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The Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS) for the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin was filed with the Washington State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
Register on May 31, 2018. A Notice of Availability and Public Hearings appeared in the 
Wenatchee World and Leavenworth Echo on May 31, 2018. The Washington State 
Department of Ecology (Ecology) sent a news release announcing the availability of the 
DPEIS and the date, time, and location of the public meetings to area media. The 60-day 
comment period ended July 30, 2018. 

Ecology and Chelan County distributed 35 copies of the DPEIS to members of the Icicle 
Work Group; Federal, State and local agencies; Native American Tribes; irrigation 
districts; interested members of organizations and entities; and the general public. The 
DPEIS and supporting materials were also available online at Chelan County’s website. 

A public hearing was held in Leavenworth on June 27, 2018 to provide information on 
the DPEIS and solicit comments. The hearing was attended by 82 people, and 7 people 
provided comments that were transcribed by the court reporter.  

A total of 9,981 comments were submitted via email, letter, comment form, or court 
reporter on the DPEIS. Of these, 8,825 were considered. Comments not considered 
included comments submitted before or after the comment period, duplicate comments 
(same commenter, same comment was only counted once), and emails from the co-leads 
with “test” included in the subject line. In total, there were 203 late/early comments, 943 
duplicate comments, and 10 “test” comments not considered. Ten comments were 
catalogued and responded to, and later determined to be late comments. However, 
because responses were already developed, these comments were considered.  

Copies of comment letters and the public hearing transcripts are reproduced in this 
Appendix to the FPEIS. Responses to the individual comments follow. For clarity and 
concision, comments from different senders with the same content are only provided 
once, with a list of commenters following the comment. In that same vein, responses are 
only provided once on these comments.  

The following table provides a list of those who commented on the DPEIS, the number of 
the comment letter, and the page number where the comment letter and the responses 
appear. 
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Table A-1  
List of those commenting 

 

Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Icicle Work Group (IWG) Members 

001 Bureau of Reclamation A-23 A-363 

002 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington Fish and 
Wildlife Office 

A-24 A-363 

003 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Leavenworth Fisheries 
Complex 

A-25 A-363 

004 U.S. Forest Service A-26 A-363 

005 Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
North Central Region 

A-26 A-363 

006 Icicle Creek Watershed Council A-31 A-366 

Trout Unlimited – Washington Water Project 

007 Washington Water Trust A-35 A-368 

008 Daryl Harnden, IWG Agricultural Representative & 
Local Farmer 

A-36 A-368 

009 Yakama Nation A-37 A-368 

State Agencies 

010 Washington State Department of Agriculture A-38 A-369 

011 Washington State Department of Health, Department 
of Drinking Water 

A-38 A-369 

Other Organizations 

012 Alpine Lakes Protection Society A-39 A-369 
The Wilderness Society 
American Whitewater 
Aqua Permanente 
Center for Environmental Law & Policy 
Conservation Congress 
Doug Scott Wilderness Consulting 
El Sendero Backcountry Ski & Snowshoe Club 
Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs 
Friends of Bumping Lake 
Friends of Clearwater 
Friends of Enchantments 
Friends of Lake Kachess 



 DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES 
 

PROJECT NO. 120045   JANUARY 3, 2019  A-3 

Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Other Organizations (cont.) 

012 
(cont.) 

Friends of Wild Sky A-39 A-369 
Great Old Broads for Wilderness 
Icicle Creek Watershed Council 
Issaquah Alps Trails Club 
Kittitas Audubon Society 
The Mazamas 
Middle Fork Recreation Coalition (MidFORC) 
North Cascades Conservation Council 
North Central Washington Audubon Society 
River Runners For Wilderness 
Save Our Sky Blue Waters 
Seattle Audubon Society 
Sierra Club 
Spokane Mountaineers 
Spring Family Trust for Trails 
Washington Wild 
Wild Fish Conservancy 
Wilderness Watch 

013 Washington Trails Association A-49 A-375 
The Mountaineers 
Access Fund 

014 Alpine Lakes Foundation A-52 A-376 
015 Chelan-Douglas Land Trust A-53 A-377 
016 Great Old Broads for Wilderness A-54 A-377 
017 North Central Washington Audubon Society A-54 A-377 
018 Olympic Park Associates A-56 A-378 
019 Pacific Crest Trail Association A-56 A-378 
020 Pacifica Law Group A-57 A-379 
021 Washington Native Plant Society A-64 A-380 
022 Wise Use Movement A-65 A-380 

Public Hearing Comment Forms 

023 Anne Bridges A-66 A-381 
024 Kathleen Ward (Fromm) A-67 A-381 
025 Natalie Williams A-68 A-382 
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Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Public Hearing Transcript 

026 Chad Spies A-68 A-382 
027 Jan Petrie A-69 A-382 
028 Jerome “Jerry” Schneider A-69 A-382 
029 Will Henson A-70 A-382 
030 Gro Buer A-71 A-383 
031 Norm Stoddard A-72 A-383 
032 Greg Shannon A-72 A-383 

Individuals 

033 Alan Hunt A-73 A-383 
034 Bill Burwell A-74 A-384 
035 Dick Rieman A-74 A-385 
036 Dick Rieman (2) A-75 A-385 
037 Drew Meyers A-76 A-385 
038 Edward Henderson A-77 A-386 
039 James Woods A-78 A-387 
040 Janet Thompson A-79 A-387 
041 Janiese Loeken A-79 A-389 
042 Jeffrey Currier A-80 A-389 
043 Julia Beebs A-80 A-389 
044 Julianne Lamsek A-81 A-389 
045 Laurie Colacurcio A-82 A-389 
046 Ryan Jones A-82 A-390 
047 William and Margaret Byers A-83 A-390 
048 Allison Oster A-83 A-390 
049 Ansel Wald A-84 A-390 
050 Brynne Koscianski A-84 A-390 
051 Chris Murray A-85 A-390 
052 Darrel Martin A-85 A-391 
053 Deanna Pumplin A-86 A-391 
054 Richard Fiddler A-86 A-391 
055 Jeff Lambert A-87 A-392 
056 John Russell A-87 A-392 
057 M Johnson A-88 A-392 
058 Mark Shipman A-88 A-392 
059 Matt Parker A-89 A-392 
060 Michelle Bright A-89 A-392 
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Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Individuals (cont.) 

061 Natalie Williams A-90 A-393 
062 Peter Fiddler A-91 A-393 
063 Sam Smith A-91 A-393 
064 Thor Thompson A-92 A-393 
065 Timothy Gartland A-92 A-393 
066 Will Henson A-93 A-395 
067 Will Henson (2) A-94 A-395 
068 Andrea Fisher A-94 A-395 
069 Charles Bagley A-95 A-395 
070 Christopher Barchet A-96 A-395 
071 James Donaldson A-97 A-395 
072 Mark Curtis A-97 A-396 
073 Melinda Mueller A-98 A-396 
074 Pete Fry A-98 A-397 
075 Rebecca Caulfield  A-99 A-397 
076 Allison Kutz A-99 A-398 
077 Anastasia Christman A-100 A-398 
078 Barbara Gamrath A-100 A-398 
079 Brian Telfner A-101 A-398 
080 Brianne Vanderlinden A-101 A-398 
081 Brittany Granger A-102 A-398 
082 William All A-102 A-398 
083 Carol Sund A-103 A-398 
084 Carolyn Graham A-103 A-399 
085 Cedar Hyde A-104 A-399 
086 Christian Chabot A-104 A-399 
087 CJ Beegle A-105 A-399 
088 Constance Anderton A-105 A-399 
089 Craig Mabie A-106 A-399 
090 Danielle Graham A-106 A-399 
091 David Panozzo A-107 A-399 
092 David Van Cleve A-107 A-400 
093 Deanna Gill A-109 A-400 
094 Deloa Dalby A-110 A-400 
095 Elizabeth Vu A-110 A-400 
096 Gabriel Houle A-111 A-400 
097 Greg Wellman A-111 A-400 
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Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Individuals (cont.) 

098 Harvey Halpern A-112 A-401 
099 Jane Erickson A-112 A-401 
100 Jeanne Poirier A-113 A-401 
101 Jeffrey Whittall A-113 A-401 
102 Juliet Maurer A-114 A-401 
103 Karen Thomas A-114 A-401 
104 Kathleen and Robert Nerenberg A-115 A-402 
105 Katrina Kok A-115 A-402 
106 Kendra Stegner A-116 A-402 
107 Kimberly Stachowski A-116 A-402 
108 Lane Aasen A-117 A-402 
109 Laura Shauger A-117 A-402 
110 Lawrence Lewin A-118 A-402 
111 Leann Arend A-118 A-402 
112 Louise Suhr A-119 A-402 
113 Mary Eve A-119 A-403 
114 Matthew Busch A-120 A-403 
115 Mattias Huhta A-120 A-403 
116 Michael Schemmel A-121 A-403 
117 Michael Wyant A-121 A-403 
118 Michelle Privat Obermeyer A-122 A-404 
119 Mike Gundlach A-122 A-404 
120 Misa Heater A-123 A-404 
121  Pat Siggs A-123 A-404 
122 Patrick Podenski A-124 A-404 
123 Peter Dunau A-124 A-405 
124 Peter Polson A-125 A-405 
125 Philip Evans A-125 A-405 
126 Prithvi Shylendra A-126 A-405 
127 Rebecca Walton A-126 A-405 
128 Rebeccah Leiter A-127 A-406 
129 Robert Werth A-128 A-406 
130 Robert Yates A-129 A-406 
131 Roberta de Regt A-129 A-406 
132 Robin Buxton A-130 A-406 
133 Ronald Harden A-130 A-406 
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Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Individuals (cont.) 

134 Sandra Ciske A-131 A-406 
135 Sara Papanikolaou A-131 A-407 
136 Sarah Leyrer A-132 A-407 
137 Stefanie Dirks A-132 A-407 
138 Steve Swenson A-133 A-407 
139 Steven Cox A-133 A-408 
140 Steven Jones A-134 A-408 
141 Timothy Hall A-134 A-408 
142 Tina Thompson A-135 A-408 
143 Alan Moen A-135 A-408 
144 Alex Bond A-136 A-409 
145  Alexander Phillips A-137 A-409 
146 Allison Shaw A-137 A-409 
147 Andrea Riley A-138 A-409 
148 Ann Crosby A-138 A-409 
149 Bruce Williams A-140 A-411 
150 Carina Wedel A-141 A-411 
151 Carolyn Waldow A-141 A-411 
152 Cathy Craver A-142 A-411 
153 Charles Raymond A-142 A-412 
154 Chris Lish A-144 A-413 
155 Claire Giordano A-146 A-414 
156 Cliff Leight A-146 A-415 
157 David Foster A-147 A-415 
158 Diana Rosenberg A-147 A-415 
159 Diana Timpson A-148 A-415 
160 Donald Mazzola A-148 A-415 
161 Donald Potter A-149 A-415 
162 Edward Henderson A-149 A-416 
163 Elaine Badejo A-151 A-416 
164 Erik Hagstrom A-152 A-416 
165 Evan Schelter A-152 A-416 
166 Fabian Frank A-153 A-416 
167 Francis and Gerald Conley A-153 A-417 
168 Greg Shannon A-154 A-417 
169 Gregory Sheehan A-155 A-418 
170 Heather Heffner A-155 A-418 
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Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Individuals (cont.) 

171 Howard Nebeck A-156 A-418 
172 Isaac Gundersen A-156 A-418 
173 Jacqueline Shin A-157 A-419 
174 Jana Hobbs A-157 A-419 
175 Janna Treisman A-158 A-420 
176 Jena Gilman A-159 A-421 
177 Jeremy Jostad A-160 A-422 
178 Jessica O’Sell A-160 A-422 
179 Jim Perkins A-161 A-422 
180 Joan Frazee A-161 A-422 
181 John Pollock A-162 A-422 
182 Kathleen Hurley A-162 A-423 
183 Kathleen Shannon A-163 A-423 
184 Kathleen Ward A-163 A-423 
185 Kathy Haviland A-164 A-423 
186 Kelsie Maney A-164 A-424 
187 Kevin Farrell A-165 A-424 
188 Kyle Kohlwes A-166 A-424 
189 Lael White A-166 A-424 
190 Laurence Leveen A-167 A-425 
191 Lisa Bellefond A-167 A-425 
192 Marjorie Fields A-168 A-425 
193 Mathias Ricken A-168 A-425 
194 Megan Johnson A-169 A-425 
195 Meghan Young A-169 A-426 
196 Michael Weinberg A-170 A-426 
197 Mitchelll McCommons A-170 A-426 
198 Monica Charpentier A-171 A-426 
199 Nancy Zahn A-171 A-426 
200 Nete Olsen A-172 A-428 
201 Patrick Conn A-174 A-429 
202 Rachel Nunez A-175 A-429 
203 Rachel Youngberg A-175 A-429 
204 Richard Curtis A-176 A-430 
205 Richard Forbes A-177 A-430 
206  Richard Forbes (2) A-177 A-431 
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Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Individuals (cont.) 

207 Richard Haydon A-178 A-431 
208 Richard Korry A-179 A-431 
209 Richard Noll A-179 A-432 
210 Richard Rutz A-180 A-432 
211 Robert Metzger A-182 A-434 
212 Scott Presho A-182 A-434 
213 Steve Uyenishi A-183 A-434 
214 Tami Rust A-183 A-434 
215 Teresa Catford A-184 A-434 
216 Terri and Ronald Jones A-184 A-434 
217 Tessa Rue A-185 A-434 
218 Bill Burwell A-185 A-434 
219 Antje Fray A-186 A-434 
220 Christine Clum A-187 A-435 
221 Dawn Serra A-188 A-435 
222 Jennifer Schultz A-189 A-435 
223 Joe McPhee A-190 A-435 
224 LD Anderson A-191 A-435 
225 Linda Berd A-192 A-436 
226 Linda Yow A-193 A-436 
227 M Lou Orr A-194 A-436 
228 N Refes A-195 A-436 
229 Noel Orr A-196 A-436 
230 Sherry Olson A-197 A-436 
231 Singgih Tan A-198 A-437 
232 Aimee Polekoff A-199 A-437 
233 Al Kisner A-200 A-437 
234 Alice Nguyen A-201 A-437 
235 Amy Davis A-202 A-437 
236 Andrew Fisher A-203 A-437 
237 Ann Rogers A-204 A-438 
238 Antje Fray (2) A-205 A-438 
239 Arrie Hammel A-206 A-438 
240 Barbara Trudell A-207 A-438 
241 Beth Stanberry A-208 A-438 
242 Bill Parker A-209 A-438 
243 Billy Angus A-210 A-438 
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Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Individuals (cont.) 

244 Bonnie Macraith A-211 A-438 
245  Carol Ann Brady A-212 A-439 
246 Carol Hatfield A-213 A-439 
247 Carol Hatfield (2) A-214 A-439 
248 Carol Jackson A-215 A-439 
249 Carolyn Wacaser A-216 A-439 
250 Cheryl Lechtanski A-217 A-439 
251 Cris Smith A-218 A-440 
252 Darlene Marley A-219 A-440 
253 Donna Greathouse-Neel A-220 A-440 
254 Echo Mitchell A-221 A-440 
255 Edson Rood A-222 A-440 
256 Elizabeth Lynch A-223 A-440 
257 Gayle Areheart A-224 A-440 
258 George Wuerthner A-225 A-441 
259 Gita Barbezat A-226 A-441 
260 Helga Oestreicher A-227 A-441 
261 Jeffrey Christo  A-228 A-441 
262 Jessica McGeary A-229 A-441 
263 Joseph Breazeale A-230 A-441 
264 Joy Keithline A-231 A-442 
265 Kathy, Mark, Chris, & Jessie Groth A-232 A-442 
266 Kevin Spelts A-233 A-442 
267 Lisa Dahill A-234 A-442 
268 Loren Amelang A-235 A-442 
269 Louise Wallace A-236 A-442 
270 Lynn Welch A-237 A-442 
271 Maggie Frazier A-238 A-442 
272 Maija Dravnieks A-239 A-443 
273 Martha Jo Willard A-240 A-443 
274 Martha Stevens A-241 A-443 
275 Mary Leon A-242 A-443 
276 Marya Bradley A-243 A-443 
277 Maryann Foss A-244 A-443 
278 Maureen Knutsen A-245 A-444 
279 Michael and Barbara Hill A-246 A-444 
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Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Individuals (cont.) 

280 Michelle Rice A-247 A-444 
281 Mike Hemphill A-248 A-444 
282 Nina Council A-249 A-444 
283 Pamela Nelson A-250 A-445 
284 Patricia Always 2-251 A-445 
285 Randall Potts A-252 A-445 
286 Robert Bauer A-253 A-445 
287 Robert Fritsch A-254 A-445 
288 Rose Jenkins A-255 A-446 
289 Ruth Parcell A-256 A-446 
290 Scott Elliott A-257 A-446 
291 Teresa Hayes A-258 A-446 
292 Thelma Nelson A-259 A-446 
293 Theo Giesy A-260 A-446 
294 Amy Derocher A-261 A-447 
295 Larry Oneil A-262 A-447 
296 Catherine Buchanan A-262 A-447 
297 Cheyenne Lively A-263 A-447 
298 Christina Durtschi A-263 A-447 
299 Courtney Carlisle A-264 A-448 
300 Jace Bylenga A-264 A-448 
301 Mary Gallagher A-265 A-448 
302 Nicole Marcotte A-265 A-448 
303 Carlie Miller A-266 A-449 
304 David Johnhoy A-266 A-449 
305 Douglas Hedrick A-267 A-449 
306 Fit Cahall A-267 A-449 
307 Inga Walker A-268 A-449 
308 Jacob Gunn A-268 A-450 
309 Jean Coy A-269 A-450 
310 Judy Knold A-269 A-450 
311 Kevin Shipe A-270 A-450 
312 Manuela Giese A-270 A-450 
313 Mark Salser A-271 A-450 
314 Michaela Mansfield A-271 A-451 
315 Robert Pasko A-272 A-451 
316 Robert Schutzner A-272 A-451 
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Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Individuals (cont.) 

317 Rachel Swerdlow A-273 A-451 
318 Roberta Daniels A-273 A-451 
319 Alyssa Barton A-274 A-451 
320 Andrea Carter A-274 A-452 
321 Aylin Llona A-275 A-452 
322 Barry Truman A-275 A-452 
323 Chris Gnehm A-276 A-452 
324 Daniel Erickson A-276 A-452 
325 Denise Mahnke A-277 A-452 
326 Dorothy Hiestand A-277 A-452 
327 Ellen Lyons A-278 A-453 
328 Gerry Smith A-278 A-453 
329 James Davis A-279 A-453 
330 Janet Way A-279 A-453 
331 Kate Butt A-280 A-453 
332 Kevin Jones A-280 A-453 
333 Kristeen Penrod A-281 A-453 
334 Kristen Long A-281 A-453 
335 Kristina Fury A-282 A-454 
336 Mark Stewart A-282 A-454 
337 Matt Knox A-283 A-454 
338 Mayellen Henry A-283 A-454 
339 Menno Sennesael A-284 A-454 
340 Niels and Susan Andersen A-284 A-454 
341 Oliver Dunn A-285 A-454 
342 Patrick Conn A-285 A-454 
343 Paul Fior A-286 A-455 
344 Paul Granquist A-286 A-455 
345 Rachel Thomas A-287 A-455 
346 Rose Lagerberg A-287 A-455 
347 Shanna Sierra A-288 A-455 
348 Sigrid Asmus A-288 A-455 
349 Sue Tiffany A-289 A-455 
350 Suzanne Davis A-289 A-455 
351 Tanya Lawson A-290 A-455 
352 Venard Trevisanut A-290 A-456 
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Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Individuals (cont.) 

353 Barbara Cunningham A-291 A-456 
354 Barbara Cunningham (2) A-292 A-456 
355 Cassandra Bufano A-293 A-456 
356 Jennifer Schultz (2) A-293 A-456 
357 Mark and Susan Vossler A-294 A-456 
358 Mark and Susan Vossler (2) A-295 A-456 
359 Mary Johnson A-296 A-456 
360 Nancy Anderson A-297 A-456 
361 Robert Havrilla A-298 A-456 
362 Robert Havrilla (2) A-299 A-457 
363 Edith Lie A-300 A-457 
364 Linda Carroll A-301 A-457 
365 Bruce Turcott A-302 A-457 
366 Tim McNulty A-302 A-457 
367 Thom Peters A-303 A-457 
368 Susan Cuturilo A-303 A-457 
369 Shirley Sonnichsen A-304 A-458 
370 Seth Rolland A-304 A-458 
371 Scott Elliott A-305 A-458 
372 Peter Carskaddan A-305 A-458 
373 Mr. Shelley Dahlgren, PhD A-306 A-458 
374 Michael Siptroth A-306 A-458 
375 Julie Stohlman A-307 A-458 
376 Emily Myette A-307 A-459 
377 Denise Harnly A-308 A-459 
378 Bob Aegerter A-308 A-459 

Form Letters 

379 Wilderness Watch email message submitted by 5,616 
individuals. For the list of submitters, see page A-272. 

A-309 A-459 

380 Sierra Club email message submitted by 1,572 
individuals. For the list of submitters, see page A-305. 

A-342 A-460 

381 Washington Wild email message submitted by 234 
individuals. For the list of submitters, see page A- 308. 

A-352 A-460 

382 The Wilderness Society email message submitted by 
227 individuals. For the list of submitters, see page A-
310. 

A-354 A-461 
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Letter 
Number Commenter 

Page Number 

Comment Response 

Form Letters (cont.) 

383 Washington Trails Association email message 
submitted by 773 individuals. For the list of submitters, 
see page A-312. 

A-356 A-461 

384 Email message submitted by 23 individuals. For the 
list of submitters, see page A-318. 

A-361 A-462 

385 Mailed message submitted by 2 individuals:  
Gena Di Labio and Teresa Dix. 

 A-362 A-462 
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Responses to Common Issues 

Several commenters identified themes or issues that were repeated in numerous 
comments. The most commonly-raised issues are summarized below, with an 
accompanying response. 

Programmatic EIS 

ISSUE:  Many comments received stated that the DPEIS did not contain enough detail 
or analysis of potential impacts. There were also comments stating that several projects 
were not described in enough detail or were not developed enough to provide sufficiently 
detailed analysis. Some also commented that the DPEIS is part of phased review without 
clearly stating such.  

RESPONSE: This is a programmatic evaluation that complies with SEPA rules. 
Programmatic review occurs on broader actions, such as plans, policies, or programs, 
rather than on specific, single-site projects. As a result, there is generally more flexibility 
in preparing a PEIS because there is less detailed information available on the 
environmental impacts. A programmatic EIS will provide discussion in more general 
terms, with subsequent review providing more detailed review once specific projects and 
details are identified. A programmatic EIS is inherently a phased review. The 
programmatic EIS provides a comprehensive understanding of impacts, so that the 
broader consequences and tradeoffs associated with the Icicle Strategy can be evaluated. 
This provides general types and magnitude of potential impacts.  

This PEIS included detailed review when available. The amount of detail varied by 
Alternative based on the level of information available or development of projects 
making up the various alternatives. Once projects and elements within the Preferred 
Alternative are more refined, project level environmental review will occur. Project level 
environmental review may be satisfied by adoption of the programmatic EIS or 
supplemental EISs depending on the threshold determinations of individual permitting 
agencies, and will include more specific impacts analysis and mitigation measures where 
appropriate.  NEPA must also be completed for projects with a federal nexus.   

In response to comments about project detail and development, a programmatic SEPA 
review was launched at the earliest possible point in programmatic development to allow 
decision-making to be guided by the environmental review process. Because of this, 
some projects contained within the action alternatives were somewhat conceptual in 
nature, and less detailed analysis was conducted as a result. Projects and impacts were 
described in as much detail as possible based on information available at the time of 
writing. 
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Alternatives 

ISSUE:  Several comments discussed the alternatives considered in the DPEIS. These 
comments included a desire to see alternatives not considered (i.e. dam removal or LNFH 
removal) included as a Program Alternative, concern about a “true” No-action 
Alternative where no projects are completed, and a desire to see an alternative that did 
not include projects within the ALWA. 

 
RESPONSE: The development of the alternatives considered in the PEIS is detailed 
in Chapter 2. The co-leads relied heavily on comments received during the SEPA 
scoping to develop several different alternatives. Each alternative can achieve the goals 
established in the Guiding Principles, as described in section 1.5. Several alternatives 
were recommended during the SEPA scoping phase that were not considered for 
further analysis. These are described in section 2.11. These include reservoir removal, 
findings of water right relinquishment as part of environmental review, and removing 
the LNFH.   
 
Per WAC 197-11-786, a reasonable alternative is one that could feasibly attain or 
approximate the proposal’s objective. Reservoir removal did not receive additional 
consideration because it was determined that it could not attain the Icicle Strategy’s 
objectives of increasing instream flow or improving agricultural reliability. More 
detail is provided in Section 2.11. One commenter noted that in the Uinta 
Wilderness, dam removal occurred. However, the project in the Uinta Wilderness is 
not analogous because of water storage lower in the basin that was used to 
substitute high lake storage. Replacement storage does not exist in the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin.  Chelan County has evaluated a multitude of new storage sites 
throughout the Wenatchee basin as part of watershed planning, which did not prove 
to be feasible.   
 
The removal of LNFH did not receive additional consideration because it was 
determined that the goal of protecting tribal fish harvest and improving 
sustainability of LNFH could not be reached through LNFH removal. Additionally, 
LFNH provides mitigation for Grand Coulee Dam. An alternatives analysis was 
conducted by USFWS to determine the best means of continuing hatchery 
production to mitigate fish impacts of the Grand Coulee Dam. That analysis 
reviewed the option of removing LNFH and found that upgrades and improving 
operation of the current facility was preferred. More detail is provided in Section 
2.11.  
 
Water right relinquishment for IWG water right holders was also not considered as 
a Program Alternative in the DPEIS. There were also several comments received 
about the DPEIS not including a relinquishment analysis. Relinquishment was not 
considered as an alternative or as part of the DPEIS because a relinquishment 
analysis is conducted during water right permitting, not during environmental 
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review. An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water 
right or a portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, 
is triggered by a water right permitting action. There are also numerous exemptions 
to relinquishment, which would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  
At this point, there has been no water right permitting action that has triggered an 
extent and validity review. The process and timing of an extent and validity 
analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 
 
In response to concerns over projects being included in the No-action Alternative, 
the purpose of the No Action Alternative is to describe what would likely occur if 
the proposed program or plan did not proceed, not what would occur if no projects 
were pursued within the Icicle Creek Subbasin. Those projects could proceed more 
slowly, for different purposes than the Icicle Strategy, or not optimized or 
integrated with one another.  However, a No Action Alternative that ignores likely 
project development is not a true baseline for comparison of other alternatives.  
Based on discussions with Icicle Work Group members, the co-leads believe 
several projects would likely be pursued should the Icicle Strategy not proceed. The 
description of the No-action Alternative was the co-leads attempt to accurately 
describe likely actions that may occur should no action be taken on the Icicle 
Strategy.  
 
Regarding comments that there was no alternative that focused on projects outside 
the ALWA, Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an 
offsite/non-wilderness alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, 
the co-leads included information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue 
Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is 
not selected as part of the preferred alternative. In that event Eightmile Lake would 
only meet irrigation district agricultural reliability, without regard to instream flow 
or domestic use benefits outlined in the Guiding Principles.  This is discussed in 
section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Finally, including this information does not preclude or 
prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather than restored, so long as it 
would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the PEIS. 

Conservation 

ISSUE:  Many comments stated a desire for increased conservation measures to be 
included in the Program Alternatives.  

RESPONSE: Each Program Alternative includes conservation elements. These include 
canal and lateral piping as part of the COIC Irrigation Efficiencies and Pump Exchange 
project, up to 10 cfs of conservation improvements within IPID in accordance with the 
IPID CWCP, up to 20 cfs of conservation improvements at LNFH, and funding dedicated 
to domestic conservation improvements.  

More detail regarding the specific domestic conservation improvement projects will be 
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developed once this element moves to project planning. However, to help address 
concerns raised by commenters regarding lawn watering, the domestic conservation 
element of the Preferred Alternative will include water conservation opportunities for 
lawn reduction that can extend domestic and agricultural irrigation supplies, consistent 
with the Guiding Principles. More detail regarding this was provided in Chapter 2. 

 

Supplemental or Revised DPEIS 

ISSUE:  The co-leads received several comments that indicated a desire for the co-leads 
to revise or issue a supplemental DPEIS prior to issuing the FPEIS. The reasons listed for 
this ranged from a desire for more information, to the removal of Alternative 4 or other 
specific elements from the DPEIS, and an additional opportunity to review prior to the 
issuance of the FPEIS.   

RESPONSE: Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are 
substantial changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant 
adverse environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. While there has been 
some modification in the document between the draft and final stages of this document, 
the proposal has not changed in a significant way, and new information has not been 
found indicating that new probable significant adverse environmental impacts are likely.  

The co-leads have also addressed comments concerning level of detail in the previous 
section describing the programmatic nature of this PEIS, including future project-level 
and NEPA review as appropriate. 

Some commenters recommended narrowing the scope of the PEIS by removing specific 
projects/elements or Alternative 4 from consideration and re-releasing the DPEIS. 
However, the co-leads elected not to limit the number of alternatives considered in the 
PEIS which were all developed in response to scoping comments.  Some commenters 
desired increased storage in the basin, which was the genesis for Alternative 4, and 
indeed Alternative 4 is the most adaptable to climate change. The co-leads analyzed a 
range of alternatives in the PEIS that all meet the objectives of the Icicle Strategy. 
Including this range of alternatives is required by SEPA. While the co-leads reviewed 
several Alternatives, a Preferred Alternative was selected that balanced objectives and 
impacts.  

NEPA Integration 

ISSUE:  Many comments were received regarding NEPA. Several comments sought to 
point out that NEPA and SEPA are separate processes with different requirements, some 
were concerned the NEPA would not be performed on projects within the ALWA, and 
several stated that the USFS should be lead agency on projects within the ALWA.   
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RESPONSE: The co-leads met with the USFS, USFWS, and Bureau of Reclamation 
before launching SEPA scoping for the PEIS to develop a NEPA/SEPA integration 
strategy.  The co-leads understand the NEPA requirements are not met through this PEIS. 
NEPA lead agencies will determine what additional analysis may be required to meet 
NEPA rules. An appropriate lead agency will be determined based on NEPA rules. 

The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions, land ownership, or funding. The co-leads envision that 
project-level NEPA will occur for projects with such a nexus. NEPA integration and 
review is discussed in Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed 
in Table 5-2.  

The lead agency for NEPA review will depend on permitting requirements and NEPA 
rules. The USFS will likely serve as lead agency for projects within the ALWA that 
require a USFS permit. Per the USFS comment letter, coordination will occur at the 
project level for any projects that may have permitting actions required by USFS. Project-
level detail regarding permitting and NEPA integration will also be provided during 
project-level SEPA review. 

Wilderness 

ISSUE:  Numerous comments were received that expressed support for wilderness, 
wilderness values, and public land. Several also expressed concern with wilderness 
impacts or Wilderness Act compliance. The primary concern related to Wilderness Act 
compliance was that the IPID easements are not valid and projects cannot be built in the 
ALWA.  

RESPONSE: The co-leads recognize the importance of the ALWA to the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin and understand that many care deeply about the wilderness area. Because of 
this, the co-leads analyzed the impacts of the alternatives on the wilderness character of 
the ALWA. The co-leads generally found the impacts of the Preferred Alternative would 
be less than significant at the programmatic environmental review stage. Specific details 
are provided in Section 4.17.  

The FPEIS provides general language from the IPID easements and applicable wilderness 
regulations to provide a comprehensive understanding of the proposal and issues. 
Limitations on the IPID easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be 
made by the USFS and IPID, not as a part of programmatic environmental review. Per 
USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning.  

The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project-
level review and implementation on the Preferred Alternative to ensure compliance with 
all applicable rules and regulations. This will likely include a minimum tools analysis and 
potentially other mitigation measures to minimize wilderness impacts.  
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Alternative 4 

ISSUE:  Several commenters expressed blanket opposition to Alternative 4 or opposition 
to storage enhancement elements included in Alternative 4.  The reasons for this 
opposition included concern about recreation, wilderness, and aesthetic values.  

RESPONSE: The co-leads understand the concerns listed by commenters. Alternative 4 
was not selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS.  
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State of Washington 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND WILDLIFE 
North Central Region  •  Region 2  •  1550 Alder Street NE, Ephrata, WA  98823  

Telephone: (509) 754-4624  •  Fax: (509) 754-5257 
 
July 27th, 2018 
 
Mike Kaputa, Director 
Chelan County Natural Resources Department 
411 Washington Street, Suite 201 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
 
RE: WDFW Comments – State Environmental Policy Act Draft Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Strategy 
 
Dear Mr. Kaputa, 
 
Since 2012, the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) has been an active 
member of the Icicle Work Group (Work Group). Within this forum, we work to ensure that the 
development and execution of the Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Icicle Strategy 
(Icicle Strategy) adequately addresses the needs of resident and anadromous fish and wildlife, 
and optimizes ecological function. In addition to our role within the Work Group, WDFW works 
to support Ecology’s Office of Columbia River (OCR) mandate under RCW 90.90.005(2) to, 
“aggressively pursue development of new water supplies for instream and out-of-stream uses.”  
 
WDFW appreciates the deference provided by the Work Group and OCR to date, and the 
opportunity to provide comments on this Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
(PEIS). WDFW would also like to acknowledge the value that OCR and the Chelan County 
Natural Resources Department bring to managing water resources in Icicle Creek. Our Agency 
strongly supports the integrated approach to water management exemplified by efforts such as 
the Icicle Strategy; indeed, it is often difficult to make progress on water management issues 
absent such an approach. We look forward to working with you to hone a final package of 
actions that best meets the Strategy’s multiple benefit objectives. 
 
WDFW promotes developing the Final PEIS in a way that clearly assesses positive and negative 
impacts from the following actions and different combinations thereof: 
 

 Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District (IPID) Irrigation Efficiencies, Dryden Pump Exchange,  
and Full Pump Exchange  

 Cascade Orchards Irrigation Company (COIC) Irrigation Efficiencies and Pump 
Exchange 

 Domestic Conservation Efficiencies 
 Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery Conservation and Water Quality Improvements 
 Alpine Lakes Reservoir Optimization, Modernization, and Automation 
 Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration 



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-27

Comment Letter 005 Comment Letter 005 

Page 2 
 

2 
 

 Eightmile Lake Storage Enhancement 
 Upper Klonaqua Lake Storage Enhancement 
 Upper and Lower Snow Lakes Storage Enhancement 
 Tribal Fishery Protection 
 Habitat Protection, Enhancement, and Mitigation 
 Fish Passage and Screening 
 Water Markets 
 Instream Flow Rule Amendment (WAC 173-545) 
 Legislative Change to Overriding Consideration of Public Interest (OCPI) 

 
General Comments 

1. It is clear that water made available through the Icicle Strategy will be employed to 
bolster instream flows within Icicle Creek and provide a reliable source for out-of-stream 
uses within the Wenatchee Basin. This said, the specific allocations, management, and 
legal protection of water produced through the various iterations of actions is not clear. 
Further, there are questions pertaining to how this water will be managed for instream 
and out-of-stream uses downstream of Icicle Creek’s confluence with the Wenatchee 
River. Given that OCR is a co-lead and the primary funder of the Icicle Strategy, WDFW 
suggests that project water flowing beyond the Wenatchee confluence follow the two-
thirds out-of-stream, one-third instream, allocation mandated through RCW 90.90.010. 
Doing so would aid in achieving minimum instream flow targets established through 
WACs 173-545-050 & 060.  
 

2. Water availability and corresponding allocations, e.g. reservoir refill reliability, should be 
attended to adaptively, as the benefits built upon these assumptions may erode over time. 
WDFW is concerned that potential, unforeseen, decreases in annual supply will be 
manifested in a corresponding decrease in instream flow given that out-of-stream uses 
typically receive preference. WDFW recommends that the Final PEIS ensure that supply 
assumptions and corresponding actions promote adaptive and phased management, and 
protect instream resources in perpetuity. 
 

3. As per our comment letter submitted to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation on January 8, 
2018 (Snow Lake Valve Control Structure Draft EA), the timing and execution of 
construction may adversely affect resident terrestrial species. WDFW biologists 
recognize potential impacts affecting black bear (Ursus americanus), mountain goat 
(Oreamnos americanus), and wolverine (Gulo luscus). For example, the fall work 
window overlaps with wolverine and black bear denning periods. Impacts to mountain 
goats are to seasonal habitat use areas via disturbance and potential for direct interaction 
through human habituation and food conditioning (minerals accessed through urine, and 
loss of fear of humans).   
 
In addition, claims that ESA-listed species are rarely documented in the area and that 
resident species will avoid adverse impacts by dispersing throughout the project area 
during construction are conclusory and insufficiently documented. The lack of 
documented observations likely indicates the level of surveying efforts, versus a 
verification of absence. The default approach by implementing parties should revolve 
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around the assumption that these species are present. Care must be taken to limit the 
amount of noise and potential interaction. WDFW looks forward to, and appreciates, the 
opportunity to help guide Best Management Practices (BMPs) and mitigating measures in 
future project-level environmental assessments. 
 

4. WDFW recommends that, before project-level EAs/EISs are developed, the Icicle 
Strategy process include and fund pre- and post-project fish and wildlife surveying, along 
with monitoring during project implementation. Much of the data informing the presence 
and abundance of wildlife in the project areas is in need of being updated and expanded 
relative to the proposals within this Draft PEIS. Data gathered from these efforts should 
be incorporated into the project-level proposals to inform timing, location, BMPs, and 
mitigation. WDFW proposes that these efforts attend to the presence, distribution, and 
behaviors of at least the following: 
 

 Northern Spotted Owls 
 Amphibians 
 Mollusks 
 Mountain goats 
 Black bears 
 Wolverines 
 Raptors  
 Fishes  

 
5. While the Icicle Strategy and Draft PEIS primarily attends to actions within the Icicle 

Creek Subbasin, the footprint of effects extends throughout the Wenatchee Basin. This 
applies to terrestrial as well as aquatic impacts. WDFW understands the challenges and 
complexities associated with meeting competing needs within the context of future 
development and protecting natural resources. Accordingly, we request that the co-leads 
consider and attend to the cumulative impacts resulting from the developments facilitated 
by Icicle Strategy actions.  
 
Forest and shrub steppe resources will be impacted by future development within the 
Wenatchee Basin as a result of Icicle Strategy actions. History has repeatedly shown that 
development, regardless of mitigating efforts, will reduce and fragment habitat available 
to resident species. From a cumulative effects standpoint, reductions in habitat are 
correlated with reductions in species presence, complexity, health, and abundance. For 
example, development within low-lying habitat can diminish food source accessibility, 
particularly during the winter. Limiting accessibility to proper nourishment will result in 
weaker, less productive, populations throughout the food chain. Development also results 
in habitat losses beyond the boundaries of the direct habitat alteration.  This is especially 
true if development occurs within a previously undisturbed area.  New development 
adjacent to existing development has a lower impact than development within and 
surrounded by native habitat, e.g. fragmentation in addition to direct loss. 
 
WDFW requests that the co-leads provide information pertaining to how water supplies 
developed through the Icicle Strategy will correspond to future development on an 
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acreage and geographic basis. 
 

6. WDFW would like to see additional information attending to project benefits, new 
project combinations, long and short-term impacts, resource management, and mitigation 
actions incorporated into the Final PEIS and supporting documentation. One way to 
accomplish this could be to issue a supplemental Draft PEIS once the scope and 
combination of prospective actions have been refined. This process may best allow 
interested parties to understand and comment on the implications of different incarnations 
of the Icicle Strategy. These issues could also be resolved through careful consideration 
of comments on this Draft PEIS especially if accompanied by collaborative development 
of the final document. 
 

7. Given the implications and challenges of modifying flows within Icicle Creek for 
instream and out-of-stream uses, WDFW recommends the expansion of the Instream 
Flow Subcommittee (IFS). Monitoring and adaptive management within this context is 
paramount to ensuring instream habitat is not only protected, but enhanced. The IFS and 
its operations should receive additional resources as the Icicle Strategy moves towards 
implementation and include tribal, federal, and NGO representatives.  
 

Irrigation District Efficiencies and Upgrades 
1. WDFW supports infrastructure upgrades and corresponding efficiencies implemented by 

IPID and COIC. Depending on funding source, there may be implications pertaining to 
how ‘saved’ water is reallocated amongst instream and out-of-stream uses. In regard to 
both IPID and COIC pump-back projects, WDFW favors the pump station locations 
residing within the Wenatchee River, preferably downstream of the confluence with 
Icicle Creek. In the event that the latter is infeasible, an assessment of impacts to the 
bypass reach should be conducted and mitigated for in the event that it adversely impacts 
instream flow and associated habitat. 
 

2. It is unlikely that IPID would remove the diversion structures located on Icicle Creek, as 
they would likely reside as a contingency. This narrative has been consistent throughout 
the Work Group. That said, WDFW encourages exploration of eventual replacement of 
the existing diversion structure with a roughened channel that allows sufficient water 
diversions and improves fish passage, recreational opportunities, and aesthetics. 
 

Domestic Conservation Efficiencies 
1. Information on land use trends should be incorporated into the long-term cost and 

feasibility analyses guiding large-scale infrastructure upgrades, along with supply 
allocation. Stakeholders in and outside of the Work Group have raised valid concerns 
about these trends, as some have already become evident. This is exemplified where 
productive croplands transition to amenity-based landscapes. In adhering to the 2050 
planning horizon and the prospective change in land use, the cities of Leavenworth, 
Peshastin, and Cashmere should bring forth a strategy for reducing water consumption. A 
community-driven approach to move toward BMPs for residential water use should be 
part of the Icicle Strategy, as illustrated within Yakima Basin Integrated Plan. 
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Alpine Lakes Reservoir Optimization, Modernization, and Automation 
1. WDFW acknowledges the many benefits associated with modernizing storage 

infrastructure, particularly the improved capabilities of optimizing the timing and volume 
of releases. Thorough monitoring of aquatic and terrestrial habitats and associated species 
affected by the increased drawdown frequency will be needed as these projects move 
forward. Fluctuations in lake levels can alternately make available and/or reduce fish, 
amphibian, and wildlife habitat, leading to potential adverse impacts through drying or 
flooding habitat at the “wrong” times. WDFW expects and requests that resources are 
made available to ascertain baseline habitat conditions and monitor changes affecting 
aquatic and terrestrial species. In addition, changes in flow regimes will also require 
monitoring. The public funding proposed to improve these private facilities adds to the 
argument for strong monitoring and mitigation of environmental impacts.  
 

2. As mentioned in our 2016 Draft PEIS scoping comments, storage water releases should 
be prioritized and balance to maximize benefits to aquatic species’ various life stages. 
Specifically, critical species and pertinent life stages include: steelhead (adult, rearing); 
rainbow trout (adult, rearing); bull trout (adult/sub-adult, rearing); cutthroat trout (adult, 
rearing); and lamprey (adult). We look forward to working with the co-leads and Work 
Group members in developing storage release scenarios in a manner that meets the needs 
for both instream and out-of-stream uses.  
 

Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration 
1. WDFW’s comments above touch on some expectations related to restoring infrastructure 

at Eightmile Lake. Of particular concern is how water will be managed in the event that 
both the infrastructure and Ecology’s water right determination allow for the full 
utilization of IPID’s 2,500 AF storage right, providing an additional 900 AF for out-of-
stream uses. The consistent narrative heard within the Work Group is that this volume 
will be donated, or transferred, to the Department of Ecology. While this volume of water 
may not be considered a “new” supply as per RCW 90.90.010, WDFW would like to see 
at least one-third of this volume permanently protected instream from the outlet at 
Eightmile to the Columbia River mouth.   
 

2. The Draft PEIS states at p. 63 that, “[b]ecause releases will be utilized to mitigate 
consumptive domestic use when the instream flow rule is not met, the quantity made 
available for domestic use will be stretched to 3,600 acre-feet when accounting for 
natural flow availability.” This statement is opaque and reinforces the concerns WDFW 
staff have already expressed about the accounting of current and prospective water use 
within WRIA 45. Please explain how IPID’s paper water right of 2,500 AF would be 
“stretched” to 3,600 AF. 
 

3. The Draft PEIS indicates that the aforementioned 900 AF will be repurposed for 
domestic use. Historically, and currently, this entire volume of water has not been utilized 
for consumptive uses. How does Ecology plan to employ non-consumptive water for 
consumptive purposes? 
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4. Calculations on p. 65 indicates 1,125 AF, not 900 AF, of additional water is associated 
with this action. What is the reason for the difference? 
 

5. On May 9, 2018, WDFW gave verbal authorization for an Emergency Hydraulic Project 
Approval (HPA) permit to IPID to perform work needed to prevent a catastrophic failure 
at the dam due to high spring runoff flows and projected impacts from the 2017 Jack 
Creek fire. Catastrophic failure could result in loss of life and/or property in Icicle 
Canyon and an evacuation warning system is currently in place until the emergency work 
is completed and the dam temporarily stabilized. The Emergency HPA requires 
mitigation for unavoidable impacts because of the emergency actions; the IPID will be 
required to address these impacts after the emergency condition has passed. This is a 
separate action, with separate mitigation from that proposed in the Draft PEIS. 
 

Alpine Lakes Storage Enhancement 
1. WDFW recommends that the co-leads choose not to pursue these projects. The increased 

lake levels, drawdown amounts, and invasive nature proposed by these actions are highly 
impactful and come with substantial legal uncertainty and litigation risk. There are other 
projects within the Icicle Strategy that can significantly improve in- and out-of-stream 
water supply through efficiencies, automation, pump-backs and other improvements; we 
recommend that these options be exhausted. Should alternatives eventually prove 
insufficient, these projects could be considered anew.  
 

Habitat Protection, Enhancement, and Mitigation 
1. It is unclear how habitat projects in the lower reaches of Icicle Creek would compensate 

for short- and long-term construction impacts in the headwaters or for the cumulative 
impacts of these projects. Habitat mitigation is intended to compensate for unavoidable 
impacts. Accordingly, there must be a robust analysis illuminating how habitat 
protections and enhancements proposed within the lower reaches will provide ‘equal or 
better’ habitat function relative to project impacts upstream. If a clear connection cannot 
be developed, restoration within lower reaches may be better viewed as additional to 
mitigation required upstream. We look forward to working with you to develop 
appropriate mitigation in terms of scale, location, and type. 
 

2. WDFW disagrees with the assertion that land acquisitions proposed within the Upper 
Wenatchee Community Plan (UWCP), “will be sufficient to provide ‘commensurate 
compensation for impacts to fish and wildlife resources’ in the Icicle Creek basin” given 
that all lands specified within the UWCP reside outside of the Icicle Creek Subbasin. 
WDFW encourages this action within the context of additionally. That is, acquisition and 
subsequent protection/restoration of lands adjacent to the Icicle Subbasin would be 
additional to any required mitigation. 
 

3.  The UWCP map on page 65 is not legible. Please provide a better map.  
 

4. Project level EA/EISs will be necessary to determine specific mitigation needs, which 
may or may not be met through compliance with local, state and federal permitting as is 
stated in the Draft PEIS. Specific, project-level information will be required to evaluate 
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the actions necessary to avoid and minimize adverse impacts, and may necessitate 
additional mitigation. 
  

Fish Passage and Screening 
1. WDFW views the fish screen upgrades as mandatory, compliance-driven actions. Our 

Agency continues to work in concert with the Work Group and outside entities in 
forwarding fish screen compliance in concert with anadromous passage at the boulder 
field. WDFW is concerned about how the interplay between screening and fish passage is 
being characterized. Specifically, the Draft PEIS claims that screens must be brought into 
compliance before passage is implemented. To the contrary, federal and state biologists 
have indicated that 1) there will be a lag in upstream migration that could take up to two 
years, 2) anadromous passage, while infrequent, has already been recorded, and 3) 
potential funding entities have stipulated that passage at the boulder field must be assured 
before the funding for screen construction is made available. The claim in the Draft PEIS 
that the Work Group, as a whole, insists that the screens are updated before there is 
passage at the boulder field does not reflect the perspective of WDFW. 
 

2. Due to the presence of non-native species such as eastern brook trout and lake trout in 
Eightmile, Nada, Lower and Upper Snow Lakes, WDFW does not recommend up- or 
downstream passage from these lakes in order to protect bull trout and other native fish 
from these non-native species introduced decades ago. The presence of non-native fish 
should be considered when planning construction projects at these lakes and the operation 
of their dams. Efforts should be made to ensure that the non-native fish species are not 
passed downstream. 
 

Water Markets 
1. WDFW requests that the co-leads and operators of the proposed water market coordinate 

with Agency staff. WDFW wants to assure that the movement/transfer of water rights and 
utilization of wet water benefits instream habitat and aquatic species. 

 
Instream Flow Rule Amendment 

1. It is unclear within the Draft PEIS who the recipients of the 0.5 cfs within the Icicle 
Subbasin will be. One is left to wonder if this water will be made available to future 
domestic wells located within the confines of the Subbasin, the City of Leavenworth, or 
some combination thereof. Please specify how this water will be apportioned amongst its 
recipients both in terms of consumptive use and total withdrawal. 
 

2. As evident within the Wenatchee Reserve (Reserve) and the Draft PEIS, the accounting 
of water under the Reserve may not reflect actual withdrawals from the system. Reserve 
calculations merely account for consumptive use. Generally speaking, the Department of 
Ecology assumes that 70-80 percent of water withdrawn for consumptive use is ‘returned 
to the system’. Based upon these assumptions approximately 1.7 – 2.5 cfs would be 
withdrawn from the Icicle Subbasin with no guarantee that the non-consumptive portion 
would return within the same Subbasin or in time to offset reductions during critical flow 
periods. This is particularly true in the event that the City of Leavenworth is the recipient 
of this water. As stated in our recent water right review attending to the City of 
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Leavenworth’s application to access the Reserve, “[WDFW] propose[s] that the well field 
be considered the primary source of water, rather than Icicle Creek.” 
 

3. As per WAC 173-545-090 (Wenatchee Reserve): 
(1)(iv) “Icicle Creek near Leavenworth: Up to 0.1 cfs. Reservation of an additional 0.4 
cfs will be considered after completion of flow restoration efforts targeting habitat 
between the city of Leavenworth and Icicle Irrigation District's point of diversion and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service hatchery return. Rule making will be required to establish 
this additional reservation.” 
 
(3) “All water uses from the reservation must implement water use efficiency and 
conservation practices, consistent with the watershed plan.” 
 
(5) “All water uses relying on the reservation must be measured and reported. The 
manner and form of such measuring and reporting to support the accounting system for 
the reservation water uses may be specified by the department, Chelan County, or by a 
local government, utility, or other public water purveyor in a permit, approval, license, or 
order. An accounting of all appropriations from the reservation shall be maintained by the 
department and the Chelan County natural resource department. The accounting shall, at 
a minimum, include estimated and measured use in gallons per day.” 
 
(8) “The department shall notify both Chelan County and the planning unit or its 
successor, in writing, when it determines that fifty percent, seventy-five percent, and one 
hundred percent, respectively, of the total reservation is appropriated. The department 
shall also issue a public notice in a newspaper of general circulation for the region at the 
same three junctures.” 
 
(9) “The department shall require measuring and reporting for permitted surface and 
groundwater appropriation from the reservation. If more accurate water use data are 
needed, the department may, after consulting with the planning unit and Chelan County, 
require measuring and reporting for groundwater withdrawals otherwise exempted from 
permit requirements under RCW 90.44.050.” 
 

Legislative Change to OCPI 
1. Notwithstanding the merits of limiting actions and impacts within the Alpine Lakes 

Wilderness proposed through Alternative 3, it brings forth a potential fatal flaw. In 
seeking to, “waive impacts to instream flows when conservation and pump-exchange-
based supplies cannot perfectly meet demand required to provide domestic reliability,” 
the co-leads contemplate a precedent with far-reaching implications. Specifically, rulings 
set forth through Swinomish and Foster/Yelm reflect the need to protect minimum 
instream flows in light of development. The establishment of minimum instream flows 
throughout the State are the direct result of over-allocation and adverse ecological effects, 
versus an abundance of a water within a given reach. Given that minimum instream flows 
within Icicle Creek are often unfulfilled, this action arguably conflicts with the Strategy’s 
Guiding Principal to improve instream flow. 
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While WDFW understands the desire to provide new and reliable water for development, 
our Agency cannot support actions that erode policies that protect natural systems from 
further degradation. Protecting wilderness values is not exclusive of downstream 
ecological necessity. The out-of-stream interests benefiting from this proposed action and 
Icicle Strategy in general can and should contribute more to shoring up inefficient use. 
Such improvements should be realized before seeking a legislative fix that should be used 
sparingly, if ever. 
 

 
Alternative Portfolio Composition 
Guided by our Agency’s Legislative mandate to, “[p]rotect and enhance fish and wildlife and 
their habitats,” WDFW encourages the co-leads to develop a portfolio of actions that provide 
water for instream and out-of-stream uses while simultaneously limiting ecological impacts, 
especially within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. WDFW encourages the development of a new 
alternative that includes and analyzes following actions, in no particular order of preference. We 
believe that these actions will maximize in- and out-of-stream benefits, provide significant 
climate resilience, and best protect upper watershed/Wilderness resources. 
 

 Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District (IPID) Irrigation Efficiencies, Dryden Pump 
Exchange,  and Full Pump Exchange  

 Cascade Orchards Irrigation Company (COIC) Irrigation Efficiencies and Pump 
Exchange 

 Domestic Conservation Efficiencies 
 Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery (LNFH) Conservation and Water Quality 

Improvements 
 Alpine Lakes Reservoir Optimization, Modernization, and Automation 
 Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration 
 Tribal Fishery Protection 
 Habitat Protection, Enhancement, and Mitigation 
 Fish Passage and Screening 
 Water Markets 

 
Again, WDFW strongly supports the process that has led to the development of this Draft PEIS, 
we appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments, and we look forward to working with 
you to hone and implement a preferred Icicle Strategy alternative. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeff Dengel, Region 2 Environmental Planner 
 
CC: James Brown, Region 2 Director 
       Carmen Andonaegui, Region 2 Habitat Program Manager 
       Michael Garrity, Columbia River and Water Policy Manager 
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July 30, 2018 

Mike Kaputa 
Director, Chelan County Natural Resources Department 
411 Washington Street, Suite 201, Wenatchee WA  98801 

Dear Director Kaputa, 

Please accept this document as the joint comments of the Icicle Creek Watershed Council 
(ICWC) and Trout Unlimited (TU) on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
(DPEIS) for the Icicle Creek Water Resources Management Strategy (Icicle Strategy).   

ICWC is a local non-profit that has been working since 1997 to improve the ecology of Icicle 
Creek. ICWC is a sub-committee of the Icicle Canyon Coalition, a 501(c)(3), non-profit 
organization created in 1994 to address environmental issues associated with the Icicle Creek 
Watershed.  

TU is a national organization with more than 50 years of experience working to conserve, 
protect, and restore North America’s coldwater fisheries and their watersheds. We are leaders 
locally and nationally working with irrigators, cities, ranchers, federal and state agencies and 
others on projects that enhance habitat and flows for fish and local communities. In addition, 
the Icicle Creek Basin is the home watershed for the Trout Unlimited Icicle Valley Chapter. All 
reaches of Icicle Creek offer important recreational fisheries for many of our local members. 

The purpose of the DPEIS is to evaluate and review strategies and alternatives designed to meet 
seven Guiding Principles established by the Icicle Work Group (IWG) by improving water 
resources management with state, federal and tribal mandates.  The Guiding Principles include: 

1. Improve Instream Flows
2. Improve sustainability of the Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery
3. Protect tribal and non-tribal harvest
4. Improve domestic water supply
5. Improve agricultural reliability
6. Enhance habitat in Icicle Creek
7. Comply with all state/federal laws and Wilderness Acts

ICWC and TU have been members of the IWG since its inception in 2012. We support 
collaborative efforts to develop a holistic water resources management strategy for Icicle Creek 
and applaud the work of IWG member groups and other participating stakeholders. The needs 
of fish, farms, and families must be balanced. It is imperative a comprehensive Icicle Creek 

water resources management strategy ensure healthy ecosystems, a robust economy, and 
shared costs of the Icicle Strategy among the various users. 
 
We also appreciate the work of Chelan County and the Washington State Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) Office of the Columbia River (OCR), the IWG co-conveners, and their 
consultants to develop the DPEIS which lays out the alternatives and background information 
for the Icicle Strategy. Unfortunately, despite its 1600 plus pages and 5 years of planning efforts 
we believe the document lacks sufficient information. We offer the following comments to 
convey our concerns with the DPEIS, request additional information, and suggest a revised draft 
be provided for a second round of public comments before Chelan County and OCR develop a 
preferred option. 
 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
 

1. Clarification on what can and cannot happen within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness is 
essential before we know what projects can or even should move ahead for further 
environmental review or be included in a potential Alternative. All the Alternatives 
(except the No-Action Alternative) rely on projects that require close collaboration and 
legal interpretation from the United States Forest Service to ensure that the projects 
comply with all federal laws, thus satisfying the Guiding Principles. These include all 
projects within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The May 25, 2018 letter from Pacifica 
Group to Ecology Director Bellon and OCR Director Tebb outlines many of these 
concerns. 
 

2. We do not want to see any delayed compliance-related upgrades at the hatchery as a 
result of being a project element of the DPEIS. We fully support the Guiding Principle to 
improve sustainability of the Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery (LNFH) and have 
continued to support requests for federal funding to allow hatchery infrastructure 
improvements. To-date, we have not seen signs of sufficient federal support to ensure 
important projects such as screening, fish passage and water efficiencies will take place. 
Without some funding assurance the LNFH sustainability goal cannot be satisfied. 
 

3. Projects considered for early implementation need to be clearly identified and 
evaluated to understand costs/benefits as a function of project sequencing. It has 
been suggested by one IWG consultant (Aspect Consulting) and co-conveners that some 
projects might be ready for implementation without additional environmental review, 
but information about specific projects and sequencing of implementation from IWG 
consultant and co-conveners have been vague. This comment reiterates of one of the 
recommendations that we and numerous other entities proposed during the public 
scoping process for the DPEIS. 
 

4. Changes to Icicle-Peshastin Irrigation District (IPID) water use and water rights will rely 
on a tentative determination of the water rights including a beneficial use analysis.  
Since all the Alternatives rely on an IPID water right change and approval by their Board 
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of Directors, without a tentative determination and associated beneficial use analysis it 
remains impossible for us to understand what options exist for IPID-related projects. 
 

5. The DPEIS should provide clarity or a time-scale for what “short-term” and “long-
term” mean with respect to the 60 cfs/100 cfs short-term and 250 cfs long-term 
instream flow Guiding Principle goals for discharge in lower Icicle Creek. The DPEIS 
provides data as far in the future as the 2080s – is this long-term? Furthermore, the 
DPEIS should provide direction for what projects/actions may be implemented long-
term that would help achieve the 250 cfs goal. 
 

6. The DPEIS incorrectly used non-drought and drought “scenario” data derived from 
exceedance probabilities using recent discharge observations to evaluate instream 
flow impacts resulting from proposed actions, both for current conditions and 
projected future conditions. It should instead use 2014 and 2015 indicator years (2014 
for non-drought conditions and 2015 for drought conditions) as stated in Chapter 2, 
pages 2-17 to 2-18. Using average exceedance scenarios effectively washes out (under-
predicts) low flow conditions, a fact recognized by the DPEIS, and is not appropriate for 
demonstrating satisfaction of the instream flow Guiding Principle. The indicator year 
method should also be used to evaluate the impacts of each Alternative under future 
climate conditions using the University of Washington Climate Impacts Group report 
(Appendix F). 
 

7. Potential environmental impacts associated with flow augmentation using Wilderness 
lakes are not adequately evaluated. We commend the methodology applied by 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) in their Icicle Creek Tributary 
Monitoring Report and agree with identified data gaps. We recommend more 
observations and additional affected creeks should be included, as well as analysis of 
the lakes themselves, to ensure protection of aquatic ecosystems and recreational 
fisheries. Documents that may be useful when determining how to assess current 
conditions and potential impacts include Multi-Metric Index Development for Biological 
Monitoring in Washington State Streams (Ecology, 2003) and Final EPA-USGS Technical 
Report: Protecting Aquatic Life from Effects of Hydrologic Alteration (USGS and USEPA, 
2016). 
 

8. The DPEIS does not include an adequate range of alternatives, and it is premature to 
select a preferred alternative. We suggest the addition of a pure conservation 
Alternative to a revised DPEIS. Rigorous conservation measures could enable 
satisfaction of the Guiding Principles and meet future water needs while minimizing 
impacts to Wilderness by eliminating the need for other expensive and controversial 
projects. A new pure conservation Alternative should include the IPID Full Piping and 
Pump Exchange and would not necessitate the OCPI legislative fix. Including information 
about ag land conversion and the accompanying water conservation opportunities is 
appropriate and should be included in any suite of actions. 
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Water Rights 

TU and ICWC applaud the willingness of IPID to participate in the IWG despite what will require 
an open, public conversation about their water rights. However, we have also been clear 
through our IWG participation that certainty about IPID water rights is key to understanding 
what options might be available under the IWG. Changes to IPID water use and water rights will 
rely on a tentative determination of the water rights including a beneficial use analysis. In 
addition, the DPEIS proposes to convert IPID’s historical irrigation water right to include 
instream flow and municipal use by obtaining a new secondary use permit to authorize the re-
operated water uses. Since all DPEIS Alternatives rely on a change to IPID water rights, approval 
by Ecology (and potentially USFS), and approval by IPID’s Board of Directors, it remains 
impossible for us to understand what options exist until these uncertainties are addressed. TU 
and ICWC are concerned that nearly all Alternatives rely on proposed but unconfirmed 
quantities of water. 
 
Instream Flow, Non-Drought and Drought Conditions/Scenarios, and Climate Change 

 
1. The IWG Guiding Principles include instream flow goals for non-drought and drought 

conditions. The description of how the DPEIS defines these conditions is found in 
Chapter 2, pages 2-17 to 2-18. The DPEIS states that both ‘indicator’ years (i.e., 
observations from specific years – 2014 for non-drought and 2015 for drought) as well 
as exceedance probabilities (50% for non-drought and 80% for drought) were used. 
Exceedance probabilities can be difficult to understand. It would be helpful if these non-
drought and drought exceedance scenarios were more explicitly defined, particularly for 
interested members of the public with less technical backgrounds. Furthermore, the 
years of observation for each exceedance probability scenario (50%/non-drought and 
80%/drought) should be provided along with the associated discharge data. Discharge 
data for indicator years should also be provided. An explanation of and justification for 
the decision to evaluate Alternatives using discharge data on a weekly time step (rather 
than daily) should be provided. Finally, historic lake augmentation and Icicle Creek 
diversions are difficult or impossible to account in discharge observations collected by 
the United States Geological Survey (USGS) Icicle Creek Gaging Station #12458000, so 
the DPEIS should be explicit about the discharge data used when evaluating the effects 
of proposed Alternatives on instream flow. 
 

2. In Chapter 2, pages 2-17 to 2-18, the DPEIS indicates that exceedance probabilities, 
which were used to develop non-drought and drought “scenarios” by averaging 
discharge observations across drought years and non-drought years, under-predict 
weekly low flows under both scenarios as a result of the averaging technique (low flows 
do not necessarily occur at the same time in any given set of years). The DPEIS also 
states that it is insufficient to consider the instream flow Guiding Principle met if the 
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annual quantities meet “average” drought or non-drought year conditions (i.e., 
exceedance probability scenarios). TU and ICWC agree with the DPEIS’s assertion that 
the instream flow Guiding Principle can only be satisfied if instream flow goals are met 
when the indicator non-drought and drought years are applied. We also agree that 2014 
is a suitable indicator non-drought year and 2015 is a suitable indicator drought year. 
 

3. DPEIS Chapter 2, page 2-17 states that when evaluating the effect of each Alternative on 
instream flow under non-drought and drought conditions, the evaluation used the 
indicator years of 2014 (representative non-drought) and 2015 (representative drought) 
for each Alternative and the exceedance probabilities (50%/non-drought scenario and 
80%/drought scenario) as a comparison with indicator year conditions for Alternative 1 
only. In fact, it appears the DPEIS instead used exceedance scenarios for each 
Alternative and applied the indicator years for comparison with exceedance scenarios 
for Alternative 1 only. TU and ICWC suggest that the DPEIS correct this error and provide 
the amended version for additional comment so the public can adequately review how 
proposed actions will impact streamflow conditions under observed flow regimes. 
 

4. TU and ICWC appreciate inclusion of the University of Washington Climate Impacts 
Group (UW-CIG) report on Changing Streamflow in Icicle, Peshastin, and Mission Creeks. 
The report acknowledges that climate and hydrologic models were not specifically 
calibrated to each individual basin, and that hydrologic models assumed no change in 
land cover, which present some data uncertainties. The report also states that the 
purpose of the analysis was to provide a preliminary estimate of climate change impacts 
and implications of the preliminary evaluation will help determine if more detailed, site-
specific modeling is warranted. TU and ICWC suggest the DPEIS discuss how information 
provided in the UW-CIG report is integrated with the effects of proposed actions on 
streamflow and the environment, and whether the results of this necessitate a more in-
depth (site-calibrated) climate and hydrologic investigation. 
 

5. With respect to the effects of proposed actions on instream flows under climate change 
conditions, TU and ICWC appreciate the application of 2080s projections to each 
Alternative found in the bar graphs in Appendix F that follow the UW-CIG report on 
Changing Streamflow in Icicle, Peshastin, and Mission Creeks, but we are curious why 
2030s and 2050s information are not also included and applied to each Alternative. We 
also found that the DPEIS does not clarify what baseline data were used to develop the 
aforementioned bar graphs and after calling Aspect Consulting to obtain this 
information we learned the exceedance probability scenarios for recent discharge data 
(50%/average non-drought; 80%/average drought) were utilized. TU and ICWC strongly 
recommend the DPEIS remain consistent by following its assertion that it is insufficient 
to consider the instream flow Guiding Principle met using “average” non-drought and 
drought conditions when considering the effects of changing climate conditions on Icicle 
Creek discharge. TU and ICWC suggest the indicator year method for assessing the 
instream flow Guiding Principle for non-drought and drought climate change conditions 
be applied. Potential indicator year methods include: 
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a. Applying the modeled percent change values from the UW-CIG report to the 

2014 and 2015 indicator years identified in Chapter 2 of the DPEIS. This should 
include information about which model (or models, or average across models) 
is/are applied along with the associated percent change values. 
 

b. Using 2015 data as a proxy for non-drought conditions under 2080 climate 
change conditions. The UW-CIG report states that, on average, models project 
2015 discharge conditions will become routine by the 2070s. The report also 
illustrates that hydrologic models for the 2080s forecast a percent change in 
Icicle Creek discharge that aligns with observed percent change in discharge 
during 2015, where percent change represents a departure from modeled 
historic normal (1970-2000). This methodology would require selection of 
suitable proxies for 2030s and 2050s non-drought conditions, as well as an 
appropriate technique for simulating drought discharge conditions for each 
future period. 
 

c. No matter what approach is taken, TU and ICWC recommend consultation with 
UW-CIG for appropriate data selection/application, and a thorough discussion of 
the methodology and justification within the DPEIS. 
 

6. The bar graphs provided in DPEIS Chapter 2 and Appendix F illustrate the effects of each 
Alternative on instream flow when applied to recent discharge conditions and future 
climate conditions, respectively. While many Alternatives appear to (mostly) satisfy the 
60 cfs/100 cfs short-term goals for drought and non-drought, respectively, Alternative 5 
appears to be the only package where the 250 cfs long-term instream flow Guiding 
Principle goal may be met when applied to recent discharge conditions. There is no 
Alternative that appears to meet the 250 cfs goal for more than one week during the 
early August-early October low flow period under 2080s climate projections. TU and 
ICWC suggest the DPEIS provide a time scale to specify “short-term” and “long-term” 
and discuss if there are additional projects/actions that may be considered in future 
planning and management decision-making to achieve 250 cfs. We also reiterate our 
concurrence with the DPEIS assertion that the indicator year method must be used for 
evaluating the effects of each Alternative under specific flow scenarios to satisfy the 
instream flow Guiding Principle and again suggest the DPEIS be revised and resubmitted 
for public comment with the indicator year method applied. 

