan 
Huber 

Irena Franchi Joni Dennison Laurie Neagle Mary Barhydt Patricia 
Stevesand 

Sara Lazarus Tina Grider 

Asano Fertig Christi Dillon Drena LaPointe Irena Tumova Joni Mulder Laurie Rowe Mary Beagle Patricia 
Stewart 

Sara Stepnicka Tina Grissom 

Ashley Grace Christiane Bruch Drew Martin Irene Bucko Jordan Glass Laurie Stadther Mary Beth 
Davenport 

Patricia Vance Sarah Adrian Tina Rogers 

Ashley Hanshaw Christie Lum Dustin Cloyes Irene Miller Jordan Hayes Laurie Sudol Mary Beth 
O’Connor 

Patricia 
Vineski 

Sarah Date Tina Sallee 

Ashley Wapenski Christie Ruppel Dustin Dalman Irene Osborn Jordan 
Hunnicut 

Laurie Toner Mary Bingham Patricia 
Williamson 

Sarah Dean Tina Seagraves 

Ashley Yonker Christina Babst Dustin Kearns Irene Roos Jordan 
Longever 

Lawrence 
Bojarski 

Mary Bissell Patricia 
Winters 

Sarah Devine Tina Sessions 

Asphodel Denning Christina 
Clement 

Dustin Sotnyk Irene Rowe Jorge De 
Cecco 

Lawrence 
Brown 

Mary Brooks Patrick Boot Sarah Dougan Tina Vazquez 

Associazione 
Italiana 
Wilderness 
Franco Zunino 

Christina 
DeRespiris 

Dwight Hughes Irene 
Sriboonwong 

Jose Leroux Lawrence 
Humphrey 

Mary Catherine 
Moran 

Patrick 
Callanan 

Sarah Epstein Tobe Martin 

Astra Kalodukas Christina Hodge Dyan Muse Irene Welch Josefina Lopez Lawrence Lima Mary Cato Patrick Conn Sarah Garn Tobey Thatcher 

Astrid Geest Christina 
Hodges 

Dylan Flather Irini Dieringer Joseph A 
Flasch 

Lawrence 
Magliola 

Mary Clarke Patrick 
Dannunzio 

Sarah Kim Toby Ann Reese 

Aubrey Johnson Christina 
McKeon 

Dylan Murphy Iris Carman Joseph 
Azzarello 

Lawrence 
Nitishin 

Mary Dean Patrick De La 
Garza Und 
Senkel 

Sarah Lincoln Tod Babick 

Audrey Brown Christina 
Penrose 

Dylan Shaw Iris Patty 
Yermak 

Joseph Blum Lawrence Rice Mary D'Errico Patrick Diehl Sarah M Todd Atkins 

Audrey Lee Christina 
Petridou 

E A Guss Irmgard 
Gutersohn 

joseph bock Lawrence 
Wright 

Mary Dickson Patrick Fachet Sarah Meyers Todd Chenore 

Audrey Quintero Christina Viljoen E Clark Isabel Cervera Joseph 
Conerton 

Lea Ella Boyle Mary Drake Patrick Growe Sarah Mullins Todd Cisna 

August Oberti Christine Becker E. James
Nedeau

Isabelle 
Boisgard 

Joseph 
Dadgari 

Leah Bush Mary Eames Patrick 
Hartnett 

Sarah Peters Todd Fisk 

Autumn Garcia Christine Borje E.Muriel
Gravina

Ivalee Wilson Joseph Hardin Leah Knapp Mary Ellen Frye Patrick Huey Sarah Sismondo Todd Fletcher 
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Aviva Shliselberg Christine 
Caredda 

Earl Poteet J Davis Joseph Hayes Leah Wilson Mary Gamson Patrick Maher Sarah Stewart Todd Gross 

Axel Vogt Christine 
Dingeman 

Ed Atkins J Day Joseph 
Lawson 

Leann Turley Mary Gershanoff Patrick Niese Sarah Townsend Todd Jensen 

Ayako Fujita christine etapa Ed Cornwell J Farn Joseph Quirk Lee Johnson Mary Hancock Patrick 
Padovan 

Sarah Walling Todd Smarr 

Ayesha Vavrek Christine Gasco Ed Fiedler J K Joseph 
Sebastian 

Lee O'Brien Mary Hard Patrick Quinn Sarah Weekley Todd Snyder 

Ayn Silverman Christine Grabar Ed K J Lhesli 
Benedict 

Joseph 
Skalecki 

Lee Politis Mary Harte Patrick 
Roberts 

Saran K. Todd 
Southworth 

Aysin Öztürk Christine Hayes Ed Kordas J Lukas Joseph suarez Lee Rhoads Mary Hayes Patrizia Arvati Saraphine Metis Tom Armagost 

B. R. Lemonik Christine 
Johnson 

Ed Loosli J Noble Joseph 
Wasserman 

Lee Winslow Mary Hickey Patti Davis Sarita Vij Tom Beatini 

B. Thomas Diener Christine 
Marquette 

Ed Parks J. Barry Gurdin Josh Baresh LeeAnn Lopez Mary Hicklin Patti Fink Sarosh Patel Tom 
Bornheimer 

B. Z. Christine 
McLaughlin 

Ed Perry J. Beverly Josh Cupriks Leena Maristo Mary Hurley Patti Gmeiner Sasha Gibbons 
Kirby 

Tom Emmott 

Babara Franck Christine 
Mueller 

Ed Popielarczyk J. Dana Forbes Josh Schafer Lehman Holder Mary Jane Cupp Patti Johnson Sasha Jackson Tom Harris 

Barb Brunton Christine Novak Ed 
Zimmermann 

J. David Scott Josi Chow Leigh Begalske Mary Jo Butler Patti Schultze Saskia Santos Tom Hougham 

Barb Kruse Christine Powell Eddie Gutierrez J. F. Joslyn Pine Leigh Saunders Mary Johnson Patty Adams Savannah Hawkins Tom McCarty 

Barb Morrison Christine Resch Eddie Konczal J. Moore Joy Strasser Leigh Winn Mary Jones Patty Erwin Scheree Davis Tom Nulty 

Barb Travis Christine Roane Edele Heath J.T. Smith Joy Turlo Leigh Yeoman Mary Junek Patty Linder Scott Cecile Tom Peace 

Barbara Abraham Christine Sirias Edie Bruce Jacci McKenna Joyce 
Alexander 

Leila Mohseni Mary Keitelman Patty Viers Scott Chapman Tom Quinn 

Barbara Aronowitz Christine Walton Edith Ogella Jack Dais Joyce Burk Leila Tawil Mary Kennedy Ice Patty Young Scott Crain Tom Sahlin 

Barbara Benson Christine 
Wordlaw 

Edna Anderson Jack Polonka Joyce ciotti Leilah Yanez Mary Khalil Paul Allen Scott Dale Deering Tom Schrader 

Barbara Bernhart Christopher 
Carbone 

Edson Rood Jack Raby Joyce Frohn Lela Perkins Mary Lebert Paul Bechtel Scott Emsley Tom Suk 

Barbara Bersell Christopher 
Chatard 

Eduardo 
Izquierdo 

Jack Roberts Joyce Hodel Len Fennessy Mary Loughlin Paul Belz Scott Gibson Tom Tripp 
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Barbara Bills Christopher 
Evans 

Edward Bennett Jacki Coughlin Joyce Janicki Len Greenwood Mary Louise 
Wooldridge 

Paul 
Blackburn 

Scott Harrison Tonda Bailey 

Barbara Bonfield Christopher F. 
Vota 

Edward Bielaus Jackie Carroll Joyce Lahna LenaMae Maki Mary Martin Paul Caprioli Scott Kennedy Toni Klos-Huber 

Barbara Bradley Christopher 
Hamilton 

Edward Butler Jackie Freeman Joyce Olsen Lenore Beck Mary McAuliffe Paul Cooley Scott Landolt Toni Patterson 

Barbara Brunell Christopher 
Kirkman 

Edward Carkuff Jackie Grguric Joyce Overton Lenore Reeves Mary McGaughey Paul Daniello Scott Lundgren Toni Smalley 

Barbara Childers Christopher 
Kohlman 

Edward Cassidy Jackie Pomies Joyce Pusel Lenore Sivulich Mary McGeary Paul 
Deschenes 

Scott Maclowry Toni Thomas 

Barbara Conrad Christopher 
Lepple 

Edward Fisher Jackie Purpura Joyce Stoffers leo lieber Mary Mckenzie Paul Dyer Scott Merrell Tonia Liss 

Barbara Coy Christopher Riti Edward Giguere Jackie Smith Juanita 
Montano 

Leo Shapiro Mary Morse Paul 
Eisenberg 

Scott Messick Tony and Cindy 
Guarnieri 

Barbara Fite Christopher Still Edward 
Henderson 

Jacky Westoby Juanita Rinas Leon Werdinger Mary Orr Paul Grove Scott Meyer Tony Barron 

Barbara Frances Christopher 
Stimson 

Edward 
Hubbard 

Jacque Vulcano Jude Green Leonard 
Epstein 

Mary P Anderson Paul Hoernig Scott Nelson Tony Espinosa 

Barbara Gholz Christopher 
Tobias 

Edward 
Jasiewicz 

Jacqueline 
Birnbaum 

Judi Burbes Leonard Schoch Mary Peele-Masek Paul Hughes Scott Swanson Tony Jones 

Barbara Giorgio Christopher 
Tumolo 

Edward Kaeufer Jacqueline 
Cuthbertson 

Judi Malinish Leonid Volovnik Mary Pivarnik Paul Hunrichs Scott Thurman Tony 
Menechella 

Barbara 
Greenwood 

Christopher 
Ware 

Edward 
Kuczynski 

Jacqueline 
Eliopoulos 

Judie Rae Les Roberts Mary Popiel Paul Kalka Sean Demers Tony Piselli 

Barbara Hargrove Christy 
Moneymaker 

Edward Kush Jacqueline 
Glyde 

Judith 
Ackerman 

Les Waters Mary Potvin Paul Kindel Sean Edmison Tony Tsang 

Barbara Harper Christy Schilling Edward Landler Jacqueline 
Hollis 

Judith 
Anderson 

Lesley 
Finlayson 

Mary Puccini Paul 
Ladenheim 

Sebastián 
Fernández 

Tonya Michel 

Barbara Hauck Christy Spear Edward 
Markushewski 

Jacqueline 
Jenkins 

Judith Bayer Lesley 
Jorgensen 

Mary Puckett Paul M. 
Deauville 

Seth Laursen Tonya Sexton 

Barbara Hoch Chriz Ocean Edward 
Maxedon 

Jacqueline 
Zimmerman 

Judith 
Benkendorf 

Lesley Schultz Mary Ramirez Paul Manson Seth Schneider Tori Herbst 

Barbara Johnson Chuck Gehling Edward 
Rengers 

Jacquelyn Hoff Judith Bennett Leslie Byrnes Mary Rodeman Paul Massei Sha'ari Garfinkel Torri Beagle 
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Barbara 
Kadyszewski 

Chuck Rocco Edward 
Sienkiewicz 

Jacqui 
Deveneau 

Judith Berry Leslie Colyer Mary S Reed Paul McCarthy Shambhavi Taylor Torunn Sivesind 

Barbara Kawa Cierra Buer Edward 
Thornton 

Jade Hannerz Judith Burch Leslie Gold Mary Sajdak Paul Moser Shan Albert Tory Ewing 

Barbara Kiernan Cigy Cyriac Edwin Gross, 
DDS 

Jaedra Luke Judith DiBiase 
Bennis 

Leslie 
Hardyman 

Mary Schultz Paul Moss Shana Gerwens Tova Cohen 

Barbara Letsom Cinda Black Edye Calderon Jai Parekh Judith E 
Wecker 

Leslie Harper Mary Sena Paul Nehring Shana Van Meter Tracey Aquino 

Barbara Levedahl Cinda Johansen Eileen Anglin Jairus James Judith Falck-
Madsen 

Leslie King Mary Shabbott Paul Nelson Shandra Officer Tracey Archer 

Barbara Maat Cindi dean Eileen 
Awsiukiewicz 

Jake Cummings Judith Fry Leslie Klein Mary Shampney Paul Palla Shani Schulman Tracey Bonner 

Barbara Mason Cindy Allison Eileen Brophy James Balder Judith Keeley Leslie Kuhn Mary Sorokie Paul Potts Shannon Bearman Tracey Cain 

Barbara Mathes Cindy Beckley Eileen Herman-
Haase 

James Beeler II Judith Kirk Leslie Michetti Mary Stanton Paul Rubin Shannon Elliott Tracey 
Katsouros 

Barbara McCane Cindy Borske Eileen Jones James Bengel Judith Pottle Leslie Smith Mary Steele Paul Ryals Shannon Hunter Tracey Vivar 

Barbara 
McMahan 

Cindy Hatcher Eileen Levin James Berchert Judith Poxon Leslie Spoon Mary Teresa 
Terlau 

Paul 
Schmalzer 

Shannon Irwin Tracy Callow 

Barbara Merrill Cindy Lewis Eileen McCorry James Bond Judith Ramos Leslie Stewart Mary Thornton Paul Senyszyn Shannon Milhaupt Tracy Cole 

Barbara Miller Cindy Meyers Eithne Clarke James C Walton Judith Wilson Leslie Tate Mary Troland Paul Slack Shari Sutherland Tracy Drake 

Barbara Poland Cindy P. El P. James Caliva Judith Wright Leslie Ungar Mary Tuma Paul Swain Shari Yudenfreund-
Sujka, MD 

Tracy Feldman 

Barbara Prince Cindy Stein Ela Thomas James Castellan Judson Wynne Leslie Valentine Mary Wagner Paul Toomey Sharon Anderson Tracy Foster 

Barbara Rizzo CJ James Elaine Frech James 
Chittenden 

Judy Avery Leslie Wilbur Marry Williams Paul Ward Sharon Bolton Tracy Kalesnik 

Barbara 
Rosenkotter 

Claire Bush Elaine Genasci James Cotten Judy Basye Letitia Noel Mary Wilson Paul Wellin Sharon Breaman Tracy Richards 

Barbara Scott Claire Leavitt Elaine Johnson James Cronin Judy Bryan Letizia Balsamo Mary Zack Paul West Sharon Camhi Tracy Templin 

Barbara Shenton Claire Prevost Elaine Livesey-
Fassel 

James D. Gillian Judy Castillo Lezlie Ringland Marya Bradley Paul Williams Sharon Carlson Tracy Wang 

Barbara Snell Clara Zahadek Elaine 
Livingston 

James Doyle Judy 
Desreuisseau 

Liana Lang Maryann Piccione Paula Beers Sharon Cashman Travis Allen 
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Barbara Sorgeler Clare Halloran Elaine Mont-
Eton 

James Field Judy 
Guggenheim 

Liana Moran Maryann Smale Paula Caraveo Sharon Conway Tria Shaffer 

Barbara Switzky Clarence Bolin Elaine 
Palmquist 

James Goethel Judy Kinsman Lida Skrzypczak Maryann Staron Paula Carrier Sharon Essey Tricia van Oers 

Barbara Tacker Clarence Sutton Elaine Parker James Goodhart Judy Kollar Lida Stevenson Mary Anna 
Foskett 

Paula Glaser Sharon Fetter Tricis Satifka 

Barbara Tillman Claude krampe Elaine Preston James Hadcroft Judy Madigan Lila-Dave 
Astrow- 
Hendrickson 

MaryAnne Morrow Paula Grande Sharon Gillespie Trini Lish 

Barbara Trypaluk Claudette 
Kulkarni 

Elaine Woodriff James Haig Judy McClung Lilli Ross Maryellen Redish Paula 
Hartgraves 

Sharon Hafner Tristan 
Campbell 

Barbara Wyatt Claudia Chaffin Elana Katz rose James Harrell Judy Mickey Lillian Santana Maryetta Pinn Paula LeVous Sharon Hamm Tristan Sophia 

Barclay Hauber Claudia Chalden Eleanor 
Dowson 

James 
Heermans 

Judy Moran Lilly Dakouris Maryjo Osowski Paula Neville Sharon Hawkins Troy Tackett 

Barney McComas Claudia Foster Eleanor Thomas James 
Henriksen 

Judy Oates Lillyam Barberi MaryRose Randall Paula Pickerill Sharon Hawkinson Trudy Gerlach 

Barrie Olsen Claudia 
Garoutte 

Elena C James Herther Judy Reynolds Lily Lau-Enright Matt Bender Paula Posnick Sharon Kearney Trudy Jacobs 

Barry Cutler Claudia 
Hasenhuttl 

Elena Moutier James Hickey Judy Shively Lily Mejia Matt Brzezinski Paula Stober Sharon LaLond Tucker Thomas 

Barry Farley Claudia Kaplan Elena 
Rumiantseva 

James Hill Judy Skopek Lin Provost Matt Kass Paula 
Summers 

Sharon Levit Twyla Meyer 

Barry Flaherty Claudia 
Martinez 

Eli Celli James Hollis Julanne 
Nowak 

Linc Conard Matt Probert Paulette 
Schindele 

Sharon Longyear Tyler Graham 

Barry Grimecy Claudia Reed Elimaris 
Gonzalez 

James Johnson Julia Benson Linda A Matt Woolery Paulette 
Zimmerman 

Sharon Mora Tyra Pellerin 

Barry Medlin Claudia Sabine Elin Soderquist James 
Kawamura 

Julia Bohnen Linda Allen Matthew Boruta Paz Paulsen-
Sacks 

Sharon Nicodemus Urmila 
Padmanabhan 

Baysan Tulu Claudia Wornum Elinor Graham James Kenny Julia Bottom Linda Calbreath Matthew Iskra Pearl Foster Sharon Novak Ursula Gruener 

BC Shelby Claudio 
Henriques 

Eliot Moss James Knott Julia Cichon Linda Campbell Matthew Koehler Pearl Zalon Sharon Paltin Utkarsh Nath 

Bea Cohen Claudio Simoes Elisabeth 
Carroll 

James Krafcik Julia Fuller Linda Carroll Matthew Lipschik Peggy Acosta Sharon Peach Uwe Dotzauer 

Beatrice 
Broughton 

Clayton Murray Elisabeth Jakab James Lennox Julia Gillett Linda Conner Matthew Midgett Peggy Alpert Sharon Rodrigues Vakerie 
LaBreche 
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Beatriz Pallanes Clayton St. John Elise McCoubrie James Lohman Julia Knaz Linda Cramer Matthew Reid Peggy Carlisle Sharon Stanke Val Farrelly 

Bebe McCarthy Clifford Ballard Elissa Eunice James Mandler Julia Maynard Linda Cronin Matthew Rivers Peggy Cooley Sharon Wolfsohn Valarie Snell 

Becca Forrest Clifford J. and 
Christine E. 
Schmutz 

Elissa Mericle-
Gray 

James McCarthy Julia N Allen, 
PhD DVM 

Linda Delaney Matthew Watkins Peggy England Sharron Laplante, 
MD 

Valdyne Viers 

Becca Lesniewski Clint Lenard Elizabeth Adan James 
Mondragon 

Julia Skelton Linda Eaton Maureen Knutsen Peggy Kocoras Shary B Valeri Fornagiel 

Becki Leigh Clive 
O’Donoghue 

Elizabeth Ashby James Moran Juliana Cyman Linda Eberle Maureen Koneval Peggy Moody Sharyn Porter Valerie Adell 

Becky Andrews Cody Curtis Elizabeth 
Binstead 

James Patton Juliann 
Berman 

Linda Ellingboe Maureen 
McCullough 

Peggy Oba Shawn Johnson Valerie Brown 

Becky Breeding Colby Kline Elizabeth Butler James R 
Monroe 

Juliann Rule Linda Evinger Maureen 
Ouellette 

Peggy S. 
Collins 

Shawn Jones-Bunn Valerie 
Charbonneau 

Becky Calhoun Cole Grabow Elizabeth 
Carlisle 

James Roberts Julie Allnutt Linda Fadem Maureen Porcelli Peggy 
Thompson 

Shawn Kakuk Valerie Dilger 

Becky Wood Coleen Bush Elizabeth 
Cruickshank 

James Santoro Julie Beer Linda Farmer Maureen Wheeler Peggy Tribble Shawn Liddick Valerie Fannin 

Bee Evans Colene Flaherty Elizabeth Eich James 
Scarborough 

Julie Berberi Linda Fielder Maurice Grefe Peggy 
Yeargain 

Shawn O'Grady Valerie 
Hildebrand 

Belinda Biddle Colette Breton Elizabeth 
Enright 

James Sorrells Julie Block Linda Fowler Maurice 
Rosenstraus 

Pela 
Tomasello 

Shawn Olsen Valerie Leonard 

Belinda Collins Colette 
Sherrington 

Elizabeth 
Guzynski 

James Steger Julie Clayman Linda Francisco Maurice Samuels Penelope 
Andrews 

Shawn Tays Valerie Ranne 

Ben Badger Colette Wilson Elizabeth 
Hartrick 

James Stoner Julie du Bois Linda Freeman Mauricio Carvajal Penelope 
Peterson 

Shawn Troxell Valérie Raynaud 

Ben Goodin Colin Kay Elizabeth 
Hegarty 

James Stover Julie Dutto Linda Gazzola Maurine Gilmore Penelope 
Ward 

Shawn Winters Valerie 
Sanderson 

Ben Martin Colleen & Joe - 
Wilder Watch 
O'Meara 

Elizabeth 
Hickman 

James Tangney Julie Fissinger Linda Gillespie Maxine Goodyear Penney Rubin Shawnda Jacobs Valerie Shideler 

Ben Rall Colleen 
Anderson 

Elizabeth 
Hoffman 

James Tillis Julie Glover Linda Goetz Maxine Zylberberg Penni Anifer Sheila Carnegie Valerie Sotere 

Benjamin Martin Colleen Bergh Elizabeth 
Kelson 

James 
Tomlinson 

Julie Griffith Linda Granato Maxwell 
Fogleman 

Penny 
Mackenzie 

Sheila Dempsey Valerie Williams 
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Benjamin Sinclair Colleen Curtis Elizabeth 
Koopman 