 
Water Conservation and Changing Land Use 
 
Robust conservation measures can greatly reduce diversions from Icicle Creek and 
augmentation of Icicle Creek flows using the Wilderness lakes. While there are many excellent 
conservation projects included in the DPEIS, it does not adequately examine the potential of 
additional conservation and efficiency measures for all users, and more information is 
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necessary to confirm proposed actions and conservation benefits. Furthermore, the DPEIS fails 
to adequately consider/discuss changing land use over time and potential future opportunities 
for water conservation as orchards are converted to residential land use. 

 
1. The DPEIS does not include a full analysis of IPID actual water needs, but rather relies on 

the stated paper water rights. A tentative determination and beneficial use analysis by 
Ecology is needed before the full conservation potential can be accurately calculated. 
 

2. The IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange is a key conservation project option to include 
in a pure conservation Alternative. It provides the greatest conservation benefit - only 
the water that is actually needed by irrigators is taken out of the river. Its high projected 
cost would better align with other Alternatives if implementation of this project was 
included with other conservation projects and without expensive, impactful, and 
controversial Wilderness projects. 
 

3. The DPEIS does not consider conversion of agricultural lands to residential use. When 
orchards are taken out and replaced with houses, water demand sharply decreases. 
Could future land use conversion and associated water conservation provide an 
opportunity to help reach the long-term goal of 250 cfs? Can a mechanism be put in 
place to transfer some water rights to instream flow? The Wenatchee Valley has and 
continues to experience orchard-to-residential conversion, and with few homes 
available in a market of many interested buyers, development pressure on agricultural 
lands is not expected to change in the foreseeable future. We understand the DPEIS 
cannot predict exact acreages and locations for agricultural-to-residential conversion 
but suggest discussion of the trend and implications for Icicle Creek water management 
strategies is warranted. 

 
Hydrologic Alteration of Natural Stream, Lake, and Riparian Conditions 

 
1. Discharge, temperature, and chemical effects of augmentation flow releases described 

in the Alpine Lakes Optimization and Automation Feasibility Study were analyzed by the 
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) in their Icicle Creek Tributary 
Monitoring Report. The WDFW analysis, which included French Creek and Leland Creek 
during the 2017 augmentation season, found at least a doubling of natural flow 
conditions in each stream and temperature alteration that exceeded spawning and 
rearing conditions for ESA-listed bull trout. WDFW identified information gaps, such as 
travel time of augmentation flows and the natural hydrograph in Leland Creek, source of 
temperature increases approaching 5 degrees Celsius in Leland Creek during peak 
augmentation, and changes in water chemistry/dissolved oxygen of Prospect Creek and 
French Creek associated with augmentation flows. TU and ICWC concur with the WDFW 
conclusion that additional data and analysis are required. We strongly advise filling 
these identified data gaps and more comprehensive evaluation of the potential effect 
on aquatic ecosystems receiving augmentation flows. While we support improving the 
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health of the lowest reaches of Icicle Creek, we suggest the health of 42 miles of mostly 
Wilderness stream and riparian ecosystems not be damaged as a result. 
 

2. The effects of flow augmentation releases and lake drawdown on the temperature, 
chemistry, biology, and general ecology of the lake ecosystems are not evaluated in the 
DPEIS. TU and ICWC suggest potential environmental impacts on the Wilderness lakes 
should be included for the DPEIS to comprehensively cover all environmental impacts 
associated with proposed actions. Again, while we support restoration of lower Icicle 
Creek we suggest the health of the Wilderness lakes not be impaired as a result. 
 

3. Potential effects of discharge, temperature, and water chemistry alterations resulting 
from flow augmentation using the Wilderness lakes on specific organisms such as ESA-
listed species, resident and anadromous salmonids, and other flora/fauna should be 
included in the DPEIS (e.g., how might flow augmentation impact bull trout, 
steelhead/rainbow trout, aquatic macroinvertebrates, etc.). Maintaining healthy, intact, 
unimpaired reaches throughout Icicle Creek and its tributaries is critical for ecological 
health and robust recreational fisheries. 
 

4. TU and ICWC suggest additional investigation of proposed action impacts to the affected 
aquatic ecosystems be completed and incorporated in a revised DPEIS submitted for 
additional public comment. Documents that may be useful when determining how to 
assess current conditions and potential impacts include Multi-Metric Index Development 
for Biological Monitoring in Washington State Streams (Ecology, 2003) and Final EPA-
USGS Technical Report: Protecting Aquatic Life from Effects of Hydrologic Alteration 
(USGS and USEPA, 2016). 
 

Please do not hesitate to follow up with us for further discussion or clarification of our 
comments. We hope they are useful for crafting a revised DPEIS for additional public comment 
that will ensure the best possible long-term management of Icicle Creek water resources. 

 

Sincerely, 

Sharon Lunz, President 
Icicle Creek Watershed Council 
 
Lisa Pelly, Director 
Trout Unlimited-Washington Water Project 
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Washington Water Trust 
Icicle Cr Flow Restoration – PEIS Comments  

2018 

OVERALL COMMENT: The following represent comments by Washington Water Trust to the proposed 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement of projects of the Icicle Work Group. As a founding, and 
continuing,  member of the Icicle Work Group, Washington Water Trust has maintained support for the 
overall approach of identifying suites of projects to restore flows to Icicle Creek, and therefore supports 
IWG approach and processes identified in the PEIS.  Additional comments below are substantive edits as 
to the accuracy and detail of information provided in the PEIS regarding projects with which WWT has 
specific knowledge as a project sponsor. 

General Comments 
Throughout the document, the project refers to a canal, but not the lateral distribution 
system. COIC includes a shared intake with LNFH, a main canal, and several laterals. 
Overall the document did a good job capturing the benefits from the COIC project. WWT 
attests to the environmental benefits of this project, which will improve flows in the most 
flow-limited reaches of Icicle Creek by adding up to 11.9 cfs of flow below the current COIC 
diversion. 
 

Comments by Page 
P. 2-58 – Please add the following language: During May-June of 2016, an alternative for a 6-
8 cfs pump station was chosen by over 70% of the vote from COIC shareholders. The 
advisory group recommended additional contingencies including an additional shareholder 
vote to approve selection of a preferred pump station site.  In January of 2017, COIC 
shareholders gave preliminary approval to up to 3 alternatives for a pump station site. 
P. 2-59 - The map can be updated with a final pump site – additional information can be 
provided by WWT once a final site is chosen. 
P. 2-60 - WWT cost estimates for the project are currently at $4.7 million for an up to 8 cfs 
system. 
P. 2-86 – WWT can attest to the project benefits described here.  The SEPA document 
correctly explains that a new COIC POD would have a compliant fish screen and that moving 
COIC's diversion would also enable LNFH to site and design their own diversion and screen 
improvements in a way that only required consideration of the operational needs of LNFH. 
P. 2-90 - Regarding quantities and costs, WWT will have more refined estimates (cfs, AC/ft, 
cost, cost per acre feet) as the project develops in successive design and construction. This 
statement also applies to information regarding the COIC project on p. 2-97, p. 2-101, p. 2-
112, and p. 2-119 of the PEIS. 
P. 3-41 – Regarding the table analyzing the number of parcels served, as they relate to COIC, 
this is a dynamic quantity that can change over time with management decisions.  Numbers of 
parcels served may change during the course of the PEIS and EIS processes. 
P. 4-20 -  Also conform this to the instream benefits described on p. 3-14.  The water right for 
COIC, in it’s original documentation, lists its season of use as “during the irrigation season”, so 
both references should restate as “during the irrigation season, as specified by the water 
right, historically between April and October.”   Pump station sites on both the Wenatchee 
River and Icicle Creek are being considered.  In the event the pump station is built on the 
Wenatchee River, it would be located about .3 miles upstream from the Icicle Creek 
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confluence.  The resulting reduction in flows in this reach of the Wenatchee River would be 
equal to the actual quantity of water diverted by COIC, currently estimated at up to 8 cfs at 
peak demand, but usually much less than this.. 
P. 4-41 -  In both pump station locations, the full 11.9 cfs of the COIC water right would likely 
be protected instream below the diversion and in the natural channel of Icicle Creek to a 
point below LNFH. Below LNFH, up to 8 cfs of flow would be protected further downstream to 
the new point of diversion in Icicle Creek, or to the confluence of Icicle Creek with the 
Wenatchee River in the event the pump station is built on the Wenatchee River.  All of these 
quantities are subject to final review of the proposed change by the Washington Department 
Ecology, as the writers of this PEIS are not arbiters of water rights and/or have not passed the 
water rights through a Washington State water rights change process. 
P. 4-24 – Check the language here:  The slight upstream move on the Wenatchee River would 
likely be permissible, but any any case, as in 4-41, would be subject to state law, as 
determined by the Report of Examination by the Washington Department of Ecology. 
P. 4-50 – There is  a typo in the sentence, "In addition, relocating the COIC diversion would 
conserve water and potentially increase instream flow downstream of RM 5.7 to the 
Wenatchee River." The correct RM is 4.5. 
P. 4-85 – EDIT - “In the long term, this project would contribute to beneficial increases in 
instream flows in Icicle Creek from RM 4.5 to its confluence with the Wenatchee River, or to 
the Icicle Creek Pump Station near RM .75 in the event this pump station site is used.” 
P. 4-86 – “however, this would present a negligible impact to fish that are already adapted to 
naturally elevated flow during this time of year." You should clarify that the creation of 
rearing habitat is just one function provided by flow. Increased flow at this time would also be 
expected in improve outmigration conditions. 
P. 4-153 -  Irrigation season as May through September should be corrected to “during the 
irrigation season, as specified by the water right, historically between April and October.” 
Also, "COIC is considering relocating their point of diversion from Icicle Creek to a location on 
the Wenatchee River. Construction-related activities would include installing a new 
diversionary structure near or on the Wenatchee River, installing conveyance piping, and 
decommissioning COIC-specific diversionary works on Icicle Creek." Change to: COIC is 
considering relocating their point of diversion from Icicle Creek to a point either on the 
Wenatchee River or Icicle Creek, near the confluence. Construction-related activities would 
include installing a new diversionary structure at these downstream sites and installing 
conveyance piping,  (there are no COIC-specific diversionary works to decommission). 
P. 4-270 – “Impacts from work at the existing COIC diversion on Icicle Creek would be limited 
to kayaking and fishing. Based upon the small footprint of these projects and the temporary 
nature of the disturbance, meaningful impacts to existing water-dependent recreational 
activities are unlikely." No work is planned on the existing COIC diversion as part of the COIC 
project. 
P. 4-283 – Correct this sentence: Under the COIC Irrigation Efficiencies and Pump Exchange 
Project, construction-related activities would include installing a new diversionary structure 
on the Wenatchee River to: Under the COIC Irrigation Efficiencies and Pump Exchange Project, 
construction-related activities would include installing a new diversionary structure on the 
Wenatchee River or on Icicle Creek. 
P. 4-320 – “The COIC pump station on the Wenatchee River would likely use solar power to 
operate; thus, there are no anticipated impacts to electrical utilities." Need to add "or Icicle 
Creek."  This statement is not accurate.  The pump station will use PUD power, actually, and 
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tie into 3-phase power systems.  Appropriate coordination with the PUD will take place to 
facilitate this. 
P. 4-327 – “Under the COIC Irrigation Efficiencies and Pump Exchange and Pump Exchange 
Project, construction activities, such as canal piping and building a pump station, would 
impact transportation by increasing traffic from construction worker commuter trips and 
slowing traffic from heavy equipment transport. No roadway closures are anticipated and 
standard safety procedures would be followed for transport of heavy equipment." I don't 
think we can say that no roadway closures are anticipated, particularly since the conveyance 
structures cross some roads. Perhaps better characterized that road access may be limited to 
single lane closures and would include consultation with local public utilities and 
transportation authorities in accordance with state and local laws” 
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From: Daryl Harnden <deharnden@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 14, 2018 5:43 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Strategy

I support Alternative One as presented by the Icicle Working Group at the public meeting on June 27. As a member of
the Icicle working Group I have been involved in developing this alternative and I believe it will achieve all the goals set
by the working group. Daryl Harnden

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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July 26, 2018 
 
Mr. Mike Kaputa 
Chelan County Natural Resource Department 
411 Washington St., Suite 201 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 

RE:  Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Icicle Water Strategy, Chelan County, WA 

Dear Mr. Kaputa:  

The Washington State Department of Agriculture (WSDA) has reviewed the May 2018 Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for the Icicle Water Strategy in Chelan County, Washington. 
WSDA supports the Base Package, Alternative 1, given that it represents the best balance for all water 
needs in the basin after four years of intensive study by the working group. 

Alternative 1 includes recommendations that meet all seven of the Icicle Working Group Guiding 
Principles; these objectives were agreed upon by all working group members in December 2012 and 
include goals focused on improving ecological function in Icicle Creek as well as the need to provide 
reliable water resources for agriculture and domestic water users.  

This alternative seeks to improve water availability by modernizing and automating the outlet works and 
gate infrastructure at seven lakes in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area, improving irrigation water 
delivery and on-farm efficiencies in the Icicle-Peshastin Irrigation District, augmenting streamflow by 
moving a diversion and improving water delivery for Cascade Orchard Irrigation Company, and 
rebuilding the Eightmile Lake dam to restore usable storage. Many other improvements are included 
and focus on conserving and protecting water resources for tribal and non-tribal fisheries and future 
domestic water needs. As proposed, Alternative 1 would result in providing 89 cfs and 31,958 acre-feet 
of total water benefit, exceeding the minimums needed in low water years for fish and wildlife, 
agriculture, and domestic uses. Ultimately, this provides resource managers with tools to balance water 
needs in the face of a changing climate and aligns with state and Federal laws.     

WSDA appreciates the efforts of Chelan County, the Department of Ecology’s Office of the Columbia 
River, and Icicle Working Group members in addressing the water needs in this sub-basin. Again, we 
support implementation of Alternative 1 (Base Package) as a means of meeting the 7 Guiding Principles 
of the Working Group and appreciate the opportunity to provide comment on the PEIS. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Derek I. Sandison 
Director 
 
cc: Tom Tebb 
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Will Guyton

From: Mike Kaputa
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 9:43 AM
To: Mary Jo Sanborn
Subject: FW: Comments - DPEIS for Icicle Creek WRMS

From: Johnson, Deborah L (DOH) [mailto:deborah.johnson@doh.wa.gov]
Sent:Monday, July 30, 2018 7:31 PM
To:Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Cc: Tebb, G. Thomas (ECY) <GTEB461@ecy.wa.gov>
Subject: Comments DPEIS for Icicle Creek WRMS

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment upon the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
for the Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Strategy. While this office focuses on drinking water, we recognize
that it is challenging to adequately balance water resources allocations and planning between domestic supply, fish, and
irrigation and to address the needs of numerous stakeholders who may have competing interests. We strongly support
this endeavor to address Icicle Creek’s ecological functions and evaluate future supply through a sustainability & climate
change lens.

1.5.1.4 Improve Domestic Supply. The 2006 Wenatchee Watershed Plan is cited as projecting 31 new homes in the
Icicle Creek Subbasin through 2014, with additional development demand at 4.7 homes per year; from 2014 through
2050, approximately 169 new homes were anticipated. Since the plan is now 12 years old, & it’s currently four years
past the initial projection period, it would be possible to include a measure of these projections. From 2006 through
2014, how many new housing starts occurred in the area? Whether 2006 14 growth did not meet, just met, or exceeds
the estimate of 31 might offer a better idea of how on target these estimates are & could potentially offer a basis for
reevaluation.

The 2011 City of Leavenworth Water System Plan (WSP) is cited in this section as well (“future demand through
2050”). Leavenworth’s WSP update has been adopted & was approved by DOH on June 21, 2018 – see
http://cityofleavenworth.com/col assets/uploads/2018/02/14 10 01 Leavenworth WSP final 2018.pdf . This is noted in
Chapter 3 (p. 3 147). Targeted reanalysis would be appropriate where the 2011 version is cited. If they differ, data from
the 2018 update should be used. (This should also be updated in 1.11 Documents Adopted under SEPA, which refers to
the 2011 version. The consultant is the same.) The 2011 version is also referenced in 3.4.3 (p. 3 24).

1.10.23 Critical Areas Review. The Chelan County regulations cited would apply only to unincorporated areas. Within
incorporated areas (Cashmere, Leavenworth, & Wenatchee), the cities’ own comprehensive plans & regulations for
critical areas & zoning would apply. This same comment is applicable to 1.10.22, 1.10.24, & 3.16.1.3. It may apply to
other sections within the document where exclusively the County’s code is discussed, such as 3.2.4 & 3.2.4.3.

1.10.25 Water System Plan Update. Suggest modifying the section title to read “Water System Plans.” WAC 246 290
100 deals with basic content of WSPs overall (both new & updates). You may wish to reference “Part 2 of Chapter 246
290 WAC” (which encompasses WAC 246 290 100 through 140) which addresses all planning/engineering documents.

I believe the reference to “any new group” was probably meant to say any “new Group A system.” At the same time, a
Group A system isn’t defined as one serving “1,000 or more connections or [meeting] other requirements.” That
language is drawn fromWAC 246 290 100(2)(a), with “other requirements” referring to ss. (b) through (g), describing
the categories of community public water systems that must submit a WSP to DOH for review. It would probably be
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most accurate to modify this sentence to say: “Water system planning is required under Part 2 of Chapter 246 290 WAC
for any community public water system meeting certain thresholds set forth in WAC 249 290 100.”

The sentence about updates is partially correct; a WSP update would be triggered by any of the listed items, which come
fromWAC 246 290 100(2)(e). But regardless, a WSP must be updated at least every ten years (or less, depending on the
DOH approval period – see WAC 249 290 100(9)).

2.3.1 Domestic Conservation. Municipal Water Law was the common name of 2003 state legislation. Today, it would
be more accurate to refer to RCW 70.119A.180 (the complementary rule is Part 8 of Chapter 246 290 WAC).

Chapter 3 (generally). Dryden, Monitor, Peshastin, and Sunnyslope are variously called cities or towns throughout
Chapter 3. On p. 3 133, Dryden is said to have its own comprehensive plan. These are not incorporated areas with their
own governance structure but instead are part of unincorporated Chelan County. None should have its own comp plan
unless the County has prepared a subarea plan for that specific area.

3.16.1 Regulatory Setting. Suggest substituting “State Growth Management Act & local planning/regulations
thereunder” for the last 3 bullets, to be consistent with the initial part of the list & also how it is presented in
3.16.1.2. Also, “The Forest Practices Act” should probably say “State” for clarity.

3.19.1 Water Purveyors. While City of Leavenworth may be the largest purveyor within the area, it is not the only
Group A system. If a full list of purveyors is desired, see https://fortress.wa.gov/doh/eh/maps/SWAP/index.html
(includes wellhead protection area depictions).

Chapter 4 (generally). The evaluation of domestic conservation efficiencies (repeated for each alternative & differing
impact scenarios by environmental element throughout this chapter) refers to City of Leavenworth but sometimes also
Chelan County, although Chelan County isn’t a water purveyor. Is this meant to refer to the Chelan Co. PUD?

This concludes our comments. Please let me know if you have any follow up questions or need additional information.

DEBORAH JOHNSON
Wellhead Protection Specialist 
Office of Drinking Water 
Environmental Public Health Division 
Washington State Department of Health 
deborah.johnson@doh.wa.gov
360-236-3133 | www.doh.wa.gov
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Alpine Lakes Protection Society ● The Wilderness Society 
American Whitewater ● Aqua Permanente ● Center for Environmental Law & Policy 

Conservation Congress ● Doug Scott Wilderness Consulting 
El Sendero Backcountry Ski & Snowshoe Club ● Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs  

Friends of Bumping Lake ● Friends of the Clearwater ● Friends of Enchantments 
Friends of Lake Kachess ● Friends of Wild Sky ● Great Old Broads for Wilderness 

Icicle Creek Watershed Council ● Issaquah Alps Trails Club ● Kittitas Audubon Society  
The Mazamas ● Middle Fork Recreation Coalition (MidFORC) 

North Cascades Conservation Council ● North Central Washington Audubon Society  
River Runners For Wilderness ● Save Our Sky Blue Waters ● Seattle Audubon Society 

Sierra Club ● Spokane Mountaineers ● Spring Family Trust for Trails 
Washington Wild ● Wild Fish Conservancy ● Wilderness Watch 

 
July 30, 2018 
 
Submitted via email to:  nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us 
 
Tom Tebb 
Director, Office of Columbia River 
Washington Department of Ecology 
1250 Alder Street 
Union Gap, WA 98903 
  
Mike Kaputa 
Director, Chelan County Natural Resources Department 
411 Washington Street, Suite 201 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
 

RE:   Comments on Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS)  
         for the Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Strategy  

  
Dear Directors Tebb and Kaputa: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement (DPEIS) for the Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Strategy.  Many of 
the undersigned organizations provided comments in 2016 during the scoping period for the 
DPEIS.  As you will see below, many of the concerns highlighted during the scoping period still 
remain despite the efforts of the Icicle Work Group (IWG) to scope and refine the range of 
alternatives presented in the DPEIS.  Because of the range of deficiencies in the DPEIS 
outlined below, the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) and Chelan County 
should withdraw, revise, and re-release the DPEIS once the deficiencies are addressed.  
 
With multiple demands, and a changing climate, it will be challenging to meet instream flow 
targets, ensure agricultural reliability, enhance hydrologic function of the basin, and protect 
wilderness values.  But that is the task taken on by this DPEIS.  We believe there is a package 
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based in strong conservation measures that can accomplish those goals, but the current 
alternatives in the DPEIS do not. 
 
Wilderness Values  
 
The undersigned organizations have come together out of our concern and respect for the Alpine 
Lakes Wilderness and its Enchantment basin.  This area is one of the most iconic and treasured 
natural resources in the entire National Wilderness Preservation System.  These are national 
interest lands, owned by everyone in the nation and protected by Congress to preserve their 
wilderness character.  As detailed in the DPEIS, thousands of hikers explore and visit this area 
each year and a myriad of wildlife species depend on the critical habitat it provides.  Our 
organizations and members have great interest in the management and stewardship of these 
lands, and are committed to working to ensure wilderness, recreation, scenic, and other natural 
resource values are protected into the future. 
 
Tribal Treaty Rights 
 
We recognize and respect the importance of the salmon in the Wenatchee River watershed to the 
Treaty Rights of the Yakama Nation and Colville Confederated Tribes and both the wild stocks 
and the hatchery stocks developed to mitigate for the construction of the Grand Coulee Dam, 
which eliminated spawning habitat for huge numbers of wild salmon and other fish species.   
 
Valid Existing Water Rights 
 
We also recognize valid, prior existing water rights in the Wenatchee River basin for agriculture, 
and the importance of that local source of food and the economic benefits to Chelan County and 
the region.  
 
Positive Project Elements 
 
There are some project elements presented in the DPEIS that the undersigned organizations 
could support as part of a comprehensive plan that meets the requirements for fish, agriculture 
and wilderness preservation while simultaneously reducing water diversions and making 
meaningful investments in domestic and agricultural water conservation.  Favorable elements in 
the DPEIS include: piping and pumping systems, additional domestic conservation, critical 
upgrades (such as circular ponds) of outdated hatchery infrastructure, fish passage and habitat 
improvements, and telemetric control of valves at the existing dams.  However, there are 
fundamental flaws in the DPEIS as discussed below that must be addressed before this process 
moves forward.  
 
Improper Constraints of IWG Guiding Principles 
 
IWG does not have broad-based support.  Chelan County defines IWG as “made up of a diverse 
set of stakeholders representing local, state and federal agencies, tribes, irrigation and 
agricultural interests and environmental organizations.”  While at IWG’s inception it included 

12-3

12-4

12-2

 
 
 
Comments on Icicle DPEIS – July 30, 2018 
Page 3 
 
 
more nonprofit environmental organizations, today only three remain.  Important environmental 
groups have departed IWG, including the Center for Environmental Law and Policy and Wild 
Fish Conservancy—groups that capture broad environmental values.  The Icicle Creek 
Watershed Council also announced its departure last year, but the group has since rejoined IWG 
albeit on a provisional basis due to outstanding concerns related to the limited investment in 
water conservation and the degradation of the beauty and ecology of the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness.   
 
Furthermore, many groups who have been invited to the table have declined to join, including 
the Alpine Lakes Protection Society, The Wilderness Society, and Chelan-Douglas Land Trust, 
due to concerns about scope of the projects, IWG unwillingness to make adjustments to the 
proposal, IWG’s prohibition on public criticism, IWG refusal to treat westside owners of these 
public lands the same as eastside owners of these public lands, or for other reasons.  While this 
“broad-based coalition” of IWG involves federal agencies, municipalities, tribes, and irrigation 
districts, it falls short in representation from the conservation and recreation community.  
Consequently, for this non-representative, self-selected group to create “guiding principles” that 
then become the purpose and need of the DPEIS is self-serving and problematic.   
 
Deficiencies of DPEIS 
 
At present, the range of alternatives currently presented in the DPEIS includes actions 
unprecedented in a federally designated wilderness area and threatens to exploit one resource 
(i.e., the wilderness and the water it provides) under the guise of protecting another (i.e., fish in 
Icicle Creek).  Chelan County and Ecology can and should do better to meet instream flow 
targets, ensure agricultural reliability, enhance hydrologic function of the basin, and protect 
wilderness values.  As proposed, the alternatives analyzed in the DPEIS fail to do so.  
 
SEPA expressly requires an EIS to contain a detailed discussion of alternatives to the proposed 
action.  RCW 43.21C.030. “The required discussion of alternatives to a proposed project is of 
major importance, because it provides a basis for a reasoned decision among alternatives having 
differing environmental impacts.  Pursuant to WAC 197-11-440(5)(b), the reasonable 
alternatives which must be considered are those which could ‘feasibly attain or approximate a 
proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental cost or decreased level of environmental 
degradation.’” Weyerhauser v. Pierce County, 124 Wn.2d 26, 38, 873 P.2d 498 (1994).  When, 
as in this case, the proposal is for public projects, “the EIS must contain a sufficient discussion of 
offsite alternative proposals.” Id. at 39.  Also, “there must be a reasonably detailed analysis of a 
reasonable number and range of alternatives.” Id. at 41. 
 
The DPEIS lacks a sufficient discussion of offsite (i.e. non-wilderness) alternative proposals and 
does not analyze a reasonable range of alternatives, as the Weyerhauser decision requires.  
Although the DPEIS does list five alternatives plus a no-action alternative, only one of these 
alternatives (Alternative 5) relies primarily on an off-site proposal (Full IPID Pump Station).   
Furthermore, all of the alternatives repeat the same Eightmile dam “Restoration” project 
(construction of a dam in a wilderness area), and thus the DPEIS cannot fulfill SEPA’s 
requirement for analysis of off-site projects.  The alternatives are mere variations on the theme of 
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building dams, pumps, and pipes inside a wilderness area.  As discussed below, it is likely that 
such construction will be unlawful under the Wilderness Act, a problem the DPEIS does not 
even acknowledge.  Because all of the alternatives involve construction in the wilderness, they 
do not represent “a reasonable range of alternatives,” as required by the Weyerhauser decision. 
 
Our specific concerns and recommendations for moving forward with the DPEIS process 
include:  
 

1. The entirety of the DPEIS rests on a flawed assumption of “paper water,” not “real 
water” based on the actual water usage by the primary water rights holders in the 
Icicle basin.  Ecology must perform an extent and validity determination for the 
three primary water rights holders in the basin before a new DPEIS and 
alternatives are developed and released for public comment.  

 
One thing is clear in the DPEIS: the Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District (IPID) has a paper right to 
an extraordinary amount of water relative to other water rights holders in the basin, and Chelan 
County, Ecology, and the City of Leavenworth all want a portion of it to meet their needs. It is 
also clear that under Western water law, water rights holders must use the water or risk to lose it, 
simply phrased as “use it or lose it.”  See RCW 90.14.170-190 (water rights relinquished if not 
actually used for five consecutive years).  See also Dept. of Ecology v. Theodoratus, 135 Wn.2d 
582, 592–597, 957 P.2d 1241 (1998) (water rights are based on actual, beneficial water use, not 
installed capacity of water systems).   
 
The condition of IPID’s water infrastructure in the Icicle basin shows that in its near 80 years of 
operation, IPID has not maintained its facilities to actually store and use its full water right.  This 
was recently demonstrated in the 2018 Eightmile dam emergency, where the risk of heightened 
spring flows led to emergency stabilization efforts at the delapidated dam.  At Eightmile Lake, a 
portion of the earthen dam washed away in a 1990 flood event, and IPID did not take steps to 
restore the dam at that time. Since then—for the last 28 years—IPID has annually released 
approximately 1,400 (and up to 1,600 acre-feet) at Eightmile Lake (DPEIS, 2-63).  The DPEIS 
states that the condition of the existing facilities at Eightmile Lake has limited the active storage 
volume to 1,370 acre-feet with an operational range of 23 feet (DPEIS, 3-48). 
  
It is clear, therefore, that IPID has relinquished at least part of its paper water rights. How much 
of its water rights have been relinquished is precisely the question that a proper PEIS must 
answer. Yet the DPEIS specifically fails to account for IPID’s potential relinquishment of part of 
its water rights at Eightmile Lake, despite consistent questions and concerns raised by many 
groups since the genesis of the Icicle Work Group efforts. The DPEIS and all of its 
alternatives—including the No Action Alternative—assume that IPID has a right to its full paper 
right at all of the wilderness lakes, including 3,500 acre-feet at Eightmile Lake (as described in 
Alternative 4, DPEIS, p. 2-103).  IPID has never utilized this much water in the entire history of 
its operation.  Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the 
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federal reserved water right doctrine.1  If the Eightmile Lake dam is rebuilt, it should remain at
its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990, because that elevation is the largest 
necessary to support whatever remains of IPID’s relinquished water right.  In addition, as 
discussed below, any dam rebuilding must be approved by the U.S. Forest Service and must 
comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal and state laws.  
These points also apply to the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation and the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
in connection with new storage proposed at Snow and Nada Lakes. 

The most egregious misinterpretation of IPID’s water rights is represented in Alternative 4, 
where massive storage projects are analyzed that result in far more water storage than is needed, 
at the expense of wilderness values and natural hydrologic function of the basin. Alternative 4 
also includes the false assumption that IPID has a right to water at Upper Klonaqua Lake, to 
which the IPID has no right.  

Finally, Ecology has confirmed that it has not made an extent and validity determination of either 
IPID or the Leavenworth Fish Hatchery, as stated in a letter to The Wilderness Society on June 
14, 2018: 

“The IPID and the Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery both have storage water rights 
that originate within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness… At this time, Ecology has not made 
an extent and validity determination of either IPID or the Leavenworth National Fish 
Hatchery’s diversionary or storage water rights.”

In other words, the issue of how much water is legally available is not known and has not been 
addressed. 

Failure to revise the DPEIS to account for IPID’s possible relinquishment of some of its water 
rights would constitute a violation of SEPA.  SEPA requires an EIS to analyze reasonable project 
alternatives. “SEPA rules define ‘reasonable alternatives’ as less environmentally costly action 
that ‘could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal's objectives.’” King County v. Central 
Puget Sound Growth Management Bd., 138 Wn.2d 161, 183, 979 P.2d 374 (1999) (citing WAC 
197–11–786).   Here, a less environmentally costly action that still achieves the proposal’s
objectives would be to limit the dam repair work to the minimum necessary to support IPID’s 
post-relinquishment water rights, not IPID’s paper water rights or its installed water system 
capacity.  There is no justification to “overbuild” the dams to support a water right that no longer 
exists. 

1 See U.S. v. New Mexico, 438 U.S. 696, 698–700, 98 S.Ct. 3012, 57 L.Ed.2d 1052 (1978).  The reserved federal 
water rights apply only if the federal land reservation pre-dates the state-law claim, and only to the extent necessary 
to accomplish the primary purpose of the federal reservation. In this case, the National Forest reservation occurred in 
1897, according to USFS’s website, which pre-dates IPID’s 1927 water rights adjudication.  The purposes of the 
National Forest reservation, per U.S. v. New Mexico, are to “improve and protect the forest within the boundaries, or 
for the purpose of securing favorable conditions of water flows, and to furnish a continuous supply of timber” (citing 
16 U.S.C. § 475).  Thus, the federal government in this case has reserved rights to any water from the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness necessary to accomplish these purposes.
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Instead, the DPEIS should analyze how much of IPID’s water rights remain and should analyze 
the impact of building the dams to support that level of service.  It is necessary to conduct this 
analysis because, if IPID has relinquished some of its rights, then none of the alternatives 
analyzed in detail in the DPEIS will be feasible anymore, since all rely on the assumption of un-
relinquished rights. 

It is alarming that Ecology, the co-convener of IWG and co-lead agency of the Icicle DPEIS, has 
allowed the IWG process to consume significant time and public funding since 2013 without 
determining such a fundamental question, especially since groups such as the Alpine Lakes 
Protection Society and The Wilderness Society have been bringing this specific issue to 
Ecology’s attention for years.  Ecology must perform that determination now to inform a revised 
DPEIS before more public money is spent on the Icicle watershed management planning process.  
The public cannot comment upon the merits of Ecology’s determination until after Ecology 
makes it and discloses it.  This is a fundamental reason why the preparation of a Final PEIS 
would be premature; the DPEIS should be revised to address its deficiencies, and a revised 
DPEIS should be released for public comment, before a final EIS is prepared. 

2. The alternatives and range of projects identified in the DPEIS do not currently
comply with the Guiding Principles of the Icicle Work Group, including compliance
with federal laws such as the Wilderness Act.  The perfunctory checklist in the
DPEIS is clearly inadequate.  A revised DPEIS needs to analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID’s water rights, which would limit several proposals;
acknowledge areas of non-compliance; and identify the appropriate path forward to
ensure complete compliance with federal law.

One of the seven IWG guiding principles cited in the Icicle DPEIS is to “comply with State and 
Federal Law, and Wilderness Acts.” Several layers of law are relevant to the projects and 
actions described in the DPEIS, and the interpretation of those laws will determine the viability 
of the projects proposed, specifically the construction of new dams at Eightmile and Snow Lakes 
and a tunnel between the Upper and Lower Klonaqua lakes, as well as automation and 
optimization efforts throughout the wilderness lake system. At present, the DPEIS fails to 
meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which projects can and 
cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law.  

The DPEIS is insufficient because the lead agencies have declined to consider what they are 
legally permitted to do in the first place, under the “minimum necessary” standard of the 
Wilderness Act. The time to make that determination is during SEPA review to daylight the 
government’s decision-making process and facilitate meaningful public comment (which are two 
of the main purposes of SEPA), not afterward.  It is nonsensical to suggest that years of effort 
and significant taxpayer dollars should be expended to evaluate alternatives that are likely to be 
unlawful in the first instance.  The agencies here appear to be procrastinating their resolution of 
issues that are difficult but necessary to resolve.  Two glaring examples include: (1) the DPEIS 
erroneously assumes that IPID’s easements supersede federal wilderness law; and (2) the DPEIS 
fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID’s water rights, which would 
limit several proposals (as discussed above). 
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On March 30, 2018, the U.S. Forest Service wrote to IPID that its dam repair/replacement 
proposal “contains elements that are beyond the scope of the rights reserved by IPID in the 
Special Warranty Deed.”  The Forest Service requested IPID to “submit a detailed proposal” for 
both the emergency abatement and any long-term actions to replace the dam, and stated: 
 

“Any modification to the dam and ground disturbance (equipment operation, road 
construction, etc.) of the surrounding lands may require a Special Use Authorization 
from the Forest. The federal action of authorizing activities on National Forest Lands is 
subject to a wide variety of laws including (but not limited to): Wilderness Act, National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), National Historic Preservation Act, and Endangered 
Species Act (ESA).” 

 
As the DPEIS Purpose and Need section acknowledges, the U.S. Forest Service manages 87 
percent of the land in the Icicle sub-basin, 74 percent of which is located within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness.  All of the lakes discussed in the DPEIS are located within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness, which adds multiple layers of federal law to consider for all actions proposed on 
federal land, most notably the 1964 Wilderness Act, 1976 Alpine Lakes Area Management Act, 
and the 1981 Alpine Lakes Wilderness Management Plan (ALWMP).  Relevant direction from 
these laws is cited below and requires federal interpretation and development of guidance for 
federal actions in relation to the Icicle DPEIS, which has not been completed despite 
recommendations for such analyses during the 2016 scoping period for this DPEIS. 
 
The DPEIS fails to address the Wilderness Act requirement of federal approval of facilities that 
are not compliant with wilderness regulations.  Furthermore, Section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act 
relates to the concept of minimum tool requirements, applicable to activities such as access to 
inholdings and maintenance of water developments in wilderness: 
  

Except as specifically provided for in this Act, and subject to existing private rights, there 
shall be no commercial enterprise and no permanent road 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 health and safety of persons within the area), there shall be no 
temporary road, no use of motor vehicles, motorized equipment or motorboats, no 
landing of aircraft, no other form of mechanical transport, and no structure or 
installation within any such area.  [emphasis added] 

  
This provision sets such a high bar for the utilization of these nonconforming uses that these uses 
are unlikely to be available for the wilderness projects described in the DPEIS. 
 
Specific management guidance for water resources in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness is provided 
in the 1981 ALWMP: 
  

Management Objective: to preserve water bodies and stream courses in a natural state 
with minimal modification or human-caused contaminants. . . 
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Management Direction: (1) except as provided for in Section 4(d)(4) of the Wilderness 
Act, watershed will not be altered or managed to provide increased water quantity, 
quality or timing of discharge. . . [emphasis added] 

 
Interpretation and guidance from the U.S. Forest Service regarding the myriad elements 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 IPID facilities at Eightmile, Colchuck, Square and Klonaqua lakes, 
which require consultation with the Forest Service.  At present, the DPEIS takes IPID’s 
interpretation of its rights at face value, but the DPEIS needs to take a harder look.  Ultimately 
the range of projects described in the Icicle DPEIS on National Forest lands will require Forest 
Service consultation and approval.  Most of the projects proposed are unprecedented in the 
National Wilderness System and run afoul of wilderness law and, as noted above, state water 
law.  Many of these projects would unreasonably cause significant harm to wilderness and its 
purposes, including recreation (by damaging trails, campsites, changing aesthetics, etc.) and 
scenic and conservation values.   
 
Because the projects are in wilderness, non-motorized access and non-motorized equipment (i.e. 
hand tools) and traditional skills should be required whenever feasible.  Since the dams were 
originally built that way, the exceptions should be rare.  See Wilderness Watch, Inc. v. USFWS, 
629 F.3d 1024 (9th Cir. 2010) (requiring site-specific, comparative analysis of options to 
determine if an action that violates the Wilderness Act’s activity limitations is indeed the 
“minimum necessary”). 
 
Some of the most egregious projects are included in Alternative 4 of the DPEIS, including: (1) 
drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua); (2) building a higher dam at 
Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake and submerging designated wilderness lands); and (3) 
increasing the height of the Eightmile Lake dam (making that lake bigger than it has ever been 
and submerging designated wilderness lands).  The DPEIS utterly fails to consider the issue of 
compliance with federal law.  See, e.g., Tables 2-9 through 2-12, which state that each alternative 
“complies with federal law” — this claim is simply false, given the lack of analysis of IPID’s 
water right and federal wilderness law.  Furthermore, these projects were not part of the 
proposed action in the SEPA scoping conducted by the IWG 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 
Eightmile Lake and has no water rights or infrastructure at Upper Klonaqua Lake.  
 
Finally, the DPEIS fails to account for the necessity of conducting project-level NEPA processes 
with the U.S. Forest Service as the lead agency regarding dams and tunnels in wilderness on 
National Forest lands.  As one of many examples of this huge omission, DPEIS Table 5-2 of 
“Permits/Approvals and Relevant Triggers” (pages 5-8 through 5-13) repeatedly states, 
erroneously, that a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers National Permit and NEPA Categorical 
Exclusion “are the likely level of regulatory compliance for this project” – for 
Optimization/Automation, for Eightmile “Restoration,” and for the “Enhancement” (expansion) 
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projects at Eightmile, Upper Klonaqua, and Snow Lakes.  The necessity of U.S. Forest Service 
NEPA analysis is conspicuous by its absence throughout the DPEIS. 
 
Again, these huge gaps in the DPEIS mean that preparation of a Final PEIS would be premature; 
the DPEIS should be revised to address its deficiencies, and a Revised Draft PEIS should be 
released for public comment, before a Final EIS is prepared. 
 
The failure to consider the restrictions imposed on the proposal by the Wilderness Act constitutes 
a violation of SEPA.  As noted above, SEPA requires reasonable alternatives to be explored in an 
EIS.  However, each of the alternatives, except alternative 5 (which the DPEIS gave only “a very 
cursory review,” DPEIS at 2-35), treats the wilderness lakes as if the lakes are subject to 
essentially unrestricted development of new infrastructure, including the installation of higher 
dams, additional dams, mechanical pumps, and underground pipes. The installation of any of this 
new infrastructure would constitute a violation of the Wilderness Act, so the alternatives 
analyzed in the DPEIS are not actually “reasonable.”  While it is true that not every alternative 
analyzed in an EIS must be legally certain, the alternatives analyzed in the EIS must nonetheless 
be feasible.  King County, 138 Wn.2d at 184. 
 
Here, there has only been analysis of the proposal under the legally uncertain assumption that 
IPID may install all of the infrastructure.  There has been no analysis of what the proposal might 
look like if some of the infrastructure cannot be installed.  A proper DPEIS would have at least 
considered the possibility that IPID might have to make do with less infrastructure at the lakes 
due to the restrictions of the Wilderness Act, and state water law. 
 

3. The DPEIS presents an inadequate range of alternatives, since every alternative 
would significantly impact and harm wilderness values.  A revised DPEIS needs to 
include an alternative that minimizes wilderness impacts, respects wilderness 
values, and is informed by the extent and validity determination of water rights as 
discussed above.  

 
At present, every alternative in the DPEIS—including the No Action Alternative—includes 
actions that would significantly harm wilderness values.  As discussed above, the DPEIS should 
be withdrawn, revised, and re-released with a new range of alternatives that are informed by the 
validity determination of the primary water rights holders in the Icicle basin as well as 
compliance with federal laws such as the Wilderness Act.  The DPEIS currently includes the 
“Eightmile Restoration” project in every alternative, which would “restore usable storage to the 
historical and permitted high water storage elevation” (DPEIS, p. 2-15) requiring construction of 
a new dam approximately four feet higher than the current dam.  If the dam cannot be raised due 
to water rights relinquishment and/or Wilderness Act constraints, then it is hardly “reasonable” 
to suggest a raised dam as a component of every one of the proposed alternatives.  A revised 
DPEIS should include an alternative that includes restoration of the dam to its current height and 
not any higher.  The failure to analyze that scenario means that the DPEIS fails to present an 
adequate range of alternatives.  That is not allowed under NEPA and is an important 
consideration if the U.S. Forest Service were to adopt, in full or in part, this DPEIS. 
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4. The DPEIS improperly phases (and therefore evades) environmental review of the 
project components of each alternative, which avoids meaningful analysis of the 
cumulative impacts of each alternative.  A revised DPEIS should include a 
meaningful and appropriate cumulative impacts analysis that provides more 
substantive and detailed information for each alternative, such as the number of 
helicopter flights required for all project components in designated wilderness of 
each alternative.   

 
“When a lead agency knows it is using phased review, it shall so state in its environmental 
document.”  WAC 197-11-060(5)(e).  Here, although the DPEIS calls itself a “programmatic” 
EIS, there is no discussion of what phases the project will proceed in, or what additional 
environmental reviews will be done during each phase.  The level of detail in the DPEIS is not 
sufficient to conduct a site-specific review of each project (required by WAC 197-11-060(5)(c)), 
yet there is no indication that subsequent phases of review will address this deficiency.  Thus, the 
DPEIS appears to be engaged in phased review without disclosing the phases as required under 
WAC 197-11-060(5)(e). 
 
The DPEIS’s failure to disclose and discuss the project’s phases is not some picayune, technical 
violation of SEPA; it has real-world consequences.  As Washington courts have noted, the failure 
to properly tier the phases of a project can lead to a failure to analyze cumulative impacts.  See 
East County Reclamation Co. v. Bjornsen, 125 Wn App. 432, 441 105 P.3d 94 (2005).  Indeed, 
this DPEIS suffers from exactly such a failure—for example, there is no analysis of the 
cumulative impact of the helicopter flights needed for each phase of the project, or the combined 
visual impacts of the various new pieces of infrastructure that will be installed by the end of the 
project. 
 
Since this project appears to be operating under phased review, the DPEIS must disclose what 
the phases are and what additional review will be forthcoming.  Failing to do so is both a 
technical violation of SEPA and leads to a failure to analyze cumulative impacts, which is 
another, separate violation of SEPA. 
 

5. The DPEIS presents inadequate cost estimates for project proposals, skewing 
alternatives away from Alternative 5, which presents a pragmatic and thoughtful 
solution to these complex issues (e.g., the full IPID pump exchange).  A revised 
DPEIS needs to accurately scope the potential cost of infrastructure proposals in 
federally designated wilderness, including consideration of the “minimum tool 
requirements” (as required by section 4(c) of the Wilderness Act) for federal actions 
in a wilderness area.  

 
The cost estimates and timelines for projects proposed for construction within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness are questionable because the DPEIS fails to properly account for the protections of 
the Wilderness Act, the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service, and the 
requirement for NEPA analysis and compliance.  Cost estimates are an important facet of 
assessing the reasonableness of alternatives.  Analyzing cost-prohibitive alternatives does not 
help address the mandate to analyze a range of reasonable alternatives; nor does omitting the 

12-29

12-30

12-31

12-32

12-33

 
 
 
Comments on Icicle DPEIS – July 30, 2018 
Page 11 
 
 
additional costs of operating under the restrictive Wilderness Act limitations.  While a cost-
benefit analysis need not be included in an EIS, WAC 197-11-455, if the agency chooses to 
include cost information, it must do so in an unbiased and accurate manner.   
 
The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than the DPEIS estimates, and 
closer to the cost of Alternative 5.  Alternative 5 includes the “Full IPID Pump Station,” which 
would move IPID’s point of diversion downstream to the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve 
flows in Icicle Creek, especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the 
Icicle watershed.  As evidenced by the cost of the recent emergency dam repair at Eightmile 
Lake, which required an estimated $100,000 to fly a piece of heavy construction equipment (an 
excavator) to the site—after IPID had expected to spend a mere $2,000 to “walk” it on the 
ground through the Wilderness to the dam (i.e., a cost overrun of five thousand percent on that 
one item)—cost estimates such as $1.6 million for “Restoration” of the Eightmile dam and $3.9 
million for the “Eightmile Dam Enhancement” seem woefully low.   
 

6. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in 
the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the proposed unnaturally timed releases of water 
from the wilderness lakes, which will significantly alter stream hydrology.  The 
DPEIS fails to recognize that altering the natural flow regime can degrade a 
stream’s physical and chemical properties, leading to loss of aquatic life and 
reduced aquatic biodiversity.  A revised DPEIS requires proper documentation and 
analysis of the riparian ecosystem and the potential cumulative impacts of the suite 
of infrastructure projects on that ecosystem to ensure no harm to wilderness 
streams or lakes.  

 
The current DPEIS proposes a range of projects that will alter the natural hydrologic function of 
wilderness lakes and streams in the Icicle basin.  To date, the IWG has not adequately invested in 
monitoring activities across the basin to fully understand and evaluate the potential impacts to 
the health of wilderness streams and lakes.  Usually, Ecology would be the lead agency to ensure 
no harm when discharging water from Square, Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck and Snow lakes. 
Ecology developed an advanced multi-metric index model of biotic integrity in 2012 for the 
Cascades Region which allowed Ecology to determine the health of reaches along the Wenatchee 
River and the health of Icicle Creek up as far as Ida Creek Campground.   
 
That same level of detailed analysis has not been applied in the DPEIS, either by Ecology or by 
any other agency.  Appendix A of the DPEIS does identify the Washington State Department of 
Fish and Wildlife as gathering base-line data for the proposed projects.  However, the results 
from 2016 and 2017 analyze only two wilderness streams (Leland Creek and French Creek) of 
the five streams of concern, and that analysis was not detailed enough to determine the health of 
either Leland Creek or French Creek.  No analysis was completed at the wilderness lakes.  We 
are concerned that IWG has not done adequate sampling and monitoring of impacts from past 
releases into these wilderness streams, including cumulative impacts, as it is required under 
WAC 197-11-080 (requiring agencies to obtain missing information regarding significant 
adverse impacts, if the cost of obtaining information will not be exorbitant).  The cost and delay 
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of obtaining the missing data would not be exorbitant, yet the absence of such data is leading 
IWG to make environmentally harmful decisions. 
 
The DPEIS describes impacts on a stream resulting from the release of water from a wilderness 
lake (to improve the historic channel in lower Icicle Creek) as “insignificant” or they are found 
to be within the naturally occurring flow range of the stream.  The DPEIS goes on to identify the 
release of water as a benefit for the affected riverine system.  This simple analysis is faulty and 
ignores the natural flow regimes of each stream as having a characteristic pattern of flow 
magnitude, timing, duration, frequency, and rate of change.  All of these patterns play a critical 
role in supporting the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of each receiving stream, 
which collectively form the foundation of a healthy Icicle system supporting robust fisheries. 
  
Changes to stream chemical and physical conditions following flow alteration can lead to the 
reduction, elimination, or disconnection of optimal habitat for aquatic biota.  The DPEIS fails to 
recognize that “human-induced alteration of the natural flow regime can degrade a stream’s 
physical and chemical properties, leading to loss of aquatic life and reduced aquatic biodiversity.  
Protecting aquatic life from the effects of flow alteration involves maintaining multiple 
components of the flow regime within their typical range of hydrologic variation.”  See Final 
EPA-USGS Technical Report: Protecting Aquatic Live from Effects of Hydrologic Alteration. 
   
Altered flows can fail to provide the cues needed for aquatic species to complete their life cycles. 
For example, Pale Morning Duns (Order Ephemera Danica) will not emerge until stream water 
temperatures reach 60 degrees Fahrenheit.  Timing is also a factor, as they will also avoid 
emerging until the month 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-
native fishes. 
 
Furthermore, the ability of a stream to support aquatic life is linked to the maintenance of key 
flow-regime components.  For example, altering the regime by increasing flows brought about 
by releasing relatively high water velocities from a lake during mid-summer causes stream 
surface water, rich in oxygen, to bypass the sub-surface environment.  The typically low summer 
flows and corresponding low velocity allow oxygen to be pulled into the sub-surface 
environment, which needs oxygenated water this time of year to support invertebrates living in 
sub-surface environments.  Invertebrates are a source of food for other aquatic life, including 
fish, and tend to live in a subsurface zone (hyporheic zone). 
 
In addition to the impacts of unnaturally timed increases in discharge rates, the DPEIS also needs 
to examine the impacts of unnaturally reduced discharge during the period when storage is 
recovered, as well as lake shoreline (edge) effects.   
   
Further complicating these challenges are the expected changes to historic hydrologic conditions 
resulting from climate change, which adds additional complexity to the task of estimating 
acceptable levels of hydrologic variation. 
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If the projects described in the current DPEIS move forward, water will be discharged from 
wilderness lakes to improve the last four miles of Icicle Creek.  The health of Prospect Creek, the 
last mile of Leland Creek, the last five miles of French Creek, all of Eightmile Creek, the last 
five miles of Mountaineer Creek and the upper 20 miles of Icicle Creek are all affected by the 
proposed projects and must be adequately analyzed.  The DPEIS ignores lake ecology and how it 
might affect he streams below the lakes that are discharging water from the hypolimnetic zone, 
particularly Eightmile, Square and Upper Snow lakes.  Since Ecology has developed a model to 
determine stream health, Ecology should take the lead and determine the health of both lakes and 
streams that are part of the proposed project.   
 
With this summary of hydrological alteration in mind, and the importance of stream and lake 
health, it would be prudent to avoid implementing any of the DPEIS action alternatives until a 
team of scientists, educated in matters associated with stream and lake health, are ready to share 
their findings.  Such a study would help assure that the Alpine Lakes Wilderness remains a 
healthy wilderness, and that none of the targeted wilderness streams and lakes are harmed.   
 

7. Conservation components in the DPEIS are insufficient.  A revised DPEIS must 
expand these conservation actions to significantly reduce demands on Icicle Creek’s 
water, thereby allowing its watershed to function more naturally.  This will better 
support our region’s livability and economy over the long-term. 

Water conservation methods have the potential to meet City of Leavenworth and IPID 
consumptive demand in the Icicle watershed.  A fundamental premise of this approach is that 
water users are entitled only to the amount of water they need, and must exercise reasonable 
efficiency in their water use.  From a pragmatic standpoint, reducing demand and obtaining new 
supply through water conservation and efficiency measures and practices is good policy and will 
be more palatable to the public than projects that manipulate and increase diversions from the 
Enchantment Lakes region of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness.  
 
From review of documents and field sites, it is clear that significant water savings can be 
obtained through tightening up water delivery and consumption infrastructure in the 
Leavenworth area, and through demand management efforts.  Further, with respect to the City of 
Leavenworth, re-calculation of future demand is appropriate.  
 
It appears feasible that water conservation and efficiency measures, combined with a transfer of 
water and service duties from IPID to the City of Leavenworth, could meet the consumptive use 
needs of both entities. 
 
Here are more specific comments on water efficiency and conservation: 
  

(a) Incorrect Legal Assumptions.  The DPEIS is incorrect and inadequate in its assumptions 
regarding necessary water efficiency and conservation.  As is established by state statute 
and court decisions, reasonable efficiency in the use of water is not an option for water 
right holders.  It is a requirement.  The DPEIS offers various combinations of water 
efficiency and conservation projects on the assumption that achieving water efficiency is 
optional.  However, achieving reasonable efficiency for Icicle Creek diverters, i.e., City 
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of Leavenworth, the Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery, and IPID must be a baseline 
for all alternatives, and not a bargaining chip for achieving other objectives.  This is how 
the Cascade Orchard Irrigation Company’s efficiency upgrades are treated in the DPEIS, 
and this treatment should extend to all other Icicle Creek water users. 
 

(b) Applied Conservation Analysis.  The DPEIS should contain analysis of Washington State 
water conservation laws, policies and requirements as they apply to each of the Icicle 
Creek water users.  This is particularly appropriate given that this is a “programmatic” 
EIS, and should be included as part of the extent and validity analysis of water rights as 
discussed above.  To the extent these users do not meet state requirements, projects to 
improve efficiencies should be established as baseline projects that will be applicable 
across all of the DPEIS alternatives.   
 

(c) Applied Water Waste Analysis.  To the extent water users are wasting water, they are not 
entitled to maintain and use their rights.  An evaluation of the extent of water waste 
committed by Icicle Creek water diverters, particularly IPID, should include review of 
conveyance loss and efficiencies from the point of release of water in the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness, the canal system, operational spills and any other particulars of the water 
delivery system.  This analysis is particularly important to understand the benefits and 
appropriate allocation of costs associated with the IPID Full Piping and IPID Pump 
Exchange alternatives.  A water waste analysis is particularly appropriate given that this 
is a “programmatic” EIS, and should be included as part of the extent and validity 
analysis of water rights as discussed above.  
 

(d) IPID Irrigation Efficiencies Project (Section 2.5.2).  This DPEIS section contains no 
discussion of actual efficiencies of the system (i.e., consumed water vs. transportation 
loss and waste).  It is rife with vague, unquantified, and anecdotal information about 
actual conservation activities (i.e., “some farmers have complained’; only “small 
portions” of canals remain unlined).  It lacks discussion about wasteful water use on 
converted residential properties.  For more information and photographs of IPID’s 
inefficient water use, see R.P. Osborn, Center for Environmental Law & Policy, Memo re 
“Water conservation potential for consumptive demand reduction and supply for City of 
Leavenworth and Icicle-Peshastin Irrigation Districts” (July 9, 2015), incorporated herein 
by reference. 
 

(e) Domestic Conservation (Section 2.5.4) – City of Leavenworth.  The DPEIS confuses 
wants and needs.  The City of Leavenworth and Ecology need to come to agreement 
regarding water rights for the City of Leavenworth, including to resolve an outstanding 
court case.  The DPEIS does not provide resolution to this issue but instead proposes to 
provide additional water rights (i.e., wants) to the City of Leavenworth without requiring 
the City to implement anything other than an inadequate water conservation plan that 
provides for water conservation in name only.  More specifically: 
 

a. The City of Leavenworth’s future water use demand projections are overly 
aggressive.  The City’s Water System Plan states that population 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 of 2.2% is not supported by the historic growth of water 
demands for the City of Leavenworth.   

b. Since 1990, water demands have varied from 850 to 1,165 acre-feet per year 
without a corresponding upward trend in water demand.  At the same time, the 
City’s population has increased from 1,692 to 1,990.  Essentially, for 27 years 
water use has not grown while the City's population has increased. The City of 
Leavenworth’s projections state that water use will begin to grow at a pace which 
is not supported by historical data.  

c. If water use growth for the City of Leavenworth is estimated at 1% per year 
(rather than the 2.2% shown in the City’s Water Plan) it will take until 2056 to 
exceed the temporary water right limitation of 1,465 acre-feet as imposed by the 
court ruling of Leavenworth 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 Leavenworth's Water System Plan specifically 
states that it is not going to utilize reclaimed water.  These statements are 
contradictory.  Failure to plan for use of reclaimed water indicates the City’s 
water plan is not aggressive. 

e. The City of Leavenworth should not receive additional water supply until its 
water conservation plan in the City’s Water System Plan aggressively promotes 
conservation as determined by the following factors: 

i. The City of Leavenworth is currently allocating only $1,000 per year for 
water conservation. 

ii. The City of Leavenworth’s unaccounted water (lost water) is 24%, grossly 
in excess of the statutory 10% mandate. 

iii.  The City of Leavenworth's water conservation plan does not included leak 
detection to determine where unaccounted for water is going. 

iv. Approximately 70% of all water used is during the summer months.  The 
City decided not to impose a conservation-based water rate due to the 
possible financial hardships imposed on its customers.  While we 
understand this is politically difficult to do, the City could gradually 
impose a conservation-based rate over many years to minimize the shock 
of a sudden rate increase. 

v. The City of Leavenworth water plan is designed to meet only the 
minimum Department of Health guidelines.  This is very disappointing 
and should have been resolved prior to release of the DPEIS.   

vi. With a more aggressive conservation program, the City of Leavenworth 
will not need as much additional water by 2050.  The Water System Plan 
guideline of 1,750 acre-feet of additional domestic supply should be 
revised to a lower number and the associated project(s) that is required to 
reach this goal should not be funded. 

 
(f) Domestic Conservation (Section 2.5.4) – Rural Water Use.  The DPEIS allocates 74 acre-

feet of domestic water for the growth of 199 additional households in the watershed in 
Chelan County.     
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a. Because Icicle Creek is over-appropriated, the basin should be closed for new 
growth.  If new growth is to occur, new households should be required to 
purchase existing water rights via water right exchanges and water banks.  This 
approach is similar to what is occurring in Kittitas and Yakima counties.  Growth 
should pay for growth.   

b. Growth should occur in cities and towns according to the Growth Management 
Act.  The guidelines in the DPEIS for water usage in Chelan County should be 
changed to reflect this. 

 
(g) Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery Conservation and Water Quality Projects (Section 

2.5.9).  The LNFH projects provide a good example of the flawed foundation of the Icicle 
Strategy.  Virtually all of the LNFH projects identified in the DPEIS are required to be 
completed by other laws and on the initiative of the federal agencies that own and operate 
the Hatchery in order to meet Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act, and U.S. treaty 
obligations.  Using LNFH upgrades as a bargaining chip to justify other elements of the 
DPEIS projects is inappropriate.  It is evident from the DPEIS that many LNFH projects 
have been or will be implemented by the Hatchery, including water supply piping, 
effluent pumpback, fish screening, streamflow augmentation, circular tanks and fish 
passage.     
 

(h) Water Markets (Section 2.5.12).  The water market proposal artificially limits itself to 
discussion solely of providing water to interruptible water markets in the basin.  If the 
City of Leavenworth or other municipalities do in fact require additional water supply for 
future growth, water markets could serve that purpose.  One obvious example would 
involve transfer of water from IPID to Leavenworth for residences in the Ski Hill area.  
There appears to substantial waste of water in that neighborhood (see RP Osborn, 
Conservation Memorandum, cited above, including photos), which largely converted 
from orchards at some time in the past.  Bringing those properties into reasonably 
efficient water duties for residential properties could free up water to serve properties 
elsewhere in the City of Leavenworth water system.  This is an example of how a water 
market might operate to serve new demand.  The DPEIS should be amended to evaluate a 
larger range of options for this tool.  

 
8. Miscellaneous comments. 

 
(a) Inadequate Instream Flow Goals.  The proposed non-drought year 100 cfs flow target 

does not meet basic needs of Icicle Creek wild fisheries.  Further, the 60 cfs drought goal 
is inconsistent with scientific consensus that fish must have adequate cold water in 
drought periods to avoid significant impacts caused by high water temperatures.  The 
appropriate flow goal is 250 cfs, which represents not an “every year” flow, but the high 
water year flow that is necessary to ensure survival and healthy populations of wild fish.  
For more information, see “Analysis of Icicle Creek Instream Flow Benefits of Three 
‘Base Projects’ During Low Flow Months” prepared by Mark Hersh, Wild Fish 
Conservancy, and Dick Reiman, Icicle Creek Project (16 pp., July 2013), transmitted to 
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the Icicle Work Group, and letter from Wild Fish Conservancy to Tom Tebb (14 pp., 
12/19/13).  These documents are incorporated herein by reference. 
 

(b) IPID Full Piping & Pump Exchange Project.  As is evident in Figures 2-6, 2-7 and 2-8, 
the Alternative 1, 2, 3 and 4 “Base Package” projects are unable to meet even the 
inadequate 100/60 cfs flow goals.  Only the IPID full piping and pump exchange scenario 
(in Alternative 5) is able to come close to achieving the pre-development natural flows in 
Icicle Creek that are necessary to support healthy fisheries.  

 
(c)  Junior Water Users.  The DPEIS sets forth as a “guiding principle” agricultural 

reliability, with a specific goal of providing full water rights to the 56 interruptible water 
rights holders in the basin.  While this principle is compassionate, it fails to recognize 
that these water users took their rights with an understanding that they were interruptible, 
and indeed the prior appropriation doctrine operates on the principle that junior users will 
be curtailed during low water years.  The predicament of these users was deliberately 
created by Ecology when it chose to issue more water rights than there is sufficient water 
to fulfill each year, and by the water users when they chose to accept such rights.  
Because Ecology has not closed the basin, what is to prevent this cycle from repeating 
itself?  As specifically contemplated in the DPEIS alternatives, Ecology will continue to 
issue junior water rights, which are then curtailed, leading to future water projects to 
make these juniors “whole.”  The DPEIS fails to discuss the implications of this open-
ended water management. 
 

(d) Easement Map.  The description of IPID’s easements in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness 
(DPEIS p. 2-44) should include maps, including the map that shows that IPID does not 
hold an easement for the entirety of Eightmile Lake. 
 

(e) Section 2.5.7 Habitat Protection.  The discussion of land acquisitions through the Upper 
Wenatchee Community Land Plan appears to target lands outside the Icicle Creek basin.  
The DPEIS does not provide a basis for understanding how these land acquisitions 
benefit Icicle Creek.  It appears the Icicle Work Group has evaded an issue by simply 
adopting the goals and priorities of another group.  This approach does not support 
expansion of the Wenatchee basin instream flow reserve for the Icicle sub-basin. 
 

(f) Section 2.5.7 Instream Flow Amendment.  As noted in discussion of City of Leavenworth 
water conservation above, the City has significantly overestimated future demand, and is 
underperforming on state mandated water conservation requirements.  Expansion of the 
instream flow rule domestic reserve based on City demand and planning is not justified.  
The DPEIS fails to discuss this. 
 

(a) Section 2.5.9 LNFH Groundwater Augmentation.  The DPEIS fails to identify or analyze 
the problem of utilizing groundwater collectors to pump groundwater in direct hydraulic 
continuity with Icicle Creek.  This proposal appears to propose improving reliability of 
LNFH groundwater supply at the expense of depleting flows in Icicle Creek.   
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(b) The Cost of Water.  The DPEIS provides a misleading and inappropriate comparison for 
developing water.  Chapter 2 states five times that the cost of water in the Columbia 
Basin is $500/acre-foot for projects developed by the Office of the Columbia River 
(OCR).  OCR projects such as the Lake Roosevelt Drawdown or Sullivan Lake transfer 
represent heavily subsidized projects that were developed as “low hanging fruit,” and are 
not appropriate for comparison in the DPEIS.  One problem is that this number does not 
appear to include infrastructure costs, thus creating an apples-to-oranges comparison.  In 
contrast, the costs associated with providing water to, for example, the Odessa Subarea 
have been astronomical, but covered by programs such as the ARRA and other grants.  
We suspect these numbers are not included in the $500/acre-foot “baseline.”  The DPEIS 
at page 2-57 does, however, identify the previously completed IPID Canal to Pipeline 
Conversion as costing $2 million to obtain 360 acre-feet of water, i.e., a $5,555/acre-foot 
cost.   The DPEIS is deficient in failing to provide appropriate and realistic cost 
comparisons for Columbia Basin water development. 

 
Conclusion  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Icicle DPEIS.  Our organizations 
support collaborative efforts to develop innovative and sound approaches to water and natural 
resource management for Icicle Creek and the greater Wenatchee River basin, and we appreciate 
the commitment of organizations, tribes, agencies, and individuals to this important endeavor.  
As we face a certain future of increased demands on limited water resources, such collaborative 
efforts will be required to balance the range of competing needs.  Broad-based community 
involvement and support as well as transparency and trust are critical ingredients for success. 
 
For all reasons described above, we request the Icicle DPEIS be withdrawn, revised, and re-
released as a Revised Draft PEIS for public comment once the deficiencies detailed here are 
addressed.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Rick McGuire, President     
Alpine Lakes Protection Society    
 
Kitty Craig, Washington State Deputy Director 
The Wilderness Society 
 
Trish Rolfe, Executive Director 
Center for Environmental Law & Policy 
 
George Nickas, Executive Director 
Wilderness Watch 
 
Gary Macfarlane, Ecosystem Defense Director 
Friends of the Clearwater 
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Sharon Lunz, President  
Icicle Creek Watershed Council 
 
Kurt Beardslee, Executive Director 
Wild Fish Conservancy 
 
Art Campbell, President 
North Central Washington Audubon Society 
 
Gus Bekker, President 
El Sendero Backcountry Ski & Snowshoe Club 
 
John Spring, President 
Spring Family Trust for Trails 
 
Mark Boyar, President 
MidFORC  
 
Mike Town, President 
Friends of Wild Sky 
 
Tom Uniack, Executive Director  
Washington Wild  
 
Annie Cubberly, Broadband Leader 
Polly Dyer Cascadia Chapter   
Great Old Broads for Wilderness 
 
Tom Hammond, President 
North Cascades Conservation Council 
 
George Milne, President  
Federation of Western Outdoor Clubs 
 
Doug Scott, Principal 
Doug Scott Wilderness Consulting 
 
Lee Davis, Executive Director 
The Mazamas  
 
William Campbell, President 
Friends of Lake Kachess 
 
Tom Martin, Council Member 
River Runners For Wilderness  
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John Brosnan, Executive Director 
Seattle Audubon Society  
 
Kathi & Greg Shannon, Steering Committee members 
Friends of Enchantments 
 
Lori Andresen, President  
Save Our Sky Blue Waters 
 
Melissa Bates, President 
Aqua Permanente 
 
Kirt Lenard, President 
Issaquah Alps Trails Club 
 
Brian Hoots, President  
Spokane Mountaineers  
 
Harry Romberg, National Forests Co-Chair 
Washington State Chapter 
Sierra Club 
 
Chris Maykut, President 
Friends of Bumping Lake 
 
Judy Hallisey, President 
Kittitas Audubon Society 
 
Thomas O’Keefe, PhD 
Pacific Northwest Stewardship Director 
American Whitewater 
 
Denise Boggs, Executive Director 
Conservation Congress 
 
 
 
cc:  Governor Jay Inslee 

U.S. Senator Patty Murray 
U.S. Senator Maria Cantwell 
U.S. Representative Dave Reichert 
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest Supervisor Mike Williams 
Wenatchee River District Ranger Jeff Rivera 

 
 

 
 
July 30, 2018 
 
Tom Tebb 
Director, Office of Columbia River 
Washington Department of Ecology 
1250 Alder Street 
Union Gap, WA 98903 
 
Mike Kaputa, Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Department 
411 Washington Street, Suite 201 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
  
Re: Icicle Strategy Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
Submitted via email to: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us 
 
Dear Directors Tebb and Kaputa, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
(PEIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Access Fund, The Mountaineers and Washington Trails Association (WTA) - 
all human-powered recreation organizations in Washington State - come together to work on issues 
relating to recreation, access and conservation.  
 