James True Julie Holtzman Linda Grove Maya Rainey Pepper Trail Sheila Dillon Valeriya 
Efimova 

Bennie Scott Colleen Harrison Elizabeth Leitao James Tucker Julie Johnson Linda Harrell Maynard Jerome Peri 
Doubleday 

Sheila Dixon Valissa and 
Robert Taggart 

Bennie Woodard Colleen Hinton Elizabeth Lynch James Turner Julie Martin Linda Hayes McKenzie Blair Perry Gx Sheila Kelley Van Knox 

Benton Elliott Colleen 
Humphries 

Elizabeth Major James Watkins Julie Moore Linda Helvie Meaghan Leavitt Pete Cumming Sheila McCrea Vana Spear 

Bernadette 
Andaloro 

Colleen K Elizabeth 
Mantel 

James Woods Julie Parcells Linda Hendrix Mee Mee Pete 
Klosterman 

Sheila Powers Vanessa Bartley 

Bernadette 
Belcastro 

Colleen Keyes Elizabeth 
Menetrey 

James Zizzo Julie Pellman Linda Holsapple Megan M Pete Wilson Sheila Sheehan Vanessa Hranitz 

Bernadette 
Espinoza 

Colleen Lobel Elizabeth 
Mitchell 

Jameson Sachs Julie Roberts Linda Howard Megan Stalker Peter Aron Sheila Swindle Vanessa 
Jamison 

Bernadette Payne Colleen 
Loughran 

Elizabeth 
Mooney 

Jami Olsen Julie Roedel Linda 
MacKenzie 

Megan Warren Peter Ayres Sheila Tran Vasileios 
Grigoriou 

Bernadette 
Webster 

Colleen Wysser - 
Martin 

Elizabeth 
Mostov 

Jami Shaver Julie 
Stinchcomb 

Linda Marshall Megan Wright Peter Burval Sheila Ward Veda Joy 

Bernard 
Dirnberger 

Colonel Meyer Elizabeth Olson Jamie Lantz Julie Turner Linda 
McCracken 

Meghan Tracy Peter Curia Shel Grove Veda White 

Bernard 
Hochendoner 

Connie Allison Elizabeth 
Ramsey 

Jamie Le Julie Wade Linda Mezieres Meira Nocella Peter Gargiulo Shelley Carlisle Veena Singwi 

Bernice Day Connie Cranford Elizabeth 
Redwing 

Jamie 
Masterson 

Julie Wiebe Linda Mooney Melanie Baldi Peter Gavin Shelley Coss Venetia Large 

Bernie Cremin Connie Devine Elizabeth 
Scherbak 

Jamie Reifman Julien Jegou Linda Morgan Melanie Davis Peter 
Gorbenko 

Shelley Hartz Venkata 
Chalapathy 
Chandrappa 

Berta Parks Connie Kirkham Elizabeth 
Schlein 

Jamie Shields Juliet Pearson Linda Mori-
Roberts 

Melanie Mahoney 
Stopyra 

Peter Guerrero Shelley Kilbon Verena Ketola 

Beth De Guise Connie Northern Elizabeth 
Seltzer 

Jamie Smith June Elliott-
Cattell 

Linda Murphy Melinda Ahn Peter 
Haroutian 

Shelley Mckee Verena Ritter 

Beth Eisenbeis Connie 
Nunemaker 

Elizabeth Smith Jamila Garrecht June Lanning Linda Myers Melinda Barnett Peter Harwood Shelly Peddicord Verlaine 
Halvorsen 

Beth Herndobler Connie 
Pennington 

Elizabeth 
Sundquist 

Jamila Viandier June Tullman Linda Olson Melinda Bloom Peter Jones Sheree Courtney-
Noeth 

Veronica 
Bourassa 
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Beth Jane 
Freeman 

Connie Ryan Elizabeth Watts Jan Ankerson Jussi 
Gamache 

Linda Osburn Melissa Abreu Peter Lee Sheri Kuticka Veronica Liebert 

Beth Levin Connor Hansell Elle Cook Jan Barbour Justice BOYD Linda Pawloski Melissa Barnard Peter Mason Sherman Lewis Veronica 
Michael 

Beth Marshall Constance 
DeRooy 

Ellen Dreyer Jan Drew Justin Boucher Linda Pohle Melissa Bishop Peter Munro Sherri Fryer Veronica 
Renteria 

Beth Merrill Constance 
Minerovic 

Ellen Dryer Jan Hansen Justin 
Chernow 

Linda Proetta Melissa Clayman Peter Piazza Sherri Hodges Vesa 
Kaakkuriniemi 

Beth Olson Constance 
Trecartin 

Ellen Gutfleisch Jan Hunter Justin Kreiser Linda Prostko Melissa Cleaver Peter Ries Sherri Kenney Vic Bostock 

Beth Renwick Constantine 
Bogios 

Ellen Homsey Jan Jones Justin Landry Linda Reilly Melissa Culver Peter Rimbos Sherri Robertson Vic DeAngelo 

Beth VanBuren Consuelo 
Olivarez 

Ellen 
Middleditch 

Jan Modjeski Justin Philipps Linda Reynolds Melissa Gaskins Peter Sepe Sherrie Hansen Vic Mandarich 

Beth Workman Copley Smoak Ellen Parker Jan Moughler Justin Truong Linda Ricks Melissa Gilmer Peter Souza Sherrill Futrell Vic Simm 

Bethany 
Bradshaw 

Corey Schade Ellen Piascik Jan Shillito K Danowski Linda Rolf Melissa Grondin Peter 
Townsend 

Sherry Althouse Vicki Call 

Betsey Porter Cori Bishop Ellen Segal Jan Stark k francis Linda Schmidt Melissa Hathaway Peter Urquhart Sherry Guzzi Vicki Jenkins 

Betsy Ungeheier Cornelia Teed Ellen Smith Jan Stone K Krupinski Linda Schneider Melissa Mazias Peter Wood Sherry Knoppers Vicki Johnson 

Betti Jones Cornelius Devlin 
III 

Ellen Wertheim Jan Vinegar K Nichols Linda Schwartz Melissa Miller Peter Worley Sherry Macias Vicki Wheeler 

Bettie Paradis Cortney Zaret Elli Kimbauer Jan Yates K Schultz Linda Sear Melissa O'Rourke Peter/ R4TL 
Ch 

Sherry Oliveri Vicky Brandt 

Betty Massoni Craig Asbury Ellie Carin Jana Harter K Taylor Linda Sessine Melissa Polick Petra Jones Sherry Rogers Victor Escobar 

Betty Pierce Craig Clapper Ellie Gieser Jana Perinchief K Tiek Linda Skorheim Melissa Rees Phebe 
Schwartz 

Sherry Vatter Victor L 
Lawrence 

Betty Platt Craig Drew Ellie Meehan Jane Barron Kaci Caldwell Linda Smith Melissa Shaffer-
O'Connell 

Phil James Sherry Weiland Victor Miiller 

Betty Ross Craig 
Mankowski 

Elliot Daniels Jane Broendel Kacy Harnedy Linda Smyth Melissa Thirloway Philip 
Abraham 

Sheryl Iversen Victor Villasenor 

Betty Winholtz Cristy Murray Elliot Gordon Jane Butler Kaiba White Linda Swan Melissa 
Vasconcellos 

Philip Fenner Sheryl Kerby Victoria 
Berrueco 

Betty Winsett Crystal Mitchell Elliott Bales Jane C White Kaija Jones` Linda Tarantino Melodie Huffman Philip Fraser Sheryl Porter Victoria Hall 
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Beverly Buckley Crystal Reamer Ellyn Musser Jane Chischilly Kandice 
Bilisoly 

Linda 
Thompsen 

Melody Taylor Philip 
Goodman 

Shira Miess Victoria Jensen 

Beverly Bullock Curt Vickers Elnor Eggart Jane Forbes Kara 
Horstman 

Linda Walters Meredith 
Needham 

Philip 
Hembury 

Shirlene Harris Victoria 
Khazzam 

Beverly Dillard Curtis Coffer Elsa Knutson Jane Gowe Karen A 
Katrak 

Linda Whetstine Merle Rosenzweig Philip 
Mcmarrow 

Shirley Crenshaw Victoria Martin 

Beverly Harris Curtis Tomlin Elsy Shallman Jane Herschlag Karen Ahn Linda Winn Merrie Thornburg Philip Ratcliff Shirley McCarthy Victoria Shih 

Beverly Janowitz-
Price 

Cydney Siri Elyette 
Weinstein 

Jane 
Kwiatkowski 

Karen and Jeff 
Hay 

Lindsey 
Baldewicz 

Merrily Robinson Philip Simon Shirley Mills Vikki Jones 

Beverly Jennings Cyndi Hunt Elza Corrill Jane Lanham Karen Benson Lindy A Von 
Dohlen 

Merry Smoller Philip 
Stoffregen 

Shirley Swan Vince L 

Beverly McIllwain Cynee Gillette-
Wenner 

Emil Gallardo Jane Leavitt Karen Boehler Linette Grayum Meryl Pinque Philip Verellen Shirlley DeRuchie Vince Mendieta 

Beverly Mitchell Cynthia Arneson Emilie Booker Jane Sawina Karen Bravo Lisa Acher Mia Laurence Phillip Farrell Shreeraj Sutaria Vincent and 
Tess Vially 

Beverly Nichols Cynthia Curtis Emily Boone Jane Schnee Karen Casey Lisa 
Agelopoulos 

Mich Sampery Phillip Hope Sid Amster Vincent Cipolla 

Beverly Rae Cynthia Enlow Emily 
Dickinson-
Adams 

Jane Webb Karen Collett Lisa Ann Kelly 
and Family 

Michael A. 
Johnston 

Phyllis Chavez Signe Wetteland Vincent Elliott 

Beverly Scott Cynthia Hartley Emily Van Alyne Jane Wiley Karen Conner Lisa Annecone Michael And 
Barbara Hill 

Phyllis Gaiti Silvia Bertano Vinnedge 
Lawrence 

Beverly Simone Cynthia 
Hautzinger 

Emma Crane Jane Woltereck Karen Curry Lisa Banik Michael 
Ankelman 

Phyllis 
Newburn 

Silvia Hall Violeta Cozorici 

Beverly Walter Cynthia Hicks Emma 
Henderson 

Janell Copello Karen 
Desmond 

Lisa Barrett Michael Bailey Phyllis Park Silvia Maretto Vira 
Confectioner 

Bharat Adarkar Cynthia Hill Emmanuel 
Ramirez 

Janell Curtis Karen Doerr Lisa Bey Michael Bergman Phyllis Senter Silvia Raum Virginia 
Bortoluzzo 

Bianca Deleon Cynthia 
Hobgood 

Emmet Ryan Janelle Church Karen 
Donaldson 

Lisa Blanck Michael Biers Phyllis Turner Silvina Parkin Virginia Bottorff 

Bianca Molgora Cynthia Howell Enid 
Breakstone 

Janelle George Karen 
Emanuel 

Lisa Brehm Michael Braude Phyllis Van 
Leuven 

Sima Cooperman Virginia Davis 

Bianca 
Tenneriello 

Cynthia Liss Enid Cardinal Janelle Lopez Karen Estel Lisa Cherrier Michael Cloud Pietra 
McNamara 