The Icicle Strategy is an expansive undertaking, aiming to implement a comprehensive water resource 
management plan in the Icicle Creek Subbasin. Its guiding principles are designed to create healthy 
streamflow, a sustainable Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery (LNFH), meet municipal demand for 
additional water, improve agricultural reliability, enhance the Icicle Creek habitat, and comply with 
state, federal, and tribal treaty rights. As organizations that represent hikers, climbers and mountain 
bikers in Washington state, our interest lies in ensuring that those who recreate in the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin can enjoy its trails and outdoor opportunities. This includes ensuring that any project’s long 
and short-term impacts are analyzed and take effective steps to mitigate alterations to these outdoor 
opportunities. Furthermore, the PEIS should meet all of the guiding principles set forth for the Icicle 
Workgroup.  
 
The Enchantments are a valued landscape to our organization’s nearly 30,000 members. For example, 
since 1998, WTA has contributed 7,471 volunteer hours to trail work in the Enchantment Area Permit 
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Zone. Collectively, hikers and climbers have filed over 1,100 trip reports for trails impacted by the Icicle 
Strategy, including the Enchantments Trail, Snow Lakes Trail, Eightmile Lake Trail and Klonaqua Lakes 
Trail. This equates to more than 11,500 miles hiked on these trails alone.  
 
The vast lands of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness are of immense value to hikers and climbers in 
Washington state. This area is widely considered to be one of the most beautiful and cherished areas by 
those who recreate outdoors. Individuals from all walks of life and from areas of the Northwest travel to 
visit these lands each year. Changes proposed in this plan to this area could cause closures or 
permanently impair its environment, riparian ecosystem, and popular recreation areas. 
 
Our organizations support projects within the Icicle Strategy pertaining to habitat protection and 
enhancement projects, fish passage, fish screening and water conservation efficiencies. These projects 
could support the LNFH in meetings its goals and fall within the guiding principles of the Icicle Strategy. 
These conservation elements of the plan are foundational to the protection of this area and the outdoor 
experiences hikers and climbers enjoy.  
 
Recommendations 
We suggest that the following projects be removed from the Icicle Strategy: 

● Eightmile Lake Storage Enhancement 
● Upper Klonaqua Lake Storage Enhancement 
● Upper and Lower Snow Lake Storage Enhancement 

 
We also suggest the following measures be taken to ensure all projects included in the Icicle Strategy 
meet its guiding principles:  

● Conduct a formal NEPA for all projects taking place in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness  
● Ecology must perform a “Extent and Validity” determination for the three primary water rights 

holders in the Icicle Creek Subbasin 
 
Our organizations are concerned about the following projects: 
Eightmile Lake Enhancement: We are concerned that the projects listed at Eightmile Lake could flood 
the trail and surrounding campsites. These projects could also create significant physical and visual 
impacts to the trail and area immediately surrounding it. 
 
Appendix B of the DPEIS title, “The Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration Feasibility Study”, discusses 
possible strategies for accessing Eightmile Lake during construction of the projects. Table 5-1 on Page 55 
indicates that excavators would be used. Their use could create lasting negative impact on this heavily 
popular trail and wilderness area. This study does not address mitigation strategies for these impacts.  
 
The feasibility study also discusses the Eightmile Lake Trail as between the Eightmile Lake Trailhead and 
Eightmile Lake itself, but does not discuss the trail surrounding the lake, or campsites immediately 
surrounding it. These areas would likely be flooded if these projects are undertaken.  
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Due to the possible permanent negative impacts to Eightmile Lake, we request the Eightmile Lake 
Enhancement project be removed from the Icicle Strategy. This project lacks key mitigation strategies 
for eliminating negative impacts to the trail, implementation and outdoor recreation and the wilderness. 
 
Upper and Lower Snow Lake Storage Enhancement: Chapter 4 of the PEIS document outlines impacts 
and mitigation strategies for Icicle Strategy projects. Section 4.2.5.1 discusses the short-term impacts, 
which at Snow Lakes would require heavy construction equipment. As noted in section 4.2.5.2, Long-
Term Impacts, the Upper and Lower Snow Lakes Storage Enhancement Project “would result in water 
levels that are higher than historical levels.” As this lake is popular with campers and the trail follows 
around the lake itself, this project could flood the surrounding trail. The steep, rocky terrain surrounding 
this lake would make this trail difficult and costly to relocate. 
 
Without proper NEPA analysis or mitigation strategies for construction and given the possibility of trail 
flooding due to higher water levels, our organizations oppose this project and request it be removed 
from the Icicle Strategy. 
 
Upper Klonaqua Lake Storage Enhancement: At the Klonaqua Lakes, the PEIS (Chapter 4, Section 4.2.5.1) 
notes that the Upper Klonaqua Lake Storage Enhancement project is still at a conceptual stage. Given 
that, the impacts to these lakes remains unclear. Without a clear indication of the impacts to the trail 
and shoreline, this project should not continue. The long-term impacts from this particular project 
would “result in lake levels that are drawn down below the historical range.” Not only would this create 
lasting negative visual impacts to the lakes, but they could result in increased natural resource erosion. 
As written in the PEIS, the impacts to the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes are inadequately described 
and missing key information pertaining to construction, maintenance and impacts to trail.   
 
Without further information regarding this project and its implementation and impacts, this project is an 
incomplete proposal. Our organizations are concerned with the information provided on this project, its 
possibility for lasting negative visual and physical impacts and request it be removed from the Icicle 
Strategy.  
 
Conduct a formal NEPA for all projects taking place in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness  
Without sufficient NEPA provided, the range of alternatives presented in the Draft PEIS includes actions 
unprecedented in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. These actions could set a model that allows for further 
new actions in wilderness area; an undesirable outcome for all those working to protect the beauty of 
these lands.  
 
Section 1.5.2.7 of the PEIS outlines the guiding principles of the IWG to “Comply with State and Federal 
Law, and Wilderness Acts”. This section notes that the IWG actively identified and engaged with the US 
Bureau of Reclamation (USBR) and US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to create projects and 
alternatives for the Icicle Strategy. Yet the United State Forest Service (USFS) has jurisdiction over much 
of the land impacted by the aforementioned projects. Therefore, the USFS would be required to conduct 
a NEPA analysis before any projects could commence.  
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According to section 1.9.3.2 of the PEIS, the USBR and USFWS are reviewing “proposals on Snow Lake 
valve replacement and automation, screening and upgrading the intake structure, water conservation 
measures at LNFH and groundwater development.” This section states that the USBR is considering 
additional EA and EIS work for the other projects, however does not provide further information about 
which projects are being considered for further EA and EIS work, nor does it provide a timeline for the 
dissemination of this information to community partners and members of the IWG.  
 
A revised PEIS should provide further information regarding the NEPA status and process of all projects 
proposed to take place in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 
 
Ecology must perform an “Extent and Validity” determination for the three primary water rights 
holders in the Icicle Creek Subbasin 
To date, Ecology has made no extent and validity determination of either IPID or LNFH diversionary or 
storage water rights. Given the amounts of storage that are proposed to be diverted and the 
implementation of these projects, an extent and validity determination must be performed to certify 
IPID’s correct amounts for any Storage and Diversion rights for primary water rights holders, which 
would determine the feasibility of the projects outlined in the Draft PEIS.   
 
Conclusion 
As a protected wilderness area, each project in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness must be carefully 
considered to follow the federal Wilderness Act of 1964. They also must follow the guiding principles as 
outlined in the Icicle Strategy documents and as determined by the IWG.  
 
The Icicle Strategy’s proposed Eightmile Lake Enhancement, Upper Klonaqua Lake Storage Enhancement 
and Upper and Lower Snow Lake Storage Enhancement projects should be removed from the draft PEIS 
provided by Chelan County. As they take place in a designated wilderness area, each project requires a 
sufficient NEPA analysis. As written, these projects could flood surrounding trail, campsites and create 
adverse wilderness area impacts -- while the Draft PEIS documents do not provide adequate measures 
to avoid these circumstances or mitigate these negative impacts.  
 
Furthermore, IPID and LNFH's diversion and storage water rights are in question. An extent and validity 
determination must be performed by Ecology prior to subsequent actions on the Icicle Strategy.  
 
While we recognize the need for enhanced water storage and increased efforts to support fish 
population and habitat in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, these problems can also be solved without direct 
significant impacts to popular areas for the outdoor recreation community. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this process. As the Icicle Strategy continues, we hope 
that all stakeholders involved are actively included in planning and decision-making processes. Please 
add our organizations to further communications regarding this strategy. 
 

13-13

13-14

13-15

 
 

Sincerely, 
 

Andrea Imler 
Advocacy Director 
Washington Trails Association 

Katherine Hollis 
Conservation & Advocacy 
Director 
The Mountaineers 

Joe Sambataro  
Northwest Regional Director 
Access Fund 
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July 25, 2018

Mr. Mike Kaputa
Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Department
411 Washington Street, Suite 201,
Wenatchee, WA 98801

Re: Icicle Strategy DPEIS – comments

Dear Mr. Kaputa:

The Alpine Lakes Foundation is pleased to submit these comments on the Icicle Strategy
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS).

Who we are. The Alpine Lakes Foundation is a duly registered non profit Washington
corporation, that has been active for 25 years. Our mission is to educate the public, through
information, study, advocacy and otherwise, on the Alpine Lakes Wilderness and surrounding
lands, and to aid and support their preservation and stewardship. We are a separate
organization from the Alpine Lakes Protection Society, although we share similar goals.

Comments – Lack of legal authority The DPEIS describes alternatives proposed by a
working group of many organizations, but the only member of that group with any primary
water rights is the Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District. All the alternatives assume that the
irrigation district can exercise those rights or make its water available to the extent necessary
to carry out the alternatives. Yet, the DPEIS assumes without discussion that the irrigation
district has the legal right to do this, when in fact, for the following reasons, it does not:

1. The irrigation district has forfeited, relinquished, or never acquired the right to store
or release more water from the lakes identified in the DPEIS than it has historically stored or
released. The irrigation district never held or no longer holds the right to store or use the
additional quantities of water envisioned by the various alternatives. Revised Code of
Washington 90.14.160. Okanogan Wilderness League v. Town of Twisp and Department of
Ecology, 133 Wn.2d 769, 947 P.2d 732 (1997). This decision is based on common law
abandonment, which is independent of the foregoing statute.

2. Any water within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness that the irrigation district has not
historically used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. This doctrine stems from Winters v. United States, 207 U.S. 564 (1908). The U.S.
Supreme Court has applied it more recently in U.S. v. New Mexico, 438 U.S. 696, 702 (1978);
Cappaert v. U.S., 426 U.S. 128 (1976); and Arizona v. California, 373 U.S. 546, 601 (1963).

3. Any attempt by the irrigation district to store or release more water than it
historically has used within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness would violate section 4 of the
Wilderness Act, the Alpine Lakes Area Management Act of 1976, and the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness Management Plan, pp 162 64 (1981).
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4. These foregoing points also apply to the US Bureau of Reclamation and the US Fish &
Wildlife Service with respect to Snow and Nada Lakes.

5. The easements, permits, or deeds granted by the US Forest Service to the irrigation
district do not override the foregoing laws, nor do they address or affect the extent of the
irrigation district’s water rights.

6. The irrigation district has never had and currently does not hold any water rights at
Upper Klonaqua Lake.

For the foregoing reasons, all the alternatives in the DPEIS are wishful thinking because
they lack any legal basis.

Comments – How the Icicle Strategy could be improved.
1. The Strategy should be revised to rely only on those quantities of water at specific

lakes that the irrigation district has historically used and therefore has the right to use.
2. Moving the irrigation district’s point of diversion downstream to the Wenatchee

River, as proposed in Alternative 5, would greatly improve stream flows in Icicle Creek.
However, the rest of Alternative 5 should be dropped. It suffers from the same lack of legal
authority as already discussed.

3. Water conservation proposals in the DPEIS should be significantly expanded to
reduce demands on Icicle Creek’s water. This would allow the Icicle watershed to function
more naturally, including enhanced stream flows.

4. The DPEIS should acknowledge the land management role and authority of the U.S.
Forest Service on national forest lands, its special responsibilities to protect the wilderness
character of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, and the application of numerous federal laws to
many of the actions proposed in the Icicle Strategy.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments.

Very truly,

ALPINE LAKES FOUNDATION
s/David G. Knibb
By David G. Knibb, Vice President
100 98th Avenue NE #E 6
Bellevue, WA 98004 5461

iciclenetwork1@gmail.com
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North Central Washington Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 2934 
Wenatchee, WA 98807 
www.ncwaudubon.org 
 

 
July 29, 2018 
 
Mike Kaputa 
Director 
Natural Resource Department, Chelan County 
411 Washington Street, Suite 201 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
 
Re: Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the Icicle Creek Water 
Resource Management Strategy, Chelan County, Washington 
 
Dear Mr. Kaputa: 
 
The North Central Washington Audubon Society appreciates the opportunity to provide 
comments to the DPEIS for the Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Strategy.  
 
Minimizing impacts to in-stream and lake habitat in the Icicle watershed is necessary to 
preserve the healthy environment that underpins our region’s economy and way of life.  
To minimize habitat impacts, the amount of water drawn from the Icicle must be 
minimized.  To minimize water withdrawals while also providing sufficient water for 
downstream users, water use by all users must be as efficient as possible.  This would 
require implementation of aggressive conservation measures, which should include 
conveyance infrastructure improvements to minimize water loss, increased metering, and 
pricing of water in combination with issuance of bonds to finance a substantial buy-down 
of agricultural water rights in the area served by the Icicle’s water.  Unfortunately, none 
of the alternatives under consideration appears to include this level of aggressive 
conservation.  WAC 197-11-440(5)(b) states “Reasonable alternatives shall include 
actions that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal's objectives, but at a lower 
environmental cost or decreased level of environmental degradation.”  An alternative 
with aggressive conservation measures would be a reasonable alternative under SEPA as 
it could attain the proposal’s objectives while resulting in less overall environmental 
impact than any of the alternatives analyzed in the DPEIS. 
 
The introduction to Section 1.1 contains the statement “Additionally, the PEIS will serve 
as the basis for future project-level environmental review that may be required if 
additional adverse impacts not identified in this document are probable.”  Future project-
level actions that are not exempt will require environmental review and a threshold 
determination as stated in WAC 197-11-310(1).  The question is not whether review 
would be required but whether additional documentation will be required or whether the 
PFEIS can be adopted under WAC 197-11-630.  The text should be modified to clarify 
this point. 
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The introduction of Section 3.6 of the DPEIS states that the description of water rights in 
that section “does not represent an extent and validity review and is not intended to 
determine the validity of quantities of water available under these water rights”.  We 
appreciate this acknowledgement, as we believe some of the water rights originally 
granted haven’t been tapped for decades and are now likely invalid. 
 
Section 3.6 is titled Water Use whereas the entire section describes water rights.  This 
highlights a semantic issue that propagates throughout the document and reveals a 
substantive underlying issue.  In the DPEIS, the terms “use” and “demand” appear to be 
synonyms for water right rather than actual water use, the assumption apparently being 
that each user is actually using or has an actual demand for the full quantity of water 
allowed in the user’s presumed water right.  For example, Table 3.10 lists claimed 
surface water rights on Icicle Creek, some of which apparently authorize only 
instantaneous quantities.  The total annual quantities needed for the beneficial uses of 
water claimed under water rights authorizing maximum instantaneous withdrawals are 
not, but should be, provided. 
 
Also, the apparent assumption of actual water use or demand equaling a presumed water 
right, which is almost certainly invalid, highlights the need for comprehensive metering 
to understand actual water use.  An understanding of actual water use would facilitate a 
rational system-wide water allocation that provides sufficient water to downstream water 
users while minimizing the amount of water extracted from the Icicle and minimizing or 
avoiding modifications to lakes in the upper Icicle drainage. 
 
The extent to which claimed existing water rights would be used or new water rights 
obtained under each alternative is unclear.  For example, Table 3.9 lists a water storage 
right for Eightmile Lake with an adjudicated annual quantity of 2,500 acre-feet.  Section 
2.3.5 describes Alternative 4 involving “increasing the useable storage [of Eightmile 
Lake] to approximately 3,500 acre-feet”.  This increase in storage would presumably 
require acquisition of a water storage right for an additional 1,000 acre-feet assuming that 
the original water storage right remains valid.  There is also a lack of clarity with respect 
to water rights claimed by the City of Leavenworth in relation to the amount of water that 
would be provided to the City under the various alternatives.  Tables 3.9 and 3.10 provide 
a clear listing of claimed water rights.  A similarly clear tabulation of new water rights 
required under the various alternatives, assuming claimed water rights are valid, would be 
useful to the reader. 
 
Section 3.6.1.2 describes groundwater rights held by the City of Leavenworth with 
“points of diversion near RM 27.2 of the Wenatchee River”.  This section further states: 
“the City of Leavenworth may be amenable to exercising water made available through 
the Icicle Strategy from their Wenatchee River well field rather than their Icicle Creek 
diversion.”   Impacts and implications for reduced modification to the Icicle system as a 
result of using this groundwater by the City should be analyzed in the EIS.  The statement 
that the City “may be amenable” is ambiguous as to the City’s actual willingness to draw 
from that groundwater source. The EIS should therefore also clarify under what 
conditions the City would use that source. 
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The DPEIS is unclear regarding to what extent actions implemented under the eventual 
approved Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Strategy would facilitate projected 
development of the City of Leavenworth to 2050.  The text should be clarified on this 
point, and the impacts resulting from development that could not otherwise occur but for 
implementation of the Management Strategy described as indirect impacts in the PEIS as 
required under WAC 197-11-060(4). 
 
We disagree with several conclusions reached in Section 4.28 regarding unavoidable 
adverse impacts.  For example, impacts to Earth, Surface Water, Water Quality, 
Shorelines, and Fish and to Aesthetics, Recreation, and Wilderness from modifications to 
lakes in the upper Icicle drainage, for example, late summer drawdowns of Eightmile 
Lake under Alternative 4, would be significant.  Sufficient detail is available at this 
programmatic stage of analysis to reach appropriate conclusions regarding significance of 
unavoidable impacts.  Adequate consideration of environmental impacts during 
finalization of the management strategy requires that these conclusions be available to 
decisionmakers.  If conclusions regarding the significance of unavoidable impacts are 
nonetheless postponed, project-level environmental review should be a supplemental 
environmental impact statement to adequately assess impacts. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
 
 

Arthur Campbell 
President 
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From: Donna Osseward <osseward@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 5:01 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comments on Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy

Olympic Park Associates (OPA) appreciates this opportunity to comment on the Draft Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (DPEIS) for the “Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy.”
While our mission is “to protect the wilderness and ecological integrity of Olympic National Park”, OPA feels that harm
to any American wilderness creates a precedence for harm to all wilderness areas. OPA considers wilderness to be the
highest form of the multiple use of our lands.
In looking at the proposed Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS) for the “Icicle Creek Watershed
Water Resources Management Strategy”, OPA considers the proposal, as written, would violate NEPA and the
Wilderness Act of 1964.
Specifically, any actions that will change the flow of water within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a violation of the
Wilderness Act. The Colchuck, Eightmile, Upper and Lower Snow, Nada, Lower Klonaqua, and Square lakes, and the
Eightmile, French, Icicle, Klonaqua, Leland, Mountaineer, Prospect, and Snow creeks could all be negatively impacted by
actions described in the DPEIS. Also, OPA contends IPID’s easements do not supersede the Wilderness Act. OPA feels the
DPEIS must be revised to address NEPA and Wilderness Act misunderstandings in its current version. OPA concurs with
the North Cascades Conservation Council’s concerns on the Icicle project’s effects on the Alpine Lakes Wilderness.
From wilderness we get clean air and water. Both move beyond the wilderness area boundaries. Properly used
wilderness provides a recreational sanctuary that can be enjoyed by many. Wilderness provides a place for wildlife far
better than a zoo. It protects ecosystems that hold genes that have and will provide the basis for a great percentage of
our medicines. Genes that have helped and will help to provide cures for agricultural ills. As environmental conditions
change, new plant and animal genes may be needed to strengthen agricultural crops and animals. Wilderness is a library
and laboratory for our Creator’s genetic wonders. Wonders our scientists discover, not create.
The use of wilderness must be such that none of its gifts are sacrificed to one use or group of people. These federal
lands belong to all the people of the United States. Their value belongs to all the people of the United States. With
coming climate change, protecting these gifts will require our efforts to preserve and protect them for future
generations. Without wilderness there will be less clean water, air, and its other gifts. Will this generation take from
future generations or will it keep the benefits that cannot be bought later for any amount of money?
Before we, everywhere, use short term methods to increase water availability, we must conserve the water we take. We
must develop methods for using water that:

better holds it in the ground to produce our crops;
allows less evaporation in holding it, using it, and transporting it;
and keep it clean not filling it with pollutants for the next user.

Taking wilderness and not cleaning the water we pollute is not a responsible use of water. We all must take more
responsibility in using water wisely.

Sincerely,
Donna Osseward, President
Olympic Park Associates
13000 Linden Ave N, Apt 433
Seattle, WA 98133

Donna Osseward
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902 SE North Bend Way 
North Bend, WA 98045 
206 295 9359 
www.pcta.org 

 
July 30, 2018 
 

Mike Kaputa, director 
Chelan County Natural Resource Department 
411 Washington Street., Suite 201 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 
 
Dear Mr. Kaputa, 
 
I am writing today to voice the Pacific Crest Trail Association’s opposition to Chelan County’s 
water resource management plan in the Icicle Creek Strategy. Please include this letter in your 
public comments. 
 
While we have no comments on the project’s goals, merits or various options, we are deeply 
concerned about its impact on the Alpine Lakes Wilderness and the precedent-setting potential 
it would have to weaken our nation’s wilderness preservation system.   
 
We voice these concerns because the Pacific Crest Trail crosses the Alpine Lakes Wilderness 
for 65.4 miles. While the proposed project would not directly affect the trail tread, it would 
significantly affect the experience of trail users. 
 
As the longest hiking and equestrian trail in the United States, the 2,650-mile Pacific Crest Trail 
is often referred to as the crown jewel of the National Trails System. Designated as a National 
Scenic Trail by Congress with the passage of the 1968 National Trails System Act, the PCT 
passes through more federally designated wilderness than any of the country’s 11 National 
Scenic Trails. 
 
From the south, PCT hikers and horseback riders enter the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from 
Snoqualmie Pass, a popular recreation jumping off point for millions of annual visitors. The PCT 
is one of the primary ways into this great wilderness, and thousands of day hikers and weekend 
backpackers use the trail to fan out across the wilderness area’s nearly 700 lakes. It is the 
character of these lakes in particular that is threatened by the proposed action. 
 
Congress has designated 765 wilderness areas partly to ensure that they remain untrammeled, 
so generations can visit and experience them. For the thousands of Pacific Crest Trail 
Association members and volunteers who give their time and money to maintain and protect the 
trail, publicly owned wilderness areas are a great inherited treasure that should not be 
disturbed. 
 
That’s why the PCTA believes that any encroachment on designated wilderness would be a 
dangerous move. Wilderness protections ensure the longevity of places that provide clean air 
and water, preserve biological diversity and offer people much needed refuge from crowded 
cities.  
 
The Wilderness Act is as clear as a mountain stream. It states: “...there shall be no temporary 
road, no use of motor vehicles, motorized equipment or motorboats, no landing of aircraft, no 
other form of mechanical transport...” 
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Pacific Crest Trail Association 
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There is no way to do the work proposed in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness without violating this 
basic tenant of the Wilderness Act. The disturbance to the landscape, to wildlife and to the 
experiences of those seeking quiet recreation would be significant. 
 
Opening up a beloved wilderness area for any development puts the entire wilderness 
preservation system in a compromised position. We ask that you eliminate parts of your 
proposed action that are incompatible with careful wilderness management. These actions have 
the potential to set dangerous precedents. For example, the proposed boring of a tunnel from 
Upper Klonaqua Lake to Lower Klonaqua Lake cannot be implemented in a manner that 
conforms to the intent of the Wilderness Act nor the Alpine Lakes Area Management Act of 
1976. This action must be reconsidered.  
 
Wilderness is the highest form of protection for our nation’s public lands. This proposal, as 
written, would be a severe blow to what should be sacrosanct. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
  
 
Michael Hanley 
PCTA North Cascades Regional Representative    
                
 
 
CC:  
Beth Boyst, U.S. Forest Service, Pacific Crest Trail Program Administrator 
Justin Kooyman, PCTA, Associate Director of Trail Operations  
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Paul J. Lawrence
Paul.lawrence@pacificalawgroup.com

July 30, 2018

VIA EMAIL

Tom Tebb
Director, Office of Columbia River
Washington Department of Ecology
1250 Alder Street
Union Gap, WA 98903

Mike Kaputa
Director, Natural Resource Department
Chelan County
411 Washington Street, Suite 201
Wenatchee, WA 98801
(509) 670-6935
nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us

Re: Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Strategy
Comments on Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Directors Tebb and Kaputa:

We represent The Wilderness Society with regard to the Icicle Creek Watershed Water 
Resources Management Strategy (“Icicle Strategy”).  The Wilderness Society has joined with 
other environmental organizations to submit comments highlighting the land and water 
conservation concerns raised by the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(“DPEIS”) for the Icicle Strategy.  We write separately to identify legal issues raised by the 
DPEIS and to recommend how those issues should be addressed in a revised DPEIS.  We 
appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DPEIS and look forward to working with you to 
ensure that the PEIS proposes a sustainable, lawful, and comprehensive solution to the complex 
and demanding issues the Icicle Strategy was convened to address.

As a general matter, the legal deficiencies identified in this letter require that the DPEIS
be revised and re-issued.  Although there is a wealth of information in the DPEIS, its significant 
ambiguities and inadequate or nonexistent analysis of critical issues call into question whether 
the DPEIS is sufficient to meaningfully guide the government decision-making process and
facilitate public engagement. In its current form, the DPEIS is suitable to serve only as an 
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improper “ex post facto justification” for government action, depriving the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment on and improve the important government decisions at 
issue.1 We identify below the legal deficiencies in the DPEIS and suggest ways that those 
deficiencies can be remedied to move the decision-making process forward.

Consideration of Wilderness and Water Law Issues. As environmental groups have 
noted throughout this process and we reiterated in our May 24, 2018 letter, the DPEIS must 
confront the critical federal wilderness and water law issues posed by the Icicle Strategy to 
ensure that it proposes and evaluates only alternatives that are lawful.  As we described in our 
letter (attached as Exhibit A and incorporated by reference), the Icicle Strategy poses two main 
issues: (1) the scope and validity of the Icicle Irrigation District’s (the “District”) water rights, 
which determines if and how the Icicle Strategy may involve the dams in the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness, and (2) if and how the District’s easements with the Forest Service impact federal 
wilderness protections. Those issues must be resolved now, before action is taken, not later, 
when it becomes difficult or impossible to change course. Although the DPEIS states that “[a]ll
members of the Work Group agreed that a project cannot move forward if it is out of compliance 
with laws,” 2 the DPEIS does not analyze compliance with applicable laws and instead 
improperly punts these issues to project-level review.  

First, the DPEIS should be revised to evaluate the scope and validity of the District’s 
water rights, including whether all or part of those rights have been relinquished.  Consistent 
with basic principles of water law, this analysis must be premised on data regarding the District’s 
use of its rights over time, not the scope of those rights when first certificated or adjudicated.3

Although the DPEIS acknowledges that water rights must be put to beneficial use and may be 
relinquished otherwise,4 it does not state the measure of the District’s rights here, nor does it 
include basic information about the District’s usage over time.  Instead, the DPEIS notes only the 
rights that were adjudicated or certificated.5 We are aware of neither a legal presumption in 
favor of certificated rights nor of a legal prerequisite for a third party to first submit a request 
before Ecology can conduct an extent and validity determination. It is unreasonable to propose 
and purport to analyze projects which involve the dams in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness without 
first determining the extent and validity of the water rights upon which those projects are 
premised.  As the co-lead agency for this proposal under the State Environmental Policy Act 
(“SEPA”) and the agency with jurisdiction to determine water rights, Ecology must conduct that 
analysis now before moving forward with the decision-making process.

Second, the DPEIS should not just summarize wilderness law and the terms of the 
easements and other agreements, but should also apply those principles to the alternatives 
proposed.  Here, the DPEIS summarily concludes that “[n]on-wilderness uses that are authorized 

1 See Mentor v. Kitsap Cty., 22 Wn. App. 285, 291, 588 P.2d 1226 (1978) (internal citation omitted).  
2 DPEIS, p. 1-22.
3 “Under both state and federal law, beneficial use is ‘the basis, the measure and the limit’ of the right to the use of 
water.”  State, Dep't of Ecology v. Acquavella, 131 Wn.2d 746, 755-56, 935 P.2d 595 (1997).  
4 DPEIS, p. 1-47.
5 Id. at p. 2-105.  
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and do occur within the boundaries of the [Alpine Lakes Wilderness] include reservoir 
operations and use of motorized equipment for maintenance of these reservoirs and helicopter 
transport to and from the reservoirs” and notes that “[t]hese non-wilderness uses are permissible 
under various ownership structure and agreements, easements, and permits . . .”6 As noted in our 
May 24, 2018 letter, that is simply not the case.  The actions proposed in the DPEIS—including 
blasting a tunnel between two wilderness lakes, mechanizing infrastructure, and relying on 
regular and frequent helicopter flights to perform a widespread and significant construction 
project—are unprecedented intrusions into a protected wilderness area that are inconsistent with 
and go far beyond the limited rights granted in the easements.

We also note a few discrepancies in your description and limited analysis of federal 
wilderness protections.  In your description of the Wilderness Act, you state that “certain 
nonconforming uses are permitted as described within the act, including access to non-federal 
inholdings and for the maintenance and reconstruction of existing water infrastructure, such as 
dams.”7 That is incorrect.  Instead, the Wilderness Act permits only the President to authorize 
additional water resources and reservoirs to be constructed in wilderness.8 Congress may also 
authorize nonconforming uses in designated wilderness areas but, although Congress has 
explicitly grandfathered in existing water rights and infrastructure in several acts designating 
wilderness areas, it did not do so here.9 The DPEIS also fails to evaluate the impacts of the 
hundreds, if not thousands, of helicopter flights required for this proposal, based only on the fact 
that a 1981 Environmental Assessment found the District’s helicopter use then to be 
“permissible.”10 That the District’s limited emergency helicopter usage almost 40 years ago was 
found permissible is irrelevant to whether the unprecedented and expanded helicopter use 
required for the projects proposed in the DPEIS would also be.  Particularly where even just a 
couple of helicopter flights have been the subject of wilderness litigation, 11 it is imperative that 
those impacts be scrutinized here.

The lead agencies committed to this level of analysis in response to scoping comments, 
including by reassuring stakeholders that “the PEIS will discuss the compatibility of projects 
proposed to meet the Guiding Principles with applicable state and federal laws,” “[e]xisting 
easements, in-holder agreements, and State water rights will be reviewed,” and “[t]he PEIS will 
include narrative of the current state of water rights in the basin.”12 This thorough analysis must 
be done in a revised DPEIS, not just the final PEIS, to permit the public a meaningful 
opportunity to comment on it. Revising the DPEIS to address these deficiencies is necessary 

6 Id. at p. 3-139.
7 Id. at p. 1-45, 3-139.
8 16 U.S.C. § 1133(d)(4).  
9 See, e.g., Colorado Wilderness Act of Dec. 22, 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-560, §102(a)(5), 94 Stat. 3265, 3266; 
California Wilderness Act of 1984, Pub. L. No. 98-425, §101(a)(25), 98 Stat. 1619, 1622; Wyoming Wilderness Act 
of 1984, Pub. L. No. 98-550, §201(c), 98 Stat. 2807, 2809-10.
10 DPEIS, p. 3-148.
11 See, e.g., Olympic Park Assocs. v. Mainella, No. C04-5732FDB, 2005 WL 1871114, at *8 (W.D. Wash. Aug. 1, 
2005) (rejecting proposal to airlift two deteriorated shelters out of wilderness by helicopter because “it is in direct 
contradiction of the mandate to preserve the wilderness character of the Olympic Wilderness”).  
12See, e.g., DPEIS, Appendix A, p. 2.  
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also to fulfill SEPA’s stated purpose “to encourage the resolution of potential concerns or 
problems prior to issuing the final statement.”13

In summary, the DPEIS identifies but does not analyze important legal constraints that 
impact the range of alternatives that should be considered.  That analysis should be done at the 
programmatic level. It cannot be punted to the project level after determinative scoping 
decisions have already been made.  

Scope and Analysis of Alternatives.  The DPEIS also fails to appropriately select and 
analyze alternatives for the Icicle Strategy.  SEPA requires that the DPEIS evaluate “reasonable 
alternatives,” which “shall include actions that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal’s 
objectives, but at a lower environmental cost or decreased level of environmental degradation.”14

At the very least, the alternatives considered must “be representative of the range of choices to 
permit intelligent comparative evaluation.”15 SEPA also requires that the DPEIS identify and 
evaluate a no-action alternative to serve as a benchmark from which the impacts of the other 
alternatives can be measured.16 As described below, the scope of alternatives is improperly 
narrow, the amorphous descriptions of the selected alternatives preclude meaningful analysis or 
comment, and the DPEIS fails to properly identify and evaluate a true no-action alternative.  

First, the DPEIS improperly limits the range of alternatives because it declines to 
consider any alternatives which include decommissioning or removing the dams.17 The offered 
reasons for doing so are that removing the dams would (1) impede the operations of the District 
and the fish hatchery, (2) “reduce streamflow, decrease domestic and agricultural reliability,”
and make it “impossible” to meet the Guiding Principles for the Icicle Strategy due to climate 
change, and (3) impact private property rights.18 The DPEIS does not offer the factual or legal 
basis for those unsubstantiated conclusions. Indeed, decommissioning dams in wilderness has 
proven to be an effective way to balance wilderness and federal protections in the Uinta 
wilderness, where similar concerns to those noted in this DPEIS were adequately addressed by 
moving water rights to a diversion point downstream and modifying other infrastructure outside 
wilderness.19 Where the purpose of the Icicle Strategy is to “find collaborative solutions for 
water management within the Icicle Creek drainage,” dam removal could feasibly achieve that
goal (and indeed has proven to do so in the Uinta) and should be evaluated.  The three reasons 

13 WAC 197-11-400(4) (emphasis added).   
14 WAC 197-11-786; see also RCW 43.21C.030(2)(e) (requiring government agencies to “[s]tudy, develop, and 
describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved 
conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources”).  
15 Richard Settle, The Wash. State Envt’l Policy Act: A Legal and Policy Analysis, § 14.01(2)(b) (2015); see also 
Toandos Peninsula Ass'n v. Jefferson Cty., 32 Wn. App. 473, 483, 648 P.2d 448 (1982) (an EIS must “present[] 
sufficient information for a reasoned choice of alternatives.”).  
16 See WAC 197-11-440(5)(b)(ii); Ecology, SEPA Handbook, Publication #98-114, at *55 (2003), 
https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/98114.pdf.  
17 See DPEIS, p. 2-120.  
18 Id.
19 High Uinta Wilderness Area, High Mountain Lakes Stabilization Project, 
https://www.mitigationcommission.gov/hmls/hmls_home.htm (last accessed July 10, 2018).
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the DPEIS offers should more appropriately be included and expanded upon in the DPEIS to 
facilitate intelligent comparative evaluation of alternatives, not offered as a rationale for 
declining to evaluate dam removal in the first instance.

Second, the DPEIS should be revised to offer and evaluate a true “no-action alternative” 
to serve as a “benchmark” for evaluating the other alternatives proposed, as SEPA requires.20

The no-action alternative is “typically defined as what would be most likely to happen if the 
proposal did not occur.”21 The no-action alternative here is far from a “benchmark” and is 
instead defined to include a significant amount of the “action” proposed by the Icicle Strategy.  
The DPEIS appears to distinguish the no-action alternative primarily on the basis that it would 
not be part of a coordinated effort, but argues that much of the activities proposed in the 
alternatives would still move forward independently.22 For example, the DPEIS states that the 
no-action alternative could include “upgrading irrigation infrastructure at the Alpine Lakes and 
constructing diversion improvements, irrigation system upgrades, LNFH improvements, and fish 
passage work,”23 and that “[the District] and USFWS would likely maintain and upgrade their 
storage facilities . . . and construction level impacts could be similar to those discussed in the 
Program Alternatives.”24 In comparing the benefit and impacts of the no-action alternative to the 
other alternatives, the DPEIS suggests that the no-action alternative would be less beneficial 
because there would be “no coordinated and integrated effort to ensure that the projects move 
forward in a well planned manner.”25 Puzzlingly, it also suggests that the no-action alternative 
may have more significant adverse impacts because the “project proponents may have less input 
or coordination with other stakeholders[.]”26 By improperly conflating and confusing the no-
action alternative with the other alternatives, the DPEIS obscures and precludes meaningful 
analysis of the impacts of its proposed actions.  It also prejudges the alternatives analysis by 
assuming action will take place regardless of the DPEIS.  Instead, the no-action alternative 
should include only those actions that are foreseeable with current zoning and approvals, not 
hypothetical actions which require extensive study, permitting, and approvals to move forward
and are the subject of the government action being evaluated.

Third, the proposed alternatives are inadequately and amorphously described, which 
makes it almost impossible to comment on them, much less identify a preferred alternative.  The 
DPEIS presents each alternative as a “package” of projects, but fails to identify the complete 
slate of projects each alternative will include.  Specifically, each alternative lists its components, 
but qualifies that list with the statement that “[a]dditional projects may be pursued[.]”27 The 

20 See WAC 197-11-440(5)(b)(ii); SEPA Handbook, at *55.
21 SEPA Handbook, at *55.  
22 See, e.g., DPEIS, p. 4-168 (“Under the No-action Alternative, various agencies and other entities would continue 
to undertake individual actions to restore and enhance fish and aquatic resources in the Icicle project area and 
maintain existing infrastructure, but those actions would not be part of a coordinated program implemented with the 
support of the Icicle Work Group.”).  
23 Id.
24 Id. at p. 4-391, ES-28. 
25 Id. at p. 4-380.
26 Id. at p. 4-169.  
27 Id. at p. ES-9-12, 2-16, 2-23, 2-27, 2-32.
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other projects that the qualification encompasses are significant and, in some instances, change 
completely the nature of the alternative. For example, the DPEIS characterizes Alternative 3 as a 
“response to SEPA scoping comments that expressed a desire for an alternative that excluded 
projects within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area,” and the description of that alternative 
explicitly “except[s]” the Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration Project. 28 However, it also 
ambiguously and contrarily states that “[a]dditional projects may be pursued outside of the Icicle 
Strategy if Alternative 3 is selected as the preferred alternative, such as the Eightmile Lake 
Storage Restoration Project,” but that “project beneficiaries may be different and project 
timelines are unknown.” 29 For the DPEIS to be more than just a “discarded hypothetical 
exercise,” it must clearly describe the parameters of each alternative.30

Finally, if the lead agencies wish to consider emergency work at Eightmile Lake, that 
action must be identified and analyzed in the DPEIS, not just in the final PEIS.  SEPA directs 
that “an environmental impact statement should not merely be an ex post facto justification of 
official action but should serve to inform lawmakers of the environmental consequences of the 
proposal before them.”31 Here, the DPEIS states “[b]ecause of the timing of [the District’s] s
emergency declaration, the draft PIES [sic] does not contemplate this action’s impacts on the 
proposed alternatives . . . [t]his may be evaluated further in the final PEIS.”32 By deferring 
“contemplat[ion]” of this action until the final PEIS, the lead agencies are providing only the “ex 
post facto justification” that SEPA prohibits and precluding meaningful analysis and public 
comment.  The DPEIS should be revised to identify and evaluate the emergency work at 
Eightmile.  

Phased Review and Cumulative Impacts.  Punting to project-level review any 
meaningful analysis of the project components of the proposed alternatives is improperly 
piecemeal, precludes analysis of cumulative impacts, and threatens to create administrative 
inertia for the Icicle Strategy before its impacts are fully understood.  

SEPA requires that “[p]roposals or parts of proposals that are related to each other closely 
enough to be, in effect, a single course of action shall be evaluated in the same environmental 
document.”33 Proposals are closely related if they: (i) “[c]annot or will not proceed unless the 
other proposals (or parts of proposals) are implemented simultaneously with them; or (ii) [a]re 
interdependent parts of a larger proposal and depend on the larger proposal as their justification 
or for their implementation.”34 Because the project components are interdependent parts of and 
depend on the Icicle Strategy for their implementation, phased review is inappropriate and they 
must be evaluated together. Further, “[p]hased review is not appropriate when: . . . [i]t would . . . 

28 DPEIS, at p. ES-101-11.
29 Id. (emphasis added).  
30 Lands Counc. v. Wash. State Parks Recreation Comm’n, 176 Wn. App. 787, 803, 309 P.3d 734 (2013).
31 See Mentor v. Kitsap Cty., 22 Wn. App. 285, 291, 588 P.2d 1226 (1978) (internal citation omitted).  
32 DPEIS, p. 2-65.
33 WAC 197-11-060(3)(b).
34 Id.
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avoid discussion of cumulative impacts . . .” 35 The conclusory and limited discussion of 
cumulative impacts in the DPEIS underscores the importance of meaningfully evaluating the 
project-level impacts now.  

The impacts of the project components can and should be evaluated now because there is 
sufficient information to do so and any later environmental review of an individual project will 
be futile after an alternative is selected. Environmental review is required when “the principal 
features of a proposal and its environmental impacts can be reasonably identified” and 
“meaningfully evaluated.”36 Importantly, SEPA requires agencies to complete environmental 
review “prior to the go-no go stage of the project, which is to say before any irreversible and 
irretrievable commitment of resources.” 37 In other words, environmental review must be 
completed early enough to inform and guide decision-makers, rather than to “rationalize or 
justify decisions already made.”38 The concern is that permitting such piecemeal review “may 
begin a process of government action which can ‘snowball’ and acquire virtually unstoppable 
administrative inertia,” creating a situation where “[e]ven if adverse environmental effects are 
discovered later, the inertia generated by the initial government decisions . . . may carry the 
project forward regardless.”39 Here, the selection of a preferred alternative at the culmination of 
years of effort and millions of dollars in resources is the prototypical “snowball,” and thus the 
DPEIS must be revised to evaluate project-level impacts now before its momentum becomes 
inexorable.  

Mitigation.  The DPEIS’s discussion of proposed mitigation measures is insufficient and 
incomplete.  Although the DPEIS suggests vague mitigation measures for specific projects—
such as designing structures to blend in to the surrounding environment, using local construction 
materials, and using an architect to design certain dam structures 40–it explicitly declines to 
identify how those mitigation measures will be implemented or to address how mitigation 
measures can or will be coordinated across projects.41 A thorough discussion of the extent and 
manner in which the DPEIS proposes to mitigate adverse environmental impacts of the 
alternatives is critical to determining if those impacts will be significant, and the DPEIS must be 
revised to include that discussion.  

These critical issues (in addition to those identified in the comment letter submitted by 
The Wilderness Society and other environmental stakeholders) must be addressed now, not in the 
final PEIS, to daylight government decision-making process and facilitate meaningful public 

35 WAC 197-11-060(5).  
36 WAC 197-11-055(2).  
37 Int'l Longshore & Warehouse Union, Local 19 v. City of Seattle, 176 Wn. App. 512, 522, 525, 309 P.3d 654 
(2013) (internal citation omitted) (“The snowballing metaphor is powerful because it embodies the fundamental 
ideal of SEPA: to prevent government agencies from approving projects and plans before the environmental impacts 
of doing so are understood.”).  
38 WAC 197-11-406.
39 King Cty. v. Wash. State Boundary Review Bd., 122 Wn.2d 648, 664, 860 P.2d 1024 (1993).  
40 DPEIS, at ES 30-31.
41 Id. (noting that “[t]hese impacts and specific mitigation measures would be addressed in project-level 
environmental review.”). 
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comment.  Although it is impracticable to provide further comments on the alternatives or to 
identify which we prefer, we look forward to providing more detailed comments once the DPEIS 
has been revised and re-issued.  If you have any questions or if we can be of any assistance to 
you as you move through the revision process, please let us know.   

Thank you.   

Sincerely,

PACIFICA LAW GROUP LLP

Paul J. Lawrence
Alanna Peterson

Attachment

20-17
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Maia Bellon 
Director 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504 
Email:  maia.bellon@ecy.wa.gov 

Tom Tebb 
Director, Office of the Columbia River and Icicle Work Group Co-lead 
Washington State Department of Ecology 
1250 Alder Street 
Union Gap, WA 98903 
Email:  thomas.tebb@ecy.wa.gov 

 Re: Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resource Management Strategy  

Dear Directors Bellon and Tebb: 

 We represent The Wilderness Society, which for the last five years has been involved in 
the Icicle Work Group’s (“IWG”) efforts to develop a water resource management strategy for 
the Icicle Creek watershed (the “Icicle Strategy”).  In the five years since the Department of 
Ecology (“Ecology”) convened the IWG to address a variety of regional issues, including 
improving instream flows and increasing water supply for irrigation and municipal use, the IWG 
has focused on replacing, modernizing, and expanding several deteriorated, earthen dams on 
remote lakes in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness as its preferred solution, to the exclusion of all 
other alternatives.  Despite the repeated and emphatic concerns voiced by The Wilderness 
Society and others in the conservation community about that solution, the IWG has not 
meaningfully considered whether that solution is consistent with and supported by applicable 
state and federal law.  Those concerns are heightened now that the Icicle Irrigation District (the 
“District”) seeks to potentially misuse the emergency situation at Eightmile Lake to not just 
stabilize, but to enlarge and completely reconstruct that dam.  As the co-lead agency for the 
Icicle Strategy under the State Environmental Policy Act and the primary funder of the IWG,  
Ecology has an independent legal obligation to ensure that the actions IWG proposes are lawful.  
To assist Ecology in that effort, we write to provide an overview of the principles of federal 
wilderness law and Washington water law to which the Icicle Strategy must conform.   

May 25, 2018 
Page 2 

 Specifically, the IWG has failed to meaningfully consider two fundamental legal issues.  
First, the IWG has assumed without question that the District’s easements with the Forest 
Service supersede and render irrelevant federal wilderness protections.  That assumption is 
wrong.  Federal wilderness protection must be considered.  Second, it has failed to inquire into 
the scope and validity of the District’s water rights.  The limited nature of the District’s water 
rights restricts what proposals are appropriate.  As described below, the law requires that 
consideration of these issues be a guiding principle of the Icicle Strategy.  Instead, it has been an 
afterthought, despite consistent advocacy by groups like The Wilderness Society.  

 Consideration of federal wilderness law is essential in determining the legality of the 
activities that the IWG proposes to do in designated wilderness.  The activities at the heart of the 
Icicle Strategy—expanding and modernizing water infrastructure, using mechanized equipment 
and transport, and possibly building a road—are “strong[ly] prohibit[ed]” by the Wilderness 
Act.1  There are only three relevant exceptions to that strong prohibition, which are strictly 
construed and none of which are applicable here.  First, additional water resources and reservoirs 
may be constructed in wilderness if authorized by the President, which has never been done.2
Second, federal agencies may allow exceptions “as necessary to meet minimum requirements for 
the administration of the area for the purposes of” the Wilderness Act, which include only the 
“public purposes of recreational, scenic, scientific, educational, conservation, and historical 
use.”3  IWG has never argued that the Icicle Strategy furthers the purposes of wilderness, and it 
is unclear on what basis it could do so.  And third, Congress may authorize nonconforming uses 
in designated wilderness areas.  Although Congress has explicitly grandfathered in existing water 
rights and infrastructure in several acts designating wilderness areas, it did not do so here.4

Regardless of the “merits” or “validity” of a goal, the “mandatory language” of the Wilderness 
Act precludes any prohibited activities that do not fit within those exceptions.5

 In granting easements to the District, the Forest Service did not broadly except the 
District from the Wilderness Act, nor did Congress authorize it to do so.  At most, the Forest 

1 16 U.S.C. § 1133(c); see also Wilderness Watch, Inc. v. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv., 629 F.3d 1024, 1039 
(9th Cir. 2010). 
2 Id. at § (d)(4).   
3 Id. at §§ (b),(c). 
4 See, e.g., Colorado Wilderness Act of Dec. 22, 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-560, §102(a)(5), 94 Stat. 3265, 
3266 (“That no right, or claim of right, to the diversion and use of conditional water rights for the 
Homestake development projects by the cities of Aurora and Colorado Springs shall be prejudiced, 
expanded, diminished, altered, or affected by this Act.”); California Wilderness Act of 1984, Pub. L. No. 
98-425, §101(a)(25), 98 Stat. 1619, 1622 (“nothing in this title shall be construed to prejudice, alter, or 
affect in any way, any rights or claims of right to the diversion and use of waters from the North Fork of 
the San Joaquin River, or in any way to interfere with the construction, maintenance, repair, or operation 
of a hydroelectric project similar in scope to the Jackass-Chiquito hydroelectric power project (or the 
Granite Creek-Jackass alternative project) as initially proposed by the Upper San Joaquin River Water 
and Power Authority.”); Wyoming Wilderness Act of 1984, Pub. L. No. 98-550, §201(c), 98 Stat. 2807, 
2809-10 (protecting rights for water diversion and use, including construction, operation, maintenance, 
and modification, of specific water development projects).
5 Wilderness Soc'y v. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv., 353 F.3d 1051, 1067 (9th Cir. 2003); Wilderness Watch, 
Inc. v. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv., 629 F.3d 1024, 1039 (9th Cir. 2010).   
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Service agreed to permit the District to continue to use and maintain its existing earthen dams 
under specific and limited circumstances, and only in a “reasonable” manner “as not 
unreasonably to interfere with [the land’s] use by the United States . . . or cause substantial injury 
thereto.”  A later easement related to the dams at Colchuck and Square Lakes “authorizes only 
the right-of-way and water conveyance facilities as constructed and operated on October 21, 
1976,” when the Alpine Lakes Management Act was passed, and “does not authorize extensions 
or enlargements.”6  Importantly, these rights are limited to use for agriculture and irrigation 
purposes only.  The scope of those limited and specific rights—including the reasonableness of 
the District’s actions and the extent to which they injure or interfere with wilderness—must be 
construed with respect to, not in disregard of, federal wilderness protections.

 This is consistent with the Forest Service’s management plan for the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness (the “Plan”), which was adopted before the easements were granted.  Although the 
Plan mentions the existence of several “unimposing,” “substantially unnoticeable” dams 
“constructed primarily of native materials,” it states that those structures “will not be expanded” 
and must “continue to be maintained by primitive means unless an environmental analysis 
indicates that the work cannot be accomplished without motorized equipment.”7  The Plan also 
directs that, aside from Presidential authorization, “watersheds will not be altered or managed to 
provide increased water quantity, quality or timing of discharge.”8  Contrary to those directives, 
the IWG has invested considerable time and resources in exploring alternatives that significantly 
expand, enlarge, and modernize the District’s existing and significantly deteriorated water 
infrastructure in wilderness, and has until recently declined to consider other alternatives to 
achieve its goals that do not interfere with or injure wilderness.9

 The IWG has also improperly placed the cart before the horse in spending years and 
hundreds of thousands of dollars to determine how to help the District store and divert water 
without first determining the scope or validity of the District’s water rights.  IWG has relied on 
and cited to the District’s water rights certificates, issued and adjudicated almost a century ago, 
in determining what the District’s rights are now.  But that is not the law.  Instead, “[u]nder both 
state and federal law, beneficial use is ‘the basis, the measure and the limit’ of the right to the use 
of water.”10  If water rights are not used in whole or in part over any five-year period, they are 
relinquished to the state.11  It is beyond dispute that the District is now seeking to, and the 

6 Agriculture Irrigation and Livestock Watering Easement, No. 1203-03, between the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Forest Service, and the Icicle Irrigation District (Jan. 6, 2000).   
7 Alpine Lakes Land Area Management Plan, 54-57 (1981).   
8 Id. at 57.   
9 See, e.g., Wilderness Watch, Inc. v. U.S. Fish & Wildlife Serv., 629 F.3d 1024, 1039 (9th Cir. 2010) 
(“There is little question that improvements to the water supply likely will help the sheep recover. But, 
when the issue is a new structure, that conclusion is not good enough under this statute . . . It is beyond 
dispute that, if addressing other variables will lead to satisfactory sheep recovery, then a new structure is 
not “necessary.” The Service’s complete failure to address that key question is fatal to its conclusion.”).   
10 State, Dep't of Ecology v. Acquavella, 131 Wn.2d 746, 755-56, 935 P.2d 595 (1997) (reversing the trial 
court’s decision to quantify a water right based upon the amount the irrigation district “could potentially 
divert, without requiring past beneficial use of that water.”).   
11 RCW 90.14.160 
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alternatives in the Icicle Strategy would permit it to, store and divert more water than it ever has 
before.

 To the extent the District argues that it had a statutory “good cause” for nonuse because 
the rights at issue are standby/reserve water rights, that argument is unsupported by the facts and 
would not justify using those rights to serve the primary and ongoing water needs of its 
constituents.  The use of water for “standby/reserve rights” only provides “good cause” for 
nonuse where the “withdrawal or diversion facilities are maintained in good operating condition 
for the use of such reserve or standby water supply.” 12   The District’s dilapidated and 
deteriorating dams for decades have not (and likely have never) been in a condition to store or 
divert the full amount of the water right it was initially granted.  Moreover, standby/reserve 
rights are characterized by intermittent use and may only be used to the extent a primary water 
right is unavailable in times of drought or low flow.  Here, the District seeks to improperly 
convert a standby/reserve right to a primary water right, to be used to serve the ongoing, not 
merely reserve, needs of its constituents.  The District cannot have it both ways.

 The scope and validity of the District’s rights aside, there are equitable, efficient, and 
cost-effective options to ensure that the District is able to obtain that water without interfering 
with or injuring wilderness.13  To that end, The Wilderness Society appreciates and encourages 
the IWG’s recent decision to consider moving the point of diversion for the District’s water 
rights outside of wilderness.  This is appropriate because water rights run appurtenant to the land 
the rights are intended to benefit, not the point of diversion.14  This strategy has successfully 
addressed similar issues in the Uinta Wilderness, in which state and federal agencies and water 
rights holders worked together to stabilize similarly deteriorated earthen dams that pre-existed 
wilderness designation.15  They balanced stringent wilderness protections with public safety and 
water management issues by transferring the water rights to a diversion point downstream, 
removing and stabilizing the dams, and modifying other infrastructure outside wilderness, 
including constructing a new pipeline and enlarging another reservoir.

 Meaningful consideration of applicable federal wilderness law and state water law is 
essential to developing a sustainable and enduring solution to the water resource management 
issues in the Icicle Creek watershed.  While we appreciate the urgency and complexity of the 
issues that Ecology convened the IWG to address, the requirements of state and federal law are 
not open to compromise.  We look forward to working with Ecology and other stakeholders to 

12 RCW 90.14.140(b).   
13 See RCW 90.03.380(1) (“The point of diversion of water for beneficial use or the purpose of use may 
be changed, if such change can be made without detriment or injury to existing rights. A change in the 
place of use, point of diversion, and/or purpose of use of a water right to enable irrigation of additional 
acreage or the addition of new uses may be permitted if such change results in no increase in the annual 
consumptive quantity of water used under the water right.”).  
14 See RCW 90.03.380(1) (“The point of diversion of water for beneficial use or the purpose of use may 
be changed, if such change can be made without detriment or injury to existing rights”).
15  High Uinta Wilderness Area, High Mountain Lakes Stabilization Project, 
https://www.mitigationcommission.gov/hmls/hmls_home.htm (last accessed May 10, 2018).
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ensure that these state and federal laws serve as a guiding principle for the IWG’s work going 
forward, not a mere afterthought.   

 Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like to discuss these issues further.  

Sincerely, 

PACIFICA LAW GROUP LLP

Paul Lawrence 
Alanna Peterson

Cc:
The Office of Governor Jay Inslee 
The Office of Senator Patty Murray 
The Office of Senator Maria Cantwell 
The Office of Representative Dave Reichert 
Jim Peña, Regional Forester, United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Pacific 
Northwest Region
Mike Williams, Forest Supervisor, Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest 
Keith Goehner, Commissioner, Chelan County and Icicle Work Group Co-lead 
Tony Jantzer, Icicle and Peshastin Irrigation Districts 
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Naturam Expellas Furca                                                                                           Tamen Usque Recurret

WISE USE MOVEMENT 
P.O. Box 17804, Seattle, WA  98127 

VIA EMAIL 

July 30, 2018 

Mike Kaputa 
Director, NRD 
Chelan County 
411 Washington Street, Suite 201 
Wenatchee, WA  98801 
nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us  

Dear Mr. Kaputa: 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
The Department of Ecology-Office of Columbia River (Ecology-OCR) professes to operate under RCW 90.38.005 
(2013) “to promote the aggressive pursuit of water supply solutions.”  

Since 2006, when the Washington State Legislature gave Ecology-OCR $200 million to “aggressively pursue” new 
water supplies, Ecology-OCR has continued to waste taxpayer money.  The failure of Ecology-OCR has been amply 
documented in the attached Power Consulting, Inc., report “Department of Ecology Office of Columbia River: The 
Last Ten Years,” (December 3, 2016).  We request that this report be included along with these comments in any 
FPEIS.    

The Wise Use Movement continues to strongly oppose any further storage alternatives within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness, when water conservation remains to be carried out, and other alternatives such as shutting the 
Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery (LNFH) have not been included.  The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a national 
treasure and it is shocking that Ecology-OCR does not view any area as off-limits to its aggressive and relentless 
pursuit of new environmentally damaging water supplies for dubious economic gain.  

More Specific DPEIS Comments Are As Follows:
Sec. 1.2 (p. 1-2+)   Purpose and Need for Action. 
Ecology-OCR has issued the DPEIS under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  Under RCW 
43.21C.030(c)(iii), agencies must include in a detailed statement for major actions significantly affecting the quality 
of the environment alternatives to the proposed action. WAC 197-11-440(5)(c) requires agencies to describe 
reasonable alternatives.  Instead, the DPEIS, considered only an “Icicle Political Bargain” obtained from a small 
group of Ecology-OCR and Chelan County handpicked organizations engaged in political tradeoffs in the Icicle 
Basin. This “Icicle Political Bargain” stands out as the real “objective” of Ecology-OCR and Chelan County, not the 
purported purpose and need that is given to provide political cover for the impacts on the physical and human 
environment of the Icicle Basin and the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, demanded by the parties who negotiated the 
“Icicle Political Bargain” without consideration of a full range of alternatives.  As the Executive Summary says, the 
Icicle Strategy was developed by a small stakeholders group, which determined “Guiding Principles,” from which 
no deviation is allowed.  This is not the SEPA process.  The SEPA process is designed to provide information on 
potential significant adverse impacts of proposals to decisionmakers.  Here, selected “stakeholders” determined that 

22-1
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22-3

2

the Alpine Lakes Wilderness should be assaulted and then designed “Guiding Principles” to make it happen.  The 
DPEIS is merely the justification to carry out decisions that have already been agreed.  See page ES-3. 

Sec. 2.5.2 IPID Irrigation Efficiencies Project; Sec. 2.5.3 COIC Irrigation Efficiencies and Pump Exchange 
Project; and Sec. 2.5.4  Domestic Conservation (pp. 2-55 through 2-61).  The Wise Use Movement supports 
irrigation efficiencies and domestic conservation.  The figures given on page 2-61 for equivalent residential use of 
304 gallon per day is shockingly high.  By comparison, a two-story residence in Seattle housing four persons uses an 
average of 12-26 gallons per day.  No further action should be taken to provide the City of Leavenworth any 
additional Icicle Basin water until the City has implemented an aggressive water conservation program. 

Sec. 2.11.2 (page 2-121) Removing Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery
The DPEIS does not adequately describe the failure of the LNFH at providing mitigation for the loss of natural fish 
production from the construction and operation of Grand Coulee Dam.  In addition, this section straight out states 
that this alternative was rejected because it “does not align with the Guiding Principles.”  Again, SEPA does not 
recognize “guiding principles” set by an “Icicle Political Bargain,” as a reason to reject an alternative from SEPA 
review.  More specifically, Ecology-OCR is actively working to implement fish passage over Cle Elum dam in the 
Yakima Basin using Whooshh technology. 
https://www.whooshh.com/   
https://www.usbr.gov/pn/programs/eis/cle-elum/index.html 

The WUM requests that the PEIS include an alternative of using Whoosh technology to provide upstream passage 
over Grand Coulee Dam.  If successful, it could result in the removal of the problem plagued and problematic 
LNFH. 

In summary the DPEIS fails to comply with SEPA, by failing to provide a range of alternatives because Ecology-
OCR and Chelan County are already compromised by an Icicle Political Bargain.  This failure to comply with the 
central mandate of SEPA will lead to adverse environmental impacts because alternatives were not included and not 
analyzed.  WAC 197-11-442(4) provides that the lead agency is not required under SEPA to examine all 
conceivable policies, designations, or implementation measures as part of an EIS’s discussion of alternatives for a 
comprehensive plan, community plan, or other areawide zoning or for shoreline or land use plans.  However, the 
“Icicle Political Bargain” is none of these things.  Rather, WAC 197-11-442(2) requires Ecology to: 

 . . .discuss impacts and alternatives in the level of detail appropriate to the scope of the nonproject 
proposal and to the level of planning for the proposal.  Alternatives should be emphasized.  In particular, 
agencies are encouraged to describe the proposal in terms of alternative means of accomplishing a stated 
objective (see WAC 197-11-060(3).  Alternatives including the proposed action should be analyzed at 
roughly comparable level of detail, sufficient to evaluate their comparative merits (this does not require 
devoting the same number of pages in an EIS to each alternative).  [underline added]     

The DPEIS does not of this.  The Washington Supreme Court has found that “The environmental significance of the 
nonproject action creates the obligation to examine alternatives to the nonproject action. . . SEPA requires an 
examination of reasonable alternatives to the nonproject action.”  Citizens Alliance to Protect Our Wetlands v. City 
of Auburn, 126 Wn.2d 356, 366 (1995).   In Blair et. al. v. City of Monroe, CPSMHB 14-3-0006c, Final Decision 
and Order (Sept. 19, 2014), the Central Puget Sound Regional Growth Management Hearings Board considered the 
scope of review under WAC 197-11-442(4).  There the Board found that the City of Monroe had failed to 
adequately comply with SEPA review requirements (SEPA is to function “as an environmental full disclosure law,” 
Blair at 22.  “[t]he range of alternatives considered in an EIS must be sufficient to permit a reasoned choice.” SWAP 
v. Okanogan County, 66 Wn. App. 439, 444 (1992).  For the FEIS to be adequate, the City must consider alternative 
designations for the Property and/or alternative locations within the City for additional GC development.  Citizens 
Alliance v. City of Auburn, 126 Wn.2d 356, 365 (1995).  Blair at 23. 

In City of Shoreline et. al. v. Snohomish County, CPSMHB Coordinated Case Nos. 09-3-0013c and 10-3-0011c, 
Corrected Final Decision and Order (May 17, 2011), the Board entered a determination of invalidity due to an 
inadequate analysis of reasonable alternatives to a proposed action.  The Board found that “The record provided in 
this case contains a number of plans which, though not perhaps formally proposed, might have formed the basis for 
one or more EIS alternatives resulting in lower environmental costs.”  City of Shoreline at 56-57. (“[L]imiting the 
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analysis only to (a) the land use and zoning requested by the Intervenor and (b) the no action alternative, without 
considering any alternative scenarios, deprived County officials of the information necessary to determine whether a 
reasonable change in use of Point Wells could be achieved with less environmental impact.” City of Shoreline at 57 
(emphasis added).  SEPA does not excuse failing to consider alternatives beyond the Icicle Grand Bargain itself. 

In this DPEIS, Ecology-OCR (and Chelan County) considers the decision (to proceed with the single Icicle Political 
Bargain) to have already been made.   

CONCLUSION 
This DPEIS is inadequate because it fails to provide a range of alternatives and should be withdrawn.  An EIS 
should include a range of reasonable alternatives that meet the stated purpose and need for the project and that are 
responsive to the issues identified during the scoping process.  This will ensure that the EIS provides the public and 
the decisionmaker with information that sharply defines the issues and identifies a clear basis for choice among 
alternatives as required by SEPA.  This applies even if some of them could be outside the capability of the applicant 
or the jurisdiction of the agency preparing the EIS for the proposed actions.  

Finally, Ecology-OCR, Chelan County, and Governor Inslee would be well advised to keep new storage projects out 
of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness.   Please send us a copy of any FEIS that is released. 

Sincerely,

John de Yonge 
John de Yonge 
President 
540 Main St, Apartment 5C 
Chatham NJ 07928 
jdeyonge@gmail.com

Attachment – “Department of Ecology Office of Columbia River: The Last Ten Years,” Power Consulting 
Incorporated, December 3, 2016 

22-10

22-9

23-1



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-67

Comment Letter 023 Comment Letter 024 

23-1

24-1

24-2

24-3

24-4

24-5



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-68	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 025 Comment Letter 026 

25-1

25-2

26-1

26-2



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-69

Comment Letter 027 Comment Letter 028 

27-1

27-2

28-1



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-70	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 029 Comment Letter 029 

29-1

29-2

29-3

29-4

29-5

29-6



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-71

Comment Letter 029 Comment Letter 030 

29-7

30-1

30-2



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-72	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 031 Comment Letter 032 

31-1
32-1



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-73

Comment Letter 033 Comment Letter 033 

33-1

33-2

33-3

33-6

33-7

33-8

33-9

33-5

33-4



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-74	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 034 Comment Letter 035 

34-1

34-2
34-3
34-4

34-5
34-6
34-7

34-8

34-9

34-10

34-11

34-12

34-13

34-14

34-15

35-1



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-75

Comment Letter 035 Comment Letter 036 

35-1

36-1



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-76	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 036 Comment Letter 037 

36-1

37-1

37-2

37-3



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-77

Comment Letter 038 Comment Letter 038 

38-6

38-5

38-4

38-3

38-2

38-1

38-15

38-14

38-13

38-12

38-11

38-10

38-9

38-8

38-7



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-78	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 039 Comment Letter 039 

39-1

39-2

39-3

39-5

39-4



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-79

Comment Letter 040 Comment Letter 041 

40-1

40-2

40-3

40-5

40-9

40-4

40-6
40-7
40-8

41-1



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-80	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 042 Comment Letter 043 

42-1

42-2

43-1



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-81

Comment Letter 043 Comment Letter 044 

44-1

44-2

44-4

44-3



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-82	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 045 Comment Letter 046 

45-1

46-1



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-83

Comment Letter 047 Comment Letter 048 

47-1

47-2

1

From: Allison Ostrer <aostrer21@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 8:51 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Project

I am a taxpayer and I OPPOSE any new or larger dams in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness.

Allison Ostrer
Seattle, WA

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Ansel Wald <anselwald@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 9:47 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Public comments- Alpine lakes water piracy

Dear Chelan County,

You guys can jolly well keep your long tentacles out of the Alpine Lakes. This area was set aside for preservation and as it is there is so
much pressure on it that one has to get a permit just to visit it the area from which Chelan County proposes to steal that's right, steal the
water: The Enchantment Lakes and certain nearby lakes.