Simon Validzic Virginia Dwyer 
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Bijan Foroutan Cynthia Mason Eric Bare Janet & Richard 
Doyle 

Karen Estok Lisa Daloia Michael Costello Pilar Iwankiw Simone Lippmann Virginia 
Jastromb 

Bilgi Atay Cynthia Murphy Eric Daniels Janet Bilodeau Karen Fortier Lisa Elderton Michael Crews Pilar Quintana Singgih Tan Virginia Jones 

Bill Britton Cynthia Narkoff Eric Dougherty Janet 
Carmichael 

Karen Fostel Lisa Fues Michael Crowden Pinkyjain Pan Sinje Fromme-
Sachs 

Virginia Knapp 

Bill Christie Cynthia 
Opderbeck 

Eric Duggan Janet Carter Karen Garone Lisa Geiszler Michael DiDiego Piper Burch Siobhan Dove Virginia Lee 

Bill Denison Cynthia Ruder Eric Ewert Janet Clare Karen 
Giammarco 

Lisa Gilles Michael Doody PJ McDaniel Sir Kerry 
Mcclelland 

Virginia Manuel 

Bill Dinsdale Cynthia Torelli Eric Fournier Janet Draper Karen Hawrysz Lisa Gordon Michael Dorer Pk Bird Siri Kar Kaur 
Khalsa 

Virginia Stone 
Meyer 

Bill Elbert Cynthia Vitko Eric Kocher Janet Duran Karen Heesch Lisa Graham Michael Duffy Polly Taylor Sissy Aron Virginia Turner 

Bill Gardner Cynthia White Eric McLaughlin Janet Forman Karen Hellwig Lisa Hanes 
Goodlander 

Michael Eisenberg Pratiksha 
Hasji 

Slowomir and Irene 
Przybysz 

Virginia Watson 

Bill Hughes Cynthia Ziegler Eric Melendez Janet Gordon Karen Hodges Lisa Heller Michael Fine Prem Mulberry Soheila Comninos Vivian Lentz 

Bill Johnson D Evans Eric Murrock Janet Harris Karen 
Holliman 

Lisa Howell Michael Friedman Pris Wright Sondra Boes Vonnie Iams 

Bill Leikam D Herling Eric Nichandros Janet Karasinski Karen Ireland Lisa Hughes Michael Gan Priscilla 
Martinez 

Sondra Cannon W Gold 

Bill Macartney D L Eris Polcynski Janet Maker Karen Iverson Lisa Hurley Michael Garitty Priscilla 
Mattison 

Song Kinnamon W Robinson 

Bill Morgan D O Eric Potter Janet Marineau Karen 
Kennedy 

Lisa Jacobson Michael Gertz Priscilla 
Mezrahi 

Sonia Romero 
Villanueva 

W. Andrew
Stover

Bill Parker D W Eric Robinson Janet Moline Karen Kiener Lisa James Michael Gilligan Priscilla 
Tucker 

Sonia Vazquez W. Clark

Bill Staley D. Rosengrant Eric Ross Janet Neihart Karen Kindel Lisa Johnson Michael 
Golembeski 

Probyn 
Gregory 

Sonja Plumb Wally Sykes 

Bill Ventre D.G. Sifuentes Eric Smith Janet Parkins Karen 
Kirschling 

Lisa Kingsley Michael Grubb Querido Galdo Soozi MacLeod Walter Bost 

Bill Wiebe D.K. Hodges
Hull

Eric Staelens Janet Rhodes Karen Lull Lisa Klepek Michael Hall Quida Jacobs Sophia Hannig Walter Connelly 

Bill Woodbridge Dacia Murphy Eric Steele Janet Schmidt Karen McCaw Lisa Lashaway Michael Hardin R B Soretta Rodack Walter Elmore 

Bill Zias Daisy 
Hernández 

Eric Stiff Janet Signore Karen 
McGuinness 

Lisa Maragon Michael Hecht R Carsten Soria Adibi Walter Krzak 
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Billy Fehrs Dale Carpenter Eric Stordahl Janet Swierkosz Karen Naiman Lisa Mazzola Michael Hemker R Clarke-
Ianiero 

Spyros Braoudakis Wanda Graff 

BJ Trivedi Dale Micherone Eric Streett Janet Wheatley Karen Nelson Lisa Mistretta Michael 
Henderson 

R H Cooper Stacey Bradley Wanda Nelsen 

Bjoern Mannsfeld Dale Peterson Eric Tauer Janet Wheeler Karen Nice Lisa Moskal Michael Herzog R Vincent Stacey Cannon Wanda Power 

Blaine Converse Dale Price Eric Voorhies Janet Williams Karen Ogle Lisa Nami Michael Holzman R Wood Stacey Dillingham Warren E Vieira 

Blaise Brockman Dale Shero Eric Wessman Janice Bergeron Karen Orner Lisa Nathan Michael Hormel R. Dene
Larson Jr.

Stacey Keller Warwick 
Hansell 

Blake Wu Dale Steichen Eric West Janice Bernstein Karen 
Peterson 

Lisa Perrotta Michael Hubbard R. Zierikzee Stacey Marchig Watson Gooch 

Blanche Jones Dalia Salgado Eric Whitman Janice 
Digirolamo 

Karen Procter Lisa Pisano Michael Iltis R.G. Tuomi Stacey Mazza wayne cohen 

Bo Baggs Dallas Windham Eric Wollscheid Janice Durbin Karen Rivers Lisa Rembold Michael King Rachael 
Glogovsky 

Stacey Murrow Wayne Coltrane 

Bo Bergstrom Dameta 
Robinson 

Eric Zdilla Janice E Farry-
Menke 

Karen Roland Lisa Richtscheit Michael Kitchen Rachael 
Pappano 

Stacey Skole Wayne 
Mortimer 

Bo Breda Damon Brown Erica Hummel Janice Figman Karen Ryan Lisa Salazar Michael Klausing Rachel Krucoff Stacey Smith Wayne Pipke 

Bob Ayers Dan Cooper Erica Johanson Janice Fryer Karen Scanlon Lisa Scharin Michael Krikorian Rachel Onstott Stacey Solum Wayne Steffes 

Bob Bartlett Dan Dowdall Erica Munn Janice Higgins Karen Shanley Lisa 
Schoenbachler 

Michael Langlais Rachel Van 
den Brande 

Staci Tefertiller Wayne Williams 

Bob Brucker Dan Green Erica Sodos Janice M 
Stocker 

Karen Sobel Lisa Segnitz Michael Lawrence Rachel Wells Stacie Charlebois We Red 

Bob Farrell Dan Harrigan Erich Winkler Janice Pringle 
Parker 

Karen Spradlin Lisa Simonin Michael Lee Rachel White Stacy Cornelius Weldon 
Williams 

Bob Gendron Dan Heffernan Ericka Abrams Janine Comrack Karen Thaw Lisa Smith Michael 
Lewandowski 

Rachel Wolf Stacy Crawford Wendy Adams 

Bob Kvaas Dan Hubbard Ericka Kreager Janine Kl. Karen Thomas Lisa Stimpson Michael Markham Rachel Youens Stacy Moranville Wendy Balder 

Bob Leppo Dan Marsh Erik Grotheer Janine Morgan Karen 
Waltman 

Lisa Stone Michael 
Marquardt 

Rachelle Rizzi Stacy parr Wendy Beyda 

Bob O'Neil Dan Pepin Erik LaRue Janine 
Tokarczyk 

Karen 
Winnubst 

Lisa Strand Michael Martin Ragen Serra Stafford Kramer Wendy Forster 

Bob Roach Dan Richman Erik Peterson Janine Vinton Karen Wolf Lisa Tamborello Michael Mccarthy Rainbow Di 
Benedetto 

Stamatina Podes Wendy Fossa 
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Bob Saint Dan Sherwood Erik Roth Janis Dairiki Karen 
Wonders 

Lisa Whipple Michael 
McLaughlin 

Raleigh Koritz Stan Czarny Wendy Fuchs 

Bob Schildgen Dan Struble Erik 
Westerholm 

Janis Gummel Karen Wood Lisa 
Winningham 

Michael 
McMahan 

Ralph Fischer Stanlet Sayer Wendy Harris 

Bob Senko Dana Bleckinger Erika Agnew Janis Millu Kari Castro Lisa Zales Michael Noack Ralph Milliken Stanley Charles Wendy Honold 

Bob Welch Dana Joslyn Erika Boka Janis Todd Kari 
Gunderson 

Lisabette 
Brinkman 

Michael Nutini Ralph Notaro Stanley Hutchison Wendy Marolda 

Bobby Ray Dana Luebke Erika Branchau Janna Treisman Kari Miller Lisa-May 
Reynolds 

Michael O. 
Johnson 

Ralph 
Shannon 

Starla Morgan Wendy Ransom 

Boel Stridbeck Dana Petre-
Miller 

Erika Fromme Jared Cornelia Karin Boixo Lise Hull Michael Passoff Rama 
Bharadwaj 

Ste Ho Wendy Roedell 

Bonita Staas Dana Simone Erika Miller Jarka Okreskova Karin Cannon Lisha Daigle Michael Price Rama K 
Paruchuri 

Stefanie Clay Wendy Ruggeri 

Bonnie Burke Dana Weintraub Erin Enger Jasmin Köneke Karina Dansie Lisle Raught Michael Quillin Ramona 
Draeger 

Steffanie Feichter Wendy Ryden 

Bonnie Corey Dana Wilson Erin Foret jasmine foley Karla Devine Liz Lundquist Michael Rees Ramona 
Kopnick 

Steph Hart Wendy Weldon 

Bonnie Faith-
Smith 

Danah Woodruff Erin Garcia Jason Black Karla Hair Liz Piercey Michael Renfrow Ramona 
Williams 

Stephan Donovan Wendy Wolf 

Bonnie German Daniel Bennett Erin Hobaugh Jason Bowman Karla 
Mortimer 

Liz Reed Michael 
Reshetnik 

Ramsay 
Kieffer 

Stephanie C. Fox Whitney 
Wandelt 

Bonnie J. Smith Daniel Borchard Erin Howard Jason Crawford Karla Taylor Liz Sigel Michael 
Richmond 

Randall Bash Stephanie Cuellar Whitney 
Watters 

Bonnie Karlsen Daniel Burval Erin Spoehr Jason Eckardt Karrie Vrabel Liz Sypek Michael 
Rostagno-Lasky 

Randall 
Phipps 

Stephanie Domian William Clarke 

Bonnie Lynn 
MacKinnon 

Daniel Henling Erin Staudt Jason Fish Karsten 
Mueller 

Liz Wilton Michael Saunders Randall Potts Stephanie Farac William 
Cromwick 

Bonnie M Daniel J. Shields Erin Suyehara Jason Klinkel Karyn Barry Liza Connelly Michael 
Schmotzer 

Randi Holt Stephanie 
Goldbach 

William Dane 

Bonnie MacRaith Daniel Lassiter Erin Znidar Jason Koch Karyn Morales Liza Eng Micheal Schumm Randi Justin Stephanie Honore William 
Dearstyne 