How dare Chelan County try to steal water out of an area which the people have worked for decades to preserve, which was finally set
aside by the Congress of the USA. I have been up there many times and I have an intimate knowledge of the area. It can barely serve it's
purpose preservation of an alpine ecosystem and still provide for the recreational needs of people on both sides of the
Cascades. Recreation is putting enough pressure on this wilderness preserve, and the water pirates have no business up there. One of the
tenets of the Wilderness act is that no permanent developments, including dams, which are essentially commercial developments, are
allowed to be built.

If Chelan county has any humility, they can stay out of the alpine lakes and manage the water after it has left the boundaries of the
wilderness. If that isn't enough water for rich folks to water their lawns and farmers to irrigate their crops then they can jolly well pump
water out of the Columbia river. It has plenty to go around.

Sincerely, Ansel Wald

P.S.: Similar letter also sent to Mary Jo Sanborn.
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From: brynne koscianski <brynne.koscianski@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 5:58 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] DPEOS Icicle Creek

Chelan county,

I am writing to express strong concern for the DPEIS. All alternatives seek to construct dams and related structures on
lakes within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. In my family, each member has a favorite area of our beautiful PNW. Mine is
the Apline Lakes Regional Wilderness. In my mind, this land is some of the most beautiful in our entire nation. We must
do everything in our power to protect and preserve these beautiful wild places. The annual enchantments permit
process is a great indication of how many others love this place too. Please enforce the protections that keep the Alpine
Lakes beautiful. I stand with the Seirra Club, and all who stand with our wild places.

Sincerely,

Brynne koscianski
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From: Chris Murray <chrismurray92@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 1:54 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Strategy

To Whom it May Concern,

I'd like to register my opposition to the proposed Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Strategy, especially as it
impacts the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. I live in Central Washington, and my wife and I thoroughly enjoyed our hikes in the
Alpine Lakes wilderness area. During our visits, we stay in hotels in the Leavenworth area and eat in the restaurants
there, so our visits contribute to the vibrant tourism and outdoor recreation economy of the area.

I am very concerned about any activity that is going to jeopardize the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, and the proposed
alternatives in the Management Strategy look likely to have a significant impact. I strongly encourage the working group
to give greater weight to wilderness preservation in the EIS and the final plan. I think much greater weight also needs to
be given to water conservation and trading of water rights in taking care of the legitimate water needs of irrigators and
the public before any activities that will modify the water budget in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, let alone lead to
construction activities there.

Thanks for your consideration.

Chris Murray /s/

Chris Murray
1909 Dogwood Place
Richland, WA 99354
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From: Darrel Martin (dsence@hotmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 11:52 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Damming Alpine Lakes Wilderness?

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Many of the DPEIS proposals for Icicle Creek do not conform to the fundamental ideal that Wilderness should remain
undeveloped.

The Wilderness Act defines wilderness as "an area where the earth and its community of life are untrammelled by man,
where man himself is a visitor who does not remain."

If these standards are not upheld, you will be violating a legal designation and undermining a crucial and sensitive
mountain habitat where tens of thousands of like minded people recreate each year.

Please uphold higher standards of Wilderness preservation, even at the expense of whatever economical benefit it may
provide. With over 300 million and counting, Homo Sapiens have done enough damage to this beautiful country.

Thank you,
Darrel Martin

Sincerely,

Darrel Martin
517 Pine Ave Apt 2
Snohomish, WA 98290
dsence@hotmail.com
(425) 387 8813

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Deanna Pumplin <deepumplin@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 11:58 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Cc: Deanna Pumplin
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Draft Icicle Strategy EIS  

Mike Kaputa, Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Department

Dear Mr. Kaputa,

I’m opposed to the Icicle Creek watershed project being proposed to enhance water flow in the summer for fish,
agriculture, human consumption, for all the reasons stated in the letter to you available at:
http://www.waterplanet.ws/pdf/Icicle_SEPA_scoping_comments_5 11 16.pdf.

I am a resident of Washington and have lived in this state since 1975. I have backpacked in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness
area, particularly in The Enchantments. It is wilderness. It is sacred. The Icicle Creek strategy will adversely impact this
Wilderness area.

I implore you, on behalf of generations to come, on behalf of the rest of the living world, to oppose this EIS. We humans
should be exercising a united effort to conserve water as the first and most important step in dealing with water flow for
fish, with water for agriculture, with water for people. Climate change requires that we as a people change our ways,
change our habits, change our mistaken belief in the supremacy of humans. Water flow for fish should be the priority.
Let the orchards and farms find more ways to improve their care of their soil, of its water holding capacity. Let’s not
turn to the technologies of dams, which we should be removing, not building, to solve a problem of human misuse of
the living systems that make our world.

Sincerely,

Deanna Pumplin
400 35th Street
Port Townsend, WA 98368
(360) 379 1553
deepumplin@gmail.com
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From: Dick Fiddler <fiddler.dick@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 9:49 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comments on Icicle Strategy PEIS

Mike Kaputa 
Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Department 

Dear Mr. Kaputa: 

The Icicle watershed is a major portion of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, an area greatly valued by citizens of Chelan 
County, Washington State, and the entire nation.  In my view, the PEIS does not adequately consider the wilderness 
values which inspired the successful campaign to enact Wilderness legislation in 1976, it does not adequately 
discuss the conflicts in the Working Group which caused several major environmental groups to be forced out of the 
Working Group, and it does not include a full range of practical alternatives which could do a better job of protecting 
all the environmental and water supply values in play. 

The PEIS seems to assume that mere compliance with the Wilderness legislation serves to do the job of assessing 
wilderness values.  This is simply wrong.  The legislation provides for a management framework to protect certain 
wilderness values but is not dispositive as to future decisions.  The discussions leading up to the 1976 Act did 
include an understanding that existing dams within the wilderness boundaries would not have to be removed.  As a 
participant in those discussions, I know that there was no detailed consideration of future changes to the 
management of lake levels or of dam upgrades or repairs.  These issues were not definitively decided and alternate 
approaches to protecting and enhancing wilderness values must be analyzed in an open manner today.  This can 
only be done by a detailed assessment of additional alternatives.  Asserting simply that the alternatives 
considered are sufficient because they comply with the wording of the legislation does not even begin to suffice. 

The PEIS implies that the Working Group was a consensus process including environmental groups.  This is far 
from adequate as a discussion.  While a few groups were included which might claim some right to the term 
‘environmental’, the simple fact is that the major environmental groups who have long been stakeholders in Alpine 
Lakes issues were forced out by the process.  The document is misleading on this point. 

Finally, a full range of alternatives, including water conservation alternatives and alternatives which do a more 
rigorous job of wilderness protection, must be considered in depth. 

The PEIS is inadequate. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Fiddler 
1708 N 35th St 
Seattle, WA 98103 
206-420-8865
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From: Jeff Lambert <ecojeff@me.com>
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 7:04 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Project

To Whom it May Concern:

I recommend that projects to increase the dam size and adding a tunnel should be removed from
the Icicle Strategy. The adverse effects to the ecosystems in this sensitive area will not recover. The
harm to recreation use will also be harmed.

As a licensed civil engineer who has considerable experience on large and small hydroelectric
projects, the ecological and recreation costs far outweigh the benefits of this project.

I endorse the proposed habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish screening
and water conservation efficiencies.

Jeff Lambert, PE
16 E 39th Avenue
Spokane, WA 99203
(509) 999 5100
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From: John Russell (jvrussell85@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:07 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

These dams should be removed. Let wilderness be wilderness. We build dams and dikes to control nature, and when
things fall apart, we build more. Take the dams out!

Sincerely,

John Russell
818 32nd Ave
Seattle, WA 98122
jvrussell85@gmail.com
(206) 329 7489

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Snow Cat <kristikt7@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 6:30 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Project

Great project idea go for it. It wont effect the area enough to destroy the environment. Looks like a very well thought
out idea.

Sincerely, M. Johnson
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From: Mark Shipman (shipman@nwi.net) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 5:32 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Dams in the Alpine Lakes

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

The Sierra Club, Alpine Lakes Protection Society, and several other environmental organizations are dead wrong on this
one! I personally live in Chelan County, and I have recreated in the Alpine Lakes probably more than most other
environmentalists....and I do consider myself an environmentalist.
Eight Mile Lake is a good example. There are no beaches at Eight Mile Lake, nor are there any camp grounds along the
shore. Raising the lake level even ten feet would make little difference to those who recreate there including myself.
With environmental warming, we will need to hold more water in the Alpine Lakes than in previous years do to
decreasing snow pack.
Please consider me strongly in favor of repairing and enhancing the existing dams in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. I am
happy to provide much more discussion on this issue!

Sincerely,

Mark Shipman
1221 Madison St
Wenatchee, WA 98801
shipman@nwi.net
(509) 670 4606

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.

58-1



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-89

Comment Letter 059 Comment Letter 060 

1

From: mattparker770@gmail.com on behalf of Matt Parker <mattparker@kw.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 2:09 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Creek Watershed Public Comment

Hello,

I wanted to let you know I am against damning anything in the Enchantments, a truly one of a kind natural
treasure. Please take my thoughts into consideration.

Sincerely,

Matt Parker, Burien, WA

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

(206) 226 8323 455 SW 152nd, Seattle, WA 98166
Keller Williams Puget Sound Luxury Site Residential Site

Amazon LinkedIn Facebook Zillow
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From: be <brightm33@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 2:38 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Alpine Wilderness

Categories: EIS Comment

     As a frequent visitor to the pristine Alpine Wilderness area, I 
implore you to leave the area untouched. We are no struggling 
with holding onto areas such as this where no industry has tread.
I have hiked extensively throughout the region for 48 years. Water
taken from this area to support tourist trade in Leavenworth is a 
ridiculous venture.
     As for as agriculture, the lack of water can't be addressed by 
this venture for long. It is Climate warming that is to blame, over 
use of land for agriculture, dense developments of recreational 
homes in the area...these are the culprits. 
This plan is not going to solve the deeper problems.   You are 
opening a Pandora's box by removing waters coming from snow 
packs and glaciers, building larger dams, drilling between lakes 
and reconstruction in a very fragile and pristine environment...in 
the long run, it is going to cascade into more problems. It is this 
sort of impact that drives the acceleration of climate warming. 
Learn how to clean up the larger rivers that have been polluted by
bad planning and over use and use them for human consumption. 

We need to protect our wilderness areas not open them up for 
water sales. 

Michelle Bright 
321 W Niagara Ave 
Astoria OR 97103 
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503 298 0929 

Right-click or tap and hold here to download pictures. To help protect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.

"Climb the mountains and get their good tidings. Nature's peace will flow 
into you as sunshine flows into trees. The winds will blow their own freshness into 
you, and the storms their energy, while cares will drop away from you like the leaves 
of Autumn." 

John Muir

1

From: Natalie Williams <nataliesees@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 9:57 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Strategy Draft PEIS

The alternatives are packaged in such a way, that even the moderate conservationist is pushed to choose the 'No Action'
alternative. The BEST solution is the long term solution, and that includes the Full IPID Pump Station. The BEST solution
must be compliant with the Wilderness Act, and so must not include Modernization or Enhancement. So why not offer
an Alt3 with the Full Pump Station? Or an Alt 5 without the illegal Lake/Dam mechanization?

It may not be the cheapest or fastest path, but it will be a LOT cheaper if we can avoid lawsuits.
Best wishes to all who are working this problem/solution.

Natalie Williams
"The best way to predict the future is to create it." Peter Drucker
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From: Peter Fiddler <eprfiddler@q.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 8:05 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please do not build dams or divert water from Alpine Lakes Wilderness

To: Mike Kaputa, Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Department

Subject: Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the Icicle Creek Basin

Dear Mr. Kaputa,

I believe that the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, including the Icicle Creek, should be preserved as wilderness.

Therefore please consider including a "Wilderness Preservation" option that would prevent dams and water diversion in
this important natural area.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely yours,

Peter Fiddler
5744 28th Ave. NE
Seattle, WA 98105
206 779 0309
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From: smiths1946@outlook.com
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 9:21 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] lake name error

In chapter 3, affected environment, Figure 3 1 map) the labeling of Eight Mile Lake and Colchuck Lake is backwards or
reversed.
Also, is there an illustration of what changes are being proposed for the lakes in and around the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness?
Thank you,
Sam Smith
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Thor Thompson (tthompsonseattle@aol.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Sunday, June 24, 2018 7:32 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Please leave the wilderness and lakes alone.

Sincerely,

Thor Thompson
10302 14th Ave NW
Seattle, WA 98177
tthompsonseattle@aol.com
(206) 679 7574

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Timothy R. Gartland <timgartland@centurytel.net>
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 5:08 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for the Icicle Strategy

Dear Mike Kaputa, Chelan County Natural Resource Department, 
Please receive our message that I and my family being property owners on the Icicle River will stand with the 
Alpine Lakes Wilderness Society in their opposition to the Icicle Strategy as outlined in the Society’s first 
edition of the 2018 newsletter.  The summary of its text is included as follows: 
• …The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. It is one of
the nation’s more popular wilderness destinations and attracts people from around the world, particularly to the
Enchantments Basin, known for its competitive permit lottery.
• The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can
and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes IPID’s
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations
on the scope and validity of IPID’s water rights, which would limit several proposals.
• Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes);
building a higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher-than-ever dam at Eightmile Lake
(making that lake bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. These
projects are unprecedented in
the National Wilderness System. These projects were not part of the proposed action in the SEPA scoping
conducted by IWG in 2016, so the public was not provided an opportunity to comment on them during scoping.
The DPEIS analysis of these proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and
has never had any water rights at Upper Klonaqua Lake.
• Alternative 5 is the least harmful alternative. It includes the “Full IPID Pump Station,” which would move
IPID’s point of diversion downstream to the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed. However,
Alternative 5 also includes the defective Eightmile
“Restoration” project to make Eightmile dam higher than it has been since 1990, i.e., to enlarge Eightmile Lake.
• The DPEIS fails to account for IPID’s relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile Lake. Water that
IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal
reserved water right doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been
since at least 1990. Any dam rebuilding must be approved by the U.S. Forest
Service and must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal and state laws.
• The Eightmile “Restoration” project assumes a new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to
analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to build a new dam any higher than the current one.
That alternative is missing, and thus the DPEIS fails to present an adequate range of alternatives. The
wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the DPEIS authors that there will be litigation to enjoin
any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides. IPID’s water rights were
granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other purposes, such
as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these additional
purposes.
• For new storage, “restoration” storage and “optimization” projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in
the DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National
Forest lands inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness
Act. It repeatedly ignores the land
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management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly ignores 
the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National  
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). SEPA is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely 
much higher than the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5. 
• Because the projects are in Wilderness, non-motorized access and non-motorized equipment (i.e. hand tools) 
and traditional skills should be required whenever feasible. Since the dams were originally built that way, the 
exceptions should be rare. 
• The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness from the proposed unnaturally timed releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology. 
The DPEIS generally fails to recognize that altering the natural flow regime can degrade a stream’s physical 
and chemical properties, leading to loss of aquatic life and reduced aquatic biodiversity. We are concerned that 
IWG has not done adequate sampling and monitoring of impacts from past releases into these wilderness 
streams, including cumulative impacts. 
• Conservation components in the DPEIS are simply insufficient. They need to be expanded to significantly 
reduce demands on Icicle Creek’s water, thereby allowing its watershed to
function more naturally. This will better support our region’s livability and economy over the long-term.• While 
we appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, it is contradictory to exploit one natural area 
under the guise of enhancing another, particularly when other options are available. 
• The DPEIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A Revised Draft PEIS should be released for 
public comment. 

Very sincerely, 
Tim Gartland and the Gartland Family, 86 Mountaineering Creek Lane, Leavenworth WA 98826  
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From: Will Henson (willtcrane@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 7:46 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

take the dams out, not needed anymore, take out the fish hatchery as well let the river go back to normal before 1928
let the creek rebuild itself from commissioners that rely on the benefit, icicle creek use to dry up in late summer the
creek is non navigable owned by to people that have property next to the creek, if you want to help the fish ! Stop the
commercial river tubing, floating, it's like a drunk water park, people pissing and shiting everywhere, garbage,
trespassing, underage drinking, it's out of control

Sincerely,

Will Henson
12386 shore st Leavenworth WA 98826 9324 United States Leavenworth, WA 98826 willtcrane@yahoo.com
(907) 230 9341

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Will T Henson <willtcrane@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 8:05 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle creek

Categories: EIS Comment

To whom it concerns
Need to put regulations on the commercial tubing industry the thousand people a day floating walking on private
property stepping all over baby reds, drinking getting drunk in public in front of families, sinking beer cans and bottles
,defecating all over in the river and on private property, dumping garbage screaming and yelling has disrupted the
community neighborhoods, commercial tubing is violating my property rights, degrading my property values and
creating a nuisance and hurting the environment, where do all these people go to the bathroom? We can’t even use our
property in the summer days because we have drunk trespassers on our property every day, Sheriff’s department needs
to patrol the icicle creek and ticket people for breaking Washington laws including drinking in public and trespassing Will
henson property owner tax payer

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Fisher (US), Andrea M <Andrea.M.Fisher@boeing.com>
Sent: Friday, July 06, 2018 1:11 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] PEIS comment for the Icicle Strategy

No DAMS!68-1
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From: Charles and Nancy Bagley <c12n35.h.bagley@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 3:23 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] DPEIS Icicle Creek Project 120045
Attachments: COMMENTS -- DPEIS Icicle Creek Project.docx

Thank you for your and your staff's work on preparing this thorough DPEIS, a massive document. I have studied it
extensively and prepared the above comments.
I have endorsed Alternative 2, as having the greatest chance of providing water security for the Icicle Creek,
Leavenworth and Dryden areas, and avoiding the serious wilderness impacts that the Alpine Lakes Optimization ...
Project would cause, especially Alts. 4 and 5.
What legacy does your Department and Staff want to look back at? Surely it must be that water supply was assured,
taking of Icicle Creek water was reduced, and the majestic Wilderness around Icicle Creek remains beautiful and enjoyed
by your grandchildren and their descendants.

Thank you,

Charles Bagley
Seattle
206 282 1578
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COMMENTS ON THE: 

Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for the Icicle Creek Water 
Resource Management Strategy, Chelan County, Washington 
Project 120045 

SUBMISSION DATE JULY 9, 2018 

I prefer Alternative 2. 

As shown in the report by the University of Washington Climate Impacts Group, May 12, 2017, 
Alternative Two will supply adequate minimum water flow of 100 cfs under all climate forecast 
and drought conditions scenarios (see CIG report Appendix).
The Dryden Pump in low water months will be able to remove water directly from the 
Wenatchee River.  Thus, Dryden will be happy, always having enough water, and removals from 
Icicle Creek will never be needed when flows are low. 
Further, Alternative Two will not require installation in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness 
of Optimization equipment, which despite its small footprint will be obvious to the hikers.  
The cost of Alt. Two at $91 million is only 11% more that Alt. One, a modest extra cost 
considering the much greater security it provides to the fish and irrigators. 

I oppose Alternatives 4 and 5. 

We must never forget that these federal Wilderness lands belong to ALL Americans.  Americans 
flock to the Leavenworth region --  150,000 visitors in 2017, “... to enjoy the wilderness” 
(3.11.1). Backcountry camping in the Enchantment Lakes area is famous nation-wide.  In 2015 
there were 12,034 applications for camping permits, but only 1946 permits were available!  (See 
tables 3-24 and 3-25)  The USFS must restrict camping to preserve the quality of the experience 
now and for future generations, as mandated by the Wilderness Act.  So, getting backcountry 
camping permits is a matter of luck; most applicants reapply yearly until lightning strikes, as it 
finally did for my wife and me at the ranger station one morning decades ago, resulting in one of 
the most memorable hikng trips we every shared 
.

What would be the impacts of Alpine Lakes optimization on visitors’ experience in the 
Enchantments?  The view impacts would be stunning!  In Section 4.11, Aesthetics,  Alt. One 
figures show thousands of acres of land from which the “bathtub rings” of the fluctuating 
reservoirs would be visible.  The DPEIS deceptively shows these effects as seen from selected 
“viewpoints”, but actually, all of the lake shores are viewpoints.  E.G.: the diagram for Upper 
Snow Lake (Fig 4-4) is faulty, as the entire south shore trail will also reveal the ring.     
For Alt. 4 and 5, section 4.11.5.2 reveals that the water level in Upper Snow Lake may vary by 
up to 8 feet, (!) creating a massive ring of dead trees and mud in peak hiking season of late July 
to early September, when hiking season peaks.  What a tourist attraction for the thousands of 
hiker visitors to the Leavenworth area!  The supposed “existing and proposed” photos of Upper 
Snow Lake (fig 4-64) actually are the same.  Deceptive!   
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Also, for Alt 4 and 5 peak water levels are expected to create “seasonal inundation of existing 
trails, campsites ... at maximum capacity.”  And of course, “maximum capacity” will be the plan 
for every spring.  This not only blocks access in the early summer, but will leave a layer of silty 
mud all over the beautiful campsites by the Lake outlet for the rest of the year. 

AN ADDITIONAL IDEA: 
There was a suggestion that the Fish Hatchery could be moved.  This was not analyzed. 
But given the importance of the Hatchery, water piped from the Wenatchee should by 
considered.  This will assure perpetual water supply, and further reduce demand from Icicle 
Creek.
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From: Mike Kaputa
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 9:56 AM
To: Mary Jo Sanborn
Subject: FW: Environmental Review Comments

From: Christopher Barchet [mailto:christopherbarchet@gmail.com]
Sent:Wednesday, June 27, 2018 9:41 AM
To:Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: Environmental Review Comments

Dear Mike Kaputa -

I realize that the water management of the Icicle Creek is complicated and difficult.  I can also see that a huge 
effort has gone into sorting out how to allocate a limited resource.  Thank you for your work in finding 
solutions. 

Please understand that myself and so many others in the Puget Sound believe that the wilderness is a an equally 
valuable resource and infringing on it is unacceptable.  The Alpine Lakes is to be "untrammeled by man, where 
man himself is a visitor who does not remain.”  Surely any infrastructure built in the wilderness violates the 
definition described in the Wilderness Act. 

Please consider alternative solutions proposed in the 40-organization comment 
letter. http://www.waterplanet.ws/pdf/Icicle_SEPA_scoping_comments_5-11-16.pdf

Thank you for your consideration. 

Chris Barchet 
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From: James Donaldson <olyaqua@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 04, 2018 1:02 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Creek Water project DPEIS

I am very concerned that there could be further water project development in the Icicle Creek watershed. I have hiked
this area many times and it is a truly special place that should not be developed in any way that harms the wilderness
character of this area.

Thank you for allowing me to comment.

James Donaldson
740 Quincy street
Port Townsend, WA 98368

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Mark Curtis <Mark.Curtis@mossadams.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2018 8:53 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comment – Icicle Strategy Draft PEIS

Long before settlers were in the Icicle Valley, the natural stream flows were adequate to support large number of
salmon. I believe this was possible in part to the large number of beavers and beaver dams in the Icicle watershed.
These beaver dams slowed the down stream flow of water, shifting the time of the water flows. The work of these
natural dam builders allowed greater stream flows in mid to late summer and into the fall. More flow than we see
today.

Of course the beaver population in the Icicle watershed was decimated by hunters seeking their valuable fur.

All the alternatives presented in the draft PEIS are expensive human made alternatives. Perhaps we need to be more
humble about our wisdom and abilities and look to nature for the answer.

I suggest we investigate reintroducing breeding pairs of beavers throughout the Icicle watershed, in an attempt to
return it to its pre settler state, and thus support the ecosystem outcomes we desire – more stream flows in summer
and early fall to support fish.

I believe this approach would be dramatically less expensive, and more sustainable than the other alternatives
presented, and poses no conflicts with the Wilderness Act

Sincerely,

Mark Curtis
Issaquah, WA

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE
This e mail and any attachments are for the sole use of the intended recipients and contain information that may be
confidential or legally privileged. If you have received this e mail in error, please notify the sender by reply e mail and
delete the message. Any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of this communication by someone other than the
intended recipient is prohibited.
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From:Melinda Mueller [mailto:mmueller@seattleacademy.org]
Sent: Tuesday, July 10, 2018 7:59 AM
To:Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: EIS for Alpine Lakes Wilderness projects

To: Mike Kaputa, Director, Chelan County Natural Resources 

Sir:

I am a Washington State resident (since 1960), a biology teacher, and a long-time hiker and backpacker.  I am 
deeply concerned about the draft EIS regarding proposed dam and tunnel projects within the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness Area. 

As outlined by Washington Wild, the draft EIS has the following serious issues: 

o Contains projects that are illegal and do not comply with either federal or state laws
o Contains many elements that are in direct conflict with the Wilderness Act and set a

dangerous precedent for all wilderness areas in the nation
o Has wildly inaccurate cost estimates and timelines for projects, ignoring the National

Environmental Policy Act
o Does not include nearly enough water conservation elements
o Ignores the fact that the water rights to the areas involved do not belong to the group
o Does not provide a sufficient range of alternatives. For example, the EIS does not

include a “No Action”alternative with no new dam construction
o Has projects that would have negative impacts to watersheds natural functions.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area is one of our State's greatest treasures. The draft EIS does not show 
the care this resource deserves.

Sincerely,
Melinda Mueller
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From: Pete Fry <petefry@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 12:45 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comments on Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Icicle Creek 

Watershed Water Resources Mangement Strategy

My Name: Peter Fry

My Address: 2013 NE Rainbow Drive, Ridgefield, WA 98642

My Comments

Having investigated the options that your department is offering it seems that only "no change"offers a future without
additional dams and structures, notwithstanding the apparent bias in the report which suggests that "no change" is a
bad option.

Any dams and structures will have environmental impacts that will not be reversible. Much of this area is pristine
wilderness which should not be exploited for short term financial gain at the expense of the long term.

The problem with developments for short term financial gain is that they don't take into account the long term impacts
and costs of development. The interests of parties that seek financial gain that will externalize the costs of their activities
should not be given any great weight in the decision.

On a recent hiking vacation in the Redwoods Region of Northern California what struck me was not so much the beauty
and majesty of the surviving trees but the the large areas that had been deforested. Plenty of people had, in the past,
made money from destroying the forests but at what long term cost?

Don't pick an option that will have a deleterious effect on the environment in the long term. Don't let the Icicle Creek
Watershed be yet another region that is destroyed by unnecessary development.
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From: Rebecca Caulfield <caulfier@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 09, 2018 7:36 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comment on Icicle Strategy

Good evening,

As a concerned Washington citizen, I would like to provide a comment on the DPEIS written by the
Icicle Work Group (IWG) for the Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy. Even though
I do not live or work in Chelan County, I know that any minor or major altercation to the environment has far
reaching effects on the planet as a whole. Our wild lands must be treated with the utmost care and respect. I
would sincerely hope that IWG will take all possible steps to thoroughly examine this strategy and consider
alternative options that have no negative impact on the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. There are three points that I
would like IWG to consider:

Point one:What practices have been exercised to attempt water conversation in Chelan
County? Before building higher dams and drilling tunnels, what can this region do to reduce demands on Icicle
Creek’s water? For example, in the Ski Hill area of Leavenworth former orchard lands have converted to
residential areas but are still afforded irrigation water duties for their lawns. Policy around this needs to
change first. Even if projects within the DPEIS are implemented, it will only be a matter of time before
drought becomes a repeated issue with the imminent effects of climate change. We must take steps to
conserve water starting now.

Point two: What research has been done to address fundamental legal issues that will determine
which proposals can and cannot be built? For example, how does increasing storage in Eightmile Lake meet
regulations under the Wilderness Act and land management authority of the U.S. Forest Service? The Icicle
and Peshastin Irrigation District’s easements do not supersede federal wilderness law. An updated DPEIS
would be required with these considerations since they would greatly impact the scope and validity of the
proposals within.

Point three: Alternative four should be nixed as an option altogether. Building a tunnel between Upper
and Lower Klonaqua Lakes and building a higher dam at Upper Snow Lake and Eightmile Lake are egregious
attacks on our wilderness. The damage created by transporting and using heavy duty equipment, habitat loss,
and major impacts to riparian ecosystems would be irreversible. Again, we must do everything we can to
protect what we have left of our wilderness. If water cannot be conserved, it is concerning that Chelan County
wants to build even more homes where water is already over appropriated and the impacts of climate change
are taking their toll.

Thank you very much for taking the time to read my feedback about the IWG’s DPEIS. I look forward to
hearing about the next steps taken on this resources management strategy. I hope that the IWG will strongly
consider environmental, conservation, and legal ramifications of their project proposals and develop an DPEIS
that will better reflect these ramifications.

Best regards,

Rebecca Caulfield
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From: Allison Kutz <Allison.Kutz.123967723@p2a.co>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 8:12 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Last week, my brother and I were experiencing one of the most incredible places in our state. The Alpine Lakes
Wilderness is awe inspiring. It is truly a breathtaking, unique place. To negatively alter this area would be stealing this
experience from everyone who has dreamed of hiking/backpacking this area since laying eyes on the pictures shared by
many who have had the privilege to walk amongst the majestic granite peaks and stunningly clear lake waters.

I attempted to read through the Icicle Creek strategies. Environmental impact is not a topic I understand to any great
degree. However, I can speak to my recent trip passed the Colchuck Lake area and through to Snow Lakes Trailhead. A
good portion of the trail along the lakes would be effected by a change in the level of the lake waters. Higher water of
only a few feet would place sections under water. Quite a few of the Snow Lakes campsites would find themselves under
water or greatly encroached upon by the lake water. It is imperative that recreationalists like myself impact the areas we
visit in a manner which preserves the environment in as natural a state as possible. Changes to the lake water levels
would force reroutes, planning of new camp sites, or could result in the loss of this recreation area entirely in order to
protect it.

Please consider finding an alternative to your areas water concerns.

Regards,
Allison Kutz
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From: Anastasia Christman <Anastasia.Christman.93336538@p2a.co>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 9:48 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am deeply distressed to learn of the proposals to flood Eightmile, Upper Snow, and Lower Snow lakes as part of the
Icicle Creek water strategy. Having just spent last week hiking on these very trails in the Enchantments, I believe it is
critical to preserve these resources. Please remove the detrimental projects from the draft plan.

My concerns are two fold. On the one hand, I believe that now more than ever it is important to save access to our
natural lands for future generations. Climate change and the removal of other protections mean that future generations
could grow up never experiencing the awe of a clear glacial lake, the beauty of delicate and improbable mountain
wildflowers, or the power that comes with moving one's own body up a steep trail in clean crisp air. These lands are our
patrimony, and they tell a critical story about our region and our landscape. Our children, and their children, deserve to
have access to these lands.

On the other, outdoor recreation is a critical economic contributor and by flooding trails and campsites you are
proposing to diminish that revenue stream. More than $21 billion is spent in our state annually on outdoor recreation,
and the non economic benefits of land conservation are estimated to be another $134 to $238 billion (see this:
https://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/ORTF/OutdoorEconomicsFactSheet.pdf). It supports tens of thousands of jobs. Last
week, we paid for a camp site at the EightMile Campground, which goes to the Forest Service, but which employs people
for maintenance and operations. I bought food and supplies at a local grocery store. I purchased gas and ice from a local
gas station. I bought sunscreen and other incidentals at a local pharmacy. I spent one night in a hotel in Leavenworth
before leaving the area, and in conjunction with that my partner and I ate three meals in local restaurants. We paid to
do a float down Icicle Creek. I estimate that we spent roughly $600 while in the area, and we had intended to make
another trip in the Fall. Our visit contributed consumer dollars and tourist tax dollars, and supported jobs in retail,
hospitality, food service, farming, logistics, construction, and outdoor maintenance. As of March, 2018, Chelan County
still had an unemployment rate of 6%, significantly higher than the 4.8% of Washington State as a whole. It seems
critical for you to protect the economic benefits of outdoor recreation using all means at your disposal.

Please reconsider these damaging parts of your plan, and protect the beauty and magnificence of the Enchantments for
generations to come.

Regards,
Anastasia Christman
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From: barbaragamrath@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Barbara Gamrath 
<barbaragamrath@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 6:58 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:
I oppose it.
Barbara Gamrath

Sincerely,
Ms Barbara Gamrath
15001 59th Pl NE Kenmore, WA 98028 4355 barbaragamrath@frontier.com
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From: Brian Telfer <brian.telfer@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 19, 2018 6:11 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comments on proposed Icicle Creek water strategy

Director Kaputa,

As a active recreational backcountry user, I wanted to express my opinion with the proposed Icicle Creek
water strategy. I've visited every lake mentioned in this report, and I was just at Upper and Lower Klonaqua
Lakes on Jun 6th of this year.

While I understand the need to improve water access for the area, I am opposed to the projects proposed at
Eightmile, Snow, and Klonaqua lakes. I've traveled to wilderness areas all over the world, and what we have
preserved in the Pacific North West, specifically the area around the Icicle Basin and the Alpine Wilderness, is
unique in a way that is hard to quantify. Expanding the existing man made structures that these lakes,
especially the proposed tunnel at Kolonaqua, would permanently change that.

Thank you for your time.

Brian Telfer
brian.telfer@gmail.com
1321 Seneca St #1103,
Seattle WA 98101
6198503281
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From: blvanderlinden@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Brianne Vanderlinden 
<blvanderlinden@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 11:46 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I oppose the following projects in the proposed strategy, as they would impact landscapes valued by outdoor
enthusiasts:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

I support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening and water conservation efficiencies. We wholeheartedly believe that these conservation elements are
foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
Ms. Brianne Vanderlinden
2410 NW 63rd St Apt 2 Seattle, WA 98107 2481 blvanderlinden@gmail.com
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From: brittany.granger@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Brittany Granger 
<brittany.granger@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 11:50 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Please consider the negative impacts that implementing this plan could have on the environment, plants, and animals
surrounding the Enchantments.

Sincerely,
Ms. Brittany Granger
701 15th Ave E Seattle, WA 98112 4525
brittany.granger@icloud.com

81-1

1

From: thealls@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of William All <thealls@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 10:12 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Please vote no on the proposed changes to dams and the creation of a tunnel to transfer water in the Enchantments. I
have hiked and camped in this watershed and the preservation of this precious resource is critical to the enjoyment of
future generations.

Sincerely,
Mr William All
1452 Woodland Dr Port Townsend, WA 98368 2590 thealls@hotmail.com
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From: Carol A. Sund <carolasund@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 12:04 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Creek Strategy proposal

Please note, myself, along with other people are STRONGLY against the actions proposed.
Please do NOT proceed – it’s very detrimental to our health, well being, and our earth.
Thank you,
Carol A. Sund
Seattle, WA
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From: graham_carolyn@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Carolyn Graham 
<graham_carolyn@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 7:14 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness, specifically the Enchantments, includes some of my most beloved areas for hiking,
climbing, scrambling, and backcountry skiing. The wilderness designation protects the wildlife habitat that makes
outdoor adventures so special for me and many many other people who recreate in the outdoors.

I oppose increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites
around the lake.
I oppose increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and
will likely flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
I oppose boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to
the land surrounding the lakes.

New, enlarged dams and water diversions, which could flood nearby trails and campsites, are not appropriate actions in
a protected wilderness area.

Sincerely,
Ms. Carolyn Graham
3045 127th Pl SE Bellevue, WA 98005 5141 graham_carolyn@hotmail.com
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From: Administrator <cedarhyde44@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 21, 2018 8:31 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposals for Dams in Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear People in Charge of this Proposal,

I am distressed, appalled and deeply concerned about placing dams on several lakes in the designated wilderness and
most especially in the Enchantment Lakes .

For the sake of this spectacular land, the enjoyment of the people hiking there, and the flora and fauna whose home this
is, I beg you to not move forward on this plan!

Please consider other alternatives that are not in Designated Wilderness!

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Cedar Hyde
747 N 135thSt #715
Seattle, Wa. 98133

85-1

85-2

1

From: cnchabot@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Christian Chabot 
<cnchabot@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 9:50 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

We oppose the following projects in the proposed strategy, as they would impact landscapes valued by outdoor
enthusiasts:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.
We support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening and water conservation efficiencies. We wholeheartedly believe that these conservation elements are
foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
Mr. Christian Chabot
2517 E Helen St Seattle, WA 98112 3617
cnchabot@gmail.com
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From: seajai_mermaid@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of CJ Beegle 
<seajai_mermaid@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 11:47 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I ooppose the following projects in the proposed strategy, as they would impact landscapes valued by outdoor
enthusiasts like my family:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.
I support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening and water conservation efficiencies. I believe that these conservation elements are foundational to the
outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
Ms CJ Beegle
1246 NW 120th St Seattle, WA 98177 4637 seajai_mermaid@hotmail.com
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From: conny.anderton@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Constance Anderton 
<conny.anderton@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 8:44 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: The enchantments is a beautiful area that should not be ruined by more dams and more building. There has
to be an alternative over changing and possibly destroying a protected area. Do not alter the landscape in any way.

Sincerely,
Ms Constance Anderton
13522 SE 173rd Pl Renton, WA 98058 7024 conny.anderton@gmail.com

88-1
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From: CRAIG MABIE <craigdoug15@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 18, 2018 8:35 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comment on proposed Icicle Strategy

Dear Mr. Kaputa:

I oppose the following projects included in the proposed Icicle Strategy:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some
campsites around the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the
lakes and will likely flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative
impacts to the land surrounding the lakes.

Thank you,

Craig Mabie
Cle Elum, WA
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From: pedergraham@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Danielle Graham 
<pedergraham@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 8:03 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I oppose the following projects in the proposed strategy, as they would impact landscapes valued by outdoor
enthusiasts:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

I support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening and water conservation efficiencies. We wholeheartedly believe that these conservation elements are
foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
Ms. Danielle Graham
2181 NE Natalie Way Issaquah, WA 98029 3669 pedergraham@gmail.com
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From: David Panozzo <david.panozzo@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 19, 2018 11:01 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Strategy

Wanted to voice my concern regarding the proposed icicle strategy. A few of my concerns are below.

Flood the trail and some campsites around the Eightmile Lake.
Raise the water levels at Upper and Lower Snow Lakes and flood the surrounding trail and
campsites.
Have significant negative impacts to Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes because of the
proposed tunnel connecting the two.

I am against this and hope enough negative feedback is presented to change your minds.

David Panozzo
xxx xxxx xxx Road
xxxxxxxxxx, IL 60565

(xxx) xxx xxxx

Address and Telephone Number have been redacted to avoid being made public via FOIA requests. Thanks.

91-1
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From: David Van Cleve <dvancleve100@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 1:33 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] PEIS Comments
Attachments: Domestic Comment Letter.docx

Dear Sir

Attached are my comments for the Icicle Creek PEIS document.

David Van Cleve
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From: dlgill1@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Deanna Gill <dlgill1@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 9:13 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Please do not let this pass. We need to preserve our lands for future generations. Once the damage is done it can never
be repaired. Too many people are enjoying this area.

Sincerely,
Ms Deanna Gill
6012 48th St NE Marysville, WA 98270 7525 dlgill1@yahoo.com
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From: deloaparrish@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Deloa Dalby 
<deloaparrish@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 9:01 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: I oppose this plan and it’s wilderness impacts.

Sincerely,
Ms Deloa Dalby
19915 330th Ave NE Duvall, WA 98019 9751 deloaparrish@hotmail.com
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From: Elizabeth Vu <Elizabeth.Vu.123966733@p2a.co>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 7:50 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I would like to submit my concerns about the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. I understand that there are many
factors and voices in this conversation, and I am a regular citizen who would like to speak on behalf of hikers and
hopeful hikers to the area. We must protect our natural resources so they may last many generations into the future.

I understand according to the WTA, the proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten
to flood the trail and popular campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could
cause permanent negative impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them. Chelan County and Ecology
should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that don’t sacrifice the
experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Elizabeth Vu

95-1
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From: ghoule636@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Gabriel Houle <ghoule636
@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 10:49 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Please don't proceed with these plans! I love the icicle creek area as it is. I have many fond memories backpacking and
climbing from this area that I hope I can share with my children and their children someday. This environment is only
special when it is a wilderness area as it is right now.

Sincerely,
Mr. Gabriel Houle
3555 Market Pl W Apt 207 Tacoma, WA 98466 4480 ghoule636@gmail.com

96-1

1

From: Greg Wellman <Greg.Wellman.124164985@p2a.co>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 4:42 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

The Alpine Lakes are a Wilderness area. There's no point in having wilderness areas if as soon as non wilderness areas
need water we go and flood the wilderness. I get that there are important uses for that water. I certainly want the fish
hatchery to have enough and the farmers in the area to get as much as they have historically. It seems to me the
problem is the growth of Leavenworth. If there's not enough water, then Leavenworth needs to stop growing. We need
to preserve the wilderness more than we need Bavarian themed restaurants.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove the projects at Eightmile Lake, Upper and
Lower Snow Lakes, and Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes. The new PEIS should provide alternatives that don’t sacrifice
the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this beloved alpine valley.

Regards,
Greg Wellman
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From: hhalpern1@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Harvey Halpern <hhalpern1
@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 7:51 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

You should be leaving Wilderness alone, that's why it's designated Wilderness. Don't increase the size of the dam at 8
Mile lake, or Upper an d Lower Snow lakes. Certainly do NOT bore a tunnel from Upper to Lower KLONAQUA LAKE!

Sincerely,
Mr. Harvey Halpern
73 Tremont St Cambridge, MA 02139 1345
hhalpern1@gmail.com
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From: janeyerickson@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Jane Erickson 
<janeyerickson@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 10:40 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:Leave the Enchantments enchanting.b

Sincerely,
Ms Jane Erickson
241 Dungeness Mdws Sequim, WA 98382 7715 janeyerickson@yahoo.com
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From: Jeanne Poirier <jeannepoirier@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 11:03 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Creek Water EIS comment

Water is one of the most important resources in our world.
Areas of such beauty as the Alpine Lakes and Icicle Creek Watershed are valuable.
We need to learn to live with less water in the future.
I seriously question the value of impacting such sensitive areas for irrigation.
While you have worked long on this, please try alternatives.

100-1
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From: jeffwhittall@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Jeffrey Whittall 
<jeffwhittall@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 9:33 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: The Enchantments area is one of the most stunning landscapes in our country. I would encourage you to hike
from the Snow Lake Trailhead to the Stuart Lake Trailhead to see for yourself. If you allow this proposal to go thru
without seeing the area for yourself, you cannot in good conscience appreciate the impact it would have.

Sincerely,
Dr. Jeffrey Whittall
1166 Hyak Pl Fox Island, WA 98333 9648
jeffwhittall@gmail.com
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From: julietlina7@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Juliet Maurer <julietlina7@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 10:17 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you in deep concern over the terms of the Icicle Strategy being proposed within the boundaries of the
Enchantments wilderness zone.

The Enchantments are one of the most serene, magical, and still accessible areas of pure wilderness in Washington
State. They are already under tight management as protected wilderness with limited visitors during the busy season.
Entering the lottery for a pass is a huge part of my year, every year. The Enchantments changed my life as my first ever
backpacking trip after years of bed rest after a back injury. A huge part of my heart lives there, and I know that MANY
other people feel the same way.

I am concerned that the dam enlargement being proposed will flood trails in this area, destroying back country access
and natural habitat for protected wildlife. I urge you to consider other natural resource options that will not be of hazard
to the symbiotic eco system that includes us humans that are passionate about outdoor access.

Please, please do not allow this bill to be passed. It will forever change the landscape and the access to this magical
realm within our state. The Enchantments are literally our alps, lets please not throw that away.

Sincerely,
Ms Juliet Maurer
2548 Gravelly Beach Loop NW Olympia, WA 98502 8825 julietlina7@gmail.com
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From: Karen P. Thomas <karen.p.thomas@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 19, 2018 11:02 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Strategy

Regarding the proposed Icicle Strategy:

As a user of the Icicle Creek area and Stuart range hiking, I oppose the following projects included in the proposed
strategy:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites
around the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and
will likely flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the
land surrounding the lakes.

I do support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening and water conservation efficiencies.

Thank you,

Karen Thomas
Seattle, WA 98117
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From: KR Nerenberg <gardenrow@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 21, 2018 5:50 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Strategy

Mr Kaputa

We are writing to register our opposition to the proposed Icicle Strategy. As frequent hikers in the Alpine Lakes area, we
are opposed to any action under any of the Alternatives that would have negative impact on existing trails and
campsites, or would allow any new facility construction, or modification to existing water systems within the Wilderness
area.

Thank you

Kathleen and Robert Nerenberg

2032 179th CT NE, Redmond, WA 98052

425 747 0627

gardenrow@gmail.com

104-1
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From: Katrina Kok <Katrina.Kok.124034222@p2a.co>
Sent: Saturday, July 21, 2018 3:16 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to regarding the proposed Icicle Strategy in the alpine lakes wilderness of the Enchantments. Please
remove the detrimental projects from the draft plan.

The proposed projects will alter this iconic landscape in a way that cannot be repaired. People from all over the world
travel to see, experience and photograph this landscape and bring tourist business to the state. Taking away the trails
and camp sites will severely restrict access to what should be protected wilderness.

The proposal should be revised to alternate solutions that preserve trails, campsites and accessibility to this popular and
iconic area for all to enjoy.

Regards,
Katrina Kok
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From: kstegner@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Kendra Stegner 
<kstegner@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 7:00 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I oppose the following projects included in the proposed strategy:

1. Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites
around the lake.

2. Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will
likely flood the trail and campsites around the lake.

3. Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

However, I support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage,
fish screening, and water conservation efficiencies. I wholeheartedly believe that these conservation elements are
foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
Mrs. Kendra Stegner
6860 Holly Park Dr S Seattle, WA 98118 3501 kstegner@comcast.net
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From: kimberly.stachowski@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Kimberly Stachowski 
<kimberly.stachowski@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 4:27 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.

Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.

Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

Sincerely,
Ms. Kimberly Stachowski
408 19th Ave SE Puyallup, WA 98372 4526 kimberly.stachowski@outlook.com
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From: laneaasen@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Lane Aasen <laneaasen@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 10:11 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

The dam on Upper Snow Lake already feels out of place in an otherwise pristine area of the Cascades. When the water
level is low, it is a scar on the landscape easily visible from Lake Viviane in the Enchantments. Please do not enlarge the
Upper Snow Lake dam or any other dams in the vicinity. This is one of the most majestic areas of the Cascades, and its
relative accessibility makes it an excellent place for people to bond with nature. Preserving its wild character is vital.

Sincerely,
Mr. Lane Aasen
1715 32nd Ave Seattle, WA 98122 3319
laneaasen@gmail.com
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From: lshauger@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Laura Shauger <lshauger@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 9:35 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy. Wilderness areas are precious places that the harried citizens of the overpopulated Puget Sound region need
as a place to clear their minds. Building more dams and/or enlarging existing dams is unacceptable. Haven't we already
altered the environment enough as a species?

I wholeheartedly support protections that encourage healthy environments for fish. However, I do not think that we
should pursue several proposed projects in this water management proposal.

Sincerely,
Ms. Laura Shauger
617 Thomas St NW Olympia, WA 98502 4783 lshauger@gmail.com
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From: folkie1@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Lawrence Lewin <folkie1@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 12:22 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I oppose the following projects in the proposed strategy, as they would impact landscapes valued by outdoor
enthusiasts:

1. Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites
around the lake.

2. Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will
likely flood the trail and campsites around the lake.

3. Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

I support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening and water conservation efficiencies. We wholeheartedly believe that these conservation elements are
foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
Dr. Lawrence Lewin
11545 16th Ave NE Seattle, WA 98125 5101 folkie1@earthlink.net
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From: leannarend@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Leann Arend 
<leannarend@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 8:48 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:
I oppose the following projects in the proposed strategy, as they would impact landscapes valued by outdoor
enthusiasts:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

I support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening and water conservation efficiencies. We wholeheartedly believe that these conservation elements are
foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
ms Leann Arend
3828 Interlake Ave N # A Seattle, WA 98103 8130 leannarend@gmail.com
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From: ldsuhr@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Louise Suhr <ldsuhr@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 9:16 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:
Please do not approve this proposal. It’s effects on the surrounding wilderness are too detrimental for the small benefits
that it would bring.
Thank you, Louise Suhr

Sincerely,
Ms. Louise Suhr
4033 47th Ave SW Seattle, WA 98116 3731 ldsuhr@gmail.com
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From: rentonrph@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Mary Eve <rentonrph@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 4:50 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Due to longer summers, dryer years and the expanding population I think we need to start using water conservation
techniques in agricultural irrigation. Moving more water out of the mountains and forest leads to more wildfires,
erosion and a dryer mountain climate with less spring snow available for irrigation. The US policy of building more dams
for agriculture is not working. The Southwest now has many irrigation projects where storage capacity greatly exceeds
recharge ability leading to low water pool levels, dry rivers and sinking ground.

Sincerely,
Ms. Mary Eve
15621 SE 178th St Renton, WA 98058 9003 rentonrph@hotmail.com
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From: mlbusch@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Matthew Busch <mlbusch@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 8:50 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: Please see the following reasons why building damns in the enchantment areas would be so devastating for
myself, the students I work with and the general population.

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

It makes me sick to think about losing what little recreational space we have in Washington,

Matt

Sincerely,
Dr. Matthew Busch
18115 Campus Way NE Bothell, WA 98011 8246 mlbusch@uw.edu
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From: Mattias Huhta <Mattias.Huhta.124022928@p2a.co>
Sent: Saturday, July 21, 2018 8:34 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Please reject the Icicle Creek Strategy. Tired of politicians and corporations putting their noses in. Leave the untouched
untouched. The land is more important than the idiots that live near it. You are not doing the greater good.

Regards,
Mattias Huhta
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From: Michael Schemmel <Michael.Schemmel.94096930@p2a.co>
Sent: Saturday, July 21, 2018 7:47 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Hi Sir
I have issues with your office's proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a special place for
my family and I where we hike and camp annually. I'd hate to see it changed for the worse and to see trail access lost
and camping access decreased for all of us now and for those who have not had a chance to visit yet. Please think about
the detrimental projects from this plan.

I would like Chelan County and Ecology to revise and re release the PEIS to remove any projects, like the boring between
Klonaqua lakes and increasing dam size on Snow Lakes and Eightmile, and provide alternatives that don’t sacrifice the
experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Thank you for your time and consideration!

Regards,
Michael Schemmel
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From: Carol or Mike Wyant <cmwyant@charter.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 19, 2018 5:11 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Public Comment Regarding Icicle Strategy Draft PEIS

Comment submitted by:

Michael Wyant
12125 Emig Drive, Leavenworth, WA 98836
(509) 548 7747
cmwyant@charter.net

I support Alternative 1 from the Icicle Strategy PEIS draft document. My second choice is to support Alternative 2. I am
adamantly opposed to Alternative 4 because it appears to suggest violating the Wilderness Act by adding new
infrastructure to the existing wilderness dams. I believe Alternative 4 would result in prompt and vigorous legal
challenge, a measure that I would fully support.

In addition to supporting Alternative 1, I would like to see effort put into changing the diversion point for some or all of
the Icicle/Peshastin Irrigation water. Additionally I support a vigorous effort to implement conservation measures for the
irrigation diversions, particularly in the form of canal lining or piping.
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From: m.obermeyer@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Michelle Privat Obermeyer
<m.obermeyer@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 8:02 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: I am in alignment with WTA and the mountaineers in their concerns about aspects of the icicle plan. Please
consider the strong economic voice of the outdoor industry and impacts on recreational locations in the alpine
wilderness and remove related portions of the plan.

Sincerely,
Ms. Michelle Privat Obermeyer
12815 NE 4th Pl Bellevue, WA 98005 3310 m.obermeyer@hotmail.com

118-1
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From: mitakuoyasinn@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of mike Gundlach 
<mitakuoyasinn@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 9:01 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I oppose the following projects in the proposed strategy, as they would negatively impact the environment, the eco
system and landscapes valued by outdoor enthusiasts.

1) Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites
around the lake.

2) Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will
likely flood the trail and campsites around the lake.

3) Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

It's very likely the above actions will impact trails and campsites and more importantly they would also have a negative
impact on the environment and eco system. Over decades of history we have hundreds of examples of damage that
dams cause to the environment and surrounding eco system. The damage that has already been done in this area will be
increased by the proposed project. The fundamental problem we need to address is finding ways to live within the limits
of what the environment provides for us already instead of trying to manipulate it and take more from it and in the
process continue to damage the environment that we need to support all life. Simply building bigger dams is only a stop
gap measure for people's insatiable desire for taking more than the surrounding land can provide.

There are a plethora of other options to address the need for additional water. First and foremost is conservation. While
some water conservation measures are in place, this is only the tip of the iceberg. Secondly, the Pacific NW receives high
levels of precipitation. Although the Eastern area of the state doesn't receive as much as the West, it does receive plenty
to have water collection on roofs and open areas that would not cause additional impact to these beautiful mountain
areas.

I do support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening and water conservation efficiencies. I wholeheartedly believe that these conservation elements are critical to
protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
Mr. mike Gundlach
122 Upper Lakeview Rd White Salmon, WA 98672 8103 mitakuoyasinn@gmail.com
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From: misaheat@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Misa Heater <misaheat@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 9:09 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:
As a hiker and climber, I would be very disappointed if the campsites and trails along Eight Mile and Snow lakes were
rendered unusable. It would also be a great tragedy if Snow Creek Wall or Pearly Gates (rock climbing areas) were
rendered inaccessible by your proposed water management strategy. Please do not ruin our recreation environment!
Thank you.

Sincerely,
Mrs. Misa Heater
816 NE 53rd St Seattle, WA 98105 3607
misaheat@gmail.com

120-1
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From: psandjt@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Pat Siggs <psandjt@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:27 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

The Enchantments are a famous and world renowned part of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. It s very important to keep
this area free of construction and alteration projects. This is the people’s wilderness, I oppose raising three dams and
boring a tunnel in our wilderness.

There are adequate water resources in the Cascade Mountains and Chelan County that are not part of a wilderness area.
Please consider other water sources.

Sincerely,
Ms Pat Siggs
233 14th Ave E Apt 403 Seattle, WA 98112 5259 psandjt@comcast.net
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From: podenski@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Patrick Podenski 
<podenski@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 6:17 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Let’s keep the Enchantments Wilderness wild. Do not pursue non wilderness compliant construction projects in the
Enchantments.

Sincerely,
Mr. Patrick Podenski
3802 NE 91st St Seattle, WA 98115 3747
podenski@me.com

122-1
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From: peterd@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Peter Dunau <peterd@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 5:05 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I am opposed to any action that would raise the level of lakes in the Enchantments. Changing the water level would hurt
recreation, and it's not compatible with management practices in a Wilderness area.

Sincerely,
Mr. Peter Dunau
3606 Woodland Park Ave N Seattle, WA 98103 7948 peterd@mountaineers.org

123-1
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From: Peter Polson <peter@polsons.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 7:07 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Water Project

The Alpine Lakes is a wilderness area we love, we enjoy with our family, and we look forward to sharing for future
generations. Please do not proceed with the project to increase the size of the dams on Eightmile Lake and both Snow
Lakes, as well as the tunnel project. This land is too unique to tamper with. I appreciate the water needs of the county,
but conservation combined with other sources are a better answer.

Peter Polson
206.669.0130
PO Box 727, Winthrop, WA 98862
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From: pevans@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Philip Evans <pevans@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 8:04 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: The proposed plan includes alterations in water levels of lakes that are very important to me and thousand of
other hikers and backpackers who love this area. These higher water levels will affect trails and campsites as well as
further worsen the already unsightly bathtub rings when water is drawn off. Please reconsider this aspect of the
proposal as it is potentially devastating to recreation in this wilderness area, and also to the income hikers and
backpackers bring to the Leavenworth area.

Sincerely,
Mr. Philip Evans
100 Ski Blick Strasse # D 203 Leavenworth, WA 98826 pevans@nwi.net
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From: sprithvi@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Prithvi Shylendra <sprithvi@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:04 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I am with the outdoor enthusiasts and community in their opposition to certain sub projects under the broader
proposal, like,

1. Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites
around the lake.
2. Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will
likely flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
3. Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.
I am with them in supporting the following sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement
projects, fish passage, fish screening and water conservation efficiencies. We wholeheartedly believe that these
conservation elements are foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
Mr. Prithvi Shylendra
ALKI Ave SW Seattle, WA 98116
sprithvi@hotmail.com

126-1
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From: razw14@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Rebecca Walton <razw14@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 1:05 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Increasing dam sizes for the Eightmile Lake, and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes dams will flood acres of land important
for its recreational and ecological value. Please do not increase the sizes of these dams.

Tunnel boring and other practices similar to mining have proven negative effects on water quality and ecosystem health.
Please do not bore a tunnel from the Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes.

Continue to support wildlife protection through habitat enhancement and protection, including fish passage
opportunities. Conservation of our remaining wild places is important in an era where ecosystems are already stressed
by climate changes. Preserving the natural systems of adaptation and maintaining large areas of uninterrupted habitat
are critical for the survival of many species as weather and climate affect their habitats and lives.

Sincerely,
Ms. Rebecca Walton
15849 34th Ave NE Lake Forest Park, WA 98155 6542 razw14@hotmail.com
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From: Rebeccah <leiterbec@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 19, 2018 10:45 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Wilderness Areas | Washington State Parks and Recreation Commission

The time is past to alter the preservation of designated wildernesses!

Conservation of water usage starting with the individual, moving into home water conservation, moving up to
commercial conservation is the key to wise water abundance for all of our state, for all of our country, for all of the
World that is all of Our’s!

Take a hike, take a cool drink from the streams, take in the fresh air, take a moment in a wilderness that you may believe
you are the first to have discovered it, then leave, leaving no trace behind for the next explorer.

You have the power to do the most wonderful act of upholding the designation already given this area, this
WILDERNESS!

https://parks.state.wa.us/144/Wilderness Areas
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From: Robert Werth <robwerth@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 14, 2018 9:28 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] DPEIS Icicle Creek Watershed

Please accept my comment on this matter, as follows:

I am deeply concerned that the subject DPEIS will allow construction of dams and other man made structures in the
Alpine Lakes WIlderness and the Enchantments. Please reject all such intrusions into these areas, which should instead
be preserved as they are for the future.

Thanks you,

Robert Werth
PO Box 3073
Leavenworth, WA 98826
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From: rby2@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Robert Yates <rby2@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 11:07 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

As a frequent patron of the amazing wilderness that WA state has to offer, I would be incredibly disappointed if the plan
to change the current water management is implemented. This plan will have devastating effects on the wilderness that
we all enjoy. Earlier this summer, I was in the Enchantments and covered the entire region from Snow Lakes trailhead to
Colchuk lake in one day it is an amazing region, and it should not be negatively impacted by this water management
plan.

Sincerely,
Dr. Robert Yates
8519 14th Ave NW Seattle, WA 98117 3431 rby2@uw.edu

130-1
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From: rderegt@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Roberta de Regt <rderegt@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 8:12 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:
I support The Mountaineers and Washington Trails Association concerns about the proposed Icicle Strategy water plans.
Enlargement of the dams would have far reaching effects on a pristine wilderness that needs to remain protected. The
proposals sound extremely expensive in terms of the concrete changes but my concern is that the effect will be priceless
upon lands that can never be brought back to Wilderness state. I strongly oppose this Strategy.

Sincerely,
Dr. Roberta de Regt
10930 250th Ave NE Redmond, WA 98053 6236 rderegt@eastsidemfm.com
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From: robinb411@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Robin Buxton <robinb411
@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 8:10 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I whole heartedly concur with the statement that designated Wilderness is a core tool in protecting pristine natural
habitat and the outdoor experience. What this means is "hands off" in terms of development, habitat disruption, or
changes in the natural order of these areas, as well as "hands off" in terms of any mechanized or motorized access to
these areas.

Instead, to enhance water levels for fish passage, and provide needed water for agriculture and homes in the
Leavenworth area, concerted conservation that protects habitat and emphasizes water conservation efficiencies should
be employed. These conservation should be foundational in protecting the outdoor experience.

I am adamantly opposed to any action that would negatively impact the Alpine Lakes wilderness area.

Sincerely,
Ms. Robin Buxton
19825 SE 296th St Kent, WA 98042 5912
robinb411@comcast.net
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From: hardenrr@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Ronald Harden <hardenrr@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 4:02 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Basin Strategy: The water management plan proposed, for the Enchantments in Washington state, is inappropriate. It
would mean the extreme loss of the natural values of the area, It is is not way a compromise, it would just be a
compromising away of the values that should be preserved. Its only valid measures are those that provide for habitat
conservation a restoration. I urge the plan's make over, or barring that, its rejection.

Sincerely,
Dr. Ronald Harden
3125 Elevado Ct Loveland, CO 80538 9482 hardenrr@msn.com
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ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-131

Comment Letter 134 Comment Letter 135 

1

From: sciske@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Sandra Ciske <sciske@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 3:51 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy.
I am opposed to the following elements of the draft:
Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around

the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely

flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land

surrounding the lakes.

I support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening, and water conservation efficiencies. In my opinion and many other, these conservation elements are
foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
Ms Sandra Ciske
1717 Sunset Ave SW Seattle, WA 98116 1943 sciske@drizzle.com
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From: sara.papanikolaou@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Sara Papanikolaou 
<sara.papanikolaou@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Saturday, July 21, 2018 9:38 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

As someone who has enjoyed the Enchantments and Icicle River valley for over 3 decades, and now bring my children to
enjoy them as well, I find it deeply troubling that such disregard is being taken in considering these projects in such a
fragile area. I strongly urge you to maintain the existing dams and not bore a hole between the Klonaqua Lakes. This is
protected lands, and these actions are wholly inappropriate. The essence of wildnerness will be lost in these locations if
the construction projects are undertaken, and there is no getting it back. Please, for future generations, keep these wild
places wild, and look to resources elsewhere to fill gaps.

Sincerely,
Mrs Sara Papanikolaou
23024 57th Ave SE Woodinville, WA 98072 8640 sara.papanikolaou@gmail.com
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From: sarahleyrer@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Sarah Leyrer 
<sarahleyrer@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 9:58 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: protecting our most unique and precious wilderness areas must be a priority. Do not adopt a strategy that will
harm the Enchantments, Washington's most prized gem in the Cascades.

Sincerely,
Ms. Sarah Leyrer
2216 13th Ave S Seattle, WA 98144 4119
sarahleyrer@gmail.com

136-1
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From: Stefanie Dirks <Stefanie.Dirks.96391093@p2a.co>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 10:56 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you regarding the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy, which proposes to flood the trail and campsites
around Eightmile Lake and Upper/ Lower Snow Lakes and to bore a tunnel between Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes.
This seems to be a hastily composed plan that would have lasting effects on a The Alpine Lakes Wilderness area. There
must be a better solution that achieves the same intent but that does not involve marring such a pristine, undeveloped
natural region. These areas are frequently used by backpackers, through hikers, climbers, and skiers, people who pay for
recreation permits. It's reasonable to assume this revenue stream could be negatively affected by the proposed projects.
Once these wilderness areas are opened for development of any kind, they are permanently changed, and once one
project is begun, many more typically follow. This could permanently alter the beauty of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness,
which I have personally enjoyed many times. What drew me to the Northwest is how cities and towns are very close to
wild areas. I only need to drive 30 60 minutes to feel reconnected to nature and to escape the urban environment.
Please do not take this key component of the region away from us.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley. There are already
numerous studies of how dams negatively affect wildlife and the natural environment. In other parts of the Northwest,
dams are even being removed to restore habitat. Why would this new understanding be embraced in parts of the
Northwest, and completely ignored in others?

Regards,
Stefanie Dirks
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From: swenson.s@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Steve Swenson 
<swenson.s@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 9:47 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

It's inappropriate to be raising the dams on lakes within a designated wilderness area. I'm very opposed to this idea and
the negative imp;acts it would have on recreation in this stunningly beautiful area of the Cascade Mountains.

Sincerely,
Mr. Steve Swenson
6407 Brooklyn Ave NE Seattle, WA 98115 6732 swenson.s@comcast.net

138-1
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From: stevecox68114@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Steven Cox <stevecox68114
@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 11:32 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I oppose increasing the dams on Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes and boring a tunnel from Upper to
Lower Klonaqua Lakes. Thank you for considering my comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement
for the Icicle Strategy:

Sincerely,
Mr. Steven Cox
607 21st Ave Seattle, WA 98122 5909
stevecox68114@gmail.com

139-1
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From: Steven Jones <stdojo@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 15, 2018 2:52 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Aline Lakes & Icicle Creek

Please save this valuable natural resource from development, destruction and any other changes which would alter it's
natural state and incredible beauty.
Thank you!
Steven Jones

140-1
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From: scribones@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Timothy Hall <scribones@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 11:06 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: The Alpine Lakes Wilderness and in particular Icicle Creek and Enchantment area have been special to me for
over 50 years of visits (as permits allow now). Human influx and the endless cycle of more people=more development
(water etc.)= allowing more people=more development (water, floral and fauna disruption)= etc., has to be limited. Yes,
limits must be set as much as people think we can keep drawing down Nature's resources. Get a backbone, take a deep
breath and disappoint a few "more development" people for the sake of the natural world and future generations'
enjoyment of the small bits that can be saved.

Sincerely,
Mr. Timothy Hall
6811 21st Ave NE Seattle, WA 98115 6949 scribones@earthlink.net
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From: Tina Thompson <Tina.Thompson.123971737@p2a.co>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 9:38 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

As a multi time hiker of the Eightmile, Upper, and Lower Snow Lakes I beg you NOT to proceed as planned with the
proposed projects which will flood the trail and campsites. I often cajole friends from the West side of the mountains
and as far away as California to come hike the awesome Alpine Lakes Wilderness, and this trail in particular. One of my
fondest hiking memories is having a cup of tea at a Lower Snow Lakes campsite and watching a bear swim across the
lake to an island, walk over the rocky resting spot, and continue swimming to the other shore. It was amazing. Please
work hard to find other alternatives to your proposal. Don't rob future generations of these kinds of magical
experiences.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this TREASURED alpine valley.

Regards,
Tina Thompson

142-1

142-2

142-3

1

From: alanmoen@nwi.net
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 10:37 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Wenatchee Watershed Plan

Hi Mike,

Id like to comment on Chelan County's plan to dam and otherwise augment streamflow from seven lakes in the Alpine
Lakes Wilderness to make more water available for irrigation.

I've lived in the Wenatchee region for over 25 years, and operate a small winery in the Entiat Valley. Having my own
vineyard, I realize the importance of irrigation, especially as hotter summers and lower stream flows from snowmelt due
to climate change reduce the amount of water available to farmers here. So seven years ago, we worked out a deal with
the Cascadia Conservation District to stop taking our irrigation water from the Entiat River in exchange for a well. This
has made more water available for fish when stream flows are low, helping to restore fish habitat.

However, I have also seen how much water is simply wasted by orchardists here, such as overhead spraying for 12 hours
on 90 degree days, when so much water evaporates before it even gets to tree roots. The easy availability of river water
has encouraged this common abuse.

I believe the same practice certainly goes on in the Wenatchee watershed.
While orchardists have drawn water from some alpine lakes for nearly 100 years, now several of these lakes have been
included within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, which is, by definition, a place "where man is a visitor and does not
remain." As you know, this a very special region, one where I have been hiking and climbing for over 50 years. I was
involved in the fight to protect this area at the outset, and I think public involvement helped save one of the state's true
environmental treasures from human development.

And so, I don't believe the current Wenatchee watershed plan adequately addresses the intrinsic value of this
wilderness. I think that enlarging or adding new dams in the wilderness would significantly damage the land and its value
recreationally, ecologically, and spiritually.

Furthermore, water resources in the plan should be earmarked for irrigation only, not development of any kind. Realtors
here typically use "water rights" as bait for home sales and suburban development. Although water use by people in the
county will inevitably increase in the future as our population grows, it should not be at the exoense of the very areas
we ought to protect in fact, those area are why many of us live here in the first place. Conservation of our water
resources should be a paramount issue in this plan. and preservation of our widerness areas as well.

Like the Entiat watershed plan an excellent model for the region monitoring water use is vitally important as we look
to the future. I hope the county will serously consider no further action to interfere with the lakes in the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness simply in order to obtain more irrigation water from them. These lakes are much more than current and
potential reservoirs; they are an essential part of the wilderness that surrounds them.

Thank you for your attention to my comments.