Bonnie Miskoczy Daniel Mink Erline Towner Jason Miller Karyn 
Sederberg 

Lizbeth Giletto Michael Shapiro Randle Sink Stephanie Jones Willaim 
Diamond 

Bonnie Monroe Daniel Morrison Ernie Walters Jason 
Scharnagel 

Kat Bowley LJ Stypka Michael Sheffield Randy Gerlach Stephanie Latham-
Magee 

William Farris 
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Bonnie Phelps Daniel OBrien Ernst Bauer Jason Starr Kat Klahn LK Mansfield Michael Shields Randy Nies Stephanie Levinson William Forbes 

Bonnie 
Richardson 

Daniel Olson Errin Heyman Javier Reza Kat 
Morgenstern 

Lll D Michael Starks Ranell 
Nystrom 

Stephanie Linam William 
Foreman 

Bonnie Svec Daniel Orfe Esther David Jay Denniston Kat Stephens Lois Bacon Michael Stewart Raso Hultgren Stephanie 
McFadden 

William G Rose 
Jr 

Bonnie Williams Daniel Smith Esther 
Friedman 

Jay Humphrey Kate (Kathryn) 
Bradley 

Lois Chappell Michael 
Suchorsky 

Raul 
Rodriguez 

Stephanie Mory William Gaul 

Bonnie Worden Daniel Tiarks Esther Garvett Jay Rose Kate Crowley Lois Jordan Michael Swanson Ray Bernhardt Stephanie Pedler William Goell 

Bonnie Zotos Daniele 
Martarelli 

Esther Prexl Jay S Turner Kate Harder Lois Lommel Michael Terry Ray C. Telfair 
II, Ph.D. 

Stephanie Poole William Grosh 

Boris Huesch Danielle 
Charney 

Eugene Brusin Jaye Trottier Kate Holland Loisann 
Sciarrillo 

Michael Thomas Ray Hearne Stephanie Sallee William Henzel 

Brad Jacobsen Danielle 
Drosnock 

Eugene Craig JC Corcoran Kate Kenner Loni Carlson Michael Tullius Raymond 
Arent 

Stephanie Seymour William 
Johnston 

Brad Miller Danielle Ferrusi Eva Lanker Jc Foglietta Kate McQueen Lonna 
Richmond 

Michael Vickers Raymond 
Cohen 

Stephanie Trasoff William Lebich 

Brad Nelson Danielle 
Jesensky 

Eva Mansell Jean Bevsek Kate Nelligan Lora Losi Michael W Evans Raymond 
Fryer 

Stephanie Vo William Lider 

Brad Walker Danielle 
Schneider 

Evan Jane Kriss Jean Chagnon Kate Robinson Loraine Ferrara Michael White Raymond 
Nuesch 

Stephanie Wood William 
Malmros 

Bradley Wright Danielle Stanley Evan McDermit Jean Citron Kate Skolnick Lorena Peinado Michael 
Wisniewski 

Raymond 
Valinoti 

Stephen Appell William 
Mcgoldrick 

Brandie Deal Danielle Wincek Eve Duplissis Jean DeVito Kate 
Transchel 

Lorenz 
Steininger 

Michael Zeller Reann 
MacDonald 

Stephen Cutler William 
McMullin 

Brandon Dokes Danny King Eve Lee Jean Galati Katharine Abel Loretta Caruana Michael 
Zuckerman 

Reba Worden Stephen Donnelly William Obrien 

Brandon Kozak Dara Gorelick Evelyn Adams Jean Hodgins Katharine 
Riley 

Loretta 
Cummings 

Michaela Rohr Rebecca 
Abraham 

Stephen Dutschke William Osmer 

Brandon Okone Dara Rider Evelyn Griffin Jean Kammer Katharine 
Tussing 

Loretta Low Michaela Treffil Rebecca 
Bartlett 

Stephen Einson William 
Ridgeway 

Brandon Schwartz Darby Stonse Evelyn Lennon Jean Kim Kathe 
Garbrick 

Loretta Olsen Michal Simpson Rebecca 
Beardsley 

Stephen Faes William 
Roberson 

Brandt Amlie Darcy Ayres Evelyn Malone Jean King Kathe Walton Loretta Tiefen Michele Bouchard Rebecca 
Beaton 

Stephen Gliva William Shadel 



APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS EIGHTMILE DAM REBUILD AND RESTORATION 

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT Form Letters, Page FL-44 JUNE 2024 

Brandt Mannchen D'Arcy Goodrich Evelyn Och Jean Kozel Katherin 
Balles 

Lori Ann Colon Michele Hryc Rebecca 
Berlant 

Stephen Hunt William 
Sneiderwine 

Brandy Horne Darcy Kendall Evelyn 
Trevethan 

Jean Mack Katherine 
Connelly 

Lori Bates Michele LaPorte Rebecca Clark Stephen MacNish William Snyder 

Brenda Braham Darin Somma Evelyne Philipps Jean Rainoshek Katherine Cote Lori Beth Kidd Michele Martin Rebecca 
Evans 

Stephen Mahoney William Staples 

Brenda Evans Darlene Baker Eve-Marie 
Lucerne 

Jean Riehl Katherine 
DeAngelis 

Lori Conley Michelle Nihipali Rebecca 
Holzer 

Stephen Melott William Warder 
Jr 

Brenda James Darlene Jakusz Everett 
Suchland 

Jean Tunstall Katherine 
Hinson 

Lori DeLuca Michele Pacheco Rebecca 
Kraimer 

Stephen Mitchell William Young 

Brenda Lee Darlene Wolf Evette 
Andersen 

Jeanette Russell Katherine 
Kowalczyk 

Lori Kegler Michele Page Rebecca 
Lippmann 

Stephen Osowecki Wilma Spinner 

Brenda Martin Darren Frale Evgenia 
Bludenova 

Jeanette Shutay Katherine 
Kubacki 

Lori Miranda Michele Roberts Rebecca 
Martin 

Stephen Parks Wilma V 
Brandwijk 

Brenda Michaels Darren Strain F. Corr Jeanette 
Zawacki 

Katherine 
Leahy 

Lori Moog Michele 
Symington 

Rebecca 
Mauch 

Stephen 
Rosenblum 

Winke Self 

Brenda Norris Darrick 
Christodaro 

F. Joseph
Kiefner

Jean-Francois 
Fauconnier 

Katherine 
Masotti 

Lori Olcott Michele Tusinac Rebecca 
Procter 

Stephen Sample Winston Huang 

Brenda Peterson Darvin Oliver F. Carlene
Reuscher

Jeanie Scott Katherine 
Nelson 

Lori Otto Michele Varone Rebecca 
Shirley 

Stephen Streed Wolfgang 
burger 

Brenda Thompson Daryl Barowicz Fabio Hennessy Jeanine Mielke Katherine 
Skirvin 

Lori Siemian Michele 
Villeneuve 

Rebecca 
Skalsky 

Stephen Vaughan X Harris 

Brent Cook Darynne Jessler Fae Simmons Jeanne Doherty Katherine 
Sweeney 

Lori Solanki Michelle Austin Rebecca Wish 
Esche 

Stephen Vicuna Xiaoying Li 

Brent Naylor Dave 
Hermanson 

Faith Conroy Jeanne Held-
Warmkessel 

Katherine 
Wright 

Lori Stefano Michelle Barbour Regan Fisher Stephen Weissman Y Jacobs 

Brent Rocks Dave Magidman Faith Franck Jeanne Lemieux Kathi Ha Lori Weber Michelle Benes Regina B Stephen Winkle Yadi sferra 

Bret Smith Dave Manning Fanny Whitman Jeanne M Wolfe Kathi Ridgway Lori Weekly Michelle 
Birmingham 

Regina Rose Stepheny Newman Yazmin 
Gonzalez 

Brett A Nelson Dave Ringle Fatima 
Barahona 

Jeanne Minor Kathi Wilder Lorraine Akiba Michelle Bruton Reginald 
Spengler 

Steve Adler Yee Yean Lim 

Brett Little Dave Ruud Fawn King Jeanne Pollak Kathie Boley Lorraine 
Avallone 

Michelle Buerger Rena P Steve Barryte Yolanda Gallego 

Brett O'Sullivan Dave Searles Fay Bracken Jeanne 
Rothwarf 

Kathie Kingett Lorraine Badiali Michelle Daniels Renata de Sa Steve Disch Yolanda 
Hershey 
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Brett Thomsen Dave Spencer Fay Forman Jeanne Toney-
Drabik 

Kathleen 
Alexander 

Lorraine 
Cathala 

Michelle Diss Renate Pealer Steve Gary Yves 
DeCargouet 

Brian Ainsley Dave Stidger Felice and Mark 
Shapiro 

Jeannette Zipes Kathleen 
Arnold 

Lorraine Gray Michelle Dziamba Rene Voss Steve Green Yvette Goot 

Brian Clark Dave Taylor Felicia Lewis Jeay Gentry Kathleen 
Braico 

Lorraine Hicks Michelle Geil Renee Arnett Steve Hahn Yvette Watt 

Brian Dunn Dave Willis Felicity Devlin Jeb Fries Kathleen 
Cafiero 

Lorraine 
Johnson 

Michelle Gould Renee Darner Steve Hansen Yvonne Fedeyko 
Kirby 

Brian Emmons Davi Ann 
Mueller 

Fiona Priskich Jeff Berg Kathleen 
Corby 

Lorraine 
Markoff 

Michelle Graves Renee 
DeMartin 

Steve Henry Yvonne Johnson 

Brian Field David Amrod Fletcher Shives Jeff Bohan Kathleen 
Doctor 

Lorraine 
Martinez 

Michelle 
Harrington 

Renee Gregory Steve Hopkins Yvonne Snyder 

Brian Gibbons David and Judy 
Gold 

Flor Murray Jeff Dickson Kathleen Felt Lorraine 
Sanchez 

Michelle Hayward Renee Jeska Steve Hylton Zachary Jeffreys 

Brian Gingras David Arnold Flora Rosas Jeff Duncan Kathleen 
Galligan 

Lorraine Wilson Michelle 
Jorgensen 

Renee 
Landuyt 

Steve Iverson Zeki Gunay 

Brian Huntley David Ashton Florence Morris Jeff Hearn Kathleen 
Jacobsen 

Louis Chorba Michelle Kaufman Renee 
McGrath 

Steve Keim Zephyr Isely 

Brian Loos David Baine Florence 
Sullivan 

Jeff Kiralis Kathleen 
Jordan 

Louis Discepola Michelle Kehm Rev. Dr. David 
Sickles 

Steve Kent Zhanna 
Kuznetsova 

Brian Russo David Balan Florie 
Rothenberg 

Jeff Kulp Kathleen Mc 
Mahon 

Louis Esposito Michelle Kofler Rev. Max Burg Steve Liska Zoë Warner 

Brian Schwartz David Bly Ford Barr Jeff LaFlamme Kathleen 
McHendry 

Louis Fischer Michelle Krueger Reynold Tharp Steve Lucas ZuVuYah 
DianaCristina 
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	APPENDIX F: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS
	Responses to comments provided in this appendix address environmental issues raised during the public comment period for the Draft EIS. Responses are provided for each comment in the following sections. They are intended to provide clarification and refinement of information presented in the EIS and, in some cases, to correct or update information in the EIS.
	The text of the EIS has been revised as appropriate in response to comments and to reflect new or updated information, and the revised text has been incorporated into the Final EIS, supporting Chapters 1 through 20.
	Responses to comments in Appendix F are organized and presented in two main sections:
	(1) Global Responses to Comments (starting on page F-2 of this appendix).
	(2) Responses to Specific Comments (starting on page F-14 of this appendix).
	F.1 Global Responses to Comments

	Numerous comments on the Draft EIS raised common concerns or questions that are most appropriately answered or clarified in one comprehensive, or “global,” response. Ecology has provided Global Responses to address these common concerns. Responses to comments received on the Draft EIS related to these topics refer to the pertinent Global Response.
	The Global Responses are organized as follows, presented in the following pages of this appendix.
	 Visual Resources
	 Helicopter Use in Alpine Lakes Wilderness
	 Lake Level and Bathtub Ring
	 Telemetry Equipment
	 Water Conservation
	 Recreation
	 Water Rights Topics
	 Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity
	 Relinquishment
	 Multi-fill Analysis
	 No Change to Municipal Use
	 Trust Donation
	 Instream Flow Rule
	F.1.1 Visual Resources

	Several comments indicated concern related to visual impacts in the wilderness and asked for clarification on impacts and mitigation measures for visual resources. Because the dam is within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, viewer sensitivity to man-made features in the area is high. Chapter 11 of the Draft and Final EISs describes potential impacts and measures to reduce impacts on visual resources from operation of the dam.
	Impacts on visual resources from construction activity, including the visual impacts associated with lake drawdown and helicopter use for all action alternatives, would be adverse in the short term and would occur during peak hiker and overnight camper usage in the area; however, these impacts would be temporary (lasting for only one construction season). Operational impacts for the action alternatives would largely be the result of water level changes that would be visible during the summer and fall, when recreational use of the lake is highest. The lake level would be higher later into the summer, and lower during low water conditions. These fluctuations are not expected to generally alter view quality.
	Mitigation measures include:
	 Minimize clearing area for staging and construction activities, and restore all disturbed areas to Forest Service standards.
	 Revegetate areas following construction.
	 During design of the dam, specify materials and colors that will visually blend with the landscape around the dam, to the extent feasible.
	 In the dam design, minimize the use of long, linear, and sharp rectangular edges to the extent feasible to reduce the contrast of the structure with the natural surroundings.
	 Plant and allow low-growing vegetation, such as grasses and herbaceous plants, on the armored downstream face of the dam to the extent that this is compatible with safe operation of the dam.
	Based on comments received on the Draft EIS, IPID, in conjunction with Ecology, has identified Alternative 2 as the preferred alternative for the proposed action. Alternative 2 meets the project objectives and is the least visually intrusive alternative. With no mechanical gates, Alternative 2 will blend into the landscape more than Alternative 1. The No Action Alternative and Alternative 3 do not meet all of the project objectives.
	F.1.2 Helicopter Use in Alpine Lakes Wilderness

	Many comments were related to the impacts of helicopter use within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. As described in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final EISs, other construction transportation alternatives were explored, including overland vehicle transport and pack animals, but they were ultimately removed from further consideration due to infeasibility, cost, and impacts.
	Motorized overland transport through the Alpine Lakes Wilderness was initially considered, but it was not analyzed in the Draft or Final EIS because IPID acknowledged that air transport would be preferable to both wilderness users and to IPID. Additionally, this method of transportation was removed from consideration because of comments received during scoping expressing substantial concerns about impacts from overland transport.
	Transportation of materials and equipment using pack animals to the dam site was also considered but determined infeasible due to the amount and weight of transported materials, the elevation gain to the dam site, and the number of animal trips needed.
	Although the use of helicopters would increase noise levels during construction, it would result in the fewest impacts on the Eightmile Lake Trail and the shortest construction period. Figures 9-1 through 9-8 in Chapter 9 of the Draft and Final EISs illustrate the extent of potential noise exposure in the Icicle Creek Valley due to construction-related helicopter operations. Please see Section 9.7 for discussion of potential mitigation measures to reduce noise impacts due to construction activities. Refer to Section 8.4 for discussion on noise impact on wildlife due to construction activities.
	Eightmile Dam and some of the inundated bed and shore of Eightmile Lake are on two parcels of land (120 acres) subject to a Special Warranty Deed. Through the Special Warranty Deed, IPID retained certain rights through the land exchange with the Forest Service in 1990 after the creation of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness (see Chapter 2). The Special Warranty Deed (see map in Figure 1-2) reserves IPID’s rights to maintain and operate the dam and exercise their water rights. (See Chapter 2 for discussion of the Special Warranty Deed.) These “reservations” explicitly allow uses (motorized transportation and equipment or aircraft) otherwise prohibited by the Wilderness Act. The Deed includes the following description of the rights it reserves:
	“… a nonexclusive, perpetual easement across, through, along, and upon the property described herein for the purposes of maintenance, repair, operation, modification, upgrading and replacement of all facilities presently located in or upon the property described herein, together with a nonexclusive right of ingress to and egress from all such facilities for all such purposes, in accordance with Rules and Regulations of the Secretary of Agriculture, 36 CFR 251.17 and 251.18, attached hereto and made a part hereof, in such manner as not unreasonably to interfere with its use by the United States, its authorized users or assigns, or cause substantial injury thereto.
	The Grantor [IPID] may exercise the rights hereunder by any means reasonable for the purposes described, including but not limited to the use of motorized transportation and equipment, or aircraft. These rights include the right to regulate water level of all facilities located upon the property described herein. In performing maintenance, repair, operation, modification, upgrading and replacement of facilities located in or upon the property described herein, the Grantor will not without prior written consent of the Forest Service, which consent shall not unreasonably be withheld, materially increase the size or scope of the facilities.”
	As described in Chapter 1, IPID proposes to rebuild the Eightmile Dam to meet current dam safety standards. To rebuild and restore the dam, IPID will need to access the dam site, located completely on Special Warranty Deed land, which includes transporting people, materials, and equipment into the Alpine Lakes Wilderness with the use of helicopters.
	F.1.3 Lake Level and Bathtub Ring

	Several comments were received regarding the changes in lake levels related to potential impacts on vegetation and aesthetics. As noted in Section 7.3.8 of the Draft and Final EISs, Eightmile Lake was created by a large earthen embankment (landslide) that blocked the drainage of Eightmile Creek, forming the lake. The southern lakeshore is a steep talus slope with sparse vegetation. As described in Chapter 11 of the Draft and Final EISs, restoring the lake level water surface elevation to 4,671 feet under Alternatives 1 and 2 would contrast with existing conditions where some areas above the current high water level (4,667 feet) would be submerged by an additional 4 feet of water. Refer to Figure F-1 and Figure F-2 for photographs of the lake at these water surface elevations.
	Additional submerged areas would include rocky and sparsely vegetated shoreline areas as well as the wetland at the west end of the lake. Some vegetation would likely die as a result of inundation, and additional wetland area will likely be created at the west end of the lake. While some people would see the additional inundation of these areas as adversely affecting views, others would likely see the larger lake size as a visual benefit. The lake would remain a dominant feature with the restored water level, and the additional inundation would not eliminate any areas specifically valued for their visual character. Please see the visual simulations in Chapter 11 for the predicted visual changes from fluctuating water levels proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2. The high water level under Alternative 3 would remain at roughly the current level.
	A number of comments were received regarding the visual impacts associated with a “bathtub ring” remaining visible during low water levels. The dam is a form of human manipulation of the water level and flow that existed prior to the establishment of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, and its continued use is authorized by the Special Warranty Deed. Assuming the dam is constructed no higher than the existing lake (water surface elevation 4,667 feet), the primary manipulation is that the dam slows the release of water in late spring and early summer, and increases flows during the drier months of late summer and early fall. These water level changes are often apparent by the “bathtub ring” left from when the water was held at a higher level. A bathtub ring is currently present at the lake when the lake is held at a low water level in the late summer and fall (see Figure 11-4 in the Draft and Final EISs for a photo taken in October 2020). The bathtub ring associated with Alternatives 1 and 2 would be similar to what is currently present at Eightmile Lake, but would appear slightly higher on the shoreline than it currently does. Low lake levels under Alternatives 1 and 2 can be seen (as a simulation) on Figures 11-20a and 11-20b of the Draft and Final EISs. The low lake level and bathtub ring associated with dam removal are simulated in Figures 11-16a and 11-16b.
	Figure F-1. Eightmile Lake at current high water surface elevation 4,667 feet.
	/
	Figure F-2. Eightmile Lake at past and future high water surface elevation 4,671 feet.
	/
	F.1.4 Telemetry Equipment

	Several comments were received about the size, location, and operation of telemetry equipment in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The telemetry equipment at the repeater station would be located outside of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness on Icicle Ridge (Figure 1-2). As described in Chapter 2 of the Draft and Final EISs, the telemetry equipment would be similar in scale to the Forest Service’s existing repeater station on Icicle Ridge. Figure 2-10 in the Draft and Final EISs shows the existing Forest Service repeater equipment. Telemetry equipment located at the Eightmile Dam site would be replaced with equipment similar in size and scale to the existing telemetry equipment currently at the site. Installation of telemetry equipment would greatly benefit dam operations under the action alternatives. IPID would be able to more closely monitor the dam operation and have improved control over the amount and timing of water released by improving operational efficiency. Refer to Section 2.6.1 of the Draft and Final EISs for more detail.
	F.1.5 Water Conservation

	A number of comments were received regarding the need for additional water conservation, and the need to prioritize water conservation over water storage.
	While conservation projects are outside the scope of this EIS, water conservation/efficiency is a key component of the Icicle Strategy, which is intended to balance out-of-stream and instream water demand and resolve habitat and fisheries issues. The Icicle Strategy includes a number of projects increasing water supply and reliability, including the Eightmile Dam Rebuild and Restoration Project. Please refer to the 2019 Final Programmatic EIS (January 2019) for additional information on other projects including conservation projects as part of the larger Icicle Strategy.
	To improve water use efficiency, IPID developed a Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan in 2018 (Anchor QEA 2018b), in coordination with Trout Unlimited – Washington Water Project. This plan includes a comprehensive plan for improving irrigation efficiency and promoting conservation. Refer to that document for a complete discussion of projects and programs to be undertaken to improve efficiency in the IPID system, and the amount of water savings that could be realized through implementation of the proposed projects. IPID prioritizes conservation and will continue to pursue funding for conservation programs with several partners, including Ecology’s Office of Columbia River, Washington State Conservation Commission, the Bureau of Reclamation, and others.
	The Comprehensive Water Conservation Plan promotes consistency with two of the Icicle Work Group (IWG) Guiding Principles:
	 Improved streamflow that will result from more efficient use of water diverted from Icicle Creek, and reduced diversion from the creek.
	 Improved agricultural reliability that will result from more efficient use of water and implementation of conservation projects.
	The City of Leavenworth published a Water System Plan in 2018 (Varela & Associates 2018) that included a detailed Water Use Efficiency (WUE) Program. This program outlines several efforts to increase conservation, focused on commercial conservation and consider a conservation-oriented rate structure, among other approaches. The City also implemented smart meters to help customers monitor their usage, and a customer education program to educate consumers on water efficiency. The City of Leavenworth is committed to water conservation and will continue to look for ways to increase water use efficiency.
	However, water conservation does not eliminate the need for storage. Storage is an important part of the Icicle Strategy that allows for targeted late season instream flow benefits and contributes to climate change resiliency since storage is more climate resilient.
	F.1.6 Recreation