Sincerely,

Alan Moen
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Snowgrass Winery
6701 Entiat River Road
Entiat, WA 98822
509 784 5101

1

From: Alex Bond <Alex.Bond.14797264@p2a.co>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 12:57 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

The Enchantments and the Alpine Lakes Wilderness are iconic and beautiful parts of Washington state that bring joy to
many thousands of people every year. A water plan that impacts recreation opportunities in the Icicle area would have
colossal impacts on many categories of outdoor enthusiasts and the local Leavenworth economy they support. You must
not take action that could cause permanent negative impacts on recreation in the ALW. Thank you for reading.

Regards,
Alex Bond
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From: Zandercharles@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Alexander Phillips 
<Zandercharles@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 9:31 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Cut the junk and let my backyard thrive. Get a job

Sincerely,
Mr. Alexander Phillips
11930 30th Ave SW Burien, WA 98146 2421 Zandercharles@gmail.com
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From: Alison Shaw <Alison.Shaw.124233230@p2a.co>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 9:50 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Don’t sacrifice wilderness for flawed Icicle Strategy

Dear Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Dept. Mike Kaputa,

My family frequently hikes in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness.

I am sick and tired of trying to protect valuable nature preservers, used and enjoyed by thousands of taxpayers, from
industrial exploitation.

Sufficient, pristine water is a challenge that the entire country will face as our climate changes, but let's not leap to the
most destructive policies as our first course of action, ignoring the value of our wilderness areas for recreation, personal
serenity, and it apparently has to be pointed out the economic value of the tourism and recreation industries.

Regards,
Alison Shaw
328 9th Ave
Kirkland, WA 98033
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From: Andrea Riley <andreariley@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 10:09 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Project

Millions have been spent tearing down dams and you these public officials want to spend millions more building new
ones. Idiocy prevails. Hope to vote all of you developers out of office

Sent from my iPad

147-1
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From: Ann Crosby <seasmilecros@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 10:29 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comment on DPEIS released May 30, 2018

The DPEIS is a start, but only the beginning, of exploring the complexities that occur 
when a shared public Wilderness Area is proposed to provide and serve as an on-
demand reservoir system, in effect becoming a public water utility in order to build new 
private homes downstream.

The five Alternatives would dramatically change eight lakes within the Alpine Lakes 

Wilderness Area and the streams they feed – causing fluctuating water levels, dead 

zones along the shore and negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems downstream. 

The proposed projects in the five Alternatives are unprecedented in the National 

Wilderness System.

Underlying all these complexities is the more fundamental question of whether it would 

be cheaper and more sustainable to adopt conservation measures rather than further 

damming and diverting the Alphine Wilderness lakes.

There are many procedural issues, fundamental legal issues, historic and existing 

water storage rights, and conservation issues that must be addressed but are not 

considered in the DPEIS. For example there is little or no consideration of fundamental 

legal issues arising from federal wilderness law, from state water law, from the 
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protections of the Wilderness Act, from the land management role and authority of the 

U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands, from the National Environmental 

Policy Act (NEPA), from the Endangered Species Act, and finally from the total lack 

of legal precedent of turning a protected wilderness area into an on-demand public 

utility.

Until these deficiencies and inadequacies are thoroughly researched and transparently 

presented in a revised DPEIS, this current DPEIS (released May 30, 2018) is a useless 

document and a useless expense of public funds. It does not begin to provide the 

extensive information needed to consider the legality or environmental consequences of 

the five Alternatives. It does not begin to consider the enormous consequences of 

plundering protected, wild public lands for the sheer economic benefit of a few private 

parties.

We urge that a Revised Draft PEIS that addresses all the above issues should be 

released for public comment. 

We further recommend that instead of draining these protected, beautiful alpine lakes 

which thousands of visitors enjoy and contribute to our economies – that we adopt 

reasonable conservation alternatives instead.

Sincerely,
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The Crosby Family

Cascade St., Leavenworth 98826

509-548-1544
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From: Bruce Williams <bwseattle@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 11:47 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle PEIS

My name is Bruce Williams. I live on Icicle Creek. I began attending Icicle Work Group meetings in July 2017.

Regretfully, I am writing to oppose all of the alternatives proposed and I am requesting that this process be done over. I
know that many well meaning people have put a lot of time into this. However, based on my attendance at the IWG
meetings and reading of documents it appears to me that there are fundamental flaws in the process which have led to
fundamental flaws in the proposals.

In summary, the fundamental flaws in the process are:

1. lack of methodical, rigorous focus on wise use of the public's money (either taxpayer or ratepayer);
2. lack of methodical, rigorous and objective focus on the best ways in which to conserve water;
3. lack of a priority to minimize additional intrusions into the Alpine Lakes Wilderness.

Lack of methodical rigorous focus on wise use of the public's money

It is my perception that all or almost all of the money proposed to be spent is public money, funded either by taxpayers
or ratepayers. In general, those proposing how the public's money will be spent should view themselves as having a
fiduciary duty to ensure that the public's money is spent in the most cost effective ways to best serve the public's
interest and to not spend any more than is reasonably necessary. Unfortunately, sitting in the meetings did not give me
the sense that the participants had that perspective.

The first time I heard that the IWG was contemplating spending in the order of $100 million of public money I was
astounded. When I mentioned that to an IWG member he replied that at first he also had thought it was an enormous
amount of money but now he was used to the idea of spending that much. I am concerned that getting "used to" the
idea of spending that much of someone else's money results in less care than one would have in spending one's own
money. I didn't hear anyone voicing concerns about this, or raising questions as to the amount that should be spent.

Lack of methodical, rigorous and objective focus on the best ways in which to conserve water
In a project contemplating $100+ million dollars of public money on water projects, I would have expected a methodical,
rigorous, objective, and world class focus on conservation: ways in which existing users of Icicle water could achieve
their purposes while using less water. The goals of such a focus would include reducing use of water from the Icicle and
possibly reducing the amount of public money to be spent.

Such an approach would be consistent with government funding in general. Those who benefit from government
funding usually have to meet criteria developed to insure that public objectives are achieved.

Of course, if the main users of the water, including the Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District ("IPID") and the Leavenworth
National Fish Hatchery ("LNFH"), were using their own money to fund these projects, there would be an argument that
they could spend their own money as they wanted and needn't consider spending it on conservation or an outside
expert's view of appropriate conservation. But for a publicly funded project, a strong, rigorous and objective review of
conservation opportunities would be an obvious starting point.

But that wasn't at all what I observed. Instead, I saw:
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The IWG seemed to think it was fine to only consider conservation projects that the users suggested they were
interested in. For example, rather than an objective look at IPID's use of water, the IWG seemed content to let
IPID decide what conservation projects were on the table. I don't recall ever hearing an IWG member suggest
that IPID should consider other alternatives.
When I started attending the meetings in the summer of 2017, the IWG process had been going 5 years. But it
appeared that IPID had not yet developed their conservation plan. That certainly gave the impression
conservation wasn't a high priority.
Similarly, I heard at an IWG meeting that the City of Leavenworth and Chelan County had agreed to jointly
consider conservation. But 5 years into the IWG process, they hadn't started yet.
The longest discussion in an IWG meeting regarding conservation was about how to increase the public's
perception that the IWG was serious about conservation, not about actual efforts to conserve.
There is no alternative that is focused on what is possible with just conservation.

Lack of a priority to minimize additional intrusions into the Alpine Lakes Wilderness:
.
I expected that because of the legal, policy and political concerns about protecting wilderness areas, a project like this
would have put a high priority on coming up with alternatives that would not increase impacts on the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness. But I didn't sense that was a priority in the meetings I attended and I don't see that as a priority in the
alternatives proposed.

After observing those fundamental flaw in the process, I believe that the proposed alternatives are not the best options
for spending public money, for conservation or for avoiding unnecessary impacts to the wilderness.

The process needs to be done over in a way that addresses and eliminates these fundamental flaws.

Thank you.

Bruce Williams
bwseattle@gmail.com
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From: cwedel@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Carina Wedel <cwedel@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 12:50 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I am a recent outdoor recreation graduate from Eastern Washington University. I love the state of WA and often
recreate in it whenever I get the chance. Please keep the Enchantments wild, rugged, and beautiful without the
advancement of dams and other water constrictors.

Sincerely,
Ms Carina Wedel
2528 N Normandie St Spokane, WA 99205 3152 cwedel@eagles.ewu.edu
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From: Carolyn Waldow <waldow.carolyn@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 10:10 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Public Comment - Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for the 

Icicle Strategy

Dear Sir,

No dams in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy should
improve protections for this world class wilderness. The Enchantments and the greater Alpine Lakes Wilderness is an
attraction for outdoor enthusiasts from around the world.

I fell in love in the wild and majestic beauty of this pristine wilderness. Pristine wildness is an asset in which we should
continue to invest as a return in which the heart and soul may be renewed and flourish. Please help me to save this
amazing place for my children and future generations.

Sincerely,
Carolyn Waldow (98136)
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From: ccraver15@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Cathy Craver <ccraver15@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 3:32 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy. I support the position outlined by the Mountaineers, as follows:

"We oppose the following projects included in the proposed strategy:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.
The Mountaineers supports the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish
passage, fish screening, and water conservation efficiencies. We wholeheartedly believe that these conservation
elements are foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes."

Sincerely,
Ms. Cathy Craver
2828 Franklin St Bellingham, WA 98225 2604 ccraver15@gmail.com
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From: Charles Raymond <cfr98115@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 4:57 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comments on DPEIS for Icicle
Attachments: Icicle_DPEIS_comments-Raymond.pdf

Please accept the attached comments concerning the Icicle DPEIS. Thanks for the opportunity to comment.

Charles Raymond

Charles Raymond
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From: Chris Lish <lishchris@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 8:24 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Protect the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. Revise the DPEIS for the Icicle Creek Watershed 

Water Resources Management Strategy.

Sunday, July 29, 2018 

Mike Kaputa 
Director 
Chelan County Natural Resource Department 
411 Washington Street, Suite 201 
Wenatchee, WA 98801 

Subject: Protect the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. Revise the DPEIS for the Icicle Creek Watershed Water 
Resources Management Strategy. 

Dear Mr. Kaputa, 

I strongly urge the Chelan County Natural Resource Department to revise the Draft Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS) for the Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management 
Strategy to address the following deficiencies and then release a revised DPEIS for public comment. 

“Our duty to the whole, including to the unborn generations, bids us to restrain an unprincipled 
present-day minority from wasting the heritage of these unborn generations. The movement for the 
conservation of wildlife and the larger movement for the conservation of all our natural resources are 
essentially democratic in spirit, purpose and method.” 
-- Theodore Roosevelt 

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a 
shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its 
wilderness character must also be protected. 

“If future generations are to remember us with gratitude rather than contempt, we must leave them 
with more than the miracles of technology. We must leave them with a glimpse of the world as it was 
in the beginning, not just after we got through with it.” 
-- Lyndon B. Johnson, upon signing the Wilderness Act in 1964 

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals 
can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes the 
Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District’s (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. 
The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of the IPID’s water rights, which 
would limit several proposals. 
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“Wilderness is a resource that can shrink but not grow--the creation of new wilderness in the full 
sense of the word is impossible” 
-- Aldo Leopold 

I strongly object to Alternative 4. It includes: drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower 
Klonaqua Lakes); building a higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher-than-
ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside 
the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these proposals is grossly inadequate. The IPID has 
no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper Klonaqua Lake. 

“I hope the United States of America is not so rich that she can afford to let these wildernesses pass 
by, or so poor that she cannot afford to keep them.” 
-- Margaret “Mardy” Murie 

Of the five alternatives presented in the DPEIS, Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump 
Station," which would move the IPID's point of diversion downstream to the Wenatchee River, and 
greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness, especially in future 
decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed. 

“It is imperative to maintain portions of the wilderness untouched so that a tree will rot where it falls, a 
waterfall will pour its curve without generating electricity, a trumpeter swan may float on 
uncontaminated water—and moderns may at least see what their ancestors knew in their nerves and 
blood.” 
-- Bernand De Voto 

The IPID’s water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to 
use the IPID water for other purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but 
the IPID has no right to use water for these additional purposes. 

“Something will have gone out of us as a people if we ever let the remaining wilderness be destroyed. 
Without any remaining wilderness, we are committed wholly, without chance of even momentary 
reflection and rest, to a headlong drive into our technological termite-life, the Brave New World of a 
completely man-controlled environment.” 
-- Wallace Stegner 

For new storage, “restoration” storage and “optimization” projects, the timelines and estimated costs 
stated in the DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes 
are on National Forest lands inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores 
protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly ignores the land management role and authority of the 
U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly ignores the fact that major federal 
actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The State Environmental 
Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely to be much higher than 
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5. 

“As we peer into society’s future, we—you and I, and our government—must avoid the impulse to 
live only for today, plundering for our own ease and convenience the precious resources of 
tomorrow. We cannot mortgage the material assets of our grandchildren without risking the loss also 
of their political and spiritual heritage. We want democracy to survive for all generations to come, not 
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to become the insolvent phantom of tomorrow.” 
-- Dwight D. Eisenhower 

The DPEIS also repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes 
Wilderness from the proposed off-season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology. 

“Every man who appreciates the majesty and beauty of the wilderness and of wild life, should strike 
hands with the farsighted men who wish to preserve our material resources, in the effort to keep our 
forests and our game beasts, game-birds, and game-fish—indeed, all the living creatures of prairie 
and woodland and seashore—from wanton destruction. Above all, we should realize that the effort 
toward this end is essentially a democratic movement.” 
-- Theodore Roosevelt 

Again, I strongly urge the Chelan County NRD to revise the DPEIS for the Icicle Creek Watershed Water 
Resources Management Strategy to address the above deficiencies and then release a revised DPEIS 
for public comment. 

“A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the biotic community. It 
is wrong when it tends otherwise.” 
-- Aldo Leopold 

Thank you for your consideration of my comments. Please do NOT add my name to your mailing list. I 
will learn about future developments on this issue from other sources. 
 
Sincerely, 
Christopher Lish 
San Rafael, CA 
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From: Claire Giordano <clairegio9@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 9:49 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comment on the Icicle Creek DPEIS

Dear Department of Ecology,

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a treasured and area that deserves our protection and care. As a hiker, the Enchantments
region of the wilderness is one of the most spectacular and most popular. I attended the information session in Bellevue
and appreciated all the information and the professionalism of everyone involved.

While I recognize the complexity of the issue facing the valley with water shortages and the variety of stakeholders, I am
deeply concerned that some of the alternatives presented in the DPEIS for the Icicle Creek Strategy either violate the
wilderness act and/or will have very significant impacts on the landscape.

Specifically, I strongly oppose Alternative four due to the irreprable damage the new scontruction would cause at Upper
Klonoqua lake, Snow Lakes, and Eightmile lake.

In addition, I would prefer that the dam at Eightmile is fixed but not expanded, as expanding the dam (even to it's
original height) would sink and eliminate some of the key recreation areas around the lake.

Of the alternatives present, I advocate that you choose options that do not involve any new storage and have minimal
modification or modernization to the existing dams. (Of the alternatives, this support extends to the no action
alternative and to Alternative 3, if the Eightmile dam was fixed but not increased in height).

Thank you for taking the time to read my letter, and for taking my feedback into consideration. The few wilderness areas
we have preserved need our protection and stewardship so they can continue to inspire people for generations to
come.

I look forward to following along with the rest of the process!
Claire Giordano
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From: Cliff Leight <cliffleight@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 9:05 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Project

Hi,

I am a backcountry user and have been hiking, camping in the proposed areas that are being considered for dam
expansion. I have recreated in these areas for 45 years. They have also been important areas to photograph for my
photography business. As you may know The Enchanment Lakes region is world renown and atracks visitors world wide.
Please do not alter these very unique lakes and surrounding land with any new construction.

Sincerley

Cliff Leight
Bow WA
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From: dave.foster@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of David Foster 
<dave.foster@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 8:44 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: I support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage,
fish screening and water conservation efficiencies. I wholeheartedly believe that these conservation elements are
foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes. I do NOT support larger dams and water
diversion

Sincerely,
Mr. David Foster
8306 Sunset Vista Ln Clinton, WA 98236 8925 dave.foster@northdesignllc.com
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From: dianalrosenberg@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Diana Rosenberg 
<dianalrosenberg@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 4:40 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: I discovered my love of the greater Leavenworth and Icicle areas due to this amazing wilderness. Over my time
living in Seattle, I must have visited the area nearly every single weekend for months. My day through hiking the trail is
forever one of my most treasured memories. This is one of the most wild, most accessible areas imaginable. Please help
it remain so.

Sincerely,
Diana Rosenberg

Sincerely,
Ms. Diana Rosenberg
329 41st St Oakland, CA 94609 2610
dianalrosenberg@gmail.com
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From: diana.timpson@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Diana Timpson 
<diana.timpson@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 11:29 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

UNACCEPTABLE AND DISGRACEFUL.

UNDER NO CIRCUMSTANCES SHOULD THE WATERS WITHIN THIS DELICATE AND UNIQUE ECOLOGICAL SYSTEM BE
DAMMED DRAINED DRILLED OR OTHERWISE MANIPULATED. THANK YOU MOUNTAINEERS FOR BRINGING THIS TO MY
ATTENTION. I WILL READ THE REPORTS AND PROVIDE ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

Sincerely,
M Diana Timpson
1507 Western Ave Apt 103 Seattle, WA 98101 1504 diana.timpson@gmail.com

159-1

1

From: Donald Mazzola <dmazz1952@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 5:05 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Alpine Lakes DPEIS comments

Mike Kaputa: Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Department

411 Washington Street., Suite 201, Wenatchee, WA 98801

I have backpacked and day hiked in Wilderness Areas for over 40 years. I spent many years in Montana as a volunteer
for Wilderness designation and protection organizations and was employed as a Federal Wilderness advocate for 10
years.

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area is protected by Federal Law. The DPEIS is flawed in that it fails to meaningfully
consider fundamental legalities. There are no easements that supersede Federal Wilderness Act protections. The fact
that Alternative 4 includes drilling a tunnel between Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes and a bigger dam at Eightmile
Lake is incredulous.

According to the Wilderness Act, Federally protected Wilderness Areas are “untrammeled by man” and should remain
so. The Wilderness character of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area must be protected and respected. For this reason
alone I am opposed to any and all dam construction, lake draining, etc. Any man made structures that were present
when the area was designated Wilderness should be removed rather than enhanced or reconstructed so as to re create
as closely as possible, natural, unaltered Wilderness characteristics.

I am in favor of “no action” in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area.

Donald Mazzola 
543 Q Street 
Port Townsend, WA 98368 
360.344.2946 (home) 
406.220.1707 (cell) 
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From: Donald Potter <donpotter@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 10:25 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA; donpotter@earthlink.net
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Strategy Draft PEIS

Mike Kaputa
Director, Natural Resource Department
Chelan County
411 Washington Street, Suite 201
Wenatchee, WA 98801

Re: Icicle Strategy Draft PEIS

Dear Mr. Kaputa

I would like to comment on the Icicle Strategy Draft PEIS. I have been studying this issue for some time, and I did attend
the full meeting at the Department of Ecology on the evening of 27 June 2018. Chelan County and the Washington State
Department of Ecology nicely gave a detailed presentation of the plan, the meeting lasting a full 2 hours or a bit
more. Thanks for that informative meeting. But I am disappointed that this was not an official Public Hearing, with
ability to have Oral Comments accepted, such as was held at the Leavenworth Festhalle 2 nights later

I am mostly concerned that Chelan County and the Washington State Department of Ecology do not seem to recognize
and acknowledge that much of the plan actions occur within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, which has inherent/legislated
rights which seem to be violated as a result of the DPEIS (specifically building the Eight Mile Dam higher). The Draft
DPEIS should be revised, taking Wilderness into account

Also, water conservation should be an increased factor in the plan. I was a water rights owner in a small irrigation
district, the DeWeese Dye Ditch in Canon City, Colorado for a number of years. So I know the potential causes of waste
of water, and the need to improve the system with water conserving solutions

I have other grave concerns about this plan, but I know others will be bringing these issues forth

Thank you for your time and consideration in receiving and taking into account these comments and recommendations

Donald Potter, MD
3823 140th Ave NE
Bellevue, WA 98005
Phone: 425 885 9269
E mail: donpotter@earthlink. net
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From: Edward Henderson <edhenderson57@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 9:53 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA; thomas.tebb@ecy.wa.gov
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comments on IWG DPEIS
Attachments: Icicle DPEIS.docx

Attached please find my comments on the IWG DPEIS.
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Edward M. Henderson, Jr. 
407 Smith Street 

Seattle, Washington  98109 
edhenderson57@comcast.net 

(206) 283-6497 

July 28, 2018 

Mike Kaputs     G. Thomas Tebb 
Director, Natural Resource Department Director, Office of the Columbia River 
Chelan County    Washington Department of Ecology 
411 Washington Street, Suite 201  1250 West Alder Street   
Wenatchee, WA 98801   Union Gap, Washington 98903-0009 
nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us  thomas.tebb@ecy.wa.gov 

RE: Comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS) 
 for Icicle Creek Watershed Resources Management Strategies. 

Dear Misters Kaputs and Tebb, 

I am a hiker, backpacker and climber. I have been enjoying recreation in the Alpine 
Lakes since the early 1980’s, shortly after this spectacular mountain region was 
designated a Congressionally protected Wilderness in 1976. I count myself extremely 
lucky to live in Washington State with close and easy access to the Alpine Lakes. Many 
of my fellow citizens are not so fortunate and travel many miles to visit these wonders. 
Recreational visitation to the Alpine Lakes is a major economic godsend to the 
surrounding mountain communities. I have relaxed and enjoyed many cold beers and 
Ortega Burgers at Gustav’s in Leavenworth after a hike down from the Enchantments or 
a hot dusty day’s rock practice on the granite slabs up Icicle Creek. 

I am shocked and appalled by the sloppy, self-serving DPEIS that you are attempting to 
pass off on a gullible public. The DPEIS is incomplete and fails utterly to adequately 
address many important issues raised by anticipated work in protected Wilderness. The 
missing issues include but are not limited to: enumeration of the necessary permits and 
waivers which may be required; relationship with the Forest Service, the administrator of 
this public land; how the physical work will be carried out in the Wilderness. The DPEIS 
should be withdrawn until you can answer these and many other questions. 

I am aware that the Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District (IPID) has water rights in the Icicle 
Creek watershed that pre-exist designation of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness in 1976. The 
IPID has a right and indeed an obligation to maintain the facilities associated with those 
rights. However those rights do not extend to increasing withdrawal of water for purposes 
not originally specified. IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of 
irrigation. The DPEIS now proposes to use IPID water for other purposes, such as the 
fish hatchery and real estate development in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use 
water for these additional purposes. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on 
the scope and validity of IPID's remaining water rights, which limit several proposals. 

The DPEIS must be revised to eliminate proposals to raise the height of the dams at 
Upper Snow Lake and Eight Mile Lake thus increasing the size of these Lakes in the 

Wilderness and draining Upper Klonaqua Lake into Lower Klonaqua Lake. 

The DPEIS fails to address the means and methods of construction in the Wilderness. For
the multitude of projects proposed in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, what construction 
activity can be expected to complete the proposed projects?  How many helicopter flights 
will be required for all of the projects proposed in each alternative?  How will that impact 
wilderness values, including the opportunity for solitude, recreational access and 
infrastructure?  How will automation and optimization and proposed changes to the 
natural hydrology of the basin impact the invertebrate community?  The Wilderness Act 
limits the use of power mechanical tools and requires the use of manual powered hand 
tools. The original irrigation structures, the dams and spillways at Upper Snow and Eight 
Mile Lakes were built with non-mechanized tools in the early twentieth century. Such 
restoration work as required for safety and necessary operations should be carried out 
with the same hand tools. 

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the 
Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the proposed off-season releases of water from lakes, 
which will alter stream hydrology.  

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the most iconic and treasured natural resources in 
the entire National Wilderness Preservation System. These lands are of national interest, 
owned by everyone in the nation and protected by Congress to preserve their wilderness 
character.  As detailed in the DPEIS, thousands of hikers explore and visit this area each 
year and a myriad of wildlife species depend on the critical habitat it provides.  I have 
great personal interest in the management and stewardship of these lands, and am 
committed to working to ensure wilderness, recreation, scenic, and other natural resource 
values are protected into the future. 

The DPEIS is woefully inadequate and must be withdrawn. It fails to address many 
important issues and lacks sufficient details on many others. Because of these and many 
other deficiencies an evaluation can’t be reasonably made of the probable environmental 
impacts. Because many of the projects proposed in the DPEIS occur in the National 
Forest, i.e. on federal land, I believe a NEPA evaluation is required. 

Thank you for this opportunity to make these comments. Please inform me when a new, 
revised and corrected DPEIS is ready and available for public scrutiny and comment. 

Sincerely,

/s/ Ed Henderson 
Edward M. Henderson, Jr. P.E. 

cc:  Governor Jay Inslee 
 U. S. Senator Patty Murray 
 U. S. Senator Maria Cantwell 

U.S. Representative Pramila Jayapal 
Okanogan-Wenatchee National Forest Supervisor Mike Williams 
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From: elaine.badejo@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of ELAINE BADEJO 
<elaine.badejo@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 5:07 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I would like you to leave the Enchantments the way they are. It is such a beautiful and unique place to be able to visit. I
would be as numerous people will be devastated if this land is transformed and not approachable. Please consider
preserving this beautiful piece of our state.

Sincerely,
Mrs. ELAINE BADEJO
21717 104th Ave E Graham, WA 98338 7718 elaine.badejo@gmail.com
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From: ehagstrom13@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Erik Hagstrom <ehagstrom13
@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 10:31 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

The enchantments and Icicle drainage are one the few higher elevation watershed/high mountain environments to be
found in the state of Washington that offer unparalleled recreational experiences as well as unique ecological life zones
to be found. I can't conceive of any reason to alter this priceless area which serves all of the citizens of Washington state
in order to benefit a select few.

The pressures upon the limited resources of our country continue to be subject to over use, exploitation, and short term
monitization with destructive results. Wild lands like the Icicle should continue to be protected, preserved and treated
as the special priceless properties for ALL citizens. Studies have shown time and again that the public wants more areas
to experience what nature has to offer. Flooding campgrounds, draining water courses and daming rivers is not
conducive to the public's wishes.

Please, do not proceed with the proposed water plans in the Icicle Basin.

Sincerely,
Mr. Erik Hagstrom
23515 82nd Ave SE Woodinville, WA 98072 9565 ehagstrom13@gmail.com
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From: ourstuff3@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Evan Schelter <ourstuff3@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 12:00 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:
I have backpacked all through the Enchantment Lakes area over the decades and love it just as it is. I do not want new or
bigger dams, no tunnels. The problem is too many people living there, not a lack of resources.

Sincerely,
Mr. Evan Schelter
2017 166th Ave SE Bellevue, WA 98008 5321 ourstuff3@hotmail.com
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From: Fabian Frank (fabian.m.frank@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 3:03 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the most valuable environments in the washington natural resources, and the damage
done by these projects will be irreversible. It is a wilderness, and should be treated as such not developed. It
significantly detracts from the recreational value of an environment when dams, pipes, and other devices are used. We
must preserve this wilderness for generations to come, and therefore we cannot allow "just one little change" every so
often... eventually that will end up completely changing the environment.
Fabian Frank

Sincerely,

Fabian Frank
6002 147th Ave SE
Bellevue, WA 98006
fabian.m.frank@gmail.com
(425) 614 8712

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Frances and Gerald Conley (fran@roanokecap.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 5:59 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Stop effort to Undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and because of its ease of access to Seattle and
major highways is a highly used wilderness area. It already has great pressure from such use. Wilderness rules should be
adhered to and there should be no expansion of dam building or dam expansion, or further violation of Wilderness
limited access and use regulations.
Please halt this proposed adverse use of the current state of Enchantment basin!
Don't sacrifice this wilderness area to commercial use of any type. Do not manipulate water flows or otherwise tamper
with watershed runoff. Flows will be declining anyway and other solutions will need to be found. Leave the Wilderness
area alone! No expansion of any lakes in the Wilderness Area period.

Sincerely,

Frances and Gerald Conley
2636 10th Ave E
Seattle, WA 98102
fran@roanokecap.com
(206) 322 0427

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: GW Shannon <gwshannon@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 8:44 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comments on Icicle Strategy Draft PEIS

July 30, 2018

Mike Kaputa
411 Washington St., Ste. 201
Wenatchee, WA 98801
% nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us

Re: Icicle Strategy Draft Programmatic EIS Comments

Dear Mr. Kaputa:

In reviewing the limited number of alternatives that were presented in the Icicle Strategy Draft PEIS, I find that
wilderness issues and values, including ecosystem overviews in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness were not
adequately reviewed and discussed, including the U.S. Forest Service’s role and laws for proposals in
wilderness.

Those proposals include dam optimization, modernization and automation, storage enhancement at Eightmile
Lake, Upper Klonaqua Lake and Upper/Lower Snow Lakes, all in wilderness that the U.S. Forest Service
manages and must follow certain wilderness laws. For example, Section 4(c) of the 1964 Wilderness Act
relates to the concept of minimum tool requirements, as far as I know that issue was not addressed in the
DPEIS.

Furthermore, IPID Irrigation District has never had or at least not used water rights at Upper Klonaqua Lake;
and as pointed out by others, the current water rights at Eightmile Lake based on historical use have not even
been ruled on yet by the Department of Ecology.

The DPEIS does not consider basic issues (legal) in regard to federal wilderness laws in the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness and state water law. It seems that the document is pushing the cart in front of the horse. It
appears costs associated with wilderness area projects are not adequately addressed for most alternatives
(note the exorbitant cost to fly the small piece of equipment into Eightmile Lake this spring), and for that
reason I would support Alternative 5 with the full IPID pump station without dam optimization, modernization
and automation.
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Other issues not fully addressed include changes in stream flow and those impacts to the riparian ecosystems;
climate change and overall effect on the lower Icicle drainage; alternatives that address aggressive
conservation measures for the City of Leavenworth and their water rates for residents and commercial
businesses; and finally impacts to recreation users in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Icicle Strategy Draft Programmatic EIS.

Sincerely,

Greg Shannon
313 Olive Street
Cashmere, WA 98815
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From: sheehangregory@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Gregory Sheehan 
<sheehangregory@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 7:54 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: I oppose the following projects in the proposed strategy, as they would impact landscapes valued by outdoor
enthusiasts:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

Sincerely,
Mr. Gregory Sheehan
6045 3rd Ave NW Apt 5 Seattle, WA 98107 2103 sheehangregory@gmail.com
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From: heffneh@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Heather Heffner <heffneh@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 12:12 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

We oppose the following projects in the proposed strategy, as they would impact landscapes valued by outdoor
enthusiasts:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.
We support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening and water conservation efficiencies. We wholeheartedly believe that these conservation elements are
foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
Mrs. Heather Heffner
13307 117Th Street Ct E Puyallup, WA 98374 5049 heffneh@gmail.com
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From: Howard Nebeck <henebeck@uw.edu>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 5:01 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for the Icicle Strategy

Dear Director Kaputa,
I would like to express my strong support for maintaining the wilderness and recreational aspects of the Icicle Creek
Subbasin as Chelan County evaluates water resource projects in this area.

I appreciate the need of the county to utilize the water resources of the area and to construct sound infrastructure to
access these resources. I hope proposed projects will preserve the beautiful wilderness and recreational access to it.

Thank you,
Howard Nebeck
henebeck@uw.edu
14921 NE 72nd Ct.
Redmond, Wa 98052
425 881 1280

171-1

1

From: Isaac Gundersen <Isaac.Gundersen.124208986@p2a.co>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 3:10 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I know that most of this email is a form letter, I used to work in government. These trails are one of the great wonders of
our state. Please don't move forward with a project that would change that. Please remove the detrimental projects
from the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Isaac Gundersen
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From: aengdoo.shin@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Jacqueline Shin 
<aengdoo.shin@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 6:15 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Please don’t do this! Please help preserve the wildlife as it is!!! Please reconsider an alternative to what you are trying to
achieve! There has to be a different way.

Sincerely,
Ms. Jacqueline Shin
2200 E Ball Rd Anaheim, CA 92806 5201
aengdoo.shin@gmail.com
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From: Janka Hobbs <urtica@frontier.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 8:32 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] [Possible Spam]  Icicle Creek DPEIS

Dear Director Kaputa,

There are several aspects of the Icicle Creek DPEIS that I find disturbing. One is its cavalier disregard for protection of the
Alpine Lakes Wilderness, especially in Alternative 4. In a time of increasing water scarcity, this proposal is based on a
wish list expansion of water rights, mostly to junior irrigation permits and to presumed municipal expansion.

The proposal to raise Eightmile Lake (and increase its drawdown) will essentially destroy any riparian habitat along its
banks, and ensure that it becomes a lifeless reservoir. The Snow Lake and Klonaqua proposals are equally egregious.
Modernization of existing facilities also needs to happen with habitat impacts in the forefront.

While Chelan County has conveniently failed to list any plant or invertebrate species on its priority species list, (have
vegetation surveys even been done for the affected areas?) amphibians, fish and waterfowl are dependent on riparian
habitat.

In this time of water shortages, I understand the irrigation district’s wish for reliable sources, but damming and drilling in
a protected wilderness is both unlawful, and counterproductive. The town of Leavenworth prides itself on being a
gateway to the Alpine Lakes, and has many tourism dependent businesses.

If the area’s water needs cannot be met with water conservation strategies (which are barely given a hand wave in the
DPEIS), then look into building the full IPD pump station.

People come from around the world to visit the Alpine Lakes. Salmon depend on water from up stream, quality,
quantity, and timing. Icicle creek deserves better than being treated as an irrigation canal.

Thank you for your consideration,

Jana Hobbs
13506 NE 66th St
Kirkland, WA 98033
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From: Janna Treisman <janna.treisman@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 9:58 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comments: Icicle Strategy PEIS Alternatives

Box 1167
Fall City, WA 98024
janna.treisman@gmail.com
30 July 2018

Mike Kaputa
Director, Natural Resource Department Chelan County
411 Washington St, Ste. 201
Wenatchee, WA 98801
(509) 670 6935/ nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us

Dear Mr. Kaputa:

I attended the informational meeting in Bellevue and the June 27 Public Hearing in Leavenworth, asked questions,
studied exhibits at the Festhalle and read through IWG information online as well as the Draft PEIS.

I live and work on a 60 acre farm in the Snoqualmie Valley. I have a grasp of the complexity and thorniness of water
issues and fish issues. I am an avid hiker and backpacker and over the years (I am 71) have spent many weeks in the
Alpine Lakes Wilderness. I've camped at many lakes in the Icicle Creek basin, including Upper Snow Lake, Eightmile and
a week at Lower Klonaqua (also hiking to Upper Klonaqua). I am a user of the resource and familiar with it.

I'd like to preface my comments with my puzzlement: storage water rights originate within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness,
but I am not finding a clear determination by Ecology of the extent and validity of diversionary or storage water rights
for the IPID or the Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery. Wilderness is a very special type of public land, and the extent
and validity of water rights is the heart of the issue at hand. Ecology needs to make the determination, public comment
should then be taken on a revised PEIS.

It is misleading to refer to the lakes lakes in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness!!! as resevoirs. They are lakes within a
national treasure of public lands, and must be considered as such, with protection for riparian areas and respect for
Wilderness, which makes a huge contribution to the economy of the area.

Federal Wilderness law likely supersedes and may even extinguish certain IPID easements. State water law will play a
role in determining what proposed projects can and cannot be built. As it stands the PEIS does not adequately analyze
limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights. It is my understanding that IPID's water right were granted
for irrigation. IPID does not have the right to use the water for other purposes such as the fish hatchery and
Leavenworth's domestic and commercial needs due to projected growth.

The proposals in Alternative 4 are unacceptable, given that all of the lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness (Upper
and Lower Klonaqua no tunnel!!) (Upper Snow Lake an Eightmile no higher dams to artificially enlarge the lakes!!) I've
walked across the old yet functional dam on Lower Klonaqua, but the idea of a tunnel or connection to Upper Klonaqua
Lake is nuts for starters, the IPID has no water rights on the upper lake, it would detrimentally alter the integrity of the
lake environment... and the view! the incredible view in the heart of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness! no tunnel, no siphon,
no drawdown!!
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Optimizing releases from the lakes, which also function as resevoirs because of being dammed, is a great idea, and I
support modernization and automation, use of remote sensors and controlled seasonal releases. Because the projects
are in Wilderness, they are required to be done with the least impact to the Wilderness (not the least expensive
way). This includes non motorized access and largely non motorized equipment. Hiring hiker/runners or scheduling
volunteers to regularly visit the dams and make adjustments to release and monitor water levels and conditions is
feasible. I was told that such a plan is being piloted this year. Good idea.

The cumulative impact of altering natural flow regimes of the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness has not
been adequately addressed and needs further study.

Aside from the plan to make the dam at Eightmile Lake higher and thus unnaturally enlarge the lake, I support the
projects outlined in Alternative 5, the Full IPID Pump Station. For the long term it is the best solution. With the costs on
the other alternatives likely underestimated (given restrictions of Wilderness ) and the bright future of cheaper
alternative energy that could run the project, this one clearly makes sense.

Additionally, it was interesting to learn of efficiencies in hatchery management, the round pens and other
innovations. Since the hatchery is such a huge user of the water, these changes are critical to meeting future water
needs in the basin.

Thank you for your consideration.

Janna Treisman

Janna M. Treisman

"We simply need that wild country available to us, even if we never do more than drive to its edge and look in. For it can
be a means of reassuring ourselves of our sanity as creatures, a part of the geography of hope."
Wallace Stegner, the Wilderness Letter
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From: Jena Gilman <jena.gilman1@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 10:01 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Creek Water Resources Management Strategy Draft Programmatic Environmental 

Impact Statement
Attachments: PastedGraphic-1.tiff

Mike Kaputa: Director
Chelan County Natural Resource Department
411 Washington Street., Suite 201
Wenatchee, WA 98801

Dear Mike,
I would like to offer the following comments on the Icicle Creek Water Resources Management Strategy (Icicle Strategy)
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS):

The fundamental problem with the DPEIS is that the Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District (IPID) simply does not
retain the water rights necessary for implementing most of the projects listed in the DPEIS. By failing to exercise
water rights over and above that which are already being used at places like Snow Lake, the irrigation district has
forfeited the right to store or release more water from the Wilderness Area.
With regard to the Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration impacts, the DPEIS pretty much skips over what will be
the habitat, biological, recreation and aesthetic impacts from mobilizing heavy equipment to the site via a route
parallel to Eightmile Trail. This must be addressed in the DPEIS because of the implications that allowing haul
roads to be built in designated Federal Wilderness has for other projects in the DPEIS.
With regard to Aesthetics, I object to the following statement in the DPEIS: "For example, if the Alpine
Lakes Optimization, Modernization, and Automation project or the Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration project
were to move forward as individual projects without input from a coordinated IWG, there might be less
emphasis placed on making sure the infrastructure blends in aesthetically with the environment.” Why would
an individual agency’s projects or actions be subject to any less professional execution AND public scrutiny as
the projects envisioned by the IWG? You have made absolutely no case for this, thus there is no negative impact
associated with the No Action alternative with regard to the Aesthetics criterion.
In Alternative 1 Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration, the statement that “….long term aesthetic impacts
associated with lake level changes are considered to be moderate but not significant.” is just
ridiculous. Whether the IPID still retains the right to raise the lake to “historical” highs is one thing, but the
resulting re established bathtub ring up to the “historical” high water mark and down to the new low water
mark proposed will be aesthetically displeasing to recreational users of the lake and surrounding
mountains. This is also true for Snow Lake in Alternative 4 where the desertifed lakefront will be increased by
eight feet overall (plus five and minus three feet over existing conditions). I find the statement, “….the view
would largely remain intact and have the same natural character.” to be highly questionable. How does the
Snow Lake bathtub ring have any “natural character”? Even at 30,000 ft. the bathtub ring around Upper Snow
Lake is just plain ugly. And the IWG proposes to make it uglier.
The aesthetics issue should also be addressed in the Recreation section, since obvious artificially induced
features such as the bathtub rings will reinforce to hikers that they are not making their way through a true
wilderness, as envisioned in the Wilderness Act.
As a global comment on the proposed mitigation measures for alternatives, you cannot include compliance with
the terms and conditions of local, state, and federal regulations as mitigation. Regulations are established
baseline requirements, not something to be counted as mitigation to justify the Icicle Strategy.
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Finally, the DPEIS Chapter 4.0 Impacts and Mitigation Measures is very difficult to read and poorly
organized. Rather than organizing the impacts by category (i.e. Earth, Water Quality, etc) this chapter should be
organized by Alternative and project/program within that alternative. In that way, the reader can more easily
assess the overall and cumulative impacts of each of those projects/programs to Earth, Water Quality, etc. This
would still be in compliance with SEPA and be more transparent.
Because so much of the Icicle Strategy is focused on future domestic water supply for the City of Leavenworth
and rural residents, it would make sense in a Programmatic EIS to address some fundamental questions about
why a Federal Wilderness area, with significant national recreation and habitat values, should be negatively
impacted when the local governments (Chelan County, in particular) have done such a poor job of land use and
water resources planning. By allowing the proliferation of residential development in what were heretofore
valuable timber and agricultural production areas, the County has engaged in rural sprawl to the detriment of
the timber and agricultural industries as well as to the ability of local, State and Federal agencies to prevent and
control wildfires. The Icicle Strategy is a formula for the rest of the state to subsidize the rural and suburban
sprawl of Chelan County. It is not too late for Chelan County to address these problems, thus significantly
reducing the 2050 residential water useage projections at the heart of the Icicle Strategy.

In conclusion, the best alternative by far is the No Action alternative. Under the No action Alternative, various agencies
and other entities may continue to undertake individual actions to restore and enhance fish and aquatic resources in
the Icicle Creek Watershed project area, and those actions would not have to be part of an unwieldy over sized program
sponsored by the IWG. Actions implemented by individual agencies and entities could include construction of diversion
improvements, irrigation system upgrades, LNFH improvements, and fish passage work and would be subjected to
knowledgeable and enthusiastic public spirited examination.

Thank you,
Jena F. Gilman
1480 SW 10th Street
North Bend, WA 98045

Larry the Dog enjoying a view of Nada and Hart Lakes, July 1970
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From: jjostad@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Jeremy Jostad <jjostad@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 5:21 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Please do not increase the size of any dams that would affect the Enchantment Wilderness. Increasing the size of these
dams will not solve the ultimate problem in which you are proposing to try and solve. People need these lands for much
more valuable assets. Thank you!

Sincerely,
Mr. Jeremy Jostad
211 W 6th St Cheney, WA 99004 1426
jjostad@ewu.edu
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From: lilwolfj@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Jessica O'Sell <lilwolfj@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 7:42 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I do not support this plan. The enchantments are an invaluable natural area that need to be preserved for future
generations.

Sincerely,
Ms Jessica O'Sell
7602 NE 197th Ct Kenmore, WA 98028 2076 lilwolfj@yahoo.com
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From: james.michael.perkins@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Jim Perkins 
<james.michael.perkins@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 2:10 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a unique and fragile wilderness area. Infrastructure development is vital to the growth of
our nation, but we need to be judicious about how and where those projects take place. The current proposal does not
appear to balance the needs of the public with the protection, management, and recreational use of the important
wilderness area at the Enchantments.

I strongly encourage you to thoroughly explore other options.

Sincerely,
Mr. Jim Perkins
9058 Eagle Point Loop Rd SW Lakewood, WA 98498 1055 james.michael.perkins@gmail.com
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From: Joan Frazee <je_frazee@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 1:01 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] comment on Draft PEIS for the Icicle Strategy

After reviewing the Draft PEIS, I am concerned that these proposed projects reflect the bias of demand for water and are
less responsive to the natural resource side of the equation.

Certainly, there are efficiencies to be gained by proposed upgrades to antiquated systems e.g. installing pump stations
and operating head gates remotely. However, it is a bit naive to assume that humans would no longer be needed for in
situ trouble shooting and quality control.

I am alarmed at the proposals in Alternative 4 which include construction of a new dam at Eightmile Lake, resulting in
larger storage capacity and the inundation of 13.6 acres of wilderness with water, impacting shoreline vegetation and
more at Eightmile Lake. This inundation would only occur for 1 month of the year but it seems the impacts would be
longer lasting. The proposed enhancements for Snow Lakes, Square Lake, Colchuck Lake, Klonaqua Lakes — all in
wilderness do not seem respectful to wilderness character.

The sections on wildlife and vegetation make no mention of noxious weeds which is a huge omission. The SEPA checklist
under 4. Plants e. reads, “List all noxious weeds and invasive species known to be on or near the site.” The response to
this suggests that the PEIS includes the issue of noxious weeds, “The PEIS will provide information from Ecology’s
Aquatic Plant Monitoring GIS datasets and Chelan County’s Noxious Weed Control Board’s weed list.”

Working as a professional botanist for the U.S. Forest Service for 18 years has made me painfully aware of the threat
posed to native ecosystems by the invasion of noxious weeds. To analyze impacts of further disturbance to vegetation
and wildlife habitat without mention of this threat seems radically remiss. My 9.5 years on the Wenatchee River District
included partnering with the Wilderness Manager to address infestations of Canada thistle present in the Eightmile Lake
area, likely spread/and perhaps introduced after the fires of 1994.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

180-1

180-2

180-3

180-4



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-162	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 181 Comment Letter 182 

1

From: budgetcyclerepairs@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of John Pollock 
<budgetcyclerepairs@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 7:49 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:
I think this project can have wide ranging impacts on the wilderness areas. Please consider an alternative, or just leaving
it be.

Sincerely,
Mr John Pollock
1919 Rucker Ave Everett, WA 98201 2215
budgetcyclerepairs@yahoo.com
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From: mkathleenhurley@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Kathleen Hurley 
<mkathleenhurley@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 7:41 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

The size and scope of these projects contraindicates the Wilderness Act of 1964, which prohibits roads, vehicles or
permanent structures are allowed in designated wilderness. The proposed activities will undermine the recreational
value of this unique place in the Cascades.

We oppose the following projects in the proposed strategy, as they would impact landscapes valued by outdoor
enthusiasts:
•Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.
•Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
•Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

We support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening and water conservation efficiencies. We wholeheartedly believe that these conservation elements are
foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes.

Sincerely,
Ms. Kathleen Hurley
5329 46th Ave S Seattle, WA 98118 2315
mkathleenhurley@gmail.com
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From: Kathi Rivers Shannon <kathirshannon@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 7:13 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Comments on Icicle Strategy Draft EIS

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the alternatives proposed by the Icicle Work Group concerning 
dams in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. 

I have attended several meetings during the course of the group’s work, including the public meeting in 
Leavenworth that presented five alternatives. From input the group has received, I had expected at least one 
alternative that seriously addressed wilderness concerns. Protecting wilderness should be part of the guiding 
principles, not just a statement stating work should comply with wilderness acts. The environmental review, as 
presented at the public meeting, does not include an assessment of how any of the alternatives will affect 
wilderness. Legal questions remain, as noted in comments submitted by conservation groups. 

Alternative 4 is the least acceptable, as it includes drilling a tunnel to drain water from Upper Klonoqua Lake 
and enhancements to Eightmile Lake, the Snow Lakes, and upper Klonaqua Lake. 

Because there is not a viable alternative, no action should be taken until a full review has been completed and 
legal questions addressed. 

Kathleen Shannon 
313 Olive Street 
Cashmere, WA 98815 
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From: Mike Kaputa
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 10:29 AM
To: Mary Jo Sanborn
Subject: FW: Public comment

From: Kathleen Ward [mailto:kathywardsmail@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 11:48 PM
To:Mike Kaputa <Mike.Kaputa@CO.CHELAN.WA.US>
Subject: Public comment

It's quite a challenge for the average citizen to get a thoughtful handle on 
IWG's proposed alternatives. The benefits of more water in the Icicle are 
numerous and compelling; not as clear are potential negative outcomes. 
Particularly, just what would be the "costs" to the wilderness areas? How 
valid are the objections of the ALPS? What would it take for the good 
minds in that group to work with the good minds in IWG?
I feel certain you have not failed to consider the many state and federal 
regulations, agencies, hoops, etc., as suggested by ALPS, but also suspect 
some of their concerns are legitimate. My overall view is that the public 
needs more assurance of "no harm done" to the Alpine Lakes and involved 
waterways before backing any of the alternatives.

It is difficult for me to support any alternative that makes way for more 
tourism buildup in Leavenworth. What would having access to more water 
mean? I'm sure there is a tipping point at which "bigger and more" reduce 
the appeal and economic success of our community. Perhaps we are 
already there. Even with traffic problems managed--and we are a long way 
from that--Leavenworth decision-makers would be wise to focus on 
quality over quantity. (And they could talk to Dick Rieman about a 
fascinating idea he once had for growth management.) 

Best wishes. Kathleen Ward
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From: Kathy Haviland <kmhaviland@fastmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 8:40 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] DPEIS Icicle Creek 

I am opposed to any alteration of the wilderness area addressed on 
the DPEIS in question. 

The Alpine Lakes – particularly the Enchantments Basin, is one of the 
nation’s more popular wilderness destinations and attracts people 
from around the world.  With 615 miles of trail (including a section of 
the Pacific Crest Trail), world-class climbing, hiking and backpacking, 
and 400,000 acres of spectacular mountain scenery and lakes, the 
area is beloved by recreationists and is an important contributor to the 
regional recreation economy. 

It is essential we keep this wilderness area preserved as it is. 

I am not a user of the wilderness as many of my friends are yet I 
understand the importance of keeping this area as a preserved 
natural wilderness that contributes to the health of the eco-system and 
the wildlife in the region. Once the area is altered, the consequences 
will be multiple to health of the landscape over time. 

Thank you, 

Kathy Haviland 

Olympia, WA 
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From: kelsiemaney@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Kelsie Maney 
<kelsiemaney@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 9:47 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: Please maintain a wild and scenic alpine in the Enchantments and abort dam proposals that would impact this
Washington State recreation treasure.

Sincerely,
Ms Kelsie Maney
1401 SW 120th St Burien, WA 98146 2626
kelsiemaney@gmail.com
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From: kevin@team-farrell.com
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 1:17 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Written Comments: Icicle Strategy PEIS

From:
Kevin Farrell
July 27, 2018
7496 Icicle Rd, Leavenworth, WA 98826
509 548 0815
kevin@team farrell.com

Comments:

The goal of the Icicle Creek sub basin strategy should be to prioritize optimal in stream flow for the benefit of aquatic
and riparian habitat so the natural state of flora and fauna remain healthy for years to come. A side benefit is that
recreation would benefit from reliable flow, though recreation is less important than creek health. It is okay for out of
stream water use to suffer occasionally to ensure the creek itself remains vitally healthy.

I live on 5 acres on Icicle Road, near the fish hatchery, and I visit Icicle Creek year round. I’m aware of the diversion
dams, water mains, and irrigation ditches that crisscross this area. Like my neighbors, I get all my water from a private
well even though city water main and irrigation water are only about 100 feet from my house. I consider myself a
stakeholder in this environmental review, and I’ve followed issues with domestic water, irrigation, and dams in the Icicle
Creek basin for a long time. My interest in the footprint areas of this environmental review goes back decades. Also, my
dad helped design the Wenatchee River irrigation dam at Dryden, and we’ve discussed the perspectives and traditions
from his era and before.

Many traditions are based on people’s memories, beliefs, and customs, and they aren’t always correct. It’s worthwhile
to understand those traditions, but for the sake of this environmental review, it’s necessary to break from tradition in
order to ensure the future water draw on the Icicle watershed is sustainable. The changes need to be done with
purpose and care and backed by science, not tradition.

At this time, I do not favor or oppose any of the 5 alternatives, with the exception of alternative 4, which I completely
oppose.

I support Alpine Lakes reservoir automation, but only if implemented with hand tools. It makes sense to add modern
remote equipment that will allow efficient release of water, but only if it can be done in the same ethic that all other
wilderness work is done, without bringing in mechanized construction equipment or making dramatic changes in the
wilderness.

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness (or any designated wilderness lands) should not be used as a source for additional (new)
water storage in keeping with the purpose for lands that have been set aside to remain wild. Thousands of people hike
up there every summer and are completely unaware that the lakes are altered. Let’s not ruin their experience. These
lakes are in the heart of a very desirable wilderness, so whatever happens there will get a lot of attention. It is a place
where nature is supposed to take its own course. A bulldozer there would make everyone agitated, as the excavator did
in the Spring of 2018 at Eight Mile Lake. Additional water volumes can be taken elsewhere.

Furthermore, it is not necessary to increase reservoir volumes in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The reports show other
ways to increase domestic and agricultural water supplies. Pumping water up and into the irrigation ditches is an
example.
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The plan to draw from downstream rivers and pump water to the irrigation canals seems good, however, that plan
needs further development. I would like to see a developed plan that identifies the fine details about where, when, and
how the water will be moved. The plan shouldn’t add new dams because that would defeat the purpose of the project,
which is to increase in stream flow. Removing existing dams needs to be considered, because removing dams is in line
with the purpose of the project.

The effects of global warming and increasing domestic water demand will come slowly, so there is no need to construct
in haste. It is more beneficial to wait for more data to arrive and vindicate the alternatives than to rush into
construction. I am delighted to see the environmental data, and I hope there is ongoing data collection. Ongoing
studies would confirm the baselines and justify the changes that are occurring to water volumes and habitat. Efforts to
share this data with the laymen (public outreach) is beneficial for community appreciation of the creek and fosters a
culture of understanding in the project.
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From: kylekohlwes@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Kyle Kohlwes 
<kylekohlwes@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 10:58 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Don't touch The Enchantments or it's water! Wilderness areas are special and further human actions in them
perminately alters the landscape and the animals that live in it. We need to look at other solutions to the water problem
in the area.

Sincerely,
Mr Kyle Kohlwes
7345 NE 175th St Kenmore, WA 98028 3560 kylekohlwes@gmail.com
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From: Lael White <laelcwhite@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 12:43 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] PROTECT ALPINE LAKES

Please protect the Alpine Lakes Wilderness area. Best option: Leave it alone. This area is a shared natural resource that
must be protected. It is one of our nation's popular wilderness destinations and attracts people form around the world,
especially to the Enchantments Basin.
Lael White
WA State
32nd LD
Environment and Climate Caucus
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From: Laurence Leveen <Laurence.Leveen.92535961@p2a.co>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 6:42 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Please remove the projects from the Icicle Creek water strategy plan that might harm the Alpine Lakes Wilderness.

Specifically, the plan's projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and
popular campsites around the lake, and projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent
negative impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Everything practical should be done to reduce water consumption rather than rely on projects to increase the water
supply. Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide
alternatives that don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Laurence Leveen
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From: Lisa Bellefond <Lisa.Bellefond.124312115@p2a.co>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 4:02 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Please re evaluate and later this project to not impact the Enchantments and wilderness areas I visit Chelan County for
vacations and to engage in outdoor reaction including the areas in the Enchantments that could be affected by this
water project. I visit friends, shop and dine in Chelan which brings income to local businesses. Please value the input of
visitors like me when you make decisions for this project.

Regards,
Lisa Bellefond
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From: Marjorie Fields <mvfields@me.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 5:14 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] protect Alpine Lakes and the Enchantments

PLEASE protect this special place. Do NOT let the lakes be damaged for any reason.
Marjorie Fields
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From: mgricken@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Mathias Ricken 
<mgricken@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 8:23 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I am concerned about the large changes being proposed for the Enchantments area. This area is a true gem for
thoughtful outdoor recreation. It needs to be managed carefully, and I wholeheartedly support the protections already
in place, as part of being a Wilderness, as well as the sections of the proposed strategy pertaining to habitat protection
and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish screening, and water conservation efficiencies.

The increased sizes of the Eight Mile and Snow Lakes dams trouble me, though. The camp sites and trails along these
lakes are gateways to the experiences of the Core zone, an area of unparalleled beauty; and provide a reprieve from the
highly trafficked trails in the state.

I cannot support actions that put these trails and camp sites at risk. I urge you to reconsider those destructive portions
of your plan.

Sincerely,
Dr. Mathias Ricken
407 B NW 101st St Seattle, WA 98177 4936 mgricken@gmail.com

193-1

193-2

193-3

193-4



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-169

Comment Letter 194 Comment Letter 195 

1

From: meg.johnson815@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Megan Johnson <meg.johnson815
@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 5:52 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:
This is a wilderness area and should be protected as such. Increasing the size of the dams will alter the landscape
significantly, which is an unprecedented action in a wilderness area. Why designate something as wilderness if the
protections mean nothing? I’m sure another solution can be reached to get enough water to the Leavenworth area
without destroying the protections of a wilderness area. I’ve camped on the shore of Upper Snow Lake and it was one of
the most beautiful places I’ve ever been. I would hate for it to be gone in the near future.

Sincerely,
Mrs. Megan Johnson
1344 SE Boise St Portland, OR 97202 3945 meg.johnson815@gmail.com
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From: missmeghanyoung@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Meghan Young 
<missmeghanyoung@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 4:15 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I urge against this plan. It will destroy pristine sites that allow folks to experience this wild place in a unique way. It has
the potential to damage the local habitat beyond repair. It will set a dangerous precedent. We can’t let this happen
here.

Sincerely,
Ms Meghan Young
4430 Phinney Ave N Seattle, WA 98103 7104 missmeghanyoung@gmail.com
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From: weinberg4@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Michael Weinberg <weinberg4
@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 11:05 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

The Enchantment lakes region is one of the most iconic and incredible natural places in the Pacific Northwest. Any plan
to alter or destroy this area would be terrible for the generations to come who will be robbed of the chance to enjoy this
beautiful area.

Please do not execute any plan to alter or destroy this area. Please consider other solutions to this issue that would not
include further flooding of the enchantment lakes area.

Sincerely,
Mr Michael Weinberg
813 N Steele St Tacoma, WA 98406 7813
weinberg4@gmail.com
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From: crimbo19@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Mitchell McCommons <crimbo19
@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 8:06 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

As resident of this state, an avid user of our public lands, and a lover of designated wilderness areas I believe this
proposals to be very much in the wrong direction. I understand the need for water supplies tongrowing communities,
especially during this period of climactic uncertainty, but imperialling the single most popular wilderness in the state is
the wrong solution. I urge you to consider alternate means of achieving the desired water planning. Thanks for your
time.

Sincerely,
Mr Mitchell McCommons
9715 S 248th St Kent, WA 98030 4834
crimbo19@excite.com
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From: mcharpentier@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Monica Charpentier 
<mcharpentier@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 5:40 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I am concerned that several of these measures could have a horrific and lasting impact on this pristine environment:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.

Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.

Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

Please do NOT allow the above measures to pass.

Sincerely,
Dr. Monica Charpentier
436 NE Maple Leaf Pl Unit C Seattle, WA 98115 8615 mcharpentier@gmail.com
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From: Nancy Zahn <zahngoat@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 10:45 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] alpine lakes wilderness area

I am writing to insure that the Apine Lakes Wilderness is maintained in its current, beautiful condition. There should be
no further damming or water removal from any of these valuable lakes.

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a region of unparalleled beauty that must be protected. It is one of Washington's most
popular wilderness areas and attracts people from all around the world, this is particularly of the Enchantments Basin,
known for its competitive permit lottery system. This popularity supports the strong tourism and outdoor recreation
industries that support the economies of communities throughout the region.

The DPEIS does not consider legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal
wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes IPID’s easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is
incorrect. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID’s water rights, which would
limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. These projects are
unprecedented in the National Wilderness System. These projects were not part of the proposed action in the SEPA
scoping conducted by IWG in 2016, so the public was not provided an opportunity to comment on them during scoping.
The DPEIS analysis of these proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to ALPINE enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has
never had any water rights at Upper Klonaqua Lake.

All of the proposals are too harmful, even the least harmful (alternative 5) includes the harmful and defective "Eightmile
Restoration Project". An alternative needs to be included that includes the good parts of alternative 5 (the full IPID
pump station) and discards the " Eightmile Restoration Project"

The DPEIS fails to account for IPID’s relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile Lake. Water that IPID has not
used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it
should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam rebuilding must be approved by
the U.S. Forest Service and must comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal and state
laws.

The Eightmile “Restoration” project assumes a new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the
alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is
missing, and thus the DPEIS fails to present an adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has
repeatedly told the DPEIS authors that there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation
takes time and money on both sides. An alternative should also be included that includes the complete removal of the
Eightmile dam.

IPID’s water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.
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For new storage, “restoration” storage and “optimization” projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). SEPA is
not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the
cost of Alternative 5.

Because the projects are in Wilderness, non motorized access and non motorized equipment (i.e. hand tools) and
traditional skills should be required. Since the dams were originally built that way, no motorized equipment or access
methods should be used.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed unnaturally timed releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology. The DPEIS generally fails to
recognize that altering the natural flow regime can degrade a stream’s physical and chemical properties, leading to loss
of aquatic life and reduced aquatic biodiversity. I am concerned that IWG has not done adequate sampling and
monitoring of impacts from past releases into these wilderness streams, including cumulative impacts.

Conservation components in the DPEIS are insufficient. They need to be expanded to significantly reduce demands on
Icicle Creek’s water, thereby allowing its watershed to function more naturally. This will better support our region’s
livability and economy over the long term.

an alternative should be added that includes the complete removal of removal of structures at the lakes so that they can
be restored to a completely natural state.

The DPEIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A Revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment.
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From: neteolsen@olsenviolins.com
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 11:59 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Creek Water Resource DPEIS Comment
Attachments: IWG DPEIS Comment Letter 072918 Olsen.pdf

Director Kaputa,

Please see my attached comment letter regarding the Icicle Creek Water Resource DPEIS.

Regards,

Nete Olsen
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From: Patrick Conn <Patrick.Conn.31569736@p2a.co>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 2:36 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Don’t sacrifice wilderness for flawed Icicle Strategy

Dear Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Dept. Mike Kaputa,

This "TRUMP FACED REPUBLICAN PARTY CULTISH FRAUD OF AN "ADMINISTRATION" continues its UNCONSCIONABLE,
SYSTEMATIC ASSAULT ON AMERICA'S PUBLIC PARKS, WILDERNESS, LANDS, WATERS, and AIR BY ITS UNRELENTING
RAPING, PILLAGING, PLUNDERING, and OUTRIGHT THEFT BY 1%'er PRIVATE PARTIES AND CORPORATIONS IS SOCIALLY
SICK and OUTRIGHT DOMESTIC TERRORISM, IF NOT TREASONOUS.
DO NOT CONTINUE TO ALLOW THIS SELF SERVING REPUBLICAN ANTI SOCIAL, ANTI AMERICAN, ANTI ANYTHING THAT
AIN'T WHITE, RICH, AND ALREADY THEIRS.

Regards,
Patrick Conn
22018 126th Ct SE
Kent, WA 98031
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From: re.re.heitz@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Rachel Nunez 
<re.re.heitz@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 5:06 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I believe designated Wilderness is a core tool in protecting the outdoor experience. Wilderness areas include some of
our most beloved areas for hiking, climbing, scrambling, and backcountry skiing. The designation protects the wildlife
habitat that makes our outdoor adventures so special.

I oppose the following projects in the proposed strategy, as they would impact landscapes valued by outdoor
enthusiasts:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the Eightmile Lake trail and some campsites around
the lake.
Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow Lakes, which would raise the level of the lakes and will likely
flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua Lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to the land
surrounding the lakes.

I support the sections of the strategy pertaining to habitat protection and enhancement projects, fish passage, fish
screening and water conservation efficiencies. We wholeheartedly believe that these conservation elements are
foundational to the outdoor experience and in protecting these landscapes

Sincerely,
Mrs. Rachel Nunez
9205 139th Ave NE Lake Stevens, WA 98258 8855 re.re.heitz@gmail.com
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From: raechel.youngberg@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Rachel Youngberg 
<raechel.youngberg@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 1:24 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

I do not believe that the proposed expansion of dams on Eightmile, and Lower and Upper Snow Lakes should occur. I
also do not believe that the tunnel between upper and lower Klonaqua lake should take place. These operations would
negatively impact the flora, fauna and water quality of the area. These operations would also negatively damage the
North Central Washington economy that is largely dependent upon wilderness tourism. The expansion of the dam
system and the tunnel in the Enchantments would negatively impact the Leavenworth and Wenatchee economy. I live in
the Methow Valley and our economy is intricately intertwined with Leavenworth, Wenatchee and Chelan. These dams
and the tunnel system would devastate our economy.

Sincerely,
Hon. Rachel Youngberg
291 MARMOT BENCH Ln Twisp, WA 98856
raechel.youngberg@gmail.com
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From: Richard Curtis <rlc314@peoplepc.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 10:29 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Alpine Lake Wilderness and the Enchantment Lakes 

Mike Kaputa 
Chelan County Natural Resource Department 
411 Washington St., Suite 201 
Wenatchee, WA 98801

Dear Mr. Kaputa:

The Enchantment Lakes and the Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area are one of the most spectacular natural areas in 
Washington State.  In fact the area is so popular with tourists and heavily visited that the number of visitors in 
the backcountry is controlled by a permit system.  The area is graced with outstanding scenic and compelling 
natural features that rival those anywhere on earth.  There are pristine crystal clear blue lakes with a spectrum of
colors only hoped for by the most creative artists.  The lakes are surrounded by sheer walls of granite and snow 
filled couloirs.  The forests are composed of fir, pine and larch, the latter turning to golden towers in the fall.  
The streams and waterfalls are unmatched and provide a peaceful oasis for anyone who visits this magnificent 
Wilderness Area.  

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a very special place created by God and can not be improved by installing an 
unsightly man made plumbing system to serve a remote industrial/agricultural complex, golf courses and 
residential development.  The Enchantment Lakes and the Alpine Lakes Wilderness were preserved for a reason 
and that was to specifically protect the area from development.  Wilderness areas were set aside to remain 
“untrammeled” by civilization.  However the once beautiful Snow Lakes are now an eyesore and the poster 
child for careless development due to the dams and tunneling activities.  Replacing the natural Wilderness 
characteristics with concrete dams, rebar and spillways, fluctuating water levels and devastated shorelines, 
alternating drowned or mud flat landscapes and tunnels and pipes that create hazards and scar the land is a 
Faustian fantasy that has no place in Wilderness Areas.  The resulting drained lakes are not only ugly but impact 
fish, birds and other wildlife and are an abomination to the observer and have no place in Wilderness Areas.

The very real outcome of developing the Alpine Lakes Wilderness and Enchantments will be to kill the goose 
that lays the golden egg of tourism.  No one travels miles just to see another man made concrete hulk blocking 
or diverting a natural waterway.  While tourism is increasing and becoming more economically rewarding every 
year, agriculture and development are limited by the resources available to support them.  For example when all 
the lakes are drained to support agriculture and development, where will more lakes be found to support 
continued agriculture and development growth.  If we are unable to live within the available resources, how will 
we survive when those resources are used up?  

Climate change is already having a detrimental effect on the existing natural resources and we cannot plan on 
those resources being replenished once they are depleted.  We must start looking forward to the future with 
thoughtful minds and put away the dream of yesterday’s unending frontiers.  We are unlikely to find Nirvana on 
earth with unlimited resources for never ending growth and development simply by tapping into and draining 
the small lakes and streams in our Wilderness Areas.  Just like cancer, growth on a finite planet must and will 
come to an end.  It is up to us to ensure we live within the bounds of our environment and surroundings and use 
wisely the resources with which we are blessed if we hope to be successful in fulfilling not only our dreams but 
those of our children and all future generations of humans.  It is unconscionable for our generation to despoil 
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one of God’s finest creations to satisfy our greed.   Industrializing the Enchantment Lakes and the Alpine 
Wilderness Area is not just killing the goose but destroying the eggs and the nesting habit to ensure that it will 
never again produce another golden egg.  Leavenworth will be just another tourist trap once the surrounding 
Wilderness is plundered and reshaped to conform to the desires of greedy developers. 

While I support habitat protection, fish passage, screening and water conservation projects, I am strongly 
opposed to more and larger dams and tunneling projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness on Snow, Eightmile 
and Klonaqua Lakes.  The adverse environmental impact of previous projects is clearly visible to the most 
casual observer. However these areas are far more valuable to support the economy based on tourism and 
recreation than a limited source of irrigation water continued urban development.  