	Several commenters requested information regarding mitigation for impacts on recreation. As described in Chapter 10 of the Draft and Final EISs, construction activities have been planned to minimize the impacts on hikers and recreationists to the greatest extent possible. Some users may experience delays or choose to avoid the area during construction, as helicopter noise will be noticeable. Recreationists at Eightmile Lake would experience visual changes due to fluctuating water levels, as described in Chapter 11, Visual Resources. Fluctuating water levels would also alter informal fishing opportunities around the lake, potentially making some areas less suitable for fishing and other areas more desirable, depending on the water level. While the future operation of the dam would change recreational opportunities at Eightmile Lake, some of these changes could be experienced as improvements by some recreationists, and there would be no permanent closure of recreation.
	As described in Section 10.6 of the Draft and Final EISs, IPID would implement the following measures to limit impacts on recreation:
	 Construction activities would generally occur between the hours of 7 a.m. and 6 p.m.
	 Coordinate with the Forest Service to forewarn visitors of potential disruption of wilderness experience due to construction activities, including notice to people seeking reservations through the lottery and to those awarded reservations.
	 Provide signage to alert trail users regarding construction activity, including dates and hours of helicopter use, heavy equipment operation, and blasting with explosives.
	 Provide a general description of work period and work impacts, including potential areas that will be closed to the public such as the staging and construction areas, prior to the Forest Service lottery for overnight permits in the Enchantment Permit Area.
	 Provide alert of construction on the Forest Service Website for Alpine Lakes Wilderness: Okanogan-Wenatchee.
	 Provide notification and signage at the Leavenworth Ranger Station and suggestions of other recreational opportunities in the area.
	 While not expected, blasting with explosives could be necessary during construction. Should that occur, the Eightmile Lake Trail from its junction with the Caroline Lake Trail could be closed periodically over the course of 1 or 2 days. Blasting would be scheduled for mid-week between 11 a.m. and 3 p.m. and prior notification would be provided to the greatest extent possible through the alert systems noted above, press releases, and notification from outdoor recreation organizations.
	 Following construction, restore disturbed areas to Forest Service standards.
	Operation of the rebuilt dam is not expected to result in any impacts on recreation.
	F.1.7 Water Rights-Related Global Responses
	Tentative Determination of Extent and Validity


	Several comments assert that the Draft EIS is flawed because Ecology has not performed a tentative determination of the extent and validity of the Eightmile Lake water right. However, as explained in the introduction to Chapter 6 of the Draft and Final EISs, the EIS itself does not make or include a tentative determination of extent and validity of the IPID’s Eightmile Lake water right because the EIS process is not an action that triggers any requirement for such a tentative determination. Under Ecology Policy 1120, the Water Resources Program Policy for Conducting Tentative Determinations of Water Rights, the proposed project does not require any water right-related approval or action that involves a tentative determination. Such determinations are required for rights associated with water right change applications under RCW 90.03.380, RCW 90.44.100, and related statutes. Since no change application has been filed by IPID for the Eightmile Lake water right, the requirement for a tentative determination of the extent and validity of this water right has not been triggered.
	In addition to being required when Ecology evaluates water right change applications, other circumstances described in Policy 1120 for which a tentative determination of extent and validity is made by the Department include “evaluating existing water uses associated with water rights pursuant to RCW 90.14.130 or other regulatory statutes that results in a departmental order.” RCW 90.14.130 concerns administrative orders issued by Ecology for water right relinquishment. RCW 90.14.130 authorizes Ecology to issue an order to notify a water rights holder when it appears that their right has reverted back to the state for nonuse as a result of relinquishment. As explained below in the Global Response to comments related to Relinquishment, Ecology has ascertained that issuance of an order for relinquishment of the Eightmile Lake right is not warranted.
	Although IPID has not filed a change application, the Draft EIS describes IPID’s intent to donate a portion of the Eightmile Lake water right to the State Trust Water Rights Program for the purposes of instream flow. The quantification requirement for Trust donations under RCW 90.42.080(4) does not include a tentative determination but ensures that the water right donated into Trust “shall not exceed the extent to which the water right was exercised during the five years before the donation nor may the total of any portion of the water right remaining with the donor plus the donated portion of the water right exceed the extent to which the water right was exercised during the five years before the donation.” Policy 1120 specifically states that a tentative determination of extent and validity is not warranted when a water right is donated into Trust.
	Following the issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a formal request to donate a portion of its water right to Trust for instream flow purposes. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will conduct a review of the quantities available (if any) for the Trust donation in accordance with the process prescribed by RCW 90.42.080(4). The results of this review will be part of a final decision on the requested Trust donation and will follow and be informed by the EIS process.
	As stated, the EIS process is not used to make a tentative determination of extent and validity. Rather, the purpose of the EIS process is to outline a range of possible outcomes for a proposed action. In this case, the EIS performed a reasonable evaluation to bracket the amount of water likely available under the existing water right to ensure that the alternatives considered and associated active storage capacities were reasonable within the right, and then to outline the range of potential outcomes that can result from those alternatives. In outlining the range of potential outcomes, consistent with WAC 197-11-080 (3)(b), the Draft EIS documents the worst-case analysis within the range of outcomes. As such, the analysis made in the Draft and Final EISs adequately examines a reasonable range of active storage volumes and associated impacts that could occur from the proposed dam rebuild, regardless of whether a portion of the right may or may not be available as a result of Ecology’s quantification of the water right for purpose of the Trust donation under RCW 90.42.080(4). This analysis is also consistent with the water rights response included in the Scoping Summary Report (Ecology 2021d), available on the Ecology website, which points to water rights analyses to be conducted in the Draft EIS based on preliminary information and that IPID’s water rights will be addressed in relation to meeting the needs of the alternatives in the Draft and Final EISs.
	The EIS describes action alternatives with design active storage volumes that were determined to be reasonable given the review of information available on water use and storage at Eightmile Lake under IPID’s existing right at the time of Draft EIS preparation. Following issuance of the Final EIS, Ecology will review the quantities (if any) available for donation into Trust based on the extent to which the water right was exercised during the 5 years before the donation date. If IPID asserts a sufficient cause for nonuse (see Appendix B and the Global Response for Relinquishment) for a period immediately prior to the May 2024 Trust donation application date, and Ecology finds it to be excused under RCW 90.14.140 for that period, then the 5-year review period will be moved to precede such asserted and excused period of nonuse or partial nonuse. In any case and as described above, the analysis and determination of the quantity of water available for and accepted into Trust for instream flow does not constitute a tentative determination of extent and validity of the water right. It only reflects how the right was exercised in the 5-year period considered in the evaluation for the donation. As such, a later adjudication of the water rights in the Icicle Creek Subbasin or an action triggering a tentative determination of extent and validity (such as IPID filing a water right change application) as described above would result in a quantification of water use and annual quantity under the right. If a future quantification (through adjudication or future water right action) results in an annual active storage quantity that is less than the 2,000 acre-feet considered in this EIS, the physical active storage volume in the lake can be reduced through shortening the intake pipe outlet as described in the Final EIS without necessitating any changes to the main design.
	In any case, the total quantity accepted into Trust for instream flow plus the quantity retained by IPID for irrigation cannot be used in excess of the maximum active storage volume of 2,000 acre-feet that is considered in this EIS for the potential impacts analysis described above. The monitoring and reporting plan to be executed as part of the Trust donation process will be reviewed and approved by Ecology and will ensure that the 2,000 acre-foot limit of active storage is not exceeded on an annual basis and that the Trust donation is managed properly.
	Relinquishment

	As explained in Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, and further discussed in Appendix B, relinquishment occurs when a water right has not been fully used at least once every 5 years unless the right qualifies for one of several specified exceptions that excuse the nonuse. The EIS explains that relinquishment occurs through nonuse by operation of law, but a relinquished right (in part or in full) is still recorded as active (that is, not determined to be relinquished, in a water right document or decision, for example, superseding certificate or order) if there has not been an action that triggers a tentative determination of extent and validity.
	As discussed in Appendix B, RCW 90.14.130 – 180 governs relinquishment, and Ecology’s Policy 1060 provides specific definitions and departmental policies related to relinquishment. Policy 1060 states relinquishment “occurs when a water right has reverted to the state because of nonuse for five or more successive years after 1967 without sufficient cause that excuses the nonuse.” RCW 90.14.140 lists numerous specific exceptions that are defined as sufficient causes that excuse nonuse of water and prevent relinquishment.
	Several comments stated that at least a portion of IPID’s Eightmile Lake water right has been relinquished as a result of nonuse; at least one comment stated that Ecology knows of this relinquishment. Several comments stated that the relinquishment has occurred since the 1990s, with one stating the nonuse has occurred due to dam erosion and irrigation efficiency improvements.
	However, it is not clear that there has been unexcused partial nonuse of the Eightmile Lake water right. This water right authorizes storage of water in the lake, and, as described in the Draft EIS and in the Global Response for Multi-fill Analysis below, through multiple filling of the lake, IPID has stored water in excess of the reservoir’s current capacity. While there may be partial nonuse of the storage right if the reservoir is only filled at one time each year, there is evidence showing that it is filled at multiple times (see Chapter 6, page 6-7 of the Draft EIS). Thus, while the storage capacity of the lake has been reduced during the last several decades, IPID has still exercised its storage right through multiple same-season filling.
	In addition, as explained above, because there is no water right change application, a tentative determination of extent and validity has not been conducted for the right. If an appropriate water right action had occurred and less than the full quantity were to be tentatively determined as having been used, as suggested in some of the comments, then IPID as the water right holder would then have the opportunity to provide additional information to show sufficient cause for the nonuse by asserting an exception from relinquishment. One exception that possibly would be asserted by IPID and have to be considered by Ecology is the exception for “drought, or other unavailability of water” under RCW 90.14.140(1)(a). There may be a viable argument that the erosion of the dam has been caused by natural events and has resulted in the “unavailability of water,” and repairs to the dam to restore its function to the pre-erosion level could not readily be made due to circumstances outside IPID’s control, for example, the time required to get approval for construction access within the wilderness area. Further, one or more of the other exceptions to relinquishment may be asserted and may need to be considered as part of the analysis. For these reasons, Ecology has not deemed that the factual scenario for this water right warrants commencement of a relinquishment action.
	Ecology has not determined that relinquishment has not occurred, but, rather, that it is uncertain and undetermined as to whether relinquishment has occurred. Relinquishment occurs as a matter of law whether or not Ecology takes a formal action leading to a relinquishment order. And while the law allows Ecology to issue a relinquishment order for some situations other than during the water right application process, under Ecology’s standard practices, such an order is only issued when there is clear and compelling evidence that relinquishment has occurred. In this case, while there is a supposition by some that relinquishment has occurred, there is not clear evidence showing that there has actually been unexcused partial nonuse of the water right.
	Multi-fill Analysis

	Many comments were received concerning the Multi-fill Analysis. These comments generally either requested that the Multi-fill Analysis document (Aspect 2022a) be attached as an appendix to the Final EIS and/or suggested that there is no precedent for using a Multi-fill Analysis to determine the extent of a water right and that WAC 508-12-270 specifically states that only the initial filling of storage applies because only one filling of the reservoir is allowed under a water right.
	The multi-fill report provided by IPID (Aspect 2022a) describing the Multi-fill Analysis was reviewed and considered along with other information provided by IPID in preparing the Draft EIS, with the purpose of determining whether the range of storage volumes considered in the three action alternatives was reasonable given the existing storage right at the lake. The Multi-fill Analysis is described in footnote 8 in Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, and additional discussion has been added to the text of Section 6.2 of the Final EIS.
	The Multi-fill Analysis is based on a water-balance spreadsheet model using a range of historical IPID uses and practices and representative wet, dry, and average years. The methodology and spreadsheet modeling tool used is similar to the mass-balance approach used as part of the FPEIS to estimate the Eightmile Lake watershed yield (Appendix B of Ecology 2019a). The model uses a daily mass-balance to estimate change in storage at the lake over the season, which includes both inputs to the lake (precipitation and snowmelt data) and outputs from the lake (estimates of leakage out of the lake, evaporation, and a range of typical operational releases). Additionally, the model prioritized meeting senior water rights prior to multi-fill. While Ecology has not re-created the Multi-fill Analysis, it conducted a general review of the information and assumptions used, as well as the general methodology, and has ascertained that the analysis is reasonable. As noted in WAC 197-11-420(4) “…an applicant may volunteer to provide any information or effort desired, as long as the EIS is supervised and approved by the responsible official.”
	The multi-fill report itself, as noted above, was not produced by Ecology. It is one of many background documents used in the EIS evaluation. All information sources used in the preparation of the EIS are listed as references in Chapter 18 of the Draft and Final EISs. Some of these sources are available for review on the internet, and all are available through a public records request to Ecology.
	As mentioned, many comments referenced WAC 508-12-270, which states:
	Unless otherwise specified, a reservoir permit will allow the permittee to fill the reservoir once annually and the permit shall specifically state the period during which the water may be used to fill the reservoir. If water in excess of one filling of the reservoir is required, a further application for the additional water must be filed.
	This rule was filed on March 23, 1960.
	The above-mentioned footnote to Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs explains that the “one-fill” rule under WAC 508-12-270 is not applicable to the Eightmile Lake water right because the right, with a priority date of August 2, 1926, pre-dates the adoption of WAC 508-12-270. At least one comment asserted that the one-fill rule could still apply because the rule “could have simply been putting into writing the longstanding and historical practice of authorities responsible for implementing Washington’s water code.” However, there is no evidence presented for this. Further, even if true, a longstanding practice in and of itself does not constitute a law or a rule. Rather, the applicable legal principle is that laws, when enacted, are not retroactive unless specifically noted as such. And this principle is especially appropriate for agency rules, which are not statutes enacted by the legislature but, rather, are rules promulgated by an agency under authority delegated by the legislature. With respect to the Eightmile Lake water right, the certificate, and other documents for the right, do not include any condition requiring only one filling of the reservoir. Thus, since there is no one-fill condition, and WAC 508-12-270 is not applicable to the right, IPID’s multiple-filling of the reservoir has been lawful under its 1926 water right.
	No Change to Municipal Use

	There are several comments on the potential to convert some of the use under the Eightmile Lake water right from irrigation use by IPID to municipal use (for the City of Leavenworth). It is not possible for the right to be used directly for municipal purposes; that could not occur without the filing and approval of a water right change application requesting a change in purpose of use to add instream flows for the mitigation of a new municipal out-of-stream water use (under a separate new water right application) as a purpose of use authorized under the water right. Such an application has not been filed, nor is one expected to be filed in the future. Section 2.8.4 of the Draft and Final EISs states that increasing the municipal water supply as a component of this project has been removed from further consideration: “During the scoping process, several comments were received expressing concern over water from the Alpine Lakes Wilderness being used for municipal supply purposes. Based on such comments, Ecology has determined that water will not be made available for instream flow purposes for the mitigation of new out-of-stream uses, including municipal water supply use.”
	Trust Donation

	Comments were received related to whether the portion of the right to be donated to instream flows would stay instream permanently, and whether the water would remain instream to the Pacific Ocean.
	As discussed above, after issuance of the Draft EIS, IPID submitted a request to donate a portion of its Eightmile Lake water right to the State Trust Water Rights Program for instream flow purposes for the life of the rebuilt dam and related infrastructure. Although the timeframe is technically temporary, the Trust donation for instream flow purposes is tied to the life and existence of the infrastructure for the rebuilt dam and, as such, will likely be for a long period of time (for example, the existing dam’s life is reaching the 100-year mark). This also means that the quantities donated for instream flow would be used for those purposes exclusively as long as the infrastructure and project improvements are present and capable of storing water for release. As described above, Ecology will consider the request and make a determination on acceptance of the Trust donation following issuance of the Final EIS.
	If Ecology’s review under RCW 90.42.080(4) and final decision on the Trust application results in less than 1,400 acre-feet (the quantity currently needed by IPID), then no water would be available for acceptance into the Trust Water Rights Program. This would not preclude IPID from making annual donations in years where it has surplus water and may not need the full 1,400 acre-feet. However, without the added annual benefit to instream flows as a result of the project under the pending May 2024 Trust donation application, Ecology’s OCR may not fund the dam construction as it would not meet the directives of OCR’s program. This does not preclude the use of emergency funds should there be a health and safety issue. IPID would still need to rebuild the dam to meet the requirements for the dam as required by Ecology’s Dam Safety Office, but it would need to seek alternative sources of funding.
	However, if Ecology’s review under RCW 90.42.080(4) and final decision on the Trust application results in excess of 1,400 acre-feet of water (beyond the quantity currently needed by IPID) and, thereby, water is available for donation into Trust, then the project would qualify for Ecology’s OCR funding for meeting instream flow demands. Any water donated to Trust as part of this project will only benefit instream flow and will not be used to mitigate any new out-of-stream uses.
	RCW 90.42.080 authorizes Ecology to accept donations to the State Trust Water Rights Program. The donated portion of the water right will be released from storage in Eightmile Lake to augment flows in Icicle Creek in order to benefit fish, with releases scheduled based on coordination with Icicle Work Group members, co-conveners, and fishery co-managers. See Section 2.6 of the Draft and Final EISs, and Section 6.5 of the Final EIS.
	Ecology holds and has legal authority to manage all Trust water rights within the framework of the prior appropriation system. Unlike Trust water rights that Ecology acquires through means other than a donation, which it actively protects, Ecology typically does not actively manage donations to the Trust Water Rights Program. However, in this case, the donated portion of the water right will be released from storage in Eightmile Lake to augment flows in Icicle Creek in order to benefit fish, and because of this benefit to fish, Ecology does intend to manage this donated water instream from the outlet of Eightmile Lake to the confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River. Given the relatively senior priority date of this Eightmile Lake water right (1926, Class V), it is likely to remain instream to the confluence of Icicle Creek with the Wenatchee River. The scheduled releases for instream flow will be coordinated with Icicle Work Group (IWG) members, Icicle Strategy instream flow subcommittee, IWG co-conveners, and fishery co-managers (see Section 2.6 of the Draft and Final EISs).
	Instream Flow Rule

	As explained in Section 6.2 of the Draft and Final EISs, the waters of Washington State are a public resource whose use is controlled by water rights under the prior appropriation doctrine (first-in-time, first-in-right). Under the Water Resources Act of 1971, the state required Ecology to retain adequate flow in streams to protect instream flow resources. As a result, the instream resources protection program for the Wenatchee River Basin (Chapter 173-545 WAC) established minimum instream flows for Icicle Creek. These minimum instream flows are essentially water rights for the creek and have priority dates (6/3/1983 and 11/2/2001) just like any other water right. All rights on Icicle Creek with priority dates prior to those established for instream flow can legally divert water from the creek regardless of the flow level in the creek. Water rights with priority dates later than those for the creek can also legally divert water from the creek, but only when the instream flows are being met.
	In the case of IPID, their rights to divert water from Icicle Creek predate the instream flow rule; therefore, they can legally divert water from the creek up to their water right amount, even in drought years.
	F.2 Responses to Specific Comments

	This section of Appendix F contains copies of all comments received on the Draft EIS, and responses to those comments. This introduction explains the organization of comments and responses, and describes how to locate a response to a specific comment. Comment letters/emails/website comments were initially organized by date received, and by the type of entity providing the comments, in the following order:
	 State government agencies (coded as S-)
	 Organizations (coded as O-)
	 Individuals (coded as I-)
	 Public meeting/hearing comments (coded as M-)
	 Form letter comments (coded as FL-)
	Note: No formal comments on the Draft EIS were received from federal agencies, local agencies, or tribes. Ecology has conducted formal consultation with tribal governments on potential impacts on cultural and tribal resources. Consultation with the tribes will continue as the project moves through permitting and construction.
	Each comment letter/email/website comment received was given an identifying (ID) number (e.g., F1), and each specific comment within that letter was numbered sequentially (e.g., F-1-1, F-1-2, etc.). Similarly, using a verbatim transcript of the three public hearings (one in-person, two virtual), each speaker and each specific comment by that speaker was assigned an identifying number (e.g., M11). Appendix F also contains several index tables that enable a reader to find their comment letter and the associated responses. The index tables, organized by the entity type as shown above, list each comment letter received; the name and/or organization of that comment; and a hyperlink to the reproduced comments and associated responses in this PDF. Separate index tables are presented for each entity type in the bulleted list above (e.g., State government agency). Because of the length of the reproduced comments and associated responses, the best way to navigate this appendix is digitally, using the bookmarks and hyperlinks within the PDF, as well as searches in this PDF (i.e., using Edit/Find or Control-F on an IBM PC computer, or Command-F on a Mac computer).
	Following each index table, each comment letter and its corresponding responses appear side by side, with the comment letter on the left side of the page and the responses on the right side. Comments have been delineated (or bracketed) and numbered within each comment letter. Each specific comment is marked in the margin with the number of the comment and correlative response.
	A few additional notes to help readers in reviewing the responses to comments:
	 Several comment letters included attachments or exhibits, which were reviewed and considered by the EIS team but are not reproduced on the following comment/response pages due to length.
	 Where a specific comment is addressed by information in one or more Global Responses, the response refers to the Global Response(s). Where a specific comment is addressed by another specific response, the reader is referred to the other response to avoid duplication.
	 Four form letters were submitted through four different organizations (Sierra Club, The Mountaineers, Washington Wild, and Washington Trails Association). Because responses to each comment letter were similar, only one version of each is included in the responses that follow. A table listing all individuals that submitted a form letter is include in Attachment A.
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