Thank you for considering my comments. 

Richard Curtis
PO Box 451
Ethel, WA 98542
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From: Richard Forbes (rhforbes24@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 8:20 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Save the Alpine Lakes Wilderness!

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

In response to the potential plans to in the Enchantment Basin and greater Alpine Lakes Wilderness I understand that
Icicle Creek's flows need to addressed, but we cannot degrade or undermine our public lands in any way.

I treasure the Alpine Lakes Wilderness as a precious part of the greater Cascades, and I urge you to avoid, if at all
possible, any actions that would damage it. The draft Environmental Impact Statement lays out five options for dam
repair and operation in the established Wilderness area, and I urge you to revise these options until there are none that
impact the functioning of the watershed, enlarge wilderness lakes, or involve invasive tunneling/large scale
construction.

I also would like to call into question the Leavenworth Hatchery, which has been cited as a reason for the increased
water flow hatcheries have been empirically proven to be pseudoscientific and contribute to native fish population
decline. Let's look there before we start talking about messing with our Wilderness areas.

We must continue to protect the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, as it is an essential part of our American heritage and
provides important wildlife habitat and essential ecosystem services. Please contact me if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Richard Forbes
1613 N 54th St
Seattle, WA 98103
rhforbes24@gmail.com
(719) 231 4868

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.

205-1

205-2

205-3

205-4

1

From: Richard Forbes <rhforbes24@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 8:27 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] In response to the Enchantment Basin plans

Dear Mike Kaputa,

In response to the potential plans in the Enchantment Basin and greater Alpine Lakes Wilderness I understand that
Icicle Creek's flows need to addressed, but we cannot degrade or undermine our public lands in any way.

I treasure the Alpine Lakes Wilderness as a precious part of the greater Cascades, and I urge you to avoid, if at all
possible, any actions that would damage it. The draft Environmental Impact Statement lays out five options for dam
repair and operation in the established Wilderness area, and I urge you to revise these options until there are none that
impact the functioning of the watershed, enlarge wilderness lakes, or involve invasive tunneling/large scale
construction.

I also would like to call into question the Leavenworth Hatchery, which has been cited as a reason for the increased
water flow hatcheries have been empirically proven to be pseudoscientific and contribute to native fish population
decline. And to top it off, the Leavenworth Hatchery has been formally found in violation of unlawfully discharging
pollutants, and whose facilities have not been updated in decades. Let's address those concerns (and potentially
decrease the Hatchery's water use) before we look to the Wilderness areas to put extra water into a flawed system.

We must continue to protect the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, as it is an essential part of our American heritage and
provides important wildlife habitat and essential ecosystem services. Please contact me if you have any questions.

Best,
Richard Forbes



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-178	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 207 Comment Letter 207 

1

From: Rich Haydon <richhaydon@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 10:07 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Cc: wild@wildernesswatch.org
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: Comment on DPEIS

To:  Mike Kaputa, Director
  Chelan County Natural Resource Department.

Mr. Kaputa:

I am writing in regards to the proposed actions in the Icicle Creek drainage. 

As a resident of Chelan County and the Wenatchee River Watershed, as a person who 

recreates in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, and as someone who has personally visited 

and camped at Snow, Nada, Colchuck, Eightmile, Klonaqua, and Square Lakes, I am a 

person directly impacted by the proposed action.

The DPEIS as written is clearly inadequate and only superficially addresses potential 

impacts of the proposed action, and is therefore  insufficient as an analysis under the 

requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act.

(1) The DPEIS should be revised and greatly expanded in scope and detail to address its

deficiencies as an environmental impact analysis.  An adequate analysis must include

actual field surveys and the backing of data and analysis done to a professional scientific

standard not met by the draft document as released. Impacts to wildlife, forest health,

riparian health, and impacts to the wilderness character of the area as defined by federal

law are all lacking in necessary site specific detail.

(2) The document is also fundamentally flawed in the vagueness of the proposed action:

until more detailed geotechnical surveys and concrete engineering designs are
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completed, it is impossible to adequately assess the potential impacts of this  proposed 

action in terms of long term public safety and environmental consequences.

(3) The DPEIS fails to conform with the Alpine Lakes Area Land Management Plan of 

1980, and therefore conflicts with a completed Environmental Impact Statement which 

did fully meet the established standards of NEPA and all other applicable Federal and 

State laws.  It also broadly fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that 

should determine which proposals can and cannot be pursued, including Federal 

wilderness, environmental policy, and forest management law. The draft analysis also 

fails to conform to state water right laws and to established legal rights held by the 

Yakama and Wenatchee tribes.

(4) As written, only Alternative 5 is somewhat legally defensible, and the Alternatives in 

the current document can hardly be considered  to constitute consideration of a full 

range of alternatives as required under NEPA.  Even  Alternative 5 would need 

modification were it to be considered for implementation, as it is erroneous in its 

consideration of historic water levels, established water rights, and Federal wilderness 

legislation relative to Eightmile Lake.

I urge you to withdraw the current DPEIS, and to develop a proposed action and 

analysis that conforms to Federal and State law and properly addresses the 

environmental, social, and public safety issues that such a project is legally required to 

consider.

Thank you.

Richard J. Haydon
PO Box 632
Leavenworth, WA 98826

^
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From: Richard Korry <Richard.Korry.98192317@p2a.co>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 10:19 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I want to make raise concerns with the sections of the proposal that irrevocably impact and degrade the iconic areas of
wilderness in the Central Cascades. The Enchantments is an amazing and unique high alpine area that I've been hiking
since 1983. This is not just another forested area that you one can find anywhere. The other areas affected: 8 Mile Lake
and Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes are also very special locations. Please remove the projects that degrade these
treasures from the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Richard Korry
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From: Richard Noll <Richard.Noll.53600024@p2a.co>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 10:58 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Don’t sacrifice wilderness for flawed Icicle Strategy

Dear Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Dept. Mike Kaputa,

9543

Regards,
Richard Noll
124 Trafalgar Dr
Port Townsend, WA 98368
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From: RICHARD RUTZ <richardr1066@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 10:19 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] comments on the Icicle Strategy DPEIS

Richard Rutz 

6121 NE 175th Street, #A303 

Kenmore, WA  98028 

July 27, 2018 

Mike Kaputa, Director 

Chelan County Natural Resource Department 

411 Washington Street., Suite 201 

Wenatchee, WA 98801 

RE: Comments on the Icicle Strategy (Icicle Creek Water Resource Management Strategy) draft 
Programmatic EIS 

Sir: 

I visit and use the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, and lands in the Alpine Lakes Management Unit and 
other nearby lands. I have also worked with land use and environmental review, and the protection of 
the Alpine Lakes Wilderness and its surrounding lands from adverse developments of various sorts. I 
wish to comment on the Icicle Strategy DPEIS. 

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of Washington State’s most scenic areas, and an extremely valuable and
irreplaceable fish and wildlife and recreational area. I can understand the goal to improve instream flows in210-1

2

Icicle Creek, but I cannot accept doing this at the expense of this unique and irreplaceable local, state, and
national resource, wilderness and public land.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek. The goals in developing the
alternatives leave out most environmental considerations: they only address downstream fisheries and
compliance with existing laws. There is no goal, and nothing said, about protecting the integrity of the Alpine
Lakes Wilderness, and reducing the impact of nonconforming uses. Even though this is one of the highest
responsibilities for lands protected under the Wilderness Act. No wonder that all of the alternatives greatly
increase the significant environmental impacts of the existing irrigation facilities in the wilderness.

In Chapter 2, section 2.11.1, for example, “Reservoir Removal”, the DPEIS states that:

During the SEPA scoping, some commenters recommended removing all of the reservoirs within the Icicle
Creek Subbasin to restore the area to a more natural state. The IWG did not further consider this proposal in
the DPEIS for several reasons.

The reservoirs in the Alpine Lake Wilderness Area support LNFH and IPID operations. IPID serves
approximately 85 percent of the irrigated land in the Wenatchee Valley from Cashmere up to the Cascade
Range (USFS, 1981). These lands are primarily in commercial orchard production and are the foundation of the
local economy. Without the drought year supply provided by these reservoirs, orchard production would likely
be significantly impacted. Additionally, this proposal does not align with the Guiding Principles. Removing the
reservoirs from the Alpine Lakes Wilderness would reduce streamflow, decrease domestic and agricultural
reliability, and would make meeting the Guiding Principles nearly impossible in the future as climate change
predictions call for less snowfall and more rainfall in the Icicle Subbasin. Additionally, taking away private
property rights would not align with the Guiding Principle that calls for complying with state and federal laws.

“Property rights” is a term that has been used many times to attempt to override all manner of other rights
and legalities. It is improperly being used in the DPEIS to summarily dismiss this legitimate concern and valid
alternative for reducing or removing the existing facilities. By so abjectly dismissing this proposal to reduce or
remove projects and facilities, the DPEIS is completely fails the responsibilities of the State Environmental
Policy Act to fully evaluate alternatives and to consider full the impacts of proposed actions.

Moreover, the DPEIS does not properly evaluate significant adverse environmental impacts to the wilderness
resource, the significant adverse impacts to the water resources of the wilderness and to the fish and wildlife
and recreational and scenic resources and values that depend on them.
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I do not see how significant adverse impacts to these and other resources could have been missed by the
developers of this DPEIS. The Alpine Lakes Management Act, Section 5, includes:

the Enchantment Area of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, taking into consideration its especially fragile nature, its
ease of accessibility, its unusual attractiveness, and its resultant heavy recreational usage. (90 Stat. 908, Sec.
5)

And yet it is missed by this DPEIS. The document materially fails to address significant impacts to fragile
resources specifically identified in the Alpine Lakes Management Act.

There is no proper “No Action” alternative. The alternative posed as such is more like a “Current Direction”
alternative, with many additional projects added on as if they are a foregone conclusion. Again, the DPEIS fails
to meet the basic requirements of a SEPA analysis.

Regarding the DPEIS and the whole “Icicle Strategy”, the wilderness was established subject to valid existing
rights. That consists of the projects as they existed in 1976. Any expansion or extension is not an existing right.
And under the Wilderness Act, such expansions or extensions are prohibited. I see no discussion of this
overriding legal compliance issue in the DPEIS. Before this, “property rights” fades away.

Clearly, the DPEIS is designed to cause significant adverse environmental impact to the wilderness and the
public, to benefit a select few people. The DPEIS fails to disclose this, and seeks to hide it behind “property
rights”.

Also behind this is apparently another attempt to use water rights to do any and every thing that someone
wants to do, regardless of laws or rights of others. There is no proper evaluation of this topic, and no proper
discussion of the limits on water rights at each lake.

Of the many proposed improvements and expansions, three proposed projects in particular are of concern:

Increasing the size of the dam on Eightmile Lake, which could flood the trail and campsites around the lake.

Increasing the size of the dams on Upper and Lower Snow lakes, which would raise the level of the lake and
will likely flood the trail and campsites around the lake.
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Boring a tunnel from Upper to Lower Klonaqua lakes, which would likely have significant negative impacts to
the land surrounding the lakes.

These projects should be removed from the Icicle Strategy.

Several elements of the strategy, including habitat protection, fish passage, fish screening and especially water
conservation efficiencies, all fit with the requirements and should be implemented.

The DPEIS reads like a document that has been prepared to support a previously decided approach. It should
be revised to properly include all significant impacts, and to properly discuss them. It must discuss how it shall
properly comply with all state and federal laws. It must properly ensure that there is no impact on watershed
function, offer aggressive water conservation options, and fully recognize, describe and discuss the limits on
water rights at each lake. It should offer additional alternatives that do not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and
that fully consider removal of some or all of the existing nonconforming facilities. And a proper No Action
alternative must be prepared, which only repairs/replaces in kind the current facilities, with no expansion or
increased withdrawal or impoundment.

Again, not all reasonable and feasible alternatives have been considered. A full alternative must be developed
that proposes and evaluates reduction of operations, and/or removal of some or all of the facilities: this
absolutely must be developed and considered. Failure to do so is a violation of the responsibilities required for
the protection of the lands and resources of wilderness areas under the Wilderness Act.

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. As required
by the Wilderness Act, we must not allow one natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing
another. This DPEIS does not meet its responsibilities under SEPA, the Alpine Lakes Management Act, the
Wilderness Act, and in protecting our public heritage, which is the responsibility of every citizen.

Sincerely,

(s)

Richard Rutz
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From: rmetzger7@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of robert metzger <rmetzger7
@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 10:31 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy. I am strongly opposed to any new dams, enlargement of dams, or water diversions that would impact the
Alpine Lakes Wilderness. I value the Federally designated wilderness and oppose any developments that would alter or
create negative impacts to the designated wilderness area.

Sincerely,
Mr. robert metzger
7106 Foothill Loop SW Olympia, WA 98512 2028 rmetzger7@aol.com

211-01

1

From: spresho@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Scott Presho <spresho@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 3:07 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Everyone agrees that the irrigation district is entitled to as much water for irrigation purposes as it was using for those
purposes when Congress created the wilderness in 1976. But this does not mean the district can use more now than it
used before even if it claims that its water right gave it more. No matter what the original water right said, the
irrigation district cannot take more water now than it did in the past. The Wilderness Act protects existing private rights,
but that does not grant permission to expand those rights.

The Icicle Strategy is an effort to solve water supply problems with new and/or extended structures. This is the
traditional supply side answer to water shortages, but doesn't take into account the potential for conservation efforts to
reduce the need for water, and therefore these new/additional structures being built in a wilderness zone.

The work group has been asked to consider conservation measures, such as restrictions on watering lawns, which have
worked in the Seattle area to reduce total water consumption even as the population grew. But the work group offers
no analysis of how much water could be saved by various conservation measures or by promoting water markets that
facilitate selling and trading water rights. Domestic water conservation efforts are mentioned in the IWG plan, but such
phrases as "if funding were available" and "funding may be more limited if not included as part of an integrated water
resource management plan" speak to the lack of effort in finding these funds as part of the plan.

The Icicle Strategy is preoccupied with new structures designed to produce more water, rather than conservatively using
available resources, and seems ignorant of what the existing water rights provide.

Sincerely,
Mr. Scott Presho
3361 224th Pl SW Brier, WA 98036 8017
spresho@comcast.net

212-01

212-02

212-03



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-183

Comment Letter 213 Comment Letter 214 

1

From: Steve Uyenishi <Steve.Uyenishi.16447891@p2a.co>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 4:09 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Don’t sacrifice wilderness for flawed Icicle Strategy

Dear Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Dept. Mike Kaputa,

4327

Regards,
Steve Uyenishi
12425 74th Ln S
Seattle, WA 98178

213-1
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From: tamirust@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Tami Rust <tamirust@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 8:04 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy: please keep The Enchantments pristine for our children and grandchildren. Let that be your legacy.

Sincerely,
Ms Tami Rust
1006 N Washington St Tacoma, WA 98406 5523 tamirust@icloud.com
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From: Teresa Catford <teresacatford@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 2:01 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please protect the Alpines Lake Wilderness Area

Dear Mr. Kaputa,

I have enjoyed many beautiful hikes in this area and am so concerned that this wilderness is threatened.

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected. This area is very popular - 
not just with me - and it would be a devasting loss for Washington State, the mountain lakes and streams 
ecosystems, and the outdoor recreation economy if the lakes' water levels were manipulated.

Leave the wilderness alone. 

Teresa Catford
Shoreline, WA

215-1
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From: Terri Jones <terrijoneswatercolors@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 3:26 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy

We strongly oppose the proposal to construct dams and related structures on seven lakes within the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness. This pristine national treasure is valued world wide as a recreational wonder. We have hiked and back
packed in the Enchantments Basin and Alpine Lakes multiple times. Its unparalleled beauty must be preserved for our
future generations and the economic welfare of the region.

Teresa and Ronald Jones
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From: Tessa Rue (tessarue@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 7:36 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Protect Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

To Washington State DOE and Chelan County,

I have a life goal of through hiking the enchantments. Imagine my dismay on learning this area is under threat. I have
two daughters, ages 2 and 5. Will I or my daughters be able to experience this special place? Please, preserve this area
for all Washington residents for now and for future generations.

Thank you,
Tessa Rue

Sincerely,

Tessa Rue
5116 27th Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98105
tessarue@gmail.com
(206) 331 9118

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.

217-1
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From: Bill Burwell <bburwell@riousa.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 4:38 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Study, Draft PEIS

Dear Chelan County and Washington State Department of Ecology,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Icicle Creek Work Group Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (DPEIS) know as the Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy. Considerable effort has
gone into the work over the past several years with significant input by the Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District (IPID).

Review of the document develops of number of concerns:

1. The document assumes IPID has current water rights on Eightmile Lake with the current dam and water rights to raise
the dam. There are indication that IPID has not put into use the water behind the current dam on the Lake for decades.
Washington water law has a fundamental “use it or lose it” requirement. Looks like IPID likely has relinquished part of
the water rights. Raising Eightmile Lake dam would require added water rights and these have not been demonstrated.
Increasing the dam hight will require approval by the US Forest Service and likely extensive permitting and a NEPA
process, which will be problematic as the land is designated wilderness. Use of such wilderness public lands for the
benefit of a few irrigators takes away from the citizens of this country that own the wilderness. Use of the Lake as a
bowl to fill and flush by the district seems not in the public interest. The filling and flushing also has negative impact on
downstream fisheries.

2. The dam raising neglects the statutory authority of US Forest Service on these National Lands maintained for use by
the people as designated Wilderness. The water rights on the Lake belong to the Federal Government under the federal
reserved water rights doctrine. The DPEIS does not include maintaining the current dam height as the only current legal
basis, a significant document omission in range of alternatives..

3. IPID has water rights for irrigation purposes. The DPEIS implying the District has rights for domestic water use and for
fish hatchery use, which it does not. Alternative 4, has even worst invasions of water rights and public domain of
Wilderness with tunneling the Klonaqua Lakes, high dam on Snow Lake, Eightmile high dam and other intrusions into
water right and Wilderness use. The citizens were not allowed to comment on these actions during the scoping in 2016
and was not a part of the proposed actions. Alternative 4 should reset the process back blocking the Draft PEIS until
fully scoped and citizen input on Alternative 4.

4. The IPID Pump Station found in Alternative 5 seems the best solution will greatly improve flow in Icicle Creek
resolving a problem. An alternative should be added looking a more fundamental improvements since the concerns are
water availability and global warming. This added alternative would push hard on water conservation with irrigators
since the crop lands are the vast users of the basin’s water and push to control CO2 and methane emission. Reducing
global warming emissions is the most fundamental need. Rearranging water withdrawals does not solve the
fundamental problem of global warming.

5. Public input could be improved. The vast number of Washington owners (citizens) and users of the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness live on the Puget Sound side of the Cascades. No formal hearing was set where these people live. The only
formal hearing was in Leavenworth. Yes, a hearing in Leavenworth in the basin with a small population was appropriate.
Missing a formal hearing on the West Side of the Cascades was a fundamental flaw in public input.
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6. My Great Grand Parents, the Hatfields, homestead in Central Washington in 1874, obtaining one of the first water
rights to their farm. At that time, the Territory of Washington was a vast wilderness with a few islands of farms and
towns within the wilderness. We now have a few island of wilderness among the vast farms and cities in the State. The
Alpine Lakes Wilderness give a place for my Grandchildren and Great Grandchildren to see a beautiful gift that could
endure seven generations and more. Much of the proposals tear apart and damage the beautiful gift of the Wilderness.
The wilderness basis being maintaining the land by non motorized access and use of hand tools. Building dams in the
Alpine Lakes Wilderness is fundamental destruction of the gift and the responsibility we have to future generations.

Please go back and redevelop the PEIs addressing these and concerns of others.

Sincerely,

Henry William Burwell

1

From: antje fray <elaan2@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 9:09 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Add a personalized message.
Why do you want to put UP dams when the movement has been to TAKE DOWN dams??? A possibility could be a
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MODIFIED dam system with salmon LADDERS so fish can still go upstream to spawn.

Don't ruin this beautiful wilderness

Sincerely,
antje fray

,
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From: Christine Clum <nalugirl07@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:06 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Dams, especially large ones, have the potential to cause a lot of problems for the surrounding area, especially the area
behind the dam where the water flows toward the blockage. There are disadvantages for both the nature and any

220-1

220-2



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-188	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 220 Comment Letter 221 

2

people living in the area.
There are many negative effects on nature. Since dams block up flowing bodies of water, such as rivers, any animals that
depend on the flow to reproduce or as part of their life cycle are put in danger. Migratory fish that mate in a different
location than they live the rest of their lives, for example, are unable to mate and may decline in population. The buildup
of water is also dangerous for plant life that grows on the natural shoreline of the water. The plant life is submerged and
dies. In addition, the beneficial sediment that normally is washed down the river is blocked, which decreases the fertility
of the soil downriver from the dam.
Many humans are displaced due to dams. Humans who live in an area that is to be flooded due to a new dam have to
relocate and lose their homes to the rising water.

Sincerely,
Christine Clum

,
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From: Dawn Serra <dawn_serra@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 12:06 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

I support finding new water sources and improving stream flows outside the Wilderness. Chelan County should facilitate
buy back of private water rights so dams and other ]other structures could be removed and the Wilderness restored.
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Thank you.

Sincerely,
Dawn Serra

,

1

From: jennifer schultz <firls4eva@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 1:18 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

It is extremely important to protect waterways especially those that are important ones that provide safe drinking water
for various communities.
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Sincerely,
jennifer schultz

,

1

From: Joe McPhee <jgmcphee8750@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 8:50 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Such a beautiful area should be left alone. That is what Wilderness is all about. Building dams means roads and big heavy
machinery. You need to enact water conservation measures and uses and live with what you have.
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J. G. McPhee

Sincerely,
Joe McPhee

,

1

From: LD Anderson <linda@ucsc.edu>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:06 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

The west is always going to be in a water deficit. We need to think of creative strategies such as increased wetland
recharge and waste water recycling that do not change the critical ecological functions of our rivers.
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Sincerely,
LD Anderson

,

1

From: linda berd <lberd@cox.net>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:38 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

First of all, NO MORE DAMN DAMS! In fact, we need to demolish most of the old dams that exist and DO DAMAGE.
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Secondly, you have no sure way to evaluate CLIMATE CHANGE.

Just stop, think, re evaluate...and remember NEPA & the Wilderness Act.

Sincerely,
linda berd

,
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From: Linda Yow <jandlyow@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 10:29 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

The cabins on the islands in the river should be required to have septic systems, rather than releasing raw sewage into
the river. Please repair/improve enough dams to prevent the river going dry in summer thus killing all of the fish, etc.226-3
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Sincerely,
Linda Yow

,

1

From: M. Lou Orr <youandmekid@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 10:08 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

This plan goes against the fishing rights of the Wenatchi Tribe (part of Colville Confederated). Have they been notified?
Treaty rights!!
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Sincerely,
M. Lou Orr

,

1

From: N Refes <maughter2@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 6:47 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Dams have are known at a threat to both living beings and the land. An in depth study must be done along with research
of all dams created along with the dangers inherent therein.

228-1

228-2



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-196	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 228 Comment Letter 229 

2

Sincerely,
N Refes

,

1

From: Noel Orr <tepeefortwo@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 11:10 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

The Wenatchi Tribe (Colville Confederated) has treaty rights for fishing in the Icicle so great care has to be taken! Were
tribes notified? Don't destroy the natural wonders of Mother Earth!
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Sincerely,
Noel Orr

,

1

From: Sherry L. Olson, Ph.D. <olson_shery@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 8:55 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Please re analyze the plan for the use of the water that the DPEIS has submitted. It fails to fully analyze limitations on
the scope and validity of IPID's water rights.
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Sincerely,
Sherry L. Olson, Ph.D.

,

1

From: singgih tan <unojodelacara@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 11:47 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

The DPEIS must also address future flows, considering climate change impacts on weather patterns & the snow pack.
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Sincerely,
singgih tan

,

1

From: Aimee Polekoff <aimeechan.polekoff@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 8:42 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Is irrigation even necessary? If the state encouraged greater water efficiency strategies in agriculture, maybe no dam
would be needed at all.
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Sincerely,
Aimee Polekoff

,

1

From: Al Kisner <alkisnerforthewild@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 2:23 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

The only dam construction in this area should be carried out by beavers. Their ecological engineers are superior to ours
and thousands of other creatures benefit from their expertise.
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Sincerely,
Al Kisner

,

1

From: alice nguyen <medicilorenzo@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 2:43 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Dam construction and maintenance harm the area’s wilderness character, in contradiction to the Wilderness Act.
Reduction of flow would place additional stresses on already seriously affected species.
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Sincerely,
alice nguyen

,

1

From: Amy Davis <a_jdavis@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 10:34 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

As a now informed adult about the unbelievable damage that dams do, I am adamantly opposed to any dam project.
Period. Even more so when the land is public land and should be preserved in its natural state in perpetuity for future
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generations.

Sincerely,
Amy Davis

,

1

From: Andrew Fisher <fanof2012@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 6:54 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

The video "Secrets Police Don't Want You To Know" at http://youtu.be/B3nok7Cby28 is 2.5 hours long but it's totally
worth your time to watch the whole entire thing because it exposes how the cops, judges, prosecution attorneys,
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politicians, and car insurance salesmen have stolen BILLIONS from the common people as well as the secrets that
anyone can follow to prevent them from stealing that money. Also check out the scripts related to the video at
http://logosradionetwork.com/tao/
This video can help put a stop to tyranny and in turn bring freedom and higher consciousness to all! So please help me in
my crusade to spread this info like wildfire on a global scale.

Sincerely,
Andrew Fisher

,
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From: Ann Rogers <a-rogers@charter.net>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:15 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

We, in Grand Traverse County , are taking out our dams on the Boardman River.
Dams serve no purpose anymore. Grenn Renewable energy should replace hydro.
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Sincerely,
Ann Rogers

,

1

From: antje fray <elaan2@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 7:17 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

I think you are going backwards.... Other groups are taking dams DOWN to improve river HEALTH and allow salmon and
other fish to go back to their breeding grounds.
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Sincerely,
antje fray

,

1

From: Arrie Hammel <mykabird@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 5:17 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

I'm no expert but it seems to me anything that degrades our environment or the wildlife or human security or ownership
needs to be struck down.
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Sincerely,
Arrie Hammel

,

1

From: Barbara Trudell <bltrudell@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:27 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

No dams. Period.
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Sincerely,
Barbara Trudell

,

1

From: Beth Stanberry <rdtrtle@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 5:03 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Please do not build the dam! It ruins things that will never be the same once the folly of building it is realized.
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Sincerely,
Beth Stanberry

,

1

From: BILL PARKER <stigausa@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 8:15 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

No dams or tunnels ....please.
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Sincerely,
BILL PARKER

,

1

From: Billy Angus <wizardofhamilton@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 6:19 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

NO DAMS.....PERIOD!!!
WATER IS LIFE!!!!
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Sincerely,
Billy Angus

,

1

From: Bonnie Macraith <bmacraith@reninet.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 11:32 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

The dams on the Klamath River in northern CA where I live are going to be dismantled because they are blocking salmon
spawning, and impacting riparian ecosystems take note!
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Sincerely,
Bonnie Macraith

,

1

From: Carol Ann Brady,R.N. <carolannbrady@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 3:15 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Add a personalized message As nurse, I ask that you protect the health of our waterway which needs to flow freely.
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Sincerely,
Carol Ann Brady,R.N.

,

1

From: Carol Hatfield <chatfield@uindy.edu>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 12:55 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

We most certainly do not survive without protected waterways. Protection of life, health, and our ecosystems
(wilderness, wildlife, water, air, land) is paramount! We cannot survive without these intact.
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Sincerely,
Carol Hatfield

,

1

From: Carol Hatfield <chatfield@uindy.edu>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 5:37 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

The protection of our waterways, our ecosystems, and our wildlife comes first! Stop the plans for such devastating
destruction!
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Sincerely,
Carol Hatfield

,

1

From: Carol Jackson <cjackson@lanterngroup.org>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 1:48 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

DAMS ON UPPER RIVERS AND LAKES BURST AND KILL THOUSANDS OF PEOPLE LIVING OR WORKING DOWNSTREAM;
WITH CLIMATE CHANGE FLOODS ARE WORSE.
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BUILDING DAMS IN MOUNTAINOUS AREAS CONDEMNS THE RESIDENTS OF THE VALLEYS AND LOWLANDS TO
CONTINUOUS THREAT.

Sincerely,
Carol Jackson

,

248-2

1

From: Carolyn Wacaser <cjspirit2000@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 6:32 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

We'll have all the water we need if we leave it alone! Protecting wildlife, wilderness and the integrity of the earth is
important. Quit trying to manipulate everything natural.
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Sincerely,
Carolyn Wacaser

,

1

From: Cheryl Lechtanski <paboxies@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 10:37 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

I believe the proposed projects have the ability to seriously affect the integrity of this watershed area.
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Sincerely,
Cheryl Lechtanski

,

1

From: Cris Smith <xtynita_sonoma@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 5:15 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

From around the world we have already learned of the destructive effects of dams. We no longer see them as a
desirable sign of "progress." Please don't build another environmentally destructive dam.
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Sincerely,
Cris Smith

,

1

From: Darlene Marley <djmarley@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 12:55 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

As a tax paying US citizen, I demand that national water resources be governed by long term and sustainable water
management practices.
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Sincerely,
Darlene Marley

,

1

From: Donna Greathouse-Neel <deegeemail@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 9:33 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

I support the information as stated herein so well by Wilderness Watch. They have the expertise to be followed and the
best interests of the area as a priority.
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We are supposed to be removing and reducing dams not adding and increasing them.

Sincerely,
Donna Greathouse Neel

,

253-3

1

From: Echo Mitchell <shortyegm@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 1:16 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

It eems that dam building has passed its usefullness in this country. We no longer need to use it for electrical power and
it damages the water supply in the entire course of rivers. Silting makes these dams limited in their lifetime of healthy
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eff

Sincerely,
Echo Mitchell

,

254-2

1

From: Edson Rood <perkybeer2@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 9:03 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

The construction of dams to manipulate water levels often has unintended consequences. Always take the least
intrusive means to accomplish ends, especially in areas near our wilderness reserves.
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Sincerely,
Edson Rood

,

1

From: Elizabeth Lynch <lizybabe127@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 12:46 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] [Possible Spam]  RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Why and I would like a very good answer to this ! Are you doing this ???????
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Sincerely,
Elizabeth Lynch

,

1

From: Gayle Areheart <gareheart@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 1:11 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

We do not need anymore damn dams!!! Please consider solar & wind power to meet the regions electrical needs. :/
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Sincerely,
Gayle Areheart

,

1

From: George Wuerthner <gwuerthner@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:17 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

All water in Washington is owned by the people of the state. It does not belong to the irrigation company. Removing
water from streams, rivers, and lakes is a privilege. Washington has a legal obligation under Public Trust to protect
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public interest

Sincerely,
George Wuerthner

,

258-2

1

From: gita barbezat <gita_barbezat@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:06 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

All manipulations of nature, like dam constructions, widening of water ways etc will inevitably cause changes,
environmental and ecological, which cause a chain of reactions that are often unexpected. It is best not to perturb
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nature.

Sincerely,
gita barbezat

,

259-2
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From: Helga Oestreicher <helga420@att.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 6:50 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Please do not do this. There has to be an alternative for the dam. Like the the Cooley Dam there will be unintended
consequences for years to come that will affect everything in that area and beyond. Please re think this.
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Sincerely,
Helga Oestreicher

,

1

From: Jeffrey Christo <jeffreychristo@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 8:10 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Jeffrey Christo
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From: Jessica McGeary <camwyn@megaloceros.net>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 12:43 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

The plan as stated is wide open to more federal litigation than I think this or any other administration really wants to
deal with. Please give serious consideration to revision before implementation. Thank you.
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Sincerely,
Jessica McGeary

,

1

From: Joseph Breazeale <brezebra@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:20 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Dear Mr. Kaputa,
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Please pause and consider that the trend as been, for good reasons, the removal of dams, not the construction of more.

Thank You

Joseph H. Breazeale

Sincerely,
Joseph Breazeale

,
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From: Joy Keithline <jkeithline@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 3:59 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Nature and habitat first especially
amidst global warming.

264-1

264-2



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-232	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 264 Comment Letter 265 

2

Sincerely,
Joy Keithline

,

1

From: Kathy, Mark, Chris & Jessie Groth <kgroth@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 11:08 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Dams have already been shown to be an outdated, destructive and inefficient way to manage resources.
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Sincerely,
Kathy, Mark, Chris & Jessie Groth

,

1

From: Kevin Spelts <kevinspelts@live.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 7:40 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

I oppose any man made changes that adversely affect the natural operation of water in most watersheds.
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Sincerely,
Kevin Spelts

,

1

From: Lisa Dahill <ldahill@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 2:18 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Please act to minimize impact on the surrounding watershed and water flow.
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Sincerely,
Lisa Dahill

,

1

From: Loren Amelang <loren@pacific.net>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 4:06 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

I'm not familiar with this issue, but I am part owner of a regulated dam in California. The legal and safety issues are now
so complex as to be prohibitive. Removing our dam would cost even more. But it is probably the future. Best not to build
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them!

Sincerely,
Loren Amelang

,
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From: Louise Wallace <lfdw4@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:40 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

It is way past the time to remove all dams. They do more damage than good and are no longer needed. We do need
healthy rivers,which means removing all dams. Please don't build any more or enlarge any. That is like thinking in the
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dark ages.

Sincerely,
Louise Wallace

,
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From: Lynn Welch <lwelch1990@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 6:12 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Natural water systems left unaltered create the most abundance for us, the environment, and wildlife. There are
volumes of documentation on the adverse effects of dams on the environment and ecosystems. The best approach is
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preservation.

Sincerely,
Lynn Welch

,

270-2

1

From: Maggie Frazier <mfrazier74@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 7:03 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

It appears theres still much ignorance as to the damage that dams cause! Seems to me since many have had to be
destroyed due to their limiting salmon spawning & creating problems where none existed before the people in
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"charge" would do research.

Sincerely,
Maggie Frazier

,

271-2

1

From: Maija Dravnieks <ladeekittee@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 7:00 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

I will suggest you keep your trees and stop sprawl instead of damaging the ecosystem with a dam.
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Sincerely,
Maija Dravnieks

,

1

From: Martha Jo Willard DVM MD <mjw@ctlca.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 9:39 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

We must maintain biodiversity for the survival of the human species. Ecosystem health is just that important. Stop
burning dinosaurs. Use the sun and the wind as these provide better jobs, with a future. Dinosaurs gave us the start,
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now change.

Sincerely,
Martha Jo Willard DVMMD

,

273-1

1

From: Martha Stevens <martystevens.55@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 9:18 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Putting in more dams isn't progress, it is moving backwards. Choose better alternatives.
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Sincerely,
Martha Stevens

,

1

From: Mary A Leon <leon3@twc.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 3:05 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Building dams has caused more problems with water flow than almost anything.
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Sincerely,
Mary A Leon

,

1

From: Marya Bradley <mabstream@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 1:06 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

I am very concerned about the effort to exclude the public from these decisions that will effect our land and water and
all future generations. Such exclusion is a violation of the basis of our democracy. The least harm is the best plan.
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Sincerely,
Marya Bradley

,

1

From: Maryann Foss <mobf1118@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 3:23 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Older dams have proven harmful to the ecosystem and destructive to the land and waterways around and below.
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Sincerely,
Maryann Foss

,

1

From: Maureen Knutsen <maureen.knutsen@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 12:10 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Clean water is a most precious, irreplaceable resource and needs the highest level of protection. We cannot continue
compromising our pristine sources of water if we want to have a planet that is livable for future generations.
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Sincerely,
Maureen Knutsen

,

1

From: Michael and Barbara Hill <theelbehills@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:12 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

NO DAMN DAMS! SOLAR ANDWIND INSTEAD.
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Sincerely,
Michael and Barbara Hill

,

1

From: Michelle Rice <shellaroo@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 9:26 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Dams are adversely affecting the salmon runs and Orca's are starving. We need less dams, not more.
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Sincerely,
Michelle Rice

,

1

From: Mike Hemphill <mikehempmjc@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 2:23 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Let's correct the legion of mistakes made in the past by taking the action that is the best fit for everyone for the future.
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Sincerely,
Mike Hemphill

,

1

From: Nina Council <babunina10@mind.net>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 9:34 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Some dams in Oregon have come down, and that greatly improves the fish situation. Man and our so called progress too
often destroys rather than enhances situations or productions and so on.
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Sincerely,
Nina Council

,

1

From: Pamela Nelson <pamela05n@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 11:30 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Destructive dam construction over the last century has shown that this method of flood control and water storage is
detrimental to all. Americans expect that Wilderness should be a refuge, permanently; don't create more apathy by
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changing the rules.

Sincerely,
Pamela Nelson

,

283-2

1

From: Patricia Always <bikerpat@mindspring.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 9:52 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Dams are often more destructive than helpful & often flood native lands & sacred areas.
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Sincerely,
Patricia Always

,

1

From: randall potts <randallpotts@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:09 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

The DPEIS must act lawfully and to the benefit of wilderness ecosystems that belong to the people not the DPEIS. There
is a huge body of scientific evidence that shows the negative impact of dams on waterways, fish, wildlife and
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ecosystems.

Sincerely,
randall potts

,

285-2

1

From: Robert Bauer <backfrdead@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 6:12 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Isn't our history of making terrible decisions about manipulating the environment enough to make us look much deeper
into the realities of ecosystems beofre we start imposing our usual wrong thinking. THIS IS OUR HOME ANDWE DON'T
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TAKE PROPER CARE!

Sincerely,
Robert Bauer

,

286-2

1

From: Robert Fritsch <rfritsch1@myfairpoint.net>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 5:22 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Dams and tunnels built to mitigate or alter the containment or movement of water are the dreams of engineers and
over the long term rarely, if ever solve hydrology problems. And they are exceedingly destructive in their

287-1

287-2



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-255

Comment Letter 287 Comment Letter 288 

2

implementation.

Sincerely,
Robert Fritsch

,

287-2

1

From: Rose Jenkins <plasma@brick.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 3:54 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

While some damaging dams have been scheduled for demolition, allowing the earth's riparian system to do its job, here
is another damaging proposal for another dam to repeat all the errors of the past with NO saving "grace." I say NO! to
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this one.

Sincerely,
Rose Jenkins

,

288-2
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From: Ruth Parcell <raparcell@ucdavis.edu>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 12:52 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

I was raised fishing in this area and would hate to see it destroyed by dams.

289-1

289-2



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-257

Comment Letter 289 Comment Letter 290 

2

Sincerely,
Ruth Parcell

,

1

From: Scott Elliott <scott@mountainlogic.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 1:13 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Wilderness is a key driver of the outdoor recreation economy in the state of Washington. Please do not take the
proposed actions that will destroy our local, state and national jobs by directly or indirectly impinge on the wilderness.
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Sincerely,
Scott Elliott

,

1

From: Teresa Hayes <anyahayes@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 6:23 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

Haven't we seen enough of the more serious problems caused by human interference with the water systems that took
nature milennia to evolve? Water dammed and diverted now would come at the price of worse and more widespread
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drought in the future.

Sincerely,
Teresa Hayes

,

291-2

1

From: Thelma Nelson <teriwn@optimum.net>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 8:27 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

dams have been proven to provide no really lasting benefit. Please reconsider your plans for building more of them
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Sincerely,
Thelma Nelson

,

1

From: Theo Giesy <tedslioness@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 7:46 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

We must be very careful to protect our resources so that we still have them in the future. Ignoring or hiding negative
effects form an assessment to gain a favorable ruling is not a practice that can be allowed.
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Sincerely,
Theo Giesy

,

1

From: Amy Derocher (amyderocher@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 4:54 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

The proposed Eight mile lake storage restoration (chapter 2.5.5) is particularly onerous. This lake is in a wilderness area.
Replacing the existing small dam with a structure that allows a 50 foot change in the lake water level is fundamentally
incompatible with its wilderness designation.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Amy Derocher
1409 237th Pl SW
Bothell, WA 98021
amyderocher@gmail.com
(425) 736 4489

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Larry Oneil (wa.native1@juno.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 8:01 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.
Realize and adapt to the fact that changing climate will continue to give us less snow pack, less rain, thirstier soils; we
need to learn to adapt to living with what we have and sacrificing additional wants, you can't win against mother nature!

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Larry Oneil
321 NW 51st St
Seattle, WA 98107
wa.native1@juno.com
(206) 784 4303

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Catherine Buchanan <cathie.clbuch@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 1:19 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Please address all of these concerns in accordance with the NEPA requirements.

Sincerely,
Catherine Buchanan

,
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From: Cheyenne Lively <cheyenne.r.dennis52@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 11:56 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

The majestic Columbia river, the middle fork Nooksack, the Skagit, Baker River, these are just a tiny fraction of the areas
that are already dammed. Fish already are inhibited, tribes have already been flooded out of ancient homes. Please, no
more.

Sincerely,
Cheyenne Lively

,
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From: christina Durtschi <christinadurtschi@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 10:36 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Before any decisions are made I'd like a thorough environmental impact study that covers everything from how this will
impact the Alpine Lakes Wilderness area to Salmon runs. I'd also like to see projections on water usage and how it could
be reduce

Sincerely,
christina Durtschi

,
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From: Courtney Carlisle <carlisle1396@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 7:52 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

As an economics student, I’ve learned that public lands and associated activities contribute billions of dollars to our
country’s GDP each year. Public lands also protect unique natural features, which make WA, WA. Protect the
Enchantments.

Sincerely,
Courtney Carlisle

,
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From: Jace Bylenga <jace.b27@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 12:06 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Please follow the law, and avoid the courts.

Sincerely,
Jace Bylenga

,
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From: Mary Gallagher <marywillardgallagher@live.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 10:45 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

We moved to Chelan County because of the bounty of recreational areas, especially Wilderness areas. Please do
everything in your power to not weaken Wilderness.
Please let me know what I and other concerned residents can do to stop this.

Sincerely,
Mary Gallagher

,
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From: Nicole Marcotte <6nicolemarie6@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 10:10 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

These beautiful places like the alpine lakes wilderness are keystones to our region. They don't only provide a place for
people to enjoy and recreate, but they are critical in holding our ecosystems entact, and curbing the effects of climate
change.

Sincerely,
Nicole Marcotte

,
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From: Carlie Miller <Carlie.Miller.124157596@p2a.co>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 3:00 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. I recently drove through the
Leavenworth area and was deeply concerned with the amount of wasteful water practices I witnessed. What is needed
is not simply more water, but a more sustainable approach wirh mandatory water conservation projects and educational
programs. More importantly, the proposed Icicle Creek project should be tabled until further environmental studies
have been conducted.

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove
the detrimental projects from the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Carlie Miller

303-1
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From: David Johnshoy <David.Johnshoy.101361260@p2a.co>
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 11:01 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Other water saving opportunities exist, e.g., reduce golf course water usage, mandatory low flow toilets in every
residence and hotel, minimize occupancy expansion through stricter developmental rules, closely evaluate agricultural
use for wasteful practices that could be changed...

Thanks,

Regards,
David Johnshoy
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From: Douglas Hedrick <Douglas.Hedrick.98264821@p2a.co>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 7:00 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Unless these projects are removed, the damage will be twofold the impact to the natural resource as detailed above
AND the negative economic impact to the area. Within my office of only 65 people, I estimate that there are at least 2
trips/year to the enchantment area. Often with family members, these trips include visiting and staying in the local area
for a day or two before or after the hike. I've been to the Enchantments and will go back. If your proposed changes go
through, I won't bother to come out to see the impact, I'll just plan trips to other areas.

Regards,
Douglas Hedrick

305-1
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From: Fit cahall <Fit.cahall.54747175@p2a.co>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 10:16 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

This plan feels like robbing peter to pay paul. I understand the need for water for the fish and the community, but
altering one ecosystem (bringing in heavy machinery to what is essentially a wilderness area) to restore another that is
almost completely broken, seems short sited. I have no doubt that this probably feels like an intractable problem, but
this doesn't seem like the proper solution.

Regards,
Fit cahall
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From: Inga Walker <Inga.Walker.90289741@p2a.co>
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 10:12 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

I have camped along the shore of Eightmile Lake and it was a true gift. I still remember the awe and majesty that the
area filled me with. Please, do not continue with a dam expansion that would threaten this area. As we move forward
with new research and information, dams are being removed, not built. Please do not threaten this beautiful area with
an arrogant plan that would alter its ecosystem and leave it the way it is. Thanks you.

Regards,
Inga Walker
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From: Jacob Gunn <Jacob.Gunn.124383603@p2a.co>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 1:09 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

On a personal level, the Enchantments area of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the most unique and beautiful
places to which I have had privilege to experience, and I feel strongly in the protection of this area so that future
generations may be as fortunate as we are to experience such a special place.

Regards,
Jacob Gunn
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From: Jean Coy <Jean.Coy.13909044@p2a.co>
Sent: Thursday, July 19, 2018 11:00 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I don't understand why you want to ruin the enchantments Don't you understand that it can never be replaced? People
come from all over to see the beauty of the area. Don't you want tourists? I thought that the Leavenworth area thrived
on the tourist economy. I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The
Alpine Lakes Wilderness is an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the
detrimental projects from the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Jean Coy

309-1
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From: Judy Knold <Judy.Knold.92310708@p2a.co>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 7:08 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

God is watching...………..
We must save the Alpine Lakes Wilderness for hikers, campers, wildlife and nature lovers.
We must take care of God's planet...

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Judy Knold
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From: Kevin Shipe <Kevin.Shipe.117566860@p2a.co>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 8:48 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley. Hikers come from
all over the world to hike the enchantments and they contribute more to the economy than a dam would.

Regards,
Kevin Shipe

311-1
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From: Manuela Giese <Manuela.Giese.124477050@p2a.co>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 4:32 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan and take a close read of the excellent book on water management called Cadillac Desert. This is a terrible
idea.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Manuela Giese
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From: Mark Salser <Mark.Salser.90400313@p2a.co>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 6:32 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

As someone who has camped a number of times at both Eightmile Lake and Upper Snow Lake, I can honestly tell you
that the proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes would drastically harm the experience of
backpackers and hikers. Those outdoor recreation people contribute a huge amount to the economy in the local area.
When friends visit from out of town and they ask me where they should go backpacking or hiking, the Enchantments is
always top on my list of places to recommend in all of Washington that's what an incredible natural resource it is.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Mark Salser

313-1
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From: MICHAELA MANSFIELD <MICHAELA.MANSFIELD.124398337@p2a.co>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 11:31 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy.

The text below this paragraph is scripted fromWTA, and while I stand behind every word, I would like to include my own
story as well. I backpacked The Enchantments with 7 family members two years ago, in September 2016. While on this
trip, we enjoyed views and the geography on the way up Aasgard Pass, and awoke the first morning to a [undesired]
snow storm which continued the entire day during our time in the Core Zone we opted to spend the second night at
Snow Lake and fortunately, the weather had cleared when we got there. This trip is one my family deemed "Type 2 Fun,"
the type of activity that is not necessarily fun while you're doing it, but is fun to look back on. We often recall fondly (and
sometimes not so fondly) many portions of the backpack, and look forward to another shot, sometime when we aren't
in a near white out, so can see the lakes a big reason we went into The Enchantments. The proposed project could
jeopardize this second shot for my family and countless other groups planning to do this thru hike in the future. It would
be heartbreaking to lose the opportunity to spend time in this beautiful area due to the needless creation of dams. I do
not use the word "needless" lightly; I am a Professional Water Resources Engineer. Having been in industry for six years,
I quickly learned the immense benefits of preserving natural systems to the greatest extent we can. We must be
stewards of our environment and the future of species that depend on people to fight for them, when they obviously
cannot do so for themselves. We should be removing hydraulic controls to restore natural hydrology, not building new
ones. It may seem silly that I recommend the documentary "Damnation" as a resource, but in my opinion, and that of
my Civil Engineer peers, and my father (also a Civil Engineer), is a good simplified explanation for why localized dams are
an oftentimes non functioning thing of the past. We should not be building these types of structures in the fragile area
of The Enchantments, or elsewhere on freshwater bodies. I support the habitat enhancement measures listed in this
proposal but PLEASE reconsider the proposed construction of hydraulic controls in the form of unnatural tunnels AND
dams in this special area.

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove
the detrimental projects from the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
MICHAELA MANSFIELD
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From: Robert Pasko <Robert.Pasko.94441558@p2a.co>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 4:19 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

The WTA wrote the following comments but I would like to add mine. I recommend that you reconsider the proposed
water project. It is a very high price to pay for the water in terms of dollars and in terms of irreplacable natural
resources. Undoubtly you realize the unmatched nature in the area of the proposed project. It is the most desired
backpacking location in the whole state. So much so that i have never been able to get an overnight permit so that my
visits have been single day trips to the enchantments. Very strenuous but very much worth the effort. A large project
such as this is not compatable with the pristine and scenic location such as it is. It would make more sense to find a
different source for the water. We will never recover if it proceeds please replan for another location.
I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Robert Pasko

315-1
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From: Robert Schutzner <Robert.Schutzner.123983437@p2a.co>
Sent: Friday, July 20, 2018 2:05 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

It is counter to everything the Alpine Lakes Wilderness stands for to allow this project to proceed. To allow it to happen
to to destroy a part of this magnificent area forever. We CANNOT let this happen!!!!!!!

Regards,
Robert Schutzner
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From: Rachel Swerdlow (rswerdlow@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 8:36 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Do not touch the Alpine Lakes region for dams or anything to do with dams.

Sincerely,

Rachel Swerdlow
2819 10th Pl W
Seattle, WA 98119
rswerdlow@gmail.com
(206) 789 3568

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.

317-1
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From: Roberta Daniels <Famleafair@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 4:24 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Icicle Project

As a local and a hiker/backpacker, if the lake levels have to rise to preserve our water source then certainly new
campsites or trails can be developed. WTA on Gace Book indicates losing campsites might be a deal breaker but I
respectfully disagree.

Sent from my iPhone,
Roberta Daniels
Wenatchee
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From: ben murray <benjideniro@yahoo.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 1:55 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

319-1

319-2

319-3

319-4

319-5

319-6

319-7

319-8

1

From: Baiss Eric Magnusson (baiss@comcast.net) Sent You a Personal Message 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 2:02 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Baiss Eric Magnusson
11540 Alton Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98125
baiss@comcast.net
(206) 361 0718

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Aylin Llona (aylin.llona@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 10:16 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

What in God's name are you thinking? Obviously you are not. This earth is not for ours to rape. We must learn to live in
cooperation with our nature, not destroy it. We as humans have minds, to be used creatively to nourish our
environment and ourselves. Get your heads out of your asses and use the gift of thought that is yours to create
something that does not destroy our beautiful nature.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Aylin Llona
11605 488th Ave SE
North Bend, WA 98045
aylin.llona@gmail.com
(206) 601 2688

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Barry Truman (brtruman@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 23, 2018 8:41 AM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

DUMB IDEA.
BETTER IDEA DAM THE POTOMAC, FLOOD D.C.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Barry Truman
PO Box 1558
Monroe, WA 98272
brtruman@yahoo.com
(360) 568 5902

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Chris Gnehm (chris@starlightpath.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 6:33 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process. DO NOT REMOVE ANY TREES LAWSUITS WILL RESULT

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Chris Gnehm
506 Pitner Dr
Lynnwood, WA 98087
chris@starlightpath.com
(206) 412 8170

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Daniel Erickson (seattles2r800@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 23, 2018 3:10 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. Stop tampering with
nature in this protected areas!

Sincerely,

Daniel Erickson
1011 NW 122nd St
Seattle, WA 98177
seattles2r800@gmail.com
(206) 555 6666

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Denise Mahnke (dcmank@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 9:42 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

This region in the high alpine fosters native plant growth that cannot be lost by drowning. High mountain habitats are
important to our native system here in the NW, from summit to sea. Please consider what this region needs to remain a
viable habitat for this planet, as essential to the future.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Denise Mahnke
PO Box 14
Carnation, WA 98014
dcmank@gmail.com
(206) 551 6321

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Dorothy Hiestand (dorothyhiestand@gmail.com) Sent You a PersonalMessage 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 23, 2018 11:23 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Wilderness means wilderness! If an area has been designated wilderness, it needs to stay that way! That's WHY it was
designated wilderness!

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Dorothy Hiestand
1006 Bluff Ave Unit 1
Snohomish, WA 98290
dorothyhiestand@gmail.com
(425) 408 1824

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Ellen Lyons (ellenlyonsdesigns@hotmail.com) Sent You a PersonalMessage 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 6:32 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

All life on this planet is connected. Protecting natural habitats for birds, fish and other wildlife is as important for them
as it is for all sentient life.

Sincerely,

Ellen Lyons
2144 5th Ave W
Seattle, WA 98119
ellenlyonsdesigns@hotmail.com
(206) 854 3155

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Gerry Smith (gsmith@fhcrc.org) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 23, 2018 1:34 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Wilderness should remain wilderness, meaning that the entire designated area is protected from motors, building
(other than maintaining trails), or leaving evidence of humans' being there. I think this is the meaning of the Wilderness
Act. It should be respected and maintained.

The Alpine Lake Wilderness Area, from east to west, from north to south, is a source of rejuvenation for me and
countless people I know. We are obliged to keep this for our children, their children, and on and on, just as others,
consciously or unconsciously, kept it for us.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Gerry Smith
606 17th Ave East
Seattle, WA 98112
gsmith@fhcrc.org
(206) 667 4438

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: James Davis (davisje@nwi.net) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 7:02 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

What the hell are you thinking? Was this one of Trumps's hair brained ideas?

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

James Davis
1314 Welch Ave
Wenatchee, WA 98801
davisje@nwi.net
(509) 662 0804

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Janet Way (janetway@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 6:47 AM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

It is crucial that you protect all areas related to Alpine Lakes to protect this precious ecosystem. Protect all streams
leading to it and prevent any actions that will lead to damage to groundwater, habitat and water quality.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Janet Way
940 NE 147th St
Shoreline, WA 98155
janetway@yahoo.com
(206) 734 5545

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Kate Butt (kateabutt@hotmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 7:44 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

For the love of God and Country, quit tinkering with Mother Nature. MAKE A BETTER PLAN FOR THE ALPINE LAKES!!!

Sincerely,

Kate Butt
8845 166th Ave NE Apt B206
Redmond, WA 98052
kateabutt@hotmail.com
(425) 881 3185

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Kevin Jones (kevinjonvash@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 9:37 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

A tremendous amount of work and support was behind the wilderness designation in the Alpine Lakes area. That
accomplishment must be respected and this area must be protected from water infrastructure projects that deface the
landscape.

Sincerely,

Kevin Jones
PO Box 2607
Vashon, WA 98070
kevinjonvash@gmail.com
(206) 463 1766

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Kristeen Penrod (kristeen@scwildlands.org) Sent You a Personal Message 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 5:53 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Keep it Wild! We should be removing dams, not repairing them. This is Washington State for goodness sakes!

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Kristeen Penrod
3816 31st Ave W
Seattle, WA 98199
kristeen@scwildlands.org
(206) 285 1916

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Kristen Long (kjlong20@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 8:24 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

I am devastated by this photo alone. Billions in tech money in Seattle, and we can't come up with a single way to do
these repairs without destroying wildlife? There must be a better way.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Kristen Long
703 N I St #3
Tacoma, WA 98177
kjlong20@gmail.com
(206) 218 5022

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Kristina Fury (kfuryus@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 5:43 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

This cannot be undone. Your children, their children, and theirs they will all suffer and pay in reduction in health and
climate at minimum. Do you want to create those conditions?

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Kristina Fury
2525 NE 195th St Apt 101
Lake Forest Park, WA 98155
kfuryus@gmail.com
(925) 477 1257

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Mark Stewart (stewart.carrie@comcast.net) Sent You a Personal Message 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Sunday, June 24, 2018 10:37 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

I have enjoyed multiple trips into the Alpine Lakes Wilderness and the Enchantments in the past, and plan to spend
more time there in the future. I would hate to see this amazing wilderness area affected by this type of activity in the
area. We need to save these precious places for our enjoyment, and the enjoyment of many generations to come. Don't
sacrifice our wilderness!!

Sincerely,

Mark Stewart
1537 NE 95th St
Seattle, WA 98115
stewart.carrie@comcast.net
(206) 523 9108

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Matt Knox (mknox5764@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 5:00 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another. Please look for other alternatives to enhance flows in
the creek!

Sincerely,

Matt Knox
12021 SE 209th St
Kent, WA 98031
mknox5764@gmail.com
(253) 797 6487

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Mayellen Henry (mayellen@comcast.net) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 10:34 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Please, please, do not damage our beautiful Alpine Lakes to help another place. Our family has hiked this area and
cannot think that anyone who has ever seen it could in good conscience harm it in any way.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Mayellen Henry
16651 SE 17th St
Bellevue, WA 98008
mayellen@comcast.net
(425) 746 5959

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Menno Sennesael (mennosennesael@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 9:54 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Please do the right thing, listen to the people, and think of future generations.

Thank you for your work

Sincerely,

Menno Sennesael
7222 Linden Ave N Apt C
Seattle, WA 98103
mennosennesael@gmail.com
(206) 356 7801

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Niels and Susan Andersen (andersen@chem.washington.edu) Sent You aPersonal Message 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 5:24 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. It has been
one our favorites for decades and always a highlight. While we appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle
Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for our public lands in the process. These lakes are jewels,
not just reserves of water.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Niels and Susan Andersen
6529 Greenwood Ave N
Seattle, WA 98103
andersen@chem.washington.edu
(206) 781 1964

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Oliver Dunn (dunn.oliver@outlook.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 01, 2018 1:07 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

I have lived in Washington my entire life and have found my career, calling and passion in life in Washingtons
wilderness. Please don't mess it up. Alpinerness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors
every year. While we appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well
deserved protections for our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Oliver Dunn
10029 61st Ave S
Seattle, WA 98178
dunn.oliver@outlook.com
(206) 612 7452

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Patrick Conn (nvr2l82conntactme@comcast.net) Sent You a PersonalMessage 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 23, 2018 10:22 AM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

I ASK YOU SO CALLED INTELLIGENT INDIVIDUALS: WHAT IS SO HARD ABOUT LEAVING "NATURE" ALONE AND "LETTING
IT TAKE ITS OWN COURSE"? Why continue making the same human idiotic hubris generated mistakes at trying to
"manage" Nature that have failed miserably for centuries past? Think about it?

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Patrick Conn
22018 126th Ct SE
Kent, WA 98031
nvr2l82conntactme@comcast.net
(253) 631 9100

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Paul Fior (dogsafoot@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 7:15 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Anyone whose visited the stunning landscapes of the Alpine Lakes Enchantment Lakes Basin has seen for themselves
what a wilderness gem it is. Offering us a uniquely accessible pristine wilderness area that can only compare to Seven
Lakes Basin in the Olympics. It is incumbent upon us to retain this special place, undisturbed, unencumbered, in the
public trust for us and future generations. Future water use is a concern for a growing population. It needs to be
approached with the utmost care and consideration for all of the varied needs it may be used to support.
Thank You; Paul Fior
Newcastle, WA 98056
dogsafoot@gmail.comm

Sincerely,

Paul Fior
9216 120th Ave SE
Newcastle, WA 98056
dogsafoot@gmail.com
(425) 941 1003

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Paul Granquist (paulgranq6439@comcast.net) Sent You a Personal Message 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Saturday, June 23, 2018 10:35 AM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

As a frequent hiker in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness area I am appalled that plans are being made for the use of heavy
construction equipment in this wilderness area. This activity would destroy a pristine area. Construction scars would
last for decades. Even repairing existing dams while a more acceptable alternative would result in some habitat and
ecological degradation. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold
visitors every year. While we appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the
well deserved protections for our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Paul Granquist
10109 21st Ave W
Everett, WA 98204
paulgranq6439@comcast.net
(425) 514 8006

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Rachel Thomas (inkedsiren@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 5:46 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

How could you really and truly be considering this? How can you justify this?!
Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Rachel Thomas
519 W Roy St Apt 312
Seattle, WA 98119
inkedsiren@yahoo.com
(808) 651 6828

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Rose Lagerberg (russlag1@live.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 23, 2018 2:52 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

While we appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved
protections for our public lands in the process.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Rose Lagerberg
8513 Madrona Ln
Edmonds, WA 98026
russlag1@live.com
(206) 708 9478

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Shanna Sierra (sierramorgan4@msn.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 10:09 AM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

We must grow up NOT OUT! We the People want to preserve our amazing outdoors for GENERATIONS to come, not
years! We must stop damning of these pristine areas and NOT ALLOW human influence to ruin this area for wildlife or
human enjoyment. Short sightedness is not worth it!
Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Shanna Sierra
819 NE 151st St.
Shoreline, WA 98155
sierramorgan4@msn.com
(206) 856 3980

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Sigrid Asmus (essay@nwlink.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Sunday, June 24, 2018 4:03 AM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot and must not allow the projects currently
proposed by the Washington Department of Ecology and Chelan County. These destructive projects, in a precious and
irreplaceable wilderness are, would undermine the well deserved protections for our public lands. They must be
stopped, both because in this case similar past efforts have wasted millions and never worked, and because if they
are permitted tbat action would be a bright green light to still more invasive and destructive actions in Washington's
wilderness areas.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS must be revised to make certain that it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is NO
impact on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully
recognizes the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Sigrid Asmus
4009 24th Ave W
Seattle, WA 98199
essay@nwlink.com
(206) 283 1382

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Sue Tiffany (sunshine91070@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 4:52 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

I have taken my children hiking in these pristine wilderness areas. No reasonable person would want to see bulldozers
trampling ecosystems in these areas. In the last 30 years Washington State has seen much of its open space put under
concrete. These lands are lost to the people who visited them and the animals that once called them home.

Reconsider the work on the Alpine Lakes area and use creative and conservation thinking.

Sincerely,

Sue Tiffany
25320 144th Pl SE
Kent, WA 98042
sunshine91070@yahoo.com
(253) 631 0312

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Suzanne Davis (gardens2a11@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 10:42 AM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

I've spent time in this wilderness and fully appreciate what we might lose. I also used to spend time each summer
hosebackpacking in the Pasayten Wilderness. Decades later, I remember that time as some of the most formative of my
life. That is where I learned the interconnectedness of life and the importance of taking care of the earth. That is where I
learned how many stars there are in the night sky.

Please do not destroy any part of the wilderness area we have left. We can't get it back once it's gone.

Sincerely,

Suzanne Davis
1018 13th St Apt 65
Snohomish, WA 98290
gardens2a11@gmail.com
(360) 563 2672

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Tanya Lawson (ovowlart@gmail.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 6:35 AM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process. The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws,
properly ensures there is no impact on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any
wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. Is it right for one natural
area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another? Please find a more suitable and cost effective way to resolve
this issue!

Sincerely,

Tanya Lawson
424 Kittitas
Wenathcee, WA 98801
ovowlart@gmail.com
(509) 579 0479

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Venard Trevisanut (risanut@yahoo.com) Sent You a Personal Message <automail@knowwho.com>
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 10:43 AM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

save the highlands.

Sincerely,

Venard Trevisanut
24508 229th Ct SE
Maple Valley, WA 98038
risanut@yahoo.com
(425) 458 8165

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Barbara Cunningham <bcunningster@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 1:56 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.
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Since we own this land and it belongs to ALL of us, I forbid you to let a small number of people take it upon themselves
to destroy what is a beautiful wilderness!

Sincerely,
Barbara Cunningham

,
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From: Barbara Cunningham <bcunningster@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 3:09 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.
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I urge you to choose Alternate 5. Don’t destroy land that you are not responsible for! Leave the wilderness area alone!

Sincerely,
Barbara Cunningham

,

354-2



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019 	 A-293

Comment Letter 356Comment Letter 355

1

Meghan O'Brien

From: Cassandra Bufano <Cassandra.Bufano.53459950@p2a.co>
Sent: Tuesday, July 24, 2018 10:15 AM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

My name is Cassandra Bufano and I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water
strategy.
I recently moved to Washington from Florida. I relocated to this areas primarily for the untouched and heavily respected
Alpine Lakes Wilderness. When visiting in 2015 I felt a sense of wonder and awe as I went of my first hike ever at Snow
Lake. Since then my life has completely changed and I then spent a year of my life living in Yellowstone National Park. I
cannot explain how happy and at ease I am since I have started my life here. We have the chance to preserve this land
and I know that I am not the only one that feels this way about Washington and the PNW in general. You are the voice
we need to help this. Please do not let the rest of the country down.
The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove
the detrimental projects from the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Cassandra Bufano
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From: jennifer schultz <firls4eva@roadrunner.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 6:41 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.
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BUILDING MAN MADE DAMS IS HORRIBLE FOR THIS AREA. SINCE THIS AREA IS FEDERAL LAND IT SHOULD BE PROTECTED
FOR AMERICANS.

Sincerely,
jennifer schultz

,
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From: Mark and Susan Vossler <vosslerm1@comcast.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 11:33 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.
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We oppose new/enlarged dams.
We support minimizing wilderness impact.
Keep our wilderness "wild."
Thank you!

Sincerely,
Mark and Susan Vossler

,
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From: Mark and Susan Vossler <vosslerm1@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, July 27, 2018 11:45 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.
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We support keeping our wilderness in it's natural and wild state.....there's already too few of these for future
generations to enjoy. No tunnel, no dam in Alpine Lakes Wilderness.

Sincerely,
Mark and Susan Vossler

,
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From: Mary Johnson <mekj@earthlink.net>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 2:26 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.
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It's very important to protect our wild places and waterways. Please come up with a plan that will do so. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Mary Johnson

,
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From: Nancy Anderson <buhglady3@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 12:42 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.

360-1



DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES

A-298	 PROJECT NO. 120045  ●  JANUARY 3, 2019

Comment Letter 361Comment Letter 360

2

Please do not ruin our beautiful country. This would definitely do that. And also hurt our wildlife.

Sincerely,
Nancy Anderson

,
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From: Robert Havrilla <rjhtest@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 29, 2018 5:29 AM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.
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I don't know how to be any more straight forward and direct about this project other than to say it is an obvious and
blatant violation and affront to the Wilderness Act of 1964 to be building man made dams in wilderness areas.

Sincerely,
Robert Havrilla

,
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From: Robert Havrilla <rjhtest@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 26, 2018 9:13 AM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.
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Please correct me if I'm wrong but when Lewis&Clark explored the Far West, the only dams they may have come across
were natural beaver dams; thus, man made dams are out of character for wilderness areas and not in keeping with the
Wilderness Act.

Sincerely,
Robert Havrilla

,
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From: edie.lie@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Edith Lie <edie.lie@everyactioncustom.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 22, 2018 9:05 PM
To: nr.iciclesepa@co.chelan.wa.us
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

These changes would have a negative effect on important trails and campsites in the Enchantments. Our children and
their children should have the opportunity to hike to and camp at Eightmile and Snow Lakes. You would be taking away
a precious place in Washington, a place where people can appreciate the wild beauty of the land. As it is now, hiking and
camping in the Enchantments is already limited, and you were further deny us the experience of spectacular alpine
scenery. Please reconsider the increase of the dams and boring the tunnel. These projects’ negative effects outweigh the
positive.

Sincerely,
Mrs. Edith Lie
18640 103rd Ave NE Bothell, WA 98011 3816 edie.lie@me.com
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From: Linda Carroll <lindalouise701184951@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, July 23, 2018 9:43 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.
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As a native of Seattle who knows how much wilderness has been lost in our state in the last 70 years, I urge that the
wilderness character of this region be preserved according to the law that governs it for all Americans, to whom it
belongs.

Sincerely,
Linda Carroll

,
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From: Bruce Turcott <turcotts@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 8:20 AM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

I am a Washington native and first backpacked in the Enchantments in 1968. My son has made 3 trips there. We are well
familiar with the area.

Bruce Turcott
4308 5th Ave NW
Olympia, WA 98502
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From: Tim McNulty <mcmorgan@olypen.com>
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 10:02 AM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

My family and I are frequent visitors to Chelan County, the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, and the Leavenworth area where
we have good friends. We are dismayed that the County DEIS has proposed irrigation water projects in the Alpine Lakes
Wilderness.

Tim McNulty
168 Lost Mountain Ln
Sequim, WA 98382
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From: Thom Peters <voice4wild@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 12:38 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

No designated orchard irrigation water for developments.

Thom Peters
7725 Riverview Road
Snohomish, WA 98290
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From: Susan Cuturilo <susancuturilo@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 12:24 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

I don’t understand the need for a dam. Can someone explain? It’s pretty outrageous to even consider dams up there.

Susan Cuturilo
1302 Seneca St.
Seattle, WA 98101
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From: Shirley Sonnichsen <jssonn.dawgs@charter.net>
Sent: Sunday, July 01, 2018 9:02 AM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Please do not approve these projects of which many are illegal. This is a treasured wilderness area.

Shirley Sonnichsen
1150 Englewood Dr
Richland, WA 99352
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From: Seth Rolland <melseth@olypen.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 30, 2018 7:36 AM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Please keep any new dams, tunnels or other development out of the Alpine Lakes wilderness. There are few places in
the country that approach the beauty and wildness of this area, and it needs to be preserved for future generations.

Seth Rolland
1039 Jackson Street
Port Townsend, WA 98368
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From: Scott Elliott <scott@mountainlogic.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 11:09 AM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

The outdoor recreation industry is key to job growth and economic development in our region. Please support jobs by
protecting Alpine Lakes Wilderness.

Scott Elliott
PO Box 166
North Bend, WA 98045

371-1

371-2

1

From: Peter Carskaddan <p.carskaddan@centurylink.net>
Sent: Thursday, June 28, 2018 8:19 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Director Kaputa, the Wilderness Act is the single best tool for the preservation of wilderness and should not be infringed
upon. The Alpine Lakes is a treasure not just for Washington but the entire nation; it should not be chipped apart. Thank
you

Peter Carskaddan
331 N 82nd St
Seattle, WA 98103
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From: Mr. Shelley Dahlgren, PhD <shelley@dahlgren.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 8:21 AM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Mr. SDD. Once gone, gone forever. There must be other options that are as good this area. Mr. SDD

Mr. Shelley Dahlgren, PhD
4449 242nd Ave SE
Sammamish, WA 98029
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From: Michael Siptroth <flybill2@aol.com>
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 6:36 AM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

We need more protections for wilderness, for humans and wildlife; protecting waters crucial for salmon recovery and
orcas!

Michael Siptroth
2160 E Trails End Dr
Belfair, WA 98528
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From: Julie Stohlman <jubilation@h4consulting.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 2:25 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

This is an area where I love to hike. It is legally protected from development. Do not encroach on this area.

Julie Stohlman
715 Summit Ave E Apt B
Seattle, WA 98102
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From: Emily Myette <emily.myette@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 2:01 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Additionally, I was lucky enough to get a permit to camp at Eightmile Lake last month. Not only was it appalling to see
construction there at all, but I can only imagine how detrimental a large dam would be to the lake’s natural beauty.

Emily Myette
1414 10th Ave
Seattle, WA 98122
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From: Denise Harnly <denise@harnly.net>
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 1:07 PM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Please revise the draft EIS. There will be years of litigation if it stands as it is but more importantly this is one of the
most pristine areas in the country.

Thank you!

Denise Harnly

Denise Harnly
3302 S Washington St
Seattle, WA 98144
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From: Bob Aegerter <Bob_Aegerter@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 8:28 AM
To: Mike Kaputa
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Please do the legal thing.

Bob Aegerter
78 North Point Dr
Bellingham, WA 98229
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1

From: ben murray <benjideniro@yahoo.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 1:55 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.
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From: Baiss Eric Magnusson (baiss@comcast.net) Sent You a Personal Message 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 2:02 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Baiss Eric Magnusson
11540 Alton Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98125
baiss@comcast.net
(206) 361 0718

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: ben murray <benjideniro@yahoo.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 1:55 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] RE: "Icicle Creek Watershed Water Resources Management Strategy."

Dear Mike Kaputa,

The DPEIS should be revised to address the following deficiencies and a revised Draft PEIS should be released for public
comment:

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is federal public land that belongs equally to all Americans. As such, it's a shared natural
resource that must be respected and protected. The national interest in preserving its wilderness character must be
protected.

The DPEIS fails to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that will determine which proposals can and cannot be
built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The DPEIS assumes Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID)
easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong. The DPEIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the
scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit several proposals.

Alternative 4 is the worst. It includes drilling a tunnel between two lakes (Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes); building a
higher dam at Upper Snow Lake (enlarging that lake); and a higher than ever dam at Eightmile Lake (making that lake
bigger than it has ever been). All of these lakes are inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS analysis of these
proposals is grossly inadequate. IPID has no right to enlarge Eightmile Lake, and has never had any water rights at Upper
Klonaqua Lake.

Alternative 5 is best. It includes the "Full IPID Pump Station," which would move IPID's point of diversion downstream to
the Wenatchee River, and greatly improve flows in Icicle Creek without building bigger dams in the Wilderness,
especially in future decades when climate change will reduce flows in the Icicle watershed.

IPID's water rights were granted for the designated purpose of irrigation. The DPEIS proposes to use IPID water for other
purposes, such as the fish hatchery and domestic use in Leavenworth, but IPID has no right to use water for these
additional purposes.

For new storage, "restoration" storage and "optimization" projects, the timelines and estimated costs stated in the
DPEIS are highly suspect, because the DPEIS fails to account for the fact that these lakes are on National Forest lands
inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness. The DPEIS repeatedly ignores protections of the Wilderness Act. It repeatedly
ignores the land management role and authority of the U.S. Forest Service on these National Forest lands. It repeatedly
ignores the fact that major federal actions require analysis under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) is not NEPA. The true costs of Alternatives 1, 2 and 4 are likely much higher than
the DPEIS estimates, and closer to the cost of Alternative 5.

The DPEIS repeatedly ignores the negative impacts on the riparian ecosystems in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness from the
proposed off season releases of water from lakes, which alters stream hydrology.

Thank you.
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From: Baiss Eric Magnusson (baiss@comcast.net) Sent You a Personal Message 
<automail@knowwho.com>

Sent: Tuesday, July 31, 2018 2:02 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Do not undermine Alpine Lakes Wilderness protections

Dear WA Department of Ecology and Chelan County Officials,

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is one of the state's most iconic landscapes, and draws untold visitors every year. While we
appreciate the goal to improve instream flows in Icicle Creek, we cannot undermine the well deserved protections for
our public lands in the process.

The DPEIS lays out five alternatives to address instream flows in the Icicle Creek, ranging from workable to egregious.
The DPEIS should be revised to make sure it complies with all state and federal laws, properly ensures there is no impact
on watershed function, offers water conservation options, does not enlarge any wilderness lakes, and fully recognizes
the limits on water rights at each lake.

Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected. We cannot allow one
natural area to be exploited under the guise of enhancing another.

Sincerely,

Baiss Eric Magnusson
11540 Alton Ave NE
Seattle, WA 98125
baiss@comcast.net
(206) 361 0718

This message was sent by KnowWho, as a service provider only, on behalf of the individual noted in the sender
information.
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From: Theresa Dougherty <treeka80@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 10:58 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Sincerely,
Theresa Dougherty

,

381-1
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1

From: Brian Baltin <Brian.Baltin.26321646@p2a.co>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 10:09 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Don’t sacrifice wilderness for flawed Icicle Strategy

Dear Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Dept. Mike Kaputa,

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands
each year. The wilderness lakes and surrounding public lands in the Icicle basin support a diversity of wildlife species,
recreation tourism and nature enjoyment that require careful stewardship and management into the future. The Icicle
Strategy proposes drastic and unprecedented actions such as new dams, a tunnel between two wilderness lakes and
other major infrastructure in a federally designated wilderness area—all of which will require unprecedented industrial
activity in this truly wild place. As proposed, the Icicle Strategy threatens to exploit one resource (i.e., the wilderness and
the water it provides) under the guise of protecting another (i.e., water in Icicle Creek). This is simply wrong.

Chelan County and Ecology can and should do better to meet instream flow targets, ensure agricultural reliability,
enhance hydrologic function of the basin, and protect wilderness values. The Icicle Strategy fails to do so. Furthermore,
the current proposal is based on the flawed assumption that the Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District has a right to more
water than it has ever used before, and that its rights supersede federal law. This is also wrong.

Chelan County and Ecology should withdraw, revise and re release the Draft Plan with an adequate range of alternatives
that doesn’t sacrifice wilderness values for new dams and unprecedented infrastructure in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Brian Baltin
500 13th Ave E
Seattle, WA 98102
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From: Theresa Dougherty <treeka80@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 10:58 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Oppose New Dam Reconstruction, Illegal Projects in the Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Mike Kaputa,

I am writing in concern to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Icicle Strategy. Many of the projects
proposed take place inside the Alpine Lakes Wilderness, one of the most popular National Forest wilderness areas in the
country. Furthermore, the Enchantment Lakes Basin and surrounding area is one of the most treasured areas in the
Alpine Lakes, renowned for its rugged beauty, enchanting lakes, and breadth of recreational opportunities. This is an
area where management decisions require the utmost scrutiny and adherence to sustaining wilderness values. All
alternatives include projects that are illegal within wilderness, including raising the Snow Lake Dam and building tunnel
between two lakes. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is a shared natural resource that must be respected and protected.

The Draft EIS is not compliant with federal or state laws, failing to meaningfully consider fundamental legal issues that
will determine which proposals can and cannot be built, including federal wilderness law and state water law. The draft
EIS assumes that Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District's (IPID) easements supersede federal wilderness law, which is wrong.
The draft EIS also fails to fully analyze limitations on the scope and validity of IPID's water rights, which would limit
several proposals. In addition, The DPEIS fails to account for IPID's relinquishment of part of its water rights at Eightmile
Lake. Water that IPID has not used now belongs to the federal government under the federal reserved water right
doctrine. If the dam is rebuilt it should remain at its current elevation, where it has been since at least 1990. Any dam
rebuilding must be approved by the USFS and comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the Wilderness Act
of 1964.

The draft EIS also does not provide an adequate range of alternatives. The Eightmile "Restoration" project assumes a
new dam will be higher than the current one, and fails to analyze the alternative scenario where IPID is not allowed to
build a new dam any higher than the current one. That alternative is missing, and thus the draft EIS fails to present an
adequate range of alternatives. The wilderness protection community has repeatedly told the draft EIS authors that
there will be litigation to enjoin any effort to make the dam higher. Litigation takes time and money on both sides.

The draft EIS should be revised to address the above deficiencies. A revised Draft EIS should be released for public
comment.

Sincerely,
Theresa Dougherty

,
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From: Brian Baltin <Brian.Baltin.26321646@p2a.co>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 10:09 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Don’t sacrifice wilderness for flawed Icicle Strategy

Dear Director, Chelan County Natural Resource Dept. Mike Kaputa,

The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands
each year. The wilderness lakes and surrounding public lands in the Icicle basin support a diversity of wildlife species,
recreation tourism and nature enjoyment that require careful stewardship and management into the future. The Icicle
Strategy proposes drastic and unprecedented actions such as new dams, a tunnel between two wilderness lakes and
other major infrastructure in a federally designated wilderness area—all of which will require unprecedented industrial
activity in this truly wild place. As proposed, the Icicle Strategy threatens to exploit one resource (i.e., the wilderness and
the water it provides) under the guise of protecting another (i.e., water in Icicle Creek). This is simply wrong.

Chelan County and Ecology can and should do better to meet instream flow targets, ensure agricultural reliability,
enhance hydrologic function of the basin, and protect wilderness values. The Icicle Strategy fails to do so. Furthermore,
the current proposal is based on the flawed assumption that the Icicle Peshastin Irrigation District has a right to more
water than it has ever used before, and that its rights supersede federal law. This is also wrong.

Chelan County and Ecology should withdraw, revise and re release the Draft Plan with an adequate range of alternatives
that doesn’t sacrifice wilderness values for new dams and unprecedented infrastructure in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Brian Baltin
500 13th Ave E
Seattle, WA 98102
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From: Victoria Baier <Victoria.Baier.124408416@p2a.co>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 7:50 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Victoria Baier
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From: questionz@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Katherine Scheulen 
<questionz@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 9:19 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Sincerely,
Ms Katherine Scheulen
5803 43rd Ave NE Seattle, WA 98105 2226 questionz@gmail.com
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1

From: Victoria Baier <Victoria.Baier.124408416@p2a.co>
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 7:50 AM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Please Protect the Enchantments and Alpine Lakes Wilderness

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

I am writing to you to express my concerns with the proposed Icicle Creek water strategy. The Alpine Lakes Wilderness is
an iconic and treasured natural resource enjoyed by thousands annually. Please remove the detrimental projects from
the draft plan.

The proposed projects at Eightmile Lake and Upper and Lower Snow Lakes threaten to flood the trail and popular
campsites around the lake. Other projects at the Upper and Lower Klonaqua Lakes could cause permanent negative
impacts due to the proposed tunnel being bored between them.

Chelan County and Ecology should revise and re release the PEIS to remove these projects and provide alternatives that
don’t sacrifice the experience of hikers for more water and new dams in this treasured alpine valley.

Regards,
Victoria Baier

383-1

383-2

383-3

1

From: questionz@everyactioncustom.com on behalf of Katherine Scheulen 
<questionz@everyactioncustom.com>

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 9:19 PM
To: NR Icicle SEPA
Subject: [Icicle SEPA] Proposed Water Plans in the Icicle Basin

Dear Director Mike Kaputa,

Thank you for considering the following comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Statement for the Icicle
Strategy:

Sincerely,
Ms Katherine Scheulen
5803 43rd Ave NE Seattle, WA 98105 2226 questionz@gmail.com
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Comment Responses 

Comment Letter No. 001 - United States Bureau of Reclamation 

1-1 

The co-leads recognize that SEPA does not supersede NEPA. If a project does not 
receive federal authorization or funding due to NEPA analysis, that project will be 
replaced by another project to meet the Guiding Principles. Should this occur, additional 
SEPA review would be conducted as required under Chapter 197-11 WAC. This 
information is included in the FPEIS in Section 1.9. 

1-2 
The co-leads recognize USFWS and USBOR will serve as co-lead agencies on any 
NEPA actions related to LNFH operations and maintenance. This information is included 
in the FPEIS in Section 1.9. 

Comment Letter No. 002 - United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Washington Fish and Wildlife 
Office 

2-1 

The co-leads have coordinated with USFWS, WDFW, the Yakama Nation, and the 
Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation throughout the development of the Icicle 
Strategy, meeting the requirements of the FWCA. The co-leads will work with the 
Instream Flow Subcommittee (IFS), which all these entities are members of, to determine 
if the preparation of a CAR would be beneficial as part of project level environmental 
review. The co-leads look forward to continued coordination with USFWS. 

2-2 The co-leads look forward to continued coordination and collaboration with federal 
stakeholders. 

Comment Letter No. 003 - United States Fish and Wildlife Service, Leavenworth Fisheries 
Complex 

3-1 Your comment indicating general support for the process is noted. 

3-2 Your comment that it would be inappropriate for USFWS to advocate for any alternative 
until the conclusion of NEPA review is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 004 - United States Forest Service 

4-1 
The co-leads appreciate the USFS input as part of the IWG for the past 5 years. Your 
comment regarding coordination is noted. Prior to project level implementation the co-
leads will coordinate with USFS on proposed actions on NFS lands. 

Comment Letter No. 005 - Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife, North Central Region 

5-1 

OCR manages the two-third/one-third statutory responsibility at the program level, not 
project level, and only applies to new storage allocations. At the program level, the Icicle 
Strategy instream flow allocation is over 90-percent instream flow benefit. Water supply 
generated from the Icicle Strategy that accrues downstream of the Icicle 
Creek/Wenatchee River confluence will either be managed for instream flow only, or for 
uses with no increase in consumptive use. 

5-2 

The FPEIS evaluates climate change impacts and efficacy in Section 4.13. OCR and 
Chelan County evaluated climate change impacts associated with each alternative to 
address adaptation issues raised by WDFW. The co-leads included storage projects that 
are better able to adapt to climate change in the Preferred Alternative. The co-leads 
envision long-term monitoring and adaptation to evaluate performance of the Preferred 
Alternative. 
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5-3 

Our programmatic analysis found construction windows that could impact fish and wildlife 
are likely to be short and of limited extent for the Preferred Alternative. The co-leads 
welcome WDFW input as further BMPs and mitigation measures are developed during 
project level review. 

5-4 See response to comment 5-3. 

5-5 See response to comment 5-3. 

5-6 

Long term growth in the Icicle Subbasin and Wenatchee Basin, and the environmental 
impacts thereof are addressed through Chelan County and City of Leavenworth 
comprehensive plans and zoning. The Preferred Alternative provides additional mitigated 
water supply for City of Leavenworth and Chelan County domestic uses through at least 
2050. Development impacts are expected to occur irrespective of implementation of the 
Icicle Strategy. However, the Icicle Strategy includes BMPs and terrestrial mitigation in 
addition to robust instream flow improvements to help offset impacts that may result from 
planned growth. 

5-7 The co-leads adopted a FPEIS with programmatic level analysis. Opportunities for project 
level analysis would occur during project level review in the future. 

5-8 

The IFS has met at least annually each year at the direction of the IWG and includes 
state, tribal, federal, and NGO representatives, including WDFW. The operation of the IFS 
is based on the IWG operating procedures, which WDFW helped develop. The co-leads 
envision additional IFS support during project level environmental review and project 
implementation. The IFS will also be tasked with evaluating whether a Fish and Wildlife 
Coordinated Act Report (CAR) would be helpful during project level environmental review 
and Icicle Strategy implementation. WDFW's continued involvement in the IFS would be 
valued by the IWG. 

5-9 

IPID and COIC conservation projects are intended to meet agricultural reliability and 
instream flow Guiding Principles. The Preferred Alternative includes the COIC Irrigation 
Efficiencies and Pump Exchange, which is currently being designed with a pump station 
on Icicle Creek near the Icicle Creek/Wenatchee River confluence. The IPID Dryden 
Pump Exchange project is included in the Preferred Alternative if long-term operation and 
maintenance funding can be identified. Both projects provide substantial instream flow 
benefit in Icicle Creek. 

5-10 
The Preferred Alternative does not include removal of the IPID diversion from Icicle 
Creek. Long-term enhancement of the IPID diversion can be considered in future Icicle 
Strategy stages. 

5-11 

City and County’s domestic water use is already low relative to other eastern Washington 
communities. City of Leavenworth metering and leak detection is expected to conserve 
water supply further. Water conservation is considered in all action alternatives. The 
FPEIS includes more expansive water conservation opportunities around lawn reduction 
that is also intended to extend domestic supplies. 

5-12 

These lakes and stream experience drawdown and increased flows at least once every 
five years, if not more often under current baseline conditions. The total volume of release 
would not change under the Alpine Lakes Optimization, Modernization, and Automation 
project. Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries are located in Section 3.3.1, 
3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases is not likely to have 
a significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be 
beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate. 

5-13 The co-leads envision the IFC playing a continuing role in maximizing fisheries benefit 
associated with the Icicle Strategy. 



 DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES 
 

PROJECT NO. 120045   JANUARY 3, 2019  A-365 

5-14 
See response to comment 5-1. OCR manages the two-third/one-third statutory 
responsibility at the program level, not project level. If WDFWs suggestion were taken, the 
Guiding Principle for domestic water supply would not be met. 

5-15 

The Guiding Principles for domestic supply requires mitigation for consumptive use 
impacts when instream flows are not met. There is natural flow availability in Icicle Creek 
and the Wenatchee River above weekly instream flows that does not require mitigation. 
Use of the 900 ac-ft for consumptive use mitigation only, means that more than 900 ac-ft 
of water right authorizations are possible. 

5-16 The 900 ac-ft have historically been released for irrigation purposes, which is more 
consumptive than domestic use. 

5-17 The figure on page 2-64 has been updated to reflect 900 acre-feet, which is the correct 
quantity. 

5-18 Your comment is noted. This requirement is referenced in the final PEIS. 

5-19 
Your concern regarding storage enhancement projects is noted. Discussion of impacts to 
shoreline of these projects is described at a programmatic level in Section 4.18.5. These 
projects are not included in the Preferred Alternative. 

5-20 

We envision WDFW helping the IWG select appropriate mitigation projects as part of the 
Preferred Alternative habitat project list. The co-leads are envisioning WDFW will help 
select conservation acquisitions, with priority being given to in basin habitat projects, as 
part of implementation of the Preferred Alternative. 

5-21 See response to comment 5-20 

5-22 Your comment is noted. 

5-23 

Section 1.9 provides information regarding the SEPA and NEPA process and integration. 
Project level environmental review for both SEPA and NEPA will be determined by 
appropriate lead agencies in determining whether project level impacts, mitigation, and 
permitting requirements are fully met. 

5-24 Your comment will be incorporated into the FPEIS. 

5-25 Your comment will be incorporated into the FPEIS. 

5-26 

Water markets are proposed to meet the agricultural reliability Guiding Principle, not 
instream flow benefit, which is provided by other projects in the Preferred Alternative. 
However, there may be opportunistic instream flow benefit that can be identified as this 
element of the Preferred Alternative is further developed. 

5-27 

The 0.5 cfs from the Icicle Reserve is envisioned for a combination of City of Leavenworth 
and Chelan County domestic water uses, which will be determined at project level review 
and permitting. Additionally, the City and the County have an interlocal agreement 
regarding reserve quantities provided for in the Wenatchee Instream Flow Rule (Chapter 
173-545 WAC), which is designated for domestic use. 

5-28 
The Preferred Alternative includes the City of Leavenworth utilizing their well field for new 
growth as part of the Icicle Strategy. Any water provided for from the Icicle Strategy for 
use at the City wellfield will be debited based on total use rather than consumptive use. 

5-29 
Ecology and Chelan County are co-managing responsibility for reserve accounting. The 
reserve frame work described in RCW 173-545-090 and your comment is referenced in 
the FPEIS. 

5-30 A legislative OCPI change is not included as part of the preferred alternative. 
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5-31 

The Preferred Alternative aligns well with the project list referenced in this comment. The 
Preferred Alternative also includes that rule amendment adopted as part of the 2006 
Wenatchee Watershed Plan, which is necessary to meet the domestic supply guiding 
principle. The Preferred Alternative also includes a voluntary or incentivized lawn buyback 
program that will reduce terrestrial impacts and increase conservation as part of the Icicle 
Strategy. 

Comment Letter No. 006 - Icicle Creek Watershed Council and Trout Unlimited-Washington Water 
Project 

6-1 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. In this instance, the 
proposal has not changed in a way nor has new information been found indicating that 
new probable significant adverse environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic 
EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of 
implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues.  Should a permitting 
agency determine that additional information is required to understand the impacts of a 
specific proposal, additional project level environmental review will be required. 

6-2 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning, 
not at the programmatic environmental review stage. The IWG and co-leads will work with 
the USFS on this issue as they move to project level review and implementation. 

6-3 Your comment regarding concern over the implementation timeline of activities at LFNH is 
noted. 

6-4 

The goal of the co-leads has been to provide as much detail and information as possible 
for each of the alternatives under consideration. SEPA threshold determinations will be 
made on each project.  Permitting agencies will determine what level of additional project 
level analysis is required, if any, on a project by project basis. 

6-5 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action, which comes after environmental review. There are several 
exemptions to relinquishment, which would be reviewed during an extent and validity 
analysis.  At this point, there has been no water right permitting action that has triggered 
an extent and validity review. The process and timing of an extent and validity analysis is 
provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 

6-6 
The co-leads view the short-term goal to be achievable in approximately 10 years and the 
long-term goal to be achievable in approximately 50 years. Revisions have been made to 
Chapter 1 of the FPEIS to clarify these time-steps. 

6-7 

The method used for determining average year and drought year hydrographs align with 
the protocols provided in the Department of Ecology document "Historical Stream Flow 
Data by Water, Protocols for Creating Streamflow Graphs". These graphs were created 
using the most recent  20-years of stream flow data as recorded at the USGS gage. 
Additionally, using averaged historical data is a common practice for modeling future 
conditions. However, to address concerns with "washing out" low flow conditions, these 
graphs include the lowest recorded flow as a point of comparison (purple line), which 
appropriately shows "worst case scenario". 
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6-8 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. These lakes and tributaries are already dammed and already experience 
increased flow and draw down at least once out of every five years if not more frequently, 
so natural conditions do not currently exist. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of 
increased frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis. 

6-9 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. Alternative 3 represents a conservation focused alternative. However, an 
OCPI legislative fix would be required for a conservation focused alternative because 
without storage, it will not be possible to meet domestic supply goals year-round without 
impacts to the instream flow rule. Converting agricultural lands to residential lands is not 
an objective of the Icicle Strategy, and conflicts with the agricultural reliability guiding 
principle. 

6-10 See response to comment 6-5. 

6-11 See response to comment 6-7. 

6-12 See response to comment 6-7. 

6-13 See response to comment 6-7. 

6-14 

OCR and Chelan County evaluated climate change impacts associated with each 
alternative. Given the programmatic nature of the analysis in the PEIS, individually 
calibrated catchment scale climate models are beyond the scope of this analysis. The co-
leads included storage projects that are better able to adapt to climate change in the 
Preferred Alternative. The co-leads envision long-term monitoring and adaptation to 
evaluate performance of the Preferred Alternative. 

6-15 See response to comment 6-7.  Table 4-3 and Appendix F has been updated to include 
2030 and 2050 modeling data. 

6-16 
The co-leads view the short-term goal to be achievable in approximately 10 years and the 
long-term goal to be achievable in approximately 50 years. Revisions have been made to 
Chapter 1 of the document to clarify these time-steps. 

6-17 

City and County’s domestic water use is already low relative to other eastern Washington 
communities. City of Leavenworth metering and leak detection is expected to conserve 
water supply further. Section 2.5.4 of the FPEIS includes more detailed description of 
water conservation opportunities around lawn reduction that is also intended to extend 
domestic supplies. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in 
the newly released CWCP. More detailed description of conservation projects will occur 
after project design, when specific conservation work will be selected for additional review 
and implementation. Land use and the land use regulatory framework is described in 
Section 3.16. 

6-18 See response to comment 6-5. 

6-19 Your comments in support of the IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange Project are noted. 
Your comment in opposition to projects proposed in the ALWA is noted. 

6-20 

City and County’s domestic water use is already low relative to other eastern Washington 
communities. City of Leavenworth metering and leak detection is expected to conserve 
water supply further. The Preferred Alternative includes more expansive water 
conservation opportunities around lawn reduction that is also intended to extend domestic 
supplies. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CPCW. Converting agricultural lands to residential lands is not an objective of 
the Icicle Strategy and conflicts with the agricultural Guiding Principle. 

6-21 See response to comment 6-8. 

6-22 See response to comment 6-8. 
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6-23 See response to comment 6-8. 

6-24 See response to comment 6-8. 

Comment Letter No. 007 - Washington Water Trust 

7-1 Your comment in support of the goals of the Icicle Strategy is noted. 

7-2 Per your comment, discussion of the system laterals has been added to the COIC 
Irrigation Efficiencies and  Pump Exchange project description. 

7-3 Your comment affirming the environmental benefit of the COIC project is noted. 

7-4 

This level of detail was not added to the PEIS. It is the co-leads understanding that while 
the COIC advisory board supports pump station site 3, some factors have emerged that 
may make this site less feasible than the location on lower Icicle Creek near the 
confluence with the Wenatchee. Currently, project design is focused on this Icicle Creek 
site. 

7-5 See response to comment 7-4. 

7-6 Per your comment, the cost estimate for the COIC Irrigation Efficiencies and Pump 
Exchange will be updated. 

7-7 Your comment is noted. 

7-8 Your comment is noted. 

7-9 Your comment is noted. A note has been added to the table pointing out that the parcels 
served are subject to change. 

7-10 The text on page 4-20 has been updated to reflect your comment regarding COIC's 
season of use. 

7-11 Your comment is noted. The co-leads recognize the likely quantities and trust water reach 
that would result from the COIC pump exchange portion of this project. 

7-12 This language has been updated per your comment. 

7-13 Comment noted. The text on page 4-50 has been updated with the correct river mile. 

7-14 Per your comment, additional text about the benefit reach for the Icicle Creek Pump 
Station site has been added. 

7-15 Per your comment, outmigration benefits have been added to this section. 

7-16 Per your comment, changes to the test on page 4-153 have been made. 

7-17 Per your comment, changes to the text on page 4-270 have been made. 

7-18 Per your comment, change to the text on page 4-283 have been made. 

7-19 The text on page 4-320 have been updated to reflect the use of PUD power at the 
proposed COIC pump station. 

7-20 
Per your comment, the text on page 4-327 have been updated to reflect possible lane 
closures during the construction phase of the COIC Irrigation Efficiencies and Pump 
Exchange project. 

Comment Letter No. 008 - Daryl Harnden, IWG Agricultural Representative & Local Farmer 

8-1 Your comment in support of Alternative 1 is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 009 - Yakama Nation 

9-1 Your comment is noted. The co-leads recognize the importance of LNFH in mitigating fish 
losses associated with Grand Coulee Dam. 
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9-2 The Yakama Nation's support for Alternative 1 is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 010 - Washington State Department of Agriculture 

10-1 Your support for Alternative 1 is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 011 - Department of Health, Office of Drinking Water 

11-1 Your general support of the process is noted. 

11-2 

Growth projections were used to estimate long-term growth in Section 1.5.1.4 for 
programmatic review. A more detailed analysis may occur during project level review.  If 
projections under-predict growth, then the municipal guidance principle will not extend to 
2050 as planned.  Alternatively, if projections over-predict growth, then water supply past 
2050 will be available. 

11-3 

The 2018 Water System Plan (WSP) was reviewed. While the projections in the updated 
WSP suggested improved efficiency since the release of the 2011 plan, projects and 
goals developed for the Icicle Strategy have not been changed. If projections over-predict 
growth or demand, then water supply past 2050 will be available. 

11-4 Per your comment, changes to the text in Section 1.10.23 have been made. 

11-5 Per your comment, changes to the text in Section 1.10.25 have been made. 

11-6 Per your comment, changes to the text have been made to more clearly define group 
systems. 

11-7 Per your comment, changes to the text have been made to more clearly describe when 
WSP must be updated. 

11-8 Per your comment, reference to Municipal Water Law has been updated to RCW 
70.119A.180 

11-9 Per your comment, text has been revised so that Dryden, Monitor, Peshastin and 
Sunnyslope are not referred to as cities or towns, but as unincorporated areas.  

11-10 Per your comment, "State" has been added to "The Forest Practices Act" for clarity and 
consistency. 

11-11 Per your comment, a list of Group A water systems has been added to section 3.19.1. 

11-12 

While Chelan County is not a water purveyor, they are the responsible party for domestic 
exempt well use through their management of the Wenatchee Reserve established in 
WAC 173-545. Additionally, because they are responsible for issuing building permits and 
regulating building codes, they have a role in managing rural domestic water 
conservation.  

Comment Letter No. 012 - Alpine Lakes Protection Society et al. 

12-1 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required.  

12-2 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2.  

12-3 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  
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12-4 

The Icicle Work Group has invited additional members that represent the conservation or 
recreation communities, who have chosen not to become members.  The co-leads 
welcome additional input on organizations who wish to become members.   More detailed 
information about adding members to the Icicle Work Group is available in the Operating 
Procedures, which are incorporated into the FPEIS by reference.  

12-5 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads included 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. Such a project would be for irrigation reliability, not for instream flow 
and domestic uses.  This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS.  

12-6 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120.  

12-7 See response to comment 12-6.  

12-8 

The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2. Per the 
USFS comment letter (Letter 4), coordination will occur at the project level for any projects 
that may have permitting actions required by USFS. Project level of detail regarding 
permitting and NEPA integration will be provided during project level review.  

12-9 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

12-10 See response to comment 12-6.  

12-11 See response to comment 12-5 and 12-6.  

12-12 See response to comment 12-1.  

12-13 

See response to comment 12-5. The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for 
IPID deeding over their private property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA. 
Limitations on the IPID easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be 
made by the USFS and IPID. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during 
project level planning. The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as 
they move to project level review and implementation on the Preferred Alternative to 
ensure compliance with all applicable rule and regulations.  

12-14 See response to comment 12-13. 

12-15 See response to comment 12-6.  

12-16 See response to comment 12-13.  

12-17 

Your comment is noted. Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including 
minimum tools analysis, will be conducted during project level environmental review. A 
PEIS is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of 
implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level construction details that is 
required in subsequent project level review. See response to comment 12-13.  
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12-18 

The FPEIS provides general language from the IPID easements and applicable 
wilderness regulations to provide a comprehensive understanding of the proposal and 
issues. Limitations on the IPID easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will 
be made by the USFS and IPID. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur 
during project level planning. The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue 
as they move to project level review and implementation on the Preferred Alternative to 
ensure compliance with all applicable rule and regulations.  

12-19 

Impacts to Wilderness, Recreation, and Aesthetics are described in Sections 4.17, 4.15, 
and 4.11 respectively. The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is 
intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a 
plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Impacts to these resources will undergo 
project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include 
more detailed analysis where appropriate.  

12-20 See response to comment 12-17. 

12-21 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

12-22 

See response to comment 12-13. Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need 
to comply with federal and state laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and 
information made available by IPID and the USFS, the alternatives considered in the 
PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional analysis and coordination with regulatory 
agencies will occur at the project level and during project permitting to ensure compliance 
with all federal and state laws. 

12-23 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required.  

12-24 

In the notes for Table 5-2, it states that should special use permits be required by the 
USFS, USFS would likely serve as the federal lead agency responsible under NEPA. To 
clarify this point, additional discussion will be added to the text and this note will be added 
to all projects proposed in the ALWA. 

12-25 See response to comment 12-1. 

12-26 

Per the Guiding Principles, all projects must comply with federal laws. Under SEPA 
environmental impacts of the proposals are considered. While several of the projects 
proposed under Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5 include action in the ALWA, the IWG and co-
leads have found these projects to be feasible at the programmatic level. Additionally, the 
DPEIS does consider an alternative that does not include action in the ALWA, Alterative 
3. However, the DPEIS does recognize that IPID has expressed intent to restore historical 
storage levels at Eightmile Lake outside of the IWG process should an alternative be 
selected that does not include the Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration Project. This 
discussion is provided in Section 2.3.1. Consideration of these impacts does not preclude 
the dam at Eightmile Lake being repaired rather than restored, so long as that action does 
not have any additional significant adverse environmental impacts.  

12-27 See Response to comment 12-26. 

12-28 See Response to comment 12-26. 
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12-29 

Per WAC 197-11-406, an EIS should occur as early as possible to meaningfully contribute 
to the decision-making process. Additionally, this is a programmatic level review that is 
intended to provide a comprehensive overview to help decision makers select one of 
several programmatic alternatives (WAC 197-11-704(2)(b)). Some elements of the project 
are not known at this time, such as number of helicopter flights. However, the DPEIS 
does provide as much information as possible regarding impacts, such as inundated and 
disturbed land (Section 4.29). However, to be responsive to concerns about impacts of 
the number of helicopter flights, the FPEIS includes a rough magnitude of helicopter 
flights to compare between alternatives. A more specific number of helicopter flights will 
be reviewed at the project level, as required depending on the Preferred Alternative.  

12-30 Per your comment, text has been revised in Section 1.9.3 to better describe the 
environmental review process.  

12-31 Per your comment, text has been revised in Section 1.9.3 to better describe the 
environmental review process.  

12-32 

The cost estimates included in the PEIS are programmatic in nature and reflect the co-
leads best estimate of cost to date. This is why contingencies have been included in all 
costs. To address potential increased costs of work in the wilderness area, an additional 
25-percent contingency has been added to all projects proposed in the wilderness area in 
the FPEIS.  This will be revisited during project level review. 

12-33 

Each project assumes between 10 and 20 percent of the budget will go to environmental 
review and design. The DPEIS provides a two-year timeline for completing additional 
environmental review. The co-leads believe it is reasonable for NEPA review to be 
completed during a two-year window, but ultimately the federal lead conducting NEPA will 
determine the appropriate schedule. 

12-34 See response to comment 12-32. 

12-35 See response to comment 12-32. 

12-36 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. These lakes and tributaries are already dammed and already experience 
increased flow and draw down at least once out of every five years if not more frequently, 
so natural conditions do not currently exist. Discussion of baseline conditions in the 
tributaries are located in Section 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased 
frequency of releases is not likely to have a significant adverse impact. Increased flows in 
late summer are widely believed to be beneficial to aquatic species based on input from 
the IWG Instream Flow Subcommittee. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of 
increased frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  

12-37 See response to comment 12-36 

12-38 See response to comment 12-36. 

12-39 See response to comment 12-36.  

12-40 See response to comment 12-36.  

12-41 See response to comment 12-36.  

12-42 See response to comment 12-36.  

12-43 See response to comment 12-36.  

12-44 See response to comment 12-36.  

12-45 See response to comment 12-36.  

12-46 See response to comment 12-36.  

12-47 See response to comment 12-36.  
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12-48 See response to comment 12-36.  

12-49 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2.  

12-50 

Your support for conservation is noted. City and County’s domestic water use is already 
low relative to other eastern Washington communities. City of Leavenworth metering and 
leak detection is expected to conserve water supply further. The Preferred Alternative 
includes water conservation opportunities around lawn reduction that is also intended to 
extend domestic supplies. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are 
described in the newly released CWCP. 

12-51 Conservation has been included in all Alternatives. However, increased focus and 
discussion of conservation has been included in the PEIS. 

12-52 See response to comment 12-51.  

12-53 
The domestic supply goal is to meet demand to 2050 at a minimum. If the City of 
Leavenworth continues to increase efficiency, which is a goal of the IWG, additional water 
for the City of Leavenworth will provide for sustained supply for a further planning horizon.  

12-54 See response to comment 12-53.  

12-55 

The major diverters on Icicle Creek have already achieved reasonable efficiency as is 
required by State Law. The standard for efficiency is based on local custom per Ecology 
v. Grimes. Detailed information regarding IPID's water use is available in the recently 
completed CWCP, which is incorporated by reference. COIC water use information is 
available in their Alternatives Evaluation Study, which is also incorporated by reference. 
The City and County’s domestic water use is already low relative to other eastern 
Washington communities. This information has been added to Section 3.6 of the FPEIS.  

12-56 Per your comment, more detail about Washington State water law is included in Section 
3.6 of the FPEIS.  

12-57 See response to comment 12-6.  

12-58 Your comment is noted. Please see response to comment 12-55.  

12-59 

IPID recently completed a CWCP, which details their water use and measures to improve 
efficiency. IPID uses their rights in a way that is consistent with local custom and 
maintains an efficiency that is not considered waste under RCW. 90.09.005 per Ecology 
v. Grimes.  

12-60 IPID recently completed a CWCP that details water use. This report will be incorporated 
by reference.  

12-61 See response to comment 12-59. 

12-62 

Your comment is noted. The additional water provided to the City of Leavenworth in the 
Icicle Strategy is intended to resolve the water right dispute in Leavenworth v. Ecology 
and provide for additional growth. Increased domestic conservation is a goal of the Icicle 
Strategy, as discussed in more detail in Section 2.5.4 of the FPEIS. 

12-63 
The domestic supply goal is to meet demand to 2050 at a minimum. If the City of 
Leavenworth continues to increase efficiency, which is a goal of the IWG, additional water 
for the City of Leavenworth will provide for sustained supply for a further planning horizon.  

12-64 See response to comment 12-63. 

12-65 

The additional water provided to the City of Leavenworth in the Icicle Strategy is intended 
to resolve the water right dispute in Leavenworth v. Ecology and provide for additional 
growth. The domestic supply goal is to meet demand to 2050 at a minimum. If the City of 
Leavenworth continues to increase efficiency, which is a goal of the IWG, additional water 
for the City of Leavenworth will provide for sustained supply for a further planning horizon.  
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12-66 
The conservation measures outlined in the WSP are a minimum commitment to 
conservation required by RCW 70.119A.180. The Icicle Strategy includes conservation 
measures that exceed this minimum requirement.  

12-67 

See response to comment 12-66. The Icicle Strategy is proposing to spend $1 million on 
funding conservation efforts. To be responsive to concerns over lawn watering, a lawn 
buyback program along with other conservation measures have been added to the 
Domestic Conservation Project.  

12-68 

Domestic supply is envisioned for a combination of City of Leavenworth and Chelan 
County domestic water uses, which will be determined at project level review and 
permitting. Additionally, the City and the County have an interlocal agreement regarding 
reserve quantities provided for in the Wenatchee Instream Flow Rule.  

12-69 Your comment in support of closing the Wenatchee Basin to new water rights is noted. 
Closing the Wenatchee Basin is outside the scope of the Icicle Work Group.  

12-70 Growth will be compliant with City of Leavenworth or Chelan County's Comprehensive 
Plan and planning efforts. 

12-71 

Supporting LNFH in improving its water supply and efficiency is one of the goals of the 
IWG. While this goal is in line with current planning goals of LNFH, these goals were 
developed independent of one another. The Icicle Strategy is an integrated water 
resource management plan, that includes efforts to support LNFH in meeting the BiOp. A 
plan to improve streamflow, habitat, and tribal fish harvest in the Icicle Creek Subbasin 
without setting sustainability goals at LNFH would be incomplete. The requirements at 
LNFH and the BiOp are described throughout Chapter 1.  

12-72 
Your support for water markets are noted. To be responsive to concerns over lawn 
watering, a lawn buyback program along with other conservation measures have been 
added to the Domestic Conservation Project.  

12-73 

Maximum habitat benefit (100 percent WUA) for steelhead rearing in Reach 4 would be 
achieved with a flow of 250 cubic feet per second (cfs) and the IWG adopted this as their 
long-term goal. However, the IWG recognized a diminishing return on investment above 
100 cfs (80 percent WUA) when considering additional habitat achieved for each 1 cfs of 
flow improvement. The IWG also recognized that funding may be a constraint, at least 
initially, to achieve the highest level of flow improvement. Therefore, the IWG endorsed an 
initial flow restoration target of 100 cfs, which increases WUA to 80 percent, while 
maintaining the long-term restoration goal of 250 cfs. 

12-74 
Figure 2-6 through Figure 2-17 indicate all action alternatives would meet the short-term 
instream flow goal of 100 cfs during non-drought years and 60 cfs during drought years. 
Additional information on how to read these figures have been added to the FPEIS.  

12-75 

The Icicle Strategy proposes using water markets or market-based reallocation of senior 
water rights to improve agricultural reliability of water user’s junior to the instream flow 
rule. Your comment in support of closing the Wenatchee Basin to new water rights is 
noted. Closing the Wenatchee Basin is outside the scope of the Icicle Work Group.  

12-76 
Legal descriptions of the easements are in Appendix F. Maps provided by the USFS 
and/or IPID are also available in this Appendix, but new maps were not created because 
of the availability of survey data. These maps do not include Eightmile Lake easements.  

12-77 

The IWG believes that expanding habitat conservation and connectivity with areas 
outside the Subbasin provides benefits for wildlife within the Subbasin, as wildlife often 
move beyond Subbasin boundaries. The co-leads envision WDFW helping the IWG select 
appropriate mitigation projects as part of the Preferred Alternative habitat project list. The 
co-leads are envisioning WDFW will help select conservation acquisitions, with priority 
being given to in basin habitat projects. Land acquisition is not a requirement of the 
reserve amendment as described in WAC 173-545-090(1)(d)(iv). 



 DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES 
 

PROJECT NO. 120045   JANUARY 3, 2019  A-375 

12-78 

The additional water provided to the City of Leavenworth in the Icicle Strategy is intended 
to resolve the water right dispute in Leavenworth v. Ecology and provide for additional 
growth. The domestic supply goal is to meet demand to 2050 at a minimum. If the City of 
Leavenworth continues to increase efficiency, which is a goal of the IWG, additional water 
for the City of Leavenworth will provide for sustained supply for a further planning horizon. 
Currently, the City of Leavenworth is meeting water conservation standards set in WAC 
246-290-496(1) and has use that is low when compared to other Eastern Washington 
communities.  

12-79 

The impacts of groundwater augmentation at LNFH on groundwater and flows in Icicle 
Creek are discussed in Section 4.3. It is anticipated that increases in flows to Icicle Creek 
will more than offset impacts of groundwater augmentation. A more detailed analysis of 
impacts to groundwater and groundwater/surface water interaction will be reviewed during 
project level review as appropriate. 

12-80 
OCR’s methodology for developing estimates on water development costs is available in 
the 2017 Columbia River Basin Annual Water Supply Inventory Report located on 
Ecology’s website: https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1812001.pdf.  

Comment Letter No. 013 - Washington Trails Association, The Mountaineers, and Access Fund 

13-1 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

13-2 Your opposition to Alternative 4 is noted. This was not selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

13-3 
The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2.  

13-4 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120.  

13-5 

Seasonal inundation of trail and surrounding campsites would result from this project. 
Impacts to recreation and visual impacts are discussed in Sections 4.11.5.2 and 4.15.5.2. 
The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific 
project level issues. This project was not included in the Preferred Alternative selected for 
the Icicle Strategy.  

13-6 

Construction impacts to recreation are expected to be short in duration and may be 
managed through timing of construction. The PEIS reviews the impacts of the various 
alternatives in as much detail as is appropriate for a programmatic evaluation. A more 
specific look at impacts and mitigation will occur at project-level environmental review.  

13-7 

Based on the GIS data provided by the USFS, it appears that the trail along the northside 
of Eightmile Lake and many documented backcountry campsites are above the proposed 
highwater level of the Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration project. A more specific look at 
impacts and mitigation will occur at project-level environmental review.  

13-8 
Your opposition to the Eightmile Lake Storage Enhancement project and concerns 
regarding recreation impacts are noted. This project was not included in the Preferred 
Alternative for the Icicle Strategy.  

13-9 

Your opposition to this project and concern regarding relocating the trail are noted. 
Seasonal inundation of the trail would occur if the Upper and Lower Snow Lakes Storage 
Enhancement Project were implemented.  This project was not included in the Preferred 
Alternative for the Icicle Strategy.  

https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/documents/1812001.pdf
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13-10 

Your opposition to the Upper Klonaqua Lake Storage Enhancement project and concerns 
regarding visual and physical impacts are noted. Projects under the alternatives 
considered in the PEIS are at varying stages of development, and as much detail as 
possible at a programmatic level.  This project was not included in the Preferred 
Alternative for the Icicle Strategy.  

13-11 
The USFS is an active member of the IWG and regularly attends meetings. Per the USFS 
comment letter (Letter 4), coordination will occur at the project level for any projects that 
may have a permitting action required by USFS. 

13-12 

See response to comment 13-11. The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on 
projects that have a federal nexus, such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA 
integration and review is discussed in Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting 
requirements are discussed in Table 5-2.  

13-13 

USBR and USFWS are working as co-lead agencies for NEPA actions related to their 
infrastructure at Snow Lake and LNFH. USFS will likely be NEPA lead agency for work 
that would require a special use permit within the National Forest. NEPA review, along 
with project level SEPA environmental review, would likely occur following feasibility and 
design, when project level permitting is started. Information regarding project level SEPA 
review and NEPA review will occur via Chelan County's Icicle Workgroup webpage, public 
notices and press releases, and at IWG meetings.  

13-14 See response to comment 13-4.  

13-15 Your email address will be added to the IWG email distribution list. 

Comment Letter No. 014 - Alpine Lakes Foundation 

14-1 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120.  

14-2 See response to comment 14-1.  

14-3 
See response to comment 14-1. USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly 
attends meetings. The co-leads will coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur 
within ALWA to ensure compliance with all applicable regulations. 

14-4 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA. Limitations on the IPID easements at the 
Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made by the USFS and IPID. Per USFS's 
comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. The IWG and co-
leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level review and 
implementation on the Preferred Alternative.  

14-5 The Preferred Alternative selected for the Icicle Strategy does not include any project at 
Upper Klonaqua Lake.  

14-6 See response to comment 14-1.  

14-7 Your support for the IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange project is noted. Your concern 
for other projects proposed under Alternative 5 is noted. 

14-8 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2.  

14-9 
USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. 
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Comment Letter No. 015 - Chelan-Douglas Land Trust 

15-1 

Your comment in support of conservation protection and acquisition is noted. $2.5 million 
is the amount of conservation funds that the IWG has currently committed to. Selection of 
this level of conservation funding will not preclude additional conservation work in the 
future. Although, additional environmental review would be required if any adverse 
impacts were likely.  

Comment Letter No. 016 - Great Old Broads for Wilderness 

16 This letter does not contain comments relevant to the Icicle Creek Strategy DPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 017 - North Central Washington Audubon Society 

17-1 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2.  

17-2 Per your comment, the text has been modified in Section 1.1 to clarify the environmental 
review process.  

17-3 

Certified water use was used as a surrogate for demand, along with data form the City of 
Leavenworth's WSP and the Wenatchee Watershed Plan, which is appropriate for a 
programmatic level review. The water rights listed in Table 3-10 have historically been 
used and use has been certified by Ecology or its predecessor agency. To address 
concern with lack of annual quantities in Table 3-10, annually quantities were estimated 
based on available data or authorized instantaneous quantities. All major diverters on 
Icicle Creek measure their water use. To help improve water conservation, IPID has 
completed a CWCP which examines water use and conservation savings potentials. 
Additionally, expanded conservation measures have been added to the Domestic 
Conservation Project, as described in Chapter 2.  

17-4 

Any water quantity greater than what is authorized in water rights would require additional 
water right authority. Section 4.6 discusses the need to obtain additional water rights for 
storage enhancement projects.  However, storage enhancement projects are not included 
in the Preferred Alternative.  

17-5 The rights listed in Tables 3-9 and 3-10 have been permitted or certified. Information 
regarding new water rights required for various projects is provided in Table 5-2. 

17-6 

Your comment is noted. Text will be updated to indicate the City will exercise new water 
made available through the Icicle Strategy from their Wenatchee River well field, with any 
exceptions, such as emergency situations or peaking that cannot be met with wellfield 
capacity, provided. 

17-7 

Long term growth in the Icicle Subbasin and Wenatchee Basin, and the environmental 
impacts thereof are addressed through Chelan County and City of Leavenworth 
comprehensive plans and zoning. The Preferred Alternative provides additional mitigated 
water supply for City of Leavenworth and Chelan County domestic uses through at least 
2050. Development impacts are expected to occur irrespective of implementation of the 
Icicle Strategy. However, the Icicle Strategy includes BMPs and terrestrial mitigation in 
addition to robust instream flow improvements to help offset impacts that may result from 
planned growth.   
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17-8 

For the projects within the ALWA, the operational changes proposed are not anticipated 
to cause significant adverse impacts. Many of these projects are modification of existing 
storage that are within the historical operational range. The DPEIS found that storage 
enhancement would likely have moderate impacts on several resources. However, 
Alternative 4 was not selected as the Preferred Alternative. 
 
More detail has been provided in Section 4.28 to provide decisionmakers with additional 
information. The level of detail provided in this section is appropriate for a programmatic 
EIS and provides a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the 
Icicle Strategy. Additional environmental review will be conducted on individual products 
as they are carried forward for additional planning and review. 

Comment Letter No. 018 - Olympic Park Associates 

18-1 
The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2.  

18-2 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. These lakes and tributaries are already dammed and already experience 
increased flow and draw down at least once out of every five years if not more frequently, 
so natural conditions do not currently exist. Discussion of baseline conditions in the 
tributaries are located in Section 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased 
frequency of releases not likely to have a significant adverse impact. Increased flows in 
late summer are widely believed to be beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed 
analysis on the impacts of increased frequency of releases will occur during project level 
analysis where appropriate.  

18-3 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA. Limitations on the IPID easements at the 
Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made by the USFS and IPID. Per USFS's 
comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. The IWG and co-
leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level review and 
implementation of the Preferred Alternative.  

18-4 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2.  

Comment Letter No. 019 - Pacific Crest Trail Association 

19-1 Your opposition to the Icicle Strategy is noted. 

19-2 
USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. 

19-3 
None of the proposed actions are within the viewshed of the Pacific Crest Trail (PCT), nor 
is the PCT accessible by trail from any of the proposed project sites. We do not anticipate 
adverse impacts to PCT recreational users.  

19-4 See response to comment 19-2. 
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Comment Letter No. 020 - Pacifica Law Group 

20-1 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required.  

20-2 
Per WAC 197-11-055, a programmatic SEPA review was launched at the earliest possible 
point in programmatic development to allow decision making to be guiding by the 
environmental review process.  

20-3 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis. At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 
The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA. Limitations on the IPID easements at the 
Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made by the USFS and IPID. Per USFS's 
comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. The IWG and co-
leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level review and 
implementation on the Preferred Alternative to ensure compliance with all applicable rules 
and regulations.  

20-4 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. An overview 
of this process is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 

20-5 

The level of detail provided in the PEIS is intended to provide a programmatic level 
comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle Strategy. As 
discussed in the response to comment 20-3, limitations on the IPID easements at the 
Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made by the USFS and IPID. Per USFS's 
comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. The IWG and co-
leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level review and 
implementation on the Preferred Alternative to ensure compliance with all applicable rules 
and regulations.  

20-6 

The section of the Wilderness Act involving presidential approval for water resources 
projects, 33 U.S.C. 1133(d)(4), relates to prospecting for new water resources and 
establishment of and maintenance of new reservoirs. Other provisions of the Wilderness 
Act, 33 U.S.C. Sections 1133-1136, indicate that wilderness protections are in certain 
circumstances subject to preexisting private property rights and that access to private or 
state-owned inholdings shall be provided.  The Act also contains provisions relating to the 
federal government's acquisition of private property within designated wilderness, as has 
occurred here. 

20-7 

At this point in project development, number of helicopter flights is not known. Details 
regarding number of helicopter flights will be known prior to project level environmental 
review. The PEIS provides this information in the level of detail appropriate for a 
programmatic of review. As discussed in Section 4.17, it is anticipated that the long-term 
number of helicopter flights initiated by LNFH and IPID will decrease with remote 
management and modernized infrastructure.   
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20-8 

The PEIS provides this information in the level of detail appropriate for a programmatic of 
review. A more detailed analysis is appropriate for a project level review and project 
permitting. A SEPA programmatic review is not intended to predetermine permitting 
decisions, especially those that are the jurisdiction of other programs or agencies.  

20-9 
The alternatives reviewed in the DPEIS were developed in response to comments 
received during scoping. The description and analysis of these alternatives was 
programmatic in nature based on data and information available at the time of writing.  

20-10 

The No-action Alternative contemplates what would happen should the Icicle Strategy not 
be implemented, per WAC 197-11-440(5)(b)(ii). Based on discussion with Icicle Work 
Group members, the co-leads characterized which projects would likely proceed without 
an integrated water management strategy, and which project would likely not proceed. 
Those that would proceed regardless of the IWG’s adoption of the integrated strategy 
were included in as the No-action Alternative. It should be noted, that although some 
projects may proceed if no-action is taken on the Icicle Strategy, the beneficiaries of those 
projects may not be the same as it would be under the Icicle Strategy.  

20-11 

Per WAC 197-11-786, a reasonable alternative is one that could feasibly attain or 
approximate the proposal's objective. Dam removal in the Uinta Wilderness was possible 
because of a large BOR project lower in the basin. There are no analogous reservoirs to 
the Big Sandy Reservoir (Uinta) near the Icicle Creek Subbasin to make dam removal a 
reasonable alternative to meeting program objectives. Without the water storage offered 
by the existing dams, there was not a reasonable alternative project suite available that 
could achieve the IWG guiding principles, which include increased stream flow, domestic 
supply, and agricultural reliability. This is discussed in more detail in Section 2.11.  

20-12 See response to comment 20-10.  

20-13 

These notes and inclusions were provided to be as transparent as possible about the fact 
that some projects may be undertaken outside of the IWG process if not selected as part 
of the preferred alternative. This was based on statements made by work group members 
and discussed at Icicle Work Group meetings.  

20-14 

Analysis of emergency work at Eightmile Lake is outside the scope of the PEIS. This 
analysis was not included in the DPEIS or the FPEIS and proceeded under a separate 
SEPA review. Department of Ecology Dam Safety Program and Chelan County 
Emergency Response are leading emergency work effort at Eightmile Lake. Since 
Eightmile Lake emergency work is not analyzed in this environmental review, the DPEIS 
does not provide any ex post facto justification.     

20-15 

The lack of specificity about environmental impacts is due to the programmatic level of 
detail for the alternatives given the level of planning of specific projects under the 
proposal at this point in time (WAC 197-11-442). As noted in the FPEIS, project 
environmental review will be conducted on individual projects as they are carried forward.  

20-16 
The level of detail on mitigation measures is appropriate for the programmatic review. 
More detailed mitigation measures will be reviewed in project level analysis once specific 
design and construction elements are identified.  

20-17 The co-leads adopted a FPEIS with programmatic level analysis. Opportunities for project 
level analysis would occur during project level review in the future.  

Comment Letter No. 021 - Washington Native Plant Society 

21-1 
This DPEIS was developed under SEPA. Future NEPA review will be required for any 
projects with a federal nexus, such as permitting or funding. Impacts to vegetation was 
reviewed at a programmatic level in Section 4.8. 

Comment Letter No. 022 - Wise Use Movement 

22-1 Your opposition to the Office of the Columbia River is noted. Per your request, the report 
attached to your comments is included in the record. 
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22-2 

City and County’s domestic water use is already low relative to other eastern Washington 
communities. City of Leavenworth metering and leak detection is expected to conserve 
water supply further. The Preferred Alternative includes more expansive water 
conservation opportunities around lawn reduction that is also intended to extend domestic 
supplies. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP. LNFH is required for mitigation of Grand Coulee Dam and considering 
fish passage over Grand Coulee Dam is beyond the scope of the Icicle Work Group. The 
USFWS recently conducted an alternatives analysis that included the potential of 
removing LNFH. This report found that improving efficiency at LNFH was the best 
alternative.  

22-3 

IWG meetings are open to the public. Members of the public are encouraged to attend 
and provided opportunity to comment during the meetings. The Guiding Principles 
(Improve Instream Flow, Improve Sustainability of LNFH, Protect Tribal and Non-Tribal 
harvest, Improve Domestic Supply, Improve Agricultural Reliability, Enhance Icicle Creek 
Habitat, Comply with State and Federal Law, and Wilderness Acts) have received broad 
support. However, you are welcome to attend meetings and provide input on the Icicle 
Strategy objectives during a public comment period. 

22-4 

Average per capita domestic water use in King County is 82 gallons per day per person 
(USGS, 2018). City of Leavenworth and Chelan County’s domestic water use is already 
low relative to other eastern Washington communities. City of Leavenworth metering and 
leak detection is expected to conserve water supply further. The Preferred Alternative 
includes more expansive water conservation opportunities around lawn reduction that is 
also intended to extend domestic supplies. 

22-5 
Considering passage over Grand Coulee Dam is beyond the scope of the Icicle Work 
Group. While SEPA requires reasonable alternatives be considered, it does not require 
alternatives that do not align with program objects to be considered. 

22-6 See response to comment 22-5. 

22-7 See response to comment 22-5. 

22-8 See response to comment 22-5. 

22-9 See response to comment 22-5. 

22-10 See response to comment 22-5. 

Comment Letter No. 023 - Anne Bridges 

23-1 Your comment is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 024 - Kathleen Ward (Fromm) 

24-1 

Your support of the process is noted. Several representatives from the conservation, 
Wilderness, and recreation community were invited to participate at the inception of the 
Icicle Work Group. However, these groups have chosen not to participate. The Icicle 
Work Group would welcome additional members that represent these communities. More 
detailed information about adding members to the Icicle Work Group is available in the 
Operating Procedures, which are incorporated into the FPEIS by reference.  

24-2 
The PEIS reviewed impacts of the project on recreational access in Section 4.15. 
Recreational impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the 
Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate.  

24-3 

Based on the programmatic level of analysis, we do not anticipate that any of the action 
alternatives would significantly increase bank erosion because flows increase would be 
within the range of already occurring flows. Additional, some habitat improvement projects 
that would be pursued under the Icicle Strategy could reduce bank erosion in Lower Icicle 
Creek. Project level analysis will analyze impacts to earth resources, including bank 
erosion, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

24-4 Your comment is noted. 
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24-5 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 025 - Natalie Williams 

25-1 

Your support for pump exchange projects and concern regarding projects within ALWA is 
noted. The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS at the project level review and 
project permitting for projects in the Preferred Alternative that are located in the ALWA to 
ensure compliance with all applicable rules and regulations.  

25-2 

Your comment is noted. The USFWS and BOR are working together on funding and 
environmental review relating to upgrades at LNFH and to meet BiOp requirements. More 
discussion of BiOp requirements for upgrades at LNFH are discussed throughout Chapter 
1.  

Comment Letter No. 026 - Chad Spies 

26-1 Your support of the Icicle Strategy and comments about recreational impacts are noted. 
Section 4.15 of the PEIS discussed the impacts of the Alternatives on recreation. 

26-2 Your support for Alternative 4 is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 027 - Jan Petrie 

27-1 Your support of the Icicle Strategy is noted.  

27-2 Your support for Alternative 4 is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 028 - Jerome "Jerry" Schneider 

28-1 Your support for the COIC Pump Exchange and Irrigation Efficiencies Project is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 029 - Will Henson 

29-1 
Your concerns are noted. Project level environmental review will provide more detailed 
analysis on the impacts of the projects in the Preferred Alternative on streamflow where 
appropriate. 

29-2 
Your concerns about recreation is noted. Project level environmental review will provide 
more detailed analysis on the impacts of the projects in the Preferred Alternative on 
recreation where appropriate. 

29-3 Your concerns about LNFH is noted. LNFH is in compliance with Clean Water Act 
requirements. More discussion about LNFH is provided throughout Chapter 1. 

29-4 
Your concern regarding water storage elements in the Icicle Strategy is noted.  The 
Preferred Alternative includes restoration of the dam at Eightmile Lake to the original dam 
height. 

29-5 

You support for expanded conservation, groundwater right use, and reallocating shares in 
the irrigation district are noted. An expanded description of water conservation measures 
is described in Section 2.5.4 of the FPEIS, which includes a program for irrigation water 
reallocation under the Preferred Alternative.  

29-6 See response to comment 29-2. 

29-7 

Your comment regarding dam safety is noted. IPID is working with Ecology's Dam Safety 
office and Chelan County's Office of Emergency Response to make sure all the dams in 
the area are safe and up to code. Your comment in opposition to instream flow 
improvements and recreational use is noted. Project level environmental review will 
provide more detailed analysis on the impacts of the projects in the Preferred Alternative 
on recreation and streamflow where appropriate. 



 DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES 
 

PROJECT NO. 120045   JANUARY 3, 2019  A-383 

Comment Letter No. 030 - Gro Buer 

30-1 

Your comment about concern over the cost is noted. Part of the purpose of the FPEIS is 
to focus work on a specific set of projects, so design work and more specific cost 
estimates can be developed. This will help inform decision making further. If a project is 
determined to be fatally flawed for cost, or any other reason, that project will be replaced 
as required by the IWG Operating Procedures. The FPIES does not authorize any 
spending, and estimated costs are included to aid in the decision-making process.  

30-2 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Conservation is an important 
element of the Preferred Alternative.  Additional detail regarding conservation measures 
have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in Chapter 2.5.4. 
IPID recently completed its CWCP, which details efficiency upgrades that can be made to 
improve streamflow by reducing IPID's diversion on Icicle and Peshastin Creeks. The 
CWCP is incorporated in the FPEIS by reference. Similarly, the City of Leavenworth has 
an up-to-date conservation section in its water system plan.  More detail on the Domestic 
Conservation portion of the Icicle Strategy is expected during project development, 
review, and permitting. The Programmatic EIS is intended to provide a comprehensive 
understanding of the impacts of implementing an integrated water resource management 
plan in Icicle Creek Subbasin.  
Your comment about having an outside panel of experts looking at additional 
conservation measures is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 031 - Norm Stoddard 

31-1 Your support for the No-action Alternative and support for storage elements discussed in 
the PEIS is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 032 - Greg Shannon 

32-1 Your comment is noted. A 60-day comment period was selected to balance the need for 
public and agency review and input and moving the process forward with limited delay. 

Comment Letter No. 033 - Alan F. Hunt 

33-1 Your support for the No-action Alternative is noted.  

33-2 

Your comments about population, tourism, and ERU growth in the City of Leavenworth is 
noted. Growth occurs in compliance with County and City comprehensive planning and 
limiting tourism is outside the scope of the Icicle Work Group or the Icicle Strategy.  The 
Preferred Alternative makes a fixed quantity of water available for domestic use which is 
intended to supply growth through at least 2050, but actual growth will determine the 
longevity of that supply. 

33-3 See response to comment 33-2. 

33-4 

The Icicle Strategy seeks to improve domestic supply for both the City of Leavenworth 
and areas outside the City’s urban growth boundary. These projections are based on 
Watershed Planning documents, OFM population growth statistics, City of Leavenworth 
planning documents, and information about litigation between City of Leavenworth and 
Ecology over water rights. 

33-5 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA. Limitations on the IPID easements at the 
Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made by the USFS and IPID. Per USFS's 
comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur at project level planning. The IWG and co-leads 
will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level review and 
implementation on the Preferred Alternative.  
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33-6 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120.  

33-7 Your support for the IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange project is noted. Your concern 
regarding other projects in Alternative 5 is noted. 

33-8 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2.  

33-9 See response to comment 33-5. 

Comment Letter No. 034 - Bill Burwell 

34-1 See response to comment 33-6. 

34-2 

The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2. Per the 
USFS comment letter, coordination will occur at the project level for any projects that may 
have permitting actions required by USFS. Project level of detail regarding permitting and 
NEPA integration will be provided during project level review as needed.  

34-3 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

34-4 

Fisheries impacts are discussed in section 4.7 of the document. Impacts were found to be 
less than significant and, in most cases, beneficial. Fish impacts will undergo project level 
analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate.  

34-5 
The USFS is an active member of the IWG and regularly attends meetings.  
See response to 34-2. 

34-6 

Federal reserved water rights can be established with the Congressional reservation of 
federal lands. These rights are limited to the purpose and intent of the reservation. 
Federal reserved rights priority dates are the date of federal reservation and do not 
superspeed senior water rights. No federal reserve water rights have been determined in 
these areas.  

34-7 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process or irrigation drought resiliency, if it is 
not selected as part of the preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the 
PEIS. Including this information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake 
being repaired rather than restored.  

34-8 

LNFH and City of Leavenworth each hold rights to divert water from Icicle Creek. Some of 
the elements in the action Alternatives considered in the PEIS would require a change in 
purpose of use or other water right permitting actions. This is described in Section 4.6 of 
the PEIS. 

34-9 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

34-10 

The scoping process is intended to identify additional alternatives to be considered, 
potential impacts, and potential mitigation measures as described in WAC 197-11-792. 
Alternative 4 was developed in response to comments received regarding the 
development of additional water supplies. 
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34-11 Your support for the IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange project is noted.  

34-12 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. Your concern over greenhouse gas emissions is noted. Reducing greenhouse 
gas emissions is outside the scope of the Icicle Work Group, but energy consumption was 
considered in the PEIS. 

34-13 
Several informational meetings have been held throughout the Puget Sound area and 
information had been distributed throughout the state that detailed how to comment on 
the DPEIS. Your comment for more outreach on the westside is noted.  

34-14 See response to comment 34-3.  

34-15 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely.   

Comment Letter No. 035 - Dick Rieman  

35-1 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Water is currently released from these lakes to supply water for irrigation uses. 
Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 
3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a significant 
adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be beneficial to 
aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased frequency of 
releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  

Comment Letter No. 036 - Dick Rieman (2) 

36-1 See response to comment 35-1.   

Comment Letter No. 037 - Drew Meyers 

37-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

37-2 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have 
been artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on 
the site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Discussion 
of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 3.5.2.  
The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases for instream flow benefit not likely to 
have a significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to 
be beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  

37-3 See response to comment 37-1. 
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Comment Letter No. 038 - Edward Henderson 

38-1 

Table 5-2 details anticipated permits for each alternative considered in the PEIS.  
This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues.  Should a 
permitting agency determine that additional information is required to understand the 
impacts of a specific proposal, a project level EIS will be required. 
Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools analysis, 
will be conducted during project level environmental review. 

38-2 

USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations.  
Per the USFS comment letter, coordination will occur at the project level for any projects 
that may have a permitting action required by USFS. Project level of detail regarding 
permitting and NEPA integration will be provided during project level review. 

38-4  See response to comment 38-1. 

38-5 

One of the guiding principles is to increase instream flow and domestic water supplies, 
which would require a water right permitting action. Water right transfers and changes in 
purpose of use are provided for in Chapter 90.03 RCW. 
The Icicle Strategy is not seeking to increase water supplies at LNFH with water from 
IPID’s storage rights. 

38-6 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120.  

38-7 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

38-8 

The construction approach for many of the projects that might occur in the ALWA are 
detailed in Appendix B and C. 
The PEIS reviews the impacts of the various alternatives in as much detail as is 
appropriate for a programmatic evaluation and at the current level of project planning. A 
more specific look at construction impacts, such as number of helicopter flights, and 
mitigation will occur at project-level environmental review. 

38-9 Impacts of the proposal on noise is detailed in Section 4.14 and impacts on wilderness 
values is detailed in Section 4.17. 

38-10 

Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 
3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a significant 
adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be beneficial to 
aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased frequency of 
releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  

38-11 Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools analysis, 
will be conducted during project level environmental review. 

38-12 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 
3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a 
significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be 
beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  
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38-13 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted.  Wilderness Protection is a 
Guiding Principle of the Icicle Strategy and the Preferred Alternative must be in 
compliance with it. 

38-14 

This is a programmatic level EIS, which looks to examine non-project actions, such as 
developing an integrated water resource management plan. Project level environmental 
review will occur on any project implemented under the plan. If permitting agencies deem 
it appropriate, project level EIS's would be prepared prior to implementation of specific 
project.  

38-15 
The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2.  

38-16 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. 

Comment Letter No. 039 - James Woods 

39-1 

USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. We have referenced applicable regulations and permitting 
actions in Table 5-2. 
The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2. 

39-2 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted.  Icicle Creek and tributary 
flows within and outside the Alpine Lakes have not been natural for nearly 100 years, but 
are instead regulated for irrigation purposes. Instead, the Preferred Alternative would 
regulate them for both irrigation and instream flow purpose.   

39-3 

The natural flow pattern of the watershed has been modified by authorized dams that 
have existed for nearly 100 years.  Under the action alternatives, flow would be within the 
range of flows currently experiences within the subbasin. Discussion of baseline 
conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found 
that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a significant adverse impact. 
Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be beneficial to aquatic species. A 
more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased frequency of releases will occur during 
project level analysis where appropriate. 

39-4 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. 

39-5 The efficacy of the various alternatives under climate change scenarios are discussed in 
section 4.13 and Appendix F of the DPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 040 - Janet Thompson 

40-1 

 Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 
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40-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

40-3  Your concerns regarding storage enhancement and restoration are noted.  

40-4 

 Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads included 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS.  
 The No-action Alternative contemplates what would happen should the Icicle Strategy 
not be implemented, per WAC 197-11-440(5)(b)(ii). Based on discussion with Icicle Work 
Group members, the co-leads characterized which projects would likely proceed without 
an integrated water management strategy, and which project would likely not proceed. 
Those that would proceed regardless of the IWG’s adoption of the integrated strategy 
were included in as the No-action Alternative. It should be noted, that although some 
projects may proceed if no-action is taken on the Icicle Strategy, the beneficiaries of those 
projects may not be the same as it would be under the Icicle Strategy. 

40-5 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120.  

40-6 

 Federal reserved water rights can be established with a Congressional reservation of 
federal lands. These rights are limited to the purpose and intent of the land reservation. 
Federal reserved rights priority dates are the date of federal reservation and do not 
superspeed senior water rights. No federal reserve water rights have been determined in 
these areas. 

40-7 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project under the Preferred 
Alternative, as described in Chapter 2.  

40-8 

 Your comment supporting ecosystem function is noted.  
Impacts to ecosystem resources are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 4.7 through 
4.10; 4.12; and 4.18. The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is 
intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a 
plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These resources will undergo project level 
analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate.  

40-9 

Current members that represent environmental interests include Trout Unlimited, 
Washington Water Trust, and Icicle Creek Watershed Council. 
Originally, the Center for Environmental Law and Policy and Wild Fish Conservancy 
represented environmental interests on the work group as well. However, these entities 
choose to leave the Icicle Work Group to pursue a lawsuit against the LNFH, which is 
another member of the work group. This action violated membership expectations, as 
members cannot participate in good-faith with an honest intent to find collaborative 
solutions to address the needs, issues, and concerns of all Work Group Members while 
actively engaged in litigation with other work group members.  
The Icicle Work Group has invited and would welcome additional members that represent 
the conservation, Wilderness, or recreation communities. More detailed information about 
adding members to the Icicle Work Group is available in the Operating Procedures, which 
are incorporated into the FPEIS by reference.  
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Comment Letter No. 041 - Janiese Loekn 

41-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 042 - Jeffrey Currier 

42-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

42-2 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes.  
The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 
3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a 
significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be 
beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  

Comment Letter No. 043 - Julia Beebs 

43-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 044 - Julianne Lamsek 

44-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

44-2 

Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. Storage enhancement elements of 
Alternative 4 are expected to cause seasonal inundation of some campsites and sections 
of trail lasting about a month in early summer, but this was not selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. No other projects considered under the action alternatives are expected to 
result in trail or campsite inundation.  

44-3  Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

44-4 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. 
Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS.  

Comment Letter No. 045 - Laurie Colacurcio 

45-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 046 - Ryan Jones 

46-1 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Impacts to ecosystem resources are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 4.7 through 
4.10; 4.12; and 4.18. The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is 
intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a 
plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These resources will undergo project level 
analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate. 
The action alternatives considered in the PEIS do not include energy development. 
However, several alternatives considered include modification or reoperations to existing 
dam structures in the ALWA.    

Comment Letter No. 047 - William B. and Margaret L. Beyers 

47-1 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120.   

47-2 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. In this instance, the 
proposal does not meet these criteria and a supplemental draft EIS is not required at this 
time. Should a permitting agency determine that additional information is required to 
understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level EIS will be required.  

Comment Letter No. 048 - Allison Oster 

48-1 

Your comment opposing new dams is noted. No new dams are proposed under the action 
alternatives considered in the PEIS. 
Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS.  

Comment Letter No. 049 - Ansel Wald 

49-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

49-2 Your comment to seek supplies from the Columbia River as an alternative water supply is 
noted.  

Comment Letter No. 050 - Brynne Koscianski 

50-1 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS.  

Comment Letter No. 051 - Chris Murray 

51-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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51-2 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives 
analyzed in the PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional 
conservation measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as 
described in Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described 
in the newly released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference.  
All action alternatives analyzed in the PEIS include water markets to improve agricultural 
reliability.  

Comment Letter No. 052 - Darrel Martin 

52-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 053 - Deanna Pumplin 

53-1 Your comment opposing the Icicle Strategy is noted. The referenced letter was 
considered during scoping. 

53-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

53-3 

Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference.  
Most of the proposed water supply under the Icicle Strategy would go to improve instream 
flow for fish. The goals of the Icicle Strategy, known as the Guiding Principles, are 
described in section 1.5. 

Comment Letter No. 054 - Fichard Fiddler 

54-1 

Impacts to wilderness character are described in Sections 4.17. The analysis provided in 
this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive 
understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level 
issues. Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools 
analysis, will be conducted during project level environmental review. 
The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation. Currently, coordination with USFS on Wilderness issues 
occurs at IWG meetings. USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends 
meetings.  
IWG meeting are open to the public and published on Chelan County's website. Members 
of the public are encouraged to attend and provided opportunity to comment during the 
meetings.  
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

54-2 

The Center for Environmental Law and Policy and Wild Fish Conservancy chose to leave 
the Icicle Work Group to pursue a lawsuit against the LNFH, which is another member of 
the work group. This action violated membership expectations, as members cannot 
participate in good-faith with an honest intent to find collaborative solutions to address the 
needs, issues, and concerns of all Work Group Members while actively engaged in 
litigation with other work group members.  
Current members that represent environmental interests include Trout Unlimited, 
Washington Water Trust, and Icicle Creek Watershed Council. 
The Icicle Work Group would welcome additional members that represent the 
conservation, Wilderness, or recreation communities. More detailed information about 
adding members to the Icicle Work Group is available in the Operating Procedures, which 
are incorporated into the FPEIS by reference. 
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54-3 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives 
analyzed in the PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional 
conservation measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as 
described in Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described 
in the newly released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference.  
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 055 - Jeff Lambert 

55-1  Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

55-2 

Impacts to ecosystem resources and recreation are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 
4.7 through 4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These 
resources will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

55-3 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

Comment Letter No. 056 - John Russell 

56-1 

 Your support for dam removal is noted. Per WAC 197-11-789, a reasonable alternative is 
an action that could feasibly attain the proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental 
cost. Reservoir removal did not receive additional consideration because it was 
determined that it could not attain the Icicle Strategy's objectives.  Detail on this decision 
is provided in Section 2.11. The Icicle Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as 
described in section 1.5. 

Comment Letter No. 057 - M. Johnson 

57-1  Your general support of the Icicle Strategy is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 058 - Mark Shipman 

058-1  Your support for storage enhancement is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 059 - Matt Parker 

59-1 

None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes.  Serval of the alternatives considered 
include modifications and/or reoperation of dams to meet the Guiding principles described 
in section 1.5.  

Comment Letter No. 060 - Michelle Bright 

60-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

60-2 

The goals of the Icicle Strategy are described in section 1.5 of the PEIS.  The primary 
objective is to provide increased instream flows, better water quality, and more habitat for 
salmonid species. The Guiding Principles, which are the objectives of the Icicle Strategy, 
are not seeking to increase water supply for irrigation uses. One of the goals is to 
increase agricultural reliability. To this accomplish a water markets approach was 
proposed by the IWG and included in all of the action alternatives considered in the PEIS.   
Climate change impacts on each alternative are discussed in the PEIS. 



 DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES 
 

PROJECT NO. 120045   JANUARY 3, 2019  A-393 

60-3 
 Impacts of the alternatives on climate change are discussed at the programmatic level in 
section 4.13 of the DPEIS. The action alternatives are not anticipated to have a significant 
increase in greenhouse gas emissions. 

60-4  Your support for seeking alternative water supplies is noted.  

60-5 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 061 - Natalie Williams 

61-1 

Your concern with the alternative presented in the PEIS is noted.  
Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. 

61-2  Your support of the IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange is noted.  

61-3 

 Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 

61-4  Your comment suggesting the IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange to Alternative 3 is 
noted. The co-leads have decided not to consider additional alternatives at this time.  

Comment Letter No. 062 - Peter Fiddler 

62-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 063 - Sam Smith 

63-1 The labeling on Figure 3-1 appears accurate. 

63-2 

Illustrations of proposed changes are located in project descriptions in Chapter 2 and 
Aesthetics in Chapter 4.  
Figures 2-19 through 2-25 show the current conditions of equipment at the Eightmile, 
Colchuck, Square Klonaqua, Nada, and Snow Lakes. Figure 2-26 show what the 
proposed equipment upgrades would likely look like under the Alpine Lakes Optimization, 
Modernization, and Automation project. Figure 4-26 through 4-28 shows photos of 
representative equipment installed elsewhere. Figures 4-29 through 4-42 show 
comparative photos of these lakes at their high water and low water stages. Under the 
Alpine Lakes Optimization, Modernization, and Automation project, lake levels would not 
change, but the lakes would be drawn down more frequently. Currently, drawdown occurs 
one to two times every five years. Under this project, drawdown would occur in response 
to instream flow needs in lower Icicle Creek and would likely occur annually. 
Figure 2-30 is a map that shows current and proposed shoreline changes for the 
Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration project. Figures 4-52 through 4-54 provide current 
and simulated photos based on shoreline changes proposed under the project. 
Figures 2-46, 2-47, and 2-48 are maps showing current and proposed shoreline changes 
for the Eightmile Storage Enhancement project, the Upper Klonaqua Storage 
Enhancement project, and the Snow Lake Storage Enhancement project. These projects 
are included in Alternative 4. Figures 4-57 through 4-65 provide current and simulated 
photos based on shoreline changes proposed under these projects.  

Comment Letter No. 064 - Thor Thompson 

64-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 065 - Timothy Gartland 

65-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 



ICICLE CREEK SUBBASIN 
PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

A-394  PROJECT NO. 120045  JANUARY 3, 2019 

65-2 

 The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation. 
An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 

65-3  Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

65-4  Your support for the IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange projects is noted. Your 
concern regarding the Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration project is noted.  

65-5 

 See response to 65-2.  
Federal reserved water rights can be established with a Congressional reservation of 
federal lands. These rights are limited to the purpose and intent of the land reservation. 
Federal reserved rights priority dates are the date of federal reservation and do not 
superspeed senior water rights. No federal reserve water rights have been determined in 
these areas.  

65-6 

 Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS.  

65-7 

The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2. Per the 
USFS comment letter, coordination will occur at the project level for any projects that may 
have a permitting action required by USFS. Project level of detail regarding permitting and 
NEPA integration will be provided during project level review.  

65-8  See response to comment 65-6. 

65-9 

 One of the guiding principles is to increase instream flow and domestic water supplies, 
which would require a water right permitting action. Water right transfers and changes in 
purpose of use are provided for in Chapter 90.03 RCW. 
The Icicle Strategy is not seeking to increase water supplies at LNFH with water from 
IPID’s storage rights.  

65-10 See response to comment 65-7.   

65-11 

 The cost estimates included in the PEIS are programmatic in nature and reflect the co-
leads best estimate of cost to date. This is why contingencies have been included in all 
costs. To address cost overrun concerns of work in the wilderness area, an additional 25-
percent contingency has been added to all projects proposed in the wilderness area in the 
FPEIS. 

65-12  Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools analysis, 
will be conducted during project level environmental review.  
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65-13 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 
3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a 
significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be 
beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  

65-14 
 Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2.  

65-15  Your comment is noted.  

65-16 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required.  

Comment Letter No. 066 - Will Henson 

66-1 

 Per WAC 197-11-789, a reasonable alternative is an action that could feasibly attain the 
proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental cost. Reservoir removal did not 
receive additional consideration because it was determined that it could not attain the 
Icicle Strategy's objectives.  Detail on this decision is provided in Section 2.11. The Icicle 
Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as described in section 1.5. 

66-2 

 LNFH is required for mitigation of Grand Coulee Dam and considering fish passage over 
Grand Coulee Dam is beyond the scope of the Icicle Work Group. The USFWS recently 
conducted an alternatives analysis that included the potential of removing LNFH. This 
report found that improving efficiency at LNFH was the best alternative. More discussion 
about why this was not considered in the PEIS is provided in Section 2.11.2. 

66-3  You comment is noted. 

66-4  Your concerns regarding commercial tubing is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 067 - Will Henson (2) 

67-1  Your concerns regarding commercial tubing is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 068 - Andrea Fisher 

68-1  Your comment opposing the Icicle Strategy is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 069 - Charles Bagley 

69-1  Your support of Alternative 2 is noted. 

69-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 070 - Christopher Barchet 

70-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

70-2  This letter was considered during the PEIS scoping phase.  

Comment Letter No. 071 - James Donaldson 

71-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 072 - Mark Curtis 

72-1  Your comment in support of beaver re-introduction is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 073 - Melinda Mueller 

73-1 

 Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 

73-2 

 The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation. Currently, coordination with USFS on Wilderness issues 
occurs at IWG meetings. USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends 
meetings.  

73-3 

Each project assumes between 10 and 20 percent of the budget will go to environmental 
review and design. The DPEIS provides a two-year timeline for completing additional 
environmental review. The co-leads believe it is reasonable for NEPA review to be 
completed during a two-year window. 
The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2. 

73-4 

 Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives 
analyzed in the PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional 
conservation measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as 
described in Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described 
in the newly released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference.  

73-5  The IWG does not hold any water rights, although several work group members do. You 
comment is noted.  

73-6 

The No-action Alternative contemplates what would happen should the Icicle Strategy not 
be implemented, per WAC 197-11-440(5)(b)(ii). Based on discussion with Icicle Work 
Group members, the co-leads characterized which projects would likely proceed without 
an integrated water management strategy, and which project would likely not proceed. 
Those that would proceed regardless of the IWG’s adoption of the integrated strategy 
were included in as the No-action Alternative. It should be noted, that although some 
projects may proceed if no-action is taken on the Icicle Strategy, the beneficiaries of those 
projects may not be the same as it would be under the Icicle Strategy. 

73-7 

 The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have 
been artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on 
the site), and lake levels and releases are currently managed for agricultural water supply. 
Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 
3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a significant 
adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be beneficial to 
aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased frequency of 
releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate. 

73-8 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 074 - Peter Fry 

74-1 

 Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes.  
Your preference for the No-action Alternative is noted.  

74-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

74-3 

The goals of the Icicle Strategy, which are called the Guiding Principles, are described in 
section 1.5 of the PEIS.  The primary objective is to provide increased instream flows, 
better water quality, and more habitat for salmonid species. Goals also include improving 
sustainability of LNFH, protecting fish harvest rights, improving domestic supply, 
improving passage, improving agricultural reliability, and complying with state federal 
laws.  

Comment Letter No. 075 - Rebecca Caulfield 

75-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

75-2 

The Icicle Strategy is proposing to spend significant funding for domestic conservation 
efforts. This irrigation and domestic conservation elements are included in all five action 
alternatives. To be responsive to concerns over lawn watering, a lawn buyback program 
along with other conservation measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation 
Project. 

75-3 

 USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. We have referenced applicable regulations and permitting 
actions in Table 5-2. 
An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120.  
Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 

75-4  Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

75-5 

 One of the goals of the Icicle Strategy is improved domestic supply, along with increased 
instream flow, and improved conservation and habitat. Long term growth in the Icicle 
Subbasin and Wenatchee Basin are addressed through Chelan County and City of 
Leavenworth comprehensive plans and zoning. 

75-6 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required.  
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Comment Letter No. 076 - Allison Kutz 

76-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

76-2 

 Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. Storage enhancement elements of 
Alternative 4 are expected to cause seasonal inundation of some campsites and sections 
of trail lasting about a month in early summer. No other projects considered under the 
action alternatives are expected to result in trail or campsite inundation.  
Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 077 - Anastasia Christman 

77-1 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS.  

77-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

77-3 

 Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. Storage enhancement elements of 
Alternative 4 are expected to cause seasonal inundation of some campsites and sections 
of trail lasting about a month in early summer, but Alternative 4 was not selected as the 
Preferred Alternative. No other projects considered under the action alternatives are 
expected to result in trail or campsite inundation.  
Section 4.24 analyzes the socioeconomics of the five action alternatives considered in the 
PEIS.  

Comment Letter No. 078 - Barbara Gamrath 

78-1  You support for the No-action Alternative is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 079 - Brian Telfner 

79-1 
Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 080 - Brianne Vanderlinden 

80-1  Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS 

80-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

Comment Letter No. 081 - Brittany Granger 

81-1 

 Impacts to ecosystem resources are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 4.7 through 
4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.17. The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and 
is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a 
plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These resources will undergo project level 
analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate. 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 082 - William All 

82-1 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS 

Comment Letter No. 083 - Carol Sund 

83-1  Your support for the No-action Alternative is noted.  
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Comment Letter No. 084 - Carolyn Graham 

84-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

84-2 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 085 - Cedar Hyde 

85-1 

None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5 propose 
projects that would modify and/or re-operate the dams at these sites.   

85-2 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 086 - Christian Chabot 

86-1 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

86-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

Comment Letter No. 087 - CJ Beegle 

87-1 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

87-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

Comment Letter No. 088 - Constance Anderton 

88-1 
 None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

88-2 

 Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 089 - Craig Mabie 

89-1 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 090 - Danielle Graham 

90-1 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

90-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

Comment Letter No. 091 - David Panozzo 

91-1 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
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91-2  Your opposition is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 092 - David Van Cleve 

92-1 
The City has determined in necessary to maintain their Icicle Creek diversion for 
redundancy purposes. Any additional water made available through the Icicle Strategy to 
the City of Leavenworth would be taken from the City’s wellfield.  

92-2 

 The conservation measures outlined in the WSP are a minimum commitment to 
conservation required by RCW 70.119A.180. The Icicle Strategy includes conservation 
measures that seek to exceed this minimum requirement. While the Icicle Strategy is not 
proposing reclaimed water at this time, it may be explored under the Domestic 
Conservation element. More detail regarding specific conservation projects will be 
developed as project level planning is initiated.  

92-3 

The additional water provided to the City of Leavenworth in the Icicle Strategy is intended 
to resolve the water right dispute in Leavenworth v. Ecology and provide for additional 
growth. The domestic supply goal is to meet demand to 2050 at a minimum. If the City of 
Leavenworth continues to increase efficiency, which is a goal of the IWG, additional water 
for the City of Leavenworth will provide for sustained supply for a further planning horizon. 

92-4  See response to comment 92-2 and 92-3. 

92-5 

 Domestic supply is envisioned for a combination of City of Leavenworth and Chelan 
County domestic water uses, which will be determined at project level review and 
permitting. Additionally, the City and the County have an interlocal agreement regarding 
reserve quantities provided for in the Wenatchee Instream Flow Rule.  
Your support for developing additional water markets is noted and water marketing is a 
part of the Preferred Alternative.  
Development is regulated by the Chelan County and City of Leavenworth’s through 
zoning and comprehensive plans.  

Comment Letter No. 093 - Deanna Gill 

93-1  Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 094 - Deloa Dalby 

94-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 095 - Elizbeth Vu 

95-1  Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

95-2 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS.  
Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. 

Comment Letter No. 096 - Gabriel Houle 

96-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 097 - Greg Wellman 

97-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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97-2 

 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely.   

Comment Letter No. 098 -  Harvey Halpern 

98-1 
 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 099 - Jane Erickson 

99-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 100 - Jeanne Poirier 

100-1 

Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference.  
The goals of the Icicle Strategy are described in section 1.5 of the PEIS.  The primary 
objective is to provide increased instream flows, better water quality, and more habitat for 
salmonid species. The Guiding Principles, which are the objectives of the Icicle Strategy, 
are not seeking to increase water supply for irrigation uses. One of the goals is to 
increase agricultural reliability. To this accomplish a water markets approach was 
proposed by the IWG and included in all of the action alternatives considered in the PEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 101 - Jeffrey Whittall 

101-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 102 - Juliet Maurer 

102-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

102-2 

Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. Storage enhancement elements of 
Alternative 4 are expected to cause seasonal inundation of some campsites and sections 
of trail lasting about a month in early summer, but Alternative 4 was not selected as the 
Preferred Alternative. No other projects considered under the action alternatives are 
expected to result in trail or campsite inundation.  
Section 4.9 describes impacts to wildlife. At the programmatic level, wildlife impacts were 
found to be less than significant. Wildlife impacts will undergo project level analysis for 
projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis 
where appropriate. 

102-3 See response to comment 102-1 

Comment Letter No. 103 - Karen Thomas 

103-1 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

103-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  
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Comment Letter No. 104 - Kathleen and Robert Nerenberg 

104-1  Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted.  
Comment Letter No. 105 - Katrina Kok 

105-1 

 Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. Storage enhancement elements of 
Alternative 4 are expected to cause seasonal inundation of some campsites and sections 
of trail lasting about a month in early summer. No other projects considered under the 
action alternatives are expected to result in trail or campsite inundation.   

Comment Letter No. 106 - Kendra Stegner 

106-1  Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS.  

106-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

Comment Letter No. 107 - Kimberly Stachowski 

107-1  Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS.  

Comment Letter No. 108 - Lane Aasen 

108-1 
Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
Your support for wilderness protections is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 109 - Laura Shauger 

109-1 
 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
Your support for wilderness protections is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 110 - Lawrence Lewin 

110-1  Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS.  

110-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

Comment Letter No. 111 - Leann Arend 

111-1  Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS.  

111-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

Comment Letter No. 112 - Louise Suhr 

112-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 113 - Mary Eve 

113-1 

Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference.  
The co-leads are not aware of any scientific literature that demonstrates water 
management or storage increases wildfires or impacts the climate of mountain 
environments. 
Section 4.2.4.3 analyzes erosion impacts of the alternatives and found them to be less 
than significant. Impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the 
Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
Climate change, including alternative efficacy and refill reliability for the Alpine Lake 
reservoirs in included in Section 4.13 and Appendix F.  Refill reliability is not expected to 
significantly change.  

Comment Letter No. 114 - Matt Busch 

114-1 

 Impacts to ecosystem resources and recreation are described in Sections 4.2 through 
4.5; 4.7 through 4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These 
resources will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
Storage enhancement elements of Alternative 4 are expected to cause seasonal 
inundation of some campsites and sections of trail lasting about a month in early summer. 
No other projects considered under the action alternatives are expected to result in trail or 
campsite inundation. This is described in Section 4.15. 
Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 115 - Mattias Huhta 

115-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 116 - Michael Schemmel 

116-1 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. Storage enhancement elements of 
Alternative 4 are expected to cause seasonal inundation of some campsites and sections 
of trail lasting about a month in early summer. No other projects considered under the 
action alternatives are expected to result in trail or campsite inundation. 

116-2 

Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely.   

Comment Letter No. 117 - Michael Wyant 

117-1  Your support for Alternative 1 is noted. 

117-2  Your secondary support for Alternative 2 is noted.  

117-3  Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
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117-4  Your support of IPID pump exchange projects is noted.  

117-5 

Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference. 

Comment Letter No. 118 - Michelle Privat Obermeyer 

118-1  Your support of the WTA and Mountaineers comment letter is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 119 - Mike Gundlach 

119-1  Your concerns regarding storage enhancement projects in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

119-2 

Impacts to ecosystem resources and recreation are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 
4.7 through 4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These 
resources will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference. 

119-3  See response to comment 119-2 

119-4  Your support of collecting rainwater is noted. 

119-5 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

Comment Letter No. 120 - Misa Heater 

120-1 

Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. Storage enhancement elements of 
Alternative 4 are expected to cause seasonal inundation of some campsites and sections 
of trail lasting about a month in early summer. No other projects considered under the 
action alternatives are expected to result in trail or campsite inundation. There are no 
anticipated impacts to climbing sites in the Lower Snow Creek area. Recreational impacts 
will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which 
will include more detailed analysis where appropriate.  

Comment Letter No. 121 - Pat Siggs 

121-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

121-2 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative.  

Comment Letter No. 122 - Patrick Podenski 

122-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 123 - Peter Dunau 

123-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

123-2 

Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. Recreational Impacts will undergo 
project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include 
more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. We have referenced applicable regulations and permitting 
actions in Table 5-2. 

Comment Letter No. 124 - Peter Polson 

124-1  Your concerns regarding storage enhancement projects in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

124-2  Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

124-3 

Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference. However, 
based on the goals established in the Guiding Principles (section 1.5), conservation alone 
cannot meet the objectives of the IWG. 

Comment Letter No. 125 - Philip Evans 

125-1 

Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. Storage enhancement elements of 
Alternative 4 are expected to cause seasonal inundation of some campsites and sections 
of trail lasting about a month in early summer. This seasonal inundation would occur prior 
to peak backpacking season in the area. No other projects considered under the action 
alternatives are expected to result in trail or campsite inundation. There are no anticipated 
impacts to climbing sites in the Lower Snow Creek area. Recreational impacts will 
undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will 
include more detailed analysis where appropriate.  
Your concerns regarding storage enhancement projects in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 126 - Prithvi Shylendra 

126-1 Your concerns regarding storage enhancement projects in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

126-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

Comment Letter No. 127 - Rebecca Walton 

127-1 

Impacts to ecosystem resources and recreation are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 
4.7 through 4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These 
resources will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
Your concerns regarding specific projects in Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has 
not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

127-2  See response to comment 127-1.  

127-3 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  
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Comment Letter No. 128 - Rebeccah Leiter 

128-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

128-2 

Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference. 

128-3  Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 129 - Robert Werth 

129-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 130 - Robert Yates 

130-1 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Impacts to wilderness character and recreation are described in Sections 4.17 and 4.15. 
The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific 
project level issues. Resource impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects 
included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where 
appropriate.  

Comment Letter No. 131 - Roberta de Regt 

131-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

131-2 Your opposition to the Icicle Strategy is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 132 - Robin Buxton 

132-1 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
A discussion of baseline conditions of the water bodies analyzed in the PEIS is provided 
in Section 3.3.  

132-2 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. All five action alternatives 
considered in the PEIS include domestic and agricultural water conservation elements. 
Additional conservation measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation 
Project, as described in Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are 
described in the newly released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by 
reference. 

132-3 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 133 - Ronald Harden 

133-1 

None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted. 
Your support of additional alternatives or adoption of the No-action Alterative is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 134 - Sandra Ciske 

134-1 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

134-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  
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Comment Letter No. 135 - Sara Papanikolaou 

135-1 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

135-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 136 - Sarah Leyrer 

136-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 137 - Stefanie Dirks 

137-1 

Your opposition to the storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
The PEIS reviews four other action alternatives that were developed to meet various 
goals. These alternatives are described in detail throughout Chapter 2.   
Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake from being repaired 
rather than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed 
in the PEIS.  

137-2 

Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS 
is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Recreational 
impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate.  

137-3 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

137-4 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required.  
See response to comment 137-1. 

137-5 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes.  
Per WAC 197-11-789, a reasonable alternative is an action that could feasibly attain the 
proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental cost. Reservoir removal did not 
receive additional consideration because it was determined that it could not attain the 
Icicle Strategy's objectives.  Detail on this decision is provided in Section 2.11. The Icicle 
Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as described in section 1.5. 

Comment Letter No. 138 - Steve Swenson 

138-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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138-2 

Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS 
is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Recreational 
impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate.  

Comment Letter No. 139 - Steven Cox 

139-1 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 140 - Steven Jones 

140-1  Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 141 - Timothy Hall 

141-1 

As described in section 1.5, one of the goals of the Icicle Strategy is improved domestic 
supply, along with increased instream flow, and improved conservation and habitat. Long 
term growth in the Icicle Subbasin and Wenatchee Basin, and the environmental impacts 
thereof are addressed through Chelan County and City of Leavenworth comprehensive 
plans and zoning. 

Comment Letter No. 142 - Tina Thompson 

142-1 Your support of the No-action Alternative is noted.  

142-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

142-3 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS. 
Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely.  This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to 
provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, 
not specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required. 

Comment Letter No. 143 - Alan Moen 

143-1 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes.  
Alternative elements that focus on storage reoperation and dam modification are intended 
to increase streamflow for salmonids in lower Icicle Creek and improve reliability of the 
domestic water supply.  

143-2 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Agricultural conservation is 
included as an element in the five action alternatives proposed under the Icicle Strategy. 
IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly released 
CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference.  
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143-3 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

143-4 

One of the goals of the Icicle Strategy is improved domestic supply, along with increased 
instream flow, and improved conservation and habitat. Long term growth in the Icicle 
Subbasin and Wenatchee Basin, and the environmental impacts thereof are addressed 
through Chelan County and City of Leavenworth comprehensive plans and zoning. 

143-5 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. All five action alternatives 
considered in the PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation.  Additional 
conservation measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as 
described in Chapter 2 of the FPEIS.  

143-6  See response to comment 143-3. 

143-7  Metering is required for all major diverters on Icicle Creek. 

143-8  See response to comment 143-1 and 143-3.  

Comment Letter No. 144 - Alex Bond 

144-1 

None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS 
is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Recreational 
Impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 145 - Alexander Phillips 

145-1  Your comment has been included as part of the public record.  

Comment Letter No. 146 - Allison Shaw 

146-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 147 - Andrea Riley 

147-1 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. 
Alternatives 1, 2, 4, and 5 include elements of dam modification to either restore or 
increase storage and/or modifying the current management on these lakes to increase 
stream flow and increase domestic water reliability. 
Your comment opposed to dams is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 148 - Ann Crosby 

148-1 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. 

148-2 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 
3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a 
significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be 
beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  
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148-3 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS.  

148-4 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. All five action alternatives 
include conservation projects. Additional conservation measures have been added to the 
Domestic Conservation Project, as described in Chapter 2.  

148-5 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120.  
USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. We have referenced applicable regulations and permitting 
actions in Table 5-2.  
The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation. 
Impacts to Threatened and Endangered Species are described in Sections 4.10. The 
analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific 
project level issues. Impacts to Threatened and Endangered Species will undergo project 
level analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more 
detailed analysis where appropriate. ESA compliance requirements are discussed in 
Table 5-2.   
Per WAC 197-11-406, an EIS should occur as early as possible to meaningfully contribute 
to the decision-making process. Additionally, this is a programmatic level review that is 
intended to provide a comprehensive overview to help decision makers select one of 
several programmatic alternatives (WAC 197-11-704(2)(b)). Some elements of the project 
are not known at this time. However, the DPEIS does provide as much information as 
possible regarding impacts at the programmatic level.  Project-level environmental review 
will occur for all projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more 
detailed analysis where appropriate.  
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

148-6 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required.  
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148-7 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
See response to comment 148-4.  

Comment Letter No. 149 - Bruce Williams 

149-1 Your support of the No-action alternative is noted.  

149-2 Your concern about the Icicle Strategy cost is noted. Alternative costs and general costs 
of water supply projects is provided for each alternative in Chapter 2.  

149-3 

Conservation elements for domestic, agricultural, and LNFH use are included in all action 
alternatives.  
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. However, it should be noted that conservation is generally more expensive per 
unit of water than other methods of water supply development and that conservation only 
will not meet the Guiding Principles described in section 1.5 of the PEIS.  

149-4  See response to comment 149-3. 

149-5  IPID has worked with an independent consultant to release a CWCP. This plan was 
recently released and is incorporated into the PEIS by reference.  

149-6  See response to comment 149-5.  

149-7 

The City has a current conservation program in its waters system plan. The domestic 
conservation element of the Icicle Strategy is intended to allow for the design and 
implementation of conservation measures. More detail regarding aspects of this element 
have been added to the FPEIS in Chapter 2.  Additional detail will be developed during 
project planning.  

149-8 Conservation elements for domestic, agricultural, and LNFH use are included in all action 
alternatives. 

149-9 

See response to comment 149-7. 
The IPID CWCP includes more detailed information about how much water can be saved 
from IPID with conservation improvements. Based on this document, it appears IPID 
could save 18.1 cfs with an investment of up to $27 million. The unit price of this would be 
up to $1.5 million/cfs. If IPID initiated all of these conservation upgrade and all other major 
diverters on Icicle Creek reduced water use by 50-percent, the instream flow goals 
described in the 1.5 of the PEIS would still not be achievable.  

149-10 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted.  
149-11  See response to comment 149-1.  

Comment Letter No. 150 - Carina Wedel 

150-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 151 - Carolyn Waldow 

151-1 None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5.  

151-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 152 - Cathy Craver 

152-1 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements included in Alternative 4 is noted. 
This alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS.  

152-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  
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Comment Letter No. 153 - Charles Raymond 

153-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

153-2 

USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. We have referenced applicable regulations and permitting 
actions in Table 5-2. 
If a project is determined to be impermissible under federal or state law, that project will 
be replaced by another project to meet the Guiding Principles, as described in the 
Operating Procedures for the Icicle Work Group.   

153-3 
Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools analysis, 
will be conducted during project level environmental review.  The co-leads will continue to 
engage with the USFS to ensure compliance with all applicable regulations in the ALWA.   

153-4 

 An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120.   

153-5 

Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
Your concerns regarding the Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration project are noted.  See 
responses to comment 153-3 and 153-4.   

153-6 Your concerns regarding the Alpine Lakes Optimization, Modernization, and Automation 
project are noted. See response to comment 153-3. 

153-7  Your support for pump exchange projects is noted.  

153-8 These conservation projects are included in all action alternatives considered in the PEIS. 
Your support for conservation projects is noted.  

153-9 The co-leads will coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to 
ensure compliance with all applicable regulations.  

153-10  Your comments in support of the Alpine Lakes Optimization, Modernization, and 
Automation Project are noted. 

153-11 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 
3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a 
significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be 
beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  

153-12  See response to comment 153-5. 

153-13  Your support for Alternative 5 is noted.  
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153-14 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS.  
See response to comments 153-2 and 153-4.  

153-15 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required.  

Comment Letter No. 154 - Chris Lish 

154-1 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely.  This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to 
provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, 
not specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required.  

154-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

154-3 

Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 
An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120.   

154-4 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS.  

154-5 

Your support for Alternative 5 and the Full IPID Piping and Pump Exchange are noted.  
The efficacy of the various alternatives under climate change scenarios are discussed at 
the programmatic level in section 4.13 and Appendix F of the DPEIS. All action 
alternatives are expected to reach instream flow goals under low, medium, and high 
climate change scenarios in 2080, except Alternative 3. 
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154-6 

One of the guiding principles is to increase instream flow and domestic water supplies, 
which would require a water right permitting action. Water right transfers and changes in 
purpose of use are provided for in Chapter 90.03 RCW. 
The Icicle Strategy is not seeking to increase water supplies at LNFH with water from 
IPID’s storage rights. 

154-7 

The cost estimates included in the PEIS are programmatic in nature and reflect the co-
leads best estimate of cost to date. This is why contingencies have been included in all 
costs. To address cost overrun concerns of work in the wilderness area, an additional 25-
percent contingency has been added to all projects proposed in the wilderness area in the 
FPEIS. 
Each project assumes between 10 and 20 percent of the budget will go to environmental 
review and design. The DPEIS provides a two-year timeline for completing additional 
environmental review. The co-leads believe it is reasonable for NEPA review to be 
completed during a two-year window. 
USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. We have referenced applicable regulations and permitting 
actions in Table 5-2. 

154-8 

See response to comment 154-7.  
The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2. Project 
level of detail regarding permitting and NEPA integration will be provided during project 
level review. 

154-9 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 
3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a 
significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be 
beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  

154-10 See response to comment 154-1.  

Comment Letter No. 155 - Claire Giordano 

155-1 

Impacts to ecosystem resources and wilderness character are described in Sections 4.2 
through 4.5; 4.7 through 4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.17. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These 
resources will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. We have referenced applicable regulations and permitting 
actions in Table 5-2. 
If a project is determined to be impermissible under federal or state law, that project will 
be replaced by another project to meet the Guiding Principles, as described in the 
Operating Procedures for the Icicle Work Group.  

155-2 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
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155-3 

Based on the GIS data provided by the USFS, it appears that the trail along the northside 
of Eightmile Lake and documented backcountry campsites are above the proposed 
highwater level of the Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration project. A more specific look at 
impacts and mitigation will occur at project-level environmental review. 

155-4 

 Your support of Alternative 3 is noted. Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort 
to provide an offsite/non-wilderness alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully 
transparent, the co-leads including information about the intent of the irrigation district to 
pursue Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is 
not selected as part of the preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the 
PEIS. Including this information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake 
being repaired rather than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse 
impacts not analyzed in the PEIS. 

155-5 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 156 - Cliff Leight 

156-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 157 - David Foster 

157-1 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

157-2 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements described in Alternative 4 is 
noted. This alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 158 - Diana Rosenberg 

158-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 159 - Diana Timpson 

159-1  Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted.  
Comment Letter No. 160 - Donald Mazzola 

160-1 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation. 

160-2 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS.  

160-3  Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted.  

160-4 

Per WAC 197-11-789, a reasonable alternative is an action that could feasibly attain the 
proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental cost. Reservoir removal did not 
receive additional consideration because it was determined that it could not attain the 
Icicle Strategy's objectives.  Detail on this decision is provided in Section 2.11. The Icicle 
Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as described in section 1.5. 

160-5  Your support of the No-action Alternative is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 161 - Donald Potter 

161-1 Your comment is noted.  
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161-2 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation. Currently, coordination with USFS on Wilderness issues 
occurs at IWG meetings. USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends 
meetings.  

161-3 

 Impacts to Wilderness Character are described in Sections 4.17. The analysis provided 
in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive 
understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level 
issues. Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools 
analysis, will be conducted during project level environmental review.  

161-4 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. Agricultural conservation is included as an element in the five action 
alternatives proposed under the Icicle Strategy. IPID conservation goals have been 
developed and are described in the newly released CWCP, which in incorporated into the 
FPIES by reference. 

Comment Letter No. 162 - Edward Henderson 

   This is a duplicate submission. See comment and responses to comment letter 36. 

Comment Letter No. 163 - Elaine Badejo 

163-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 164 - Erik Hagstrom 

164-1 

None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Impacts to ecosystem resources and recreation are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 
4.7 through 4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These 
resources will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate 

Comment Letter No. 165 - Evan Schelter 

165-1 

 None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

165-2  Your comment is noted.  

Comment Letter No. 166 - Fabian Frank 

166-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

166-2 

Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS 
is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Recreational 
Impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate.  
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166-3 See response to comment 166-1. 

Comment Letter No. 167 - Francis and Gerald Conley 

167-1 
 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. Project level analysis of 
Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools analysis, will be conducted during 
project level environmental review. 

167-2 

 None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. 
 
Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. Many of the alternatives in the PEIS 
propose modification and reoperation of these dams/lakes to increase streamflow for 
salmonid benefit. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have 
a significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be 
beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  
Section 4.13 and appendix F provide analysis and discussion of climate change in the 
Icicle Creek Subbasin, specifically in the lower reaches of Icicle Creek. These sections 
also evaluate the efficacy of the alternatives under modeled climate change condition. 

Comment Letter No. 168 - Greg Shannon 

168-1 

Per WAC 197-11-406, an EIS should occur as early as possible to meaningfully contribute 
to the decision-making process. Additionally, this is a programmatic level review that is 
intended to provide a comprehensive overview to help decision makers select one of 
several programmatic alternatives (WAC 197-11-704(2)(b)). Some elements of the project 
are not known at this time. However, the DPEIS does provide as much information as 
possible regarding impacts at the programmatic level.  Project-level environmental review 
will occur for all projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more 
detailed analysis where appropriate.  

168-2 

USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. We have referenced applicable regulations and permitting 
actions in Table 5-2. 

168-3 Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools analysis, 
will be conducted during project level environmental review. 

168-4 

Any water quantity greater than what is authorized in water rights would require additional 
water right authority. Text will be modified in Section 4.6.5 to provide clarity to this issue. 
However, storage enhancement projects are not included in the Preferred Alternative. 
An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 

168-5 

The cost estimates included in the PEIS are programmatic in nature and reflect the co-
leads best estimate of cost to date. This is why contingencies have been included in all 
costs. To address cost overrun concerns of work in the wilderness area, an additional 25-
percent contingency has been added to all projects proposed in the wilderness area in the 
FPEIS. 

168-6  Your support for the IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange project is noted.  
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168-7 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 
3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a 
significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be 
beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate.  

168-8 

Section 4.13 and appendix F provide analysis and discussion of climate change in the 
Icicle Creek Subbasin, specifically in the lower reaches of Icicle Creek. These sections 
also evaluate the efficacy of the alternatives under modeled climate change condition. 
The level of detail regarding climate change is appropriate for this programmatic review.  

168-9 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. 

168-10 

Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS 
is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Recreational 
Impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 169 - Gregory Sheehan 

169-1  Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 170 - Heather Heffner 

170-1  Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

170-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted.  

Comment Letter No. 171 - Howard Nebeck 

171-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 172 - Isaac Gundersen 

172-1 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS 
is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Recreational 
Impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

172-2 
Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
See response to comment 172-1. 

172-3 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely.  This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to 
provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, 
not specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required. 
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Comment Letter No. 173 - Jacueline Shin 

173-1 

Your concerns regarding the Icicle Strategy are noted. 
Impacts to wildlife are described in Sections 4.9. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Resource 
impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
The PEIS reviewed five different action alternatives and a No-action Alternative. 

Comment Letter No. 174 - Jana Hobbs 

174-1 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted and your concern regarding 
Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative 
in the FPEIS. 
The Icicle Strategy seeks to increase water reliability for junior irrigators through a water 
market element that is included in all action alternatives. Water made available through 
reoperation and modification to storage would be manage for instream flow benefit and to 
meet projected domestic water supply needs. 

174-2 

Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
Impacts to shorelines and vegetation are described in Sections 4.18 and 4.8. The 
analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific 
project level issues. Resource impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects 
included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where 
appropriate. 

174-3 Your support for the modernizing existing facilities is noted. 

174-4 

The priority species list was prepared with information provided by WDFW. To identify 
and assess vegetation, wetlands, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species within 
the Study Area, information was gathered from a variety of sources including agency 
information, existing literature, resource maps, and aerial photographs. Reconnaissance-
level site visits to five of the Alpine Lakes were also performed on July 11 through July 15, 
2016. 
Impacts these resources will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the 
Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

174-5 See response to comment 174-4. 

174-6 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

174-7 Your comment is noted. The City of Leavenworth is an active member of the IWG, and 
regularly attends meetings. 

174-8 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. 

174-9 Your support for the IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange project is noted. 

174-10 See response to comment 174-6. 

174-11 

The goals of the Icicle Strategy are described in section 1.5 of the PEIS.  The primary 
objective is to provide increased instream flows, better water quality, and more habitat for 
salmonid species. The Guiding Principles, which are the objectives of the Icicle Strategy, 
are not seeking to increase water supply for irrigation uses. One of the goals is to 
increase agricultural reliability. To this accomplish a water markets approach was 
proposed by the IWG and included in all of the action alternatives considered in the PEIS. 
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Comment Letter No. 175 - Janna Treisman 

175-1 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 

175-2 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required. 

175-3 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 describes the 
baseline conditions of these lakes. 

175-4 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this 
issues as they move to project level review and implementation. 

175-5 

See response to comment 175-1. 
One of the guiding principles is to increase instream flow and domestic water supplies, 
which would require a water right permitting action. Water right transfers and changes in 
purpose of use are provided for in Chapter 90.03 RCW. 
The Icicle Strategy is not seeking to increase water supplies at LNFH with water from 
IPID’s storage rights. 

175-6 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

175-7 Your comment in support of the Alpine Lakes Optimization, Modernization, and 
Automation Project is noted. 

175-8 
Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools analysis, 
will be conducted during project level environmental review. 
Your support of using hikers to change head gate settings at the dams is noted. 

175-9 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 
3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a 
significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be 
beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate. 

175-10 Your support for the IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange project are noted. 
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175-11 

The cost estimates included in the PEIS are programmatic in nature and reflect the co-
leads best estimate of cost to date. This is why contingencies have been included in all 
costs. To address cost overrun concerns of work in the wilderness area, an additional 25-
percent contingency has been added to all projects proposed in the wilderness area in the 
FPEIS. 

175-12 Your support for conservation upgrades and LNFH are noted. 

Comment Letter No. 176 - Jena Gilman 

176-1 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 

176-2 

At this point, it has not been determined if all equipment will be flown in or if any 
equipment will be walked in for the Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration project. It is 
possible that a combination of these methods is used. If equipment is walked in, these 
impacts will be assessed at the project level environmental review. 

176-3 

The thought behind this statement is that stakeholders in the IWG would hold fellow 
project proponents to additional standards during project design because of the diverse 
interests of the group. Where the irrigation district itself may not be concerned with the 
aesthetics of a project, the IWG as a whole would be. The project permitting process may 
not require a project to be designed to blend in naturally with the surrounds, as was the 
case with the Nada Dam reconstruction that occurred in 2009. The quoted language in 
the EIS does not mean to suggest that individual project permitting standards would be 
any different depending on whether a project is part of the IWG or not. 

176-4 

The bathtub rings at the lakes are visible now. Alternative 4 was not selected, which 
includes alterations at Snow Lake.  Restoration of Eightmile Lake is included in the 
Preferred Alternative, but will be subject to project level environmental review, NEPA 
review, and project level permitting as appropriate. 

176-5 

The Recreation section (section 4.15) focuses on impacts that could permanently alter the 
ability to use the recreation resource. While the Aesthetics section focuses more on user 
experience. However, there are several cross references in the Recreation section to the 
Aesthetic section. We will revise the Recreation introduction paragraph to make clear the 
focus of the Recreation section and where visual impacts are described. 

176-6 

Mitigation can take many forms per WAC 197-11-768, including actions to minimize 
impacts, or monitor impacts and take appropriate corrective measures if necessary. 
Often, these are actions required through permit conditions and regulatory requirements.  
As such, compliance with the terms and conditions of local, state, and federal regulations 
minimizes potential impacts of a proposal. 
The intent of the PEIS is to provide as much detail regarding impacts and mitigation as is 
appropriate at this stage in planning and at the programmatic level. A more specific look 
at impacts and mitigation will occur at project-level environmental review. 

176-7 Your comment regarding chapter organization is noted. 

176-8 

It is incorrect that the primary focus of the Icicle Strategy is on future domestic supply for 
the City.  The primary focus of the Icicle Strategy is on instream flow and fish habitat 
based on dollars spent and water allocated, although other elements of the Guiding 
Principles are equally important. Information regarding the purpose and need for the Icicle 
Strategy, and background about the Icicle Creek Subbasin are including in Chapter 1. 
Section 1.6 describes past activities in the subbasin including watershed planning and 
instream flow and passage studies. Section 1.8 describes litigation that the Icicle Strategy 
is attempting to resolve. Chelan County and the City of Leavenworth manage growth and 
development through comprehensive planning, which is discussed in section 3.16. 
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176-9 Your comment in support of the No-action Alternative is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 177 - Jeremy Jostad 

177-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 178 - Jessica O'Sell 

178-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 179 - Jim Perkins 

179-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

179-2 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 180 - Joan Frazee 

180-1 

Your concern regarding natural resource impacts is noted. Discussion of natural resource 
impacts are included throughout Chapter 4. his is a programmatic EIS, which is intended 
to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or 
policy, not specific project level issues. Impacts will undergo project level analysis for 
projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis 
where appropriate. 

180-2 

It is anticipated that IPID trips to the ALWA for operation and maintenance of their 
facilities would be reduced by the updated proposed in the Alpine Lakes Optimization, 
Modernization, and Automation project. However, the co-leads recognize that on-site 
operation and maintenance would not be completely eliminated. 

180-3 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

180-4 

Your comments regarding noxious weeds are noted. During a reconnaissance survey, no 
noxious weed species were observed. No data specific to the Alpine Lakes Area as 
defined in Chapter 3 was found in the Aquatic Plants database or the weed list. 
Vegetation Impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the 
Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 181 - John Pollock 

181-1 The PEIS includes five action alternatives and one No-action Alternative. Your comment 
supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 182 - Kathleen Hurley 

182-1 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation. 
Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools analysis, 
will be conducted during project level environmental review. 

182-2 

Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS 
is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Recreational 
Impacts will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, 
which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

182-3 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

182-4 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted. 

Comment Letter No. 183 - Kathleen Shannon 

183-1 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS. 
Your comment about adding wilderness protection to the Guiding Principles is noted. 
While a EIS under SEPA does not specifically need to assess impacts to wilderness, the 
PEIS does a programmatic level analysis of wilderness character impacts in section 4.17. 

183-2 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

183-3 Your comment is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 184 - Kathleen Ward 

184-1 

The Icicle Work Group would welcome additional members that represent the 
conservation or recreation communities, including ALPS. More detailed information about 
adding members to the Icicle Work Group is available in the Operating Procedures, which 
are incorporated into the FPEIS by reference. 
The PEIS provides an overview of impacts at the Alpine Lakes and streams that they feed 
at the programmatic level. More detailed analysis of project level impacts will occur for 
projects in the Preferred Alternative where appropriate. 

184-2 

Growth management, zoning, and planning is guided by Chelan County and the City of 
Leavenworth. The Icicle workgroup seeks to meet domestic supply projections that have 
been developed through watershed planning, the City’s water System Plan, and the State 
of Washington’s Office of Financial Management. This is discussed in more detail in 
section 3.16 and 3.6 of the PEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 185 - Kathy Haviland 

185-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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185-2 

None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS 
is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Recreational 
impacts will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, 
which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
Impacts to ecosystem resources are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 4.7 through 
4.10; 4.12; and 4.18. These resources will undergo project level analysis for project 
included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where 
appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 186 - Kelsie Maney 

186-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 187 - Kevin Farrell 

187-1 Instream flows and habitat are a top priority of the Icicle Strategy. The goals of the Icicle 
Strategy, known as the Guiding Principles, is detailed in section 1.5. 

187-2 Your comment regarding tradition is noted. 

187-3 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

187-4 Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools analysis, 
will be conducted during project level environmental review. 

187-5 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

187-6 
See response to comment 187-3. 
Your support for pump exchange projects is noted. 

187-7 
This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy. More specific project details will be 
developed as projects move to design and project level environmental review. 

187-8 

Reservoir removal did not receive additional consideration because it was determined that 
it could not attain the Icicle Strategy's objectives.  Detail on this decision is provided in 
Section 2.11. The Icicle Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as described in 
section 1.5. 

187-9 Your comment on timeline is noted. 

187-10 Your support for continued monitoring, data collection, and public outreach is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 188 - Kyle Kohlwes 

188-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 189 - Lael White 

189-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 190 - Laurence Leveen 

190-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

190-2 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

190-3 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2.  IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which is incorporated in the FPEIS by reference. 

190-4 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely.  This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to 
provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, 
not specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required. 

Comment Letter No. 191 - Lisa Bellefond 

191-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 192 - Marjorie Fields 

192-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 193 - Mathias Ricken 

193-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

193-2 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted. 

193-3 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

193-4 

Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS 
is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Recreational 
impacts will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, 
which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
Your concern regarding impacts of increased storage to trails and campsites is noted. 
Enhancement projects considered in Alternative 4 would likely result in seasonal 
inundation of trails and campsites. Alternative 4 was not selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. At this point, no inundation is expected to result from the Eightmile Lake 
Storage Restoration project. 

Comment Letter No. 194 - Megan Johnson 

194-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 195 - Meghan Younge 

195-1 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Impacts to Wildlife are described in Sections 4.9. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Wildlife impacts 
will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which 
will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 196 - Michael Weinberg 

196-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 197 - Mitchell McCommons 

197-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 198 - Monica Charpentier 

198-1 Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 199 - Nancy Zahn 

199-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

199-2 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation. 
An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 

199-3 

Your concern regarding Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative has not been selected as 
the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
Per WAC 197-11-793, the purpose of SEPA scoping is to identify potential impacts and 
alternatives to consider in the EIS. During the scoping process for the Icicle Strategy, 
some comments reflected a desire for more storage and/or increased streamflow. 
Inclusion of Alternative 4 in the DPEIS was in response to those comments. 

199-4 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS. 
Your support of the IPID Full Piping and Pump Exchange project is noted. 

199-5 See response to comment 199-2. 
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199-6 

The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2. Per the 
USFS comment letter, coordination will occur at the project level for any projects that may 
have a permitting action required by USFS. Project level of detail regarding permitting and 
NEPA integration will be provided during project level review. 

199-7 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS. 

199-8 
One of the guiding principles is to increase instream flow and domestic water supplies, 
which would require a water right permitting action. Water right transfers and changes in 
purpose of use are provided for in Chapter 90.03 RCW. 

199-9 

The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2. The 
USFS is an active member of the IWG and regularly attends meetings. Per the USFS 
comment letter, coordination will occur at the project level for any projects that may have 
a permitting action required by USFS. Project level of detail regarding permitting and 
NEPA integration will be provided during project level review. 
The cost estimates included in the PEIS are programmatic in nature and reflect the co-
leads best estimate of cost to date. This is why contingencies have been included in all 
costs. To address cost overrun concerns of work in the wilderness area, an additional 25-
percent contingency has been added to all projects proposed in the wilderness area in the 
FPEIS. 
Each project assumes between 10 and 20 percent of the budget will go to environmental 
review and design. The PEIS provides a two-year timeline for completing additional 
environmental review. The co-leads believe it is reasonable for NEPA review to be 
completed during a two-year window. 

199-10 Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools analysis, 
will be conducted during project level environmental review. 

199-11 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 
3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases will not likely to 
have a significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to 
be beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate. 

199-12 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. 

199-13 

Per WAC 197-11-789, a reasonable alternative is an action that could feasibly attain the 
proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental cost. Reservoir removal did not 
receive additional consideration because it was determined that it could not attain the 
Icicle Strategy's objectives.  Detail on this decision is provided in Section 2.11. The Icicle 
Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as described in section 1.5. 
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199-14 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required. 

Comment Letter No. 200 - Nete Olson 

200-1 

Per WAC 197-11-793, the purpose of SEPA scoping is to identify potential impacts and 
alternatives to consider in the EIS. During the scoping process for the Icicle Strategy, 
some comments reflected a desire for more storage and/or increased streamflow. 
Inclusion of Alternative 4 in the DPEIS was in response to those comments. 

200-2 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
A programmatic EIS is not a plan, rather it is a high-level analysis of the probable 
environmental impacts of implementing a plan. The PEIS provided as detailed analysis as 
possible based on the information available. Some of this information was limited because 
of where the various alternatives and elements are in the planning process. 

200-3 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 

200-4 

The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2. Per the 
USFS comment letter, coordination will occur at the project level for any projects that may 
have a permitting action required by USFS. Project level of detail regarding permitting and 
NEPA integration will be provided during project level review. 

200-5 
One of the guiding principles is to increase instream flow and domestic water supplies, 
which would require a water right permitting action. Water right transfers and changes in 
purpose of use are provided for in Chapter 90.03 RCW. 

200-6 
See response to comment 200-1. 
Your concerns regarding to Alternative 4 are noted. This alternative has not been 
selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

200-7 

The co-leads provided for alternatives that were responsive to comments received during 
scoping that ranged from not wanting projects in the ALWA to be included to increased 
storage options. 
Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS. 
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200-8 
See responses to comment 200-6. 
See response to comment 200-3. 
See response to comment 200-5. 

200-9 See response to comment 200-7. 

200-10 

The cost estimates included in the PEIS are programmatic in nature and reflect the co-
leads best estimate of cost to date. This is why contingencies have been included in all 
costs. To address cost overrun concerns of work in the wilderness area, an additional 25-
percent contingency has been added to all projects proposed in the wilderness area in the 
FPEIS. 
Project level analysis of Wilderness Act requirements, including minimum tools analysis, 
will be conducted during project level environmental review. 

200-11 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which is incorporated in the FPEIS by reference. 

200-12 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required. 

Comment Letter No. 201 - Patrick Conn 

201-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 202 - Rachel Nunez 

202-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

202-2 Your concerns regarding to Alternative 4 are noted. This alternative has not been 
selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

202-3 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted. 

Comment Letter No. 203 - Rachel Youngberg 

203-1 Your concerns regarding to Alternative 4 are noted. This alternative has not been 
selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

203-2 

Impacts to vegetation, wildlife, and water quality are described at the programmatic level 
in Sections 4.8, 4.9, and 4.5 respectively. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Impacts on 
these resources will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

203-3 

Impacts to recreation and wilderness are described in 4.15 and 4.17. The analysis 
provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive 
understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level 
issues. Impacts on these resources will undergo project level analysis for projects in the 
Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
See response to comment 203-1. 
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Comment Letter No. 204 - Richard Curtis 

204-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

204-2 

The PEIS reviews the impacts of the alternatives on recreation in section 4.15 at the 
programmatic level. Recreational impacts will undergo project level analysis for project 
included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where 
appropriate. 
The lakes involved in Icicle Strategy have already been developed as reservoirs and are 
used for agricultural purposes.  The action alternatives considered in the PEIS seek to 
change operation or management to increase stream flow and meet the Guiding 
Principles described in section 1.5 of the document.  Alternatives 1, 4 and 5 propose 
modernizing the outlet structures on these lakes, so that they can be remotely managed 
for instream flow and fish benefit. Alternatives 1, 2, and 5 proposing restoring Eightmile 
Lake Dam to its original height to provide increase stream flow and domestic supply. 
Alternative 4 proposes increasing storage for instream flow and fish benefit. All 
alternatives include a water market to increase agricultural reliability. A complete 
discussion of the alternatives is provided in Chapter 2. 

204-3 

The efficacy of the alternatives under climate change is analyzed in Section 4.13 of the 
PEIS. 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. 
See response to comment 204-1. 

204-4 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted. 

204-5 Your concerns regarding to Alternative 4 are noted. This alternative has not been 
selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

204-6 See response to comment 204-2. 

Comment Letter No. 205 - Richard Forbs 

205-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

205-2 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS. 

205-3 

Conservation at LNFH is included as an element in the five action alternatives proposed 
under the Icicle Strategy. LNFH is required for mitigation of Grand Coulee Dam and 
considering fish passage over Grand Coulee Dam is beyond the scope of the Icicle Work 
Group. The USFWS recently conducted an alternatives analysis that included the 
potential of removing LNFH. This report found that improving efficiency at LNFH was the 
best alternative. More discussion about why this was not considered in the PEIS is 
provided in Section 2.11.2. 

205-4 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 206 - Richard Forbs (2) 
 Duplicate Letter. See Comment Letter No. 205 

Comment Letter No. 207 - Richard Haydon 

207-1 

This PEIS was prepared under SEPA regulations detailed in Chapter 197-11 WAC. The 
objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic level 
to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. A more detailed analysis of the specific projects will occur during project level 
analysis where appropriate. NEPA integration is discussed in Section 1.9. NEPA will be 
performed on projects with a federal permitting or funding nexus. 

207-2 

While the PEIS provided as much detail as possible given the programmatic nature of the 
review and the current level of detail known about the various alternatives, it is not 
intended to be a site-specific, project level analysis. A more detailed analysis of the 
specific projects will occur during project level analysis where appropriate. 

207-3 
This is a programmatic environmental review prepared in accordance with WAC 197-11-
442. Section 1.9 details the type of environmental review that was conducted under the 
PEIS, as well as the time-line for design, feasibility, and project level review. 

207-4 

Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. The PEIS 
reviewed wilderness regulations and impacts in sections 3.17 and 4.17 respectively, and 
other land use regulations and impacts in sections 3.16 and 4.16 respectively, at the 
programmatic level. A more detailed analysis of the specific projects will occur during 
project level analysis where appropriate. 

207-5 

The DPEIS discusses water right authority and state water law in Sections 3.6 and 4.6 at 
the programmatic level. Additional review of water rights will occur at project level review 
or permitting. 
Indian Trust Assets and Fishing Harvest are described in Section 3.23 and 4.23. The 
Yakama Nation and the Confederated Tribes of the Colville Reservation, with the 
Wentachi band is a member of, are active members of the Icicle Work Group, and have 
provided feedback and guidance of the development of the Icicle Strategy. 

207-6 This PEIS was developed under SEPA, not NEPA. Your concern regarding the analysis 
related to water rights and federal wilderness laws relative to Eightmile Lake is noted. 

207-7 

As discussed in responses above, this is a programmatic EIS that has been developed 
under the SEPA rules and regulations. The DPEIS complies with the requirements of 
Chapter 197-11 WAC.  A more detailed analysis of the specific projects will occur during 
project level analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 208 - Richard Korry 

208-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

208-2 Your concerns regarding Alternative 4 are noted. This alternative has not been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
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208-3 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required. 

Comment Letter No. 209 - Richard Noll 

209-1 This letter does not contain comments relevant to the Icicle Creek Strategy DPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 210 - Richard Rutz 

210-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

210-2 

The purpose of the PEIS is to assess the probable environmental impacts to existing 
conditions of initiating an integrated water resource management plan for the Icicle Creek 
subbasin that focuses on the development of a suite of projects to solve instream flow 
and water supply issues in Icicle Creek. As described in section 2.2, alternatives for the 
Icicle Strategy focused on the objectives of the Icicle Work Group, known as the Guiding 
Principles (Section 1.5) and feedback provided during SEPA Scoping. The objectives of 
the Icicle Work Group are not specifically dam removal or wilderness restoration, so these 
actions were not included in the suite of alternatives considered. 

210-3 

Your comment in support of dam removal is noted. The PEIS' responsibility under 
Chapter 197-11 WAC is to analyze the probable environmental impacts to baseline 
conditions (i.e. existing environmental conditions) of implementing a plan or policy.  SEPA 
does not require proposal proponents to improve existing environmental conditions. Per 
WAC 197-11-789, a reasonable alternative is an action that could feasibly attain the 
proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental cost. Reservoir removal did not 
receive additional consideration because it was determined that it could not attain the 
Icicle Strategy's objectives.  The Icicle Strategy’s objectives are the Guiding Principles, as 
described in section 1.5. 

210-4 

The PEIS reviews the impacts of the various alternatives on wilderness (section 4.17), 
fish (section 4.7), wildlife (section 4.9), recreation (section 4.15), and aesthetics (section 
4.11) in as much detail as is appropriate for a programmatic evaluation.  Impacts will 
undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will 
include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

210-5 

The No-action Alternative contemplates the likely outcomes if the Icicle Strategy is not 
adopted. The co-leads discussed stakeholder intent with IWG members to determine 
what would likely occur if the Icicle Strategy were not adopted. The No-action Alternative 
describes in section 2.3 is the result of these discussions. 

210-6 

Alternative 1, 2, and 5 do not propose increasing storage water rights. They propose 
using the rights granted to IPID between 1920 and 1940 and restoring Eightmile dam to 
its original height before overtopping eroded part of the dam at some point in the 1990s or 
2000s. Alternative 4 would require additional storage water rights be issued. That process 
would be regulated by state and federal permitting and wilderness laws. However, 
Alternative 4 has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative. 

210-7 

Per WAC 197-11-442, a PEIS is a document that analyzes probable environmental 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy. The Icicle Strategy PEIS analyzes the probable 
impacts of implementing a comprehensive water management strategy in Icicle Creek 
Subbasin. The document itself does not have or cause environmental impacts. 
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210-8 

Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 

210-9 Your concerns regarding Alternative 4 are noted. This alternative has not been selected 
as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

210-10 Your support for specific elements of the Icicle Strategy are noted. 

210-11 

A Programmatic SEPA review was launched at the earliest possible point in programmatic 
development to allow decision making to be guiding by the environmental review process. 
The level of analysis and detail in the PEIS is appropriate given the programmatic nature 
of the document and the amount of detail known at this time. Opportunities for project 
level analysis would occur during project level review in the future. Table 5-2 provides 
probable permitting and regulatory requirements for the various alternatives. 

210-12 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Discussion of baseline conditions of the watershed, including water resources, 
water quality, shoreline, vegetation, and fish and wildlife are located in Chapter 3. The 
PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a significant adverse 
impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be beneficial to aquatic 
species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts to watershed function of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate. 
Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. 
An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 

210-13 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS. 
Per WAC 197-11-789, a reasonable alternative is an action that could feasibly attain the 
proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental cost. Reservoir removal did not 
receive additional consideration because it was determined that it could not attain the 
Icicle Strategy's objectives.  The Icicle Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as 
described in section 1.5. 

210-14 See response to comment 210-3. 

210-15 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
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210-16 

The PEIS meets the requirements of a non-project environmental review, as described in 
WAC 197-11-442. An overview of applicable wilderness regulations is described in 
Section 3.17 and wilderness impacts are discussed section 4.17. However, the intent of 
this document is to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of 
implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on specific wilderness area requirements. Per the USFS 
comment letter, this coordination will occur at the project level for any projects that may 
have a permitting action required by USFS. 

Comment Letter No. 211 - Robert Metzger 

211-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 212 - Scott Presho 

212-1 

Alternative 1, 2, and 5 do not propose increasing storage water rights. They propose 
using the rights granted to IPID between 1920 and 1940. Alternative 4 would require 
additional storage water rights be issued. That process would be regulated by state and 
federal permitting laws. However, Alternative 4 has not been selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. 

212-2 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Additional conservation 
detail has been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in Chapter 2. 
This expanded description includes a lawn buyback program to address concerns raised 
about lawn watering in the area. More details regarding conservation measures and 
savings will emerge during project level planning. The current program focuses on the 
programmatic impacts of increasing funding on conservation measures by $1 million. 

212-3 See response to comment 212-3. 

Comment Letter No. 213 - Steve Uyenishi 

213-1 This letter does not contain comments relevant to the Icicle Creek Strategy DPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 214 - Tami Rust 

214-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 215 - Teresa Catford 

215-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 216 - Terri and Ronald Jones 

216-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 217 - Tessa Rue 

217-1 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 218 - Bill Burwell 

  Duplicate Letter. See Comment Letter No. 032 

Comment Letter No. 219 - Antje Fray 

219-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 
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219-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
The dams at Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes are 
upstream of natural passage barriers. 

219-3 Your support for wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 220 – Christine Clum 

220-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

220-2 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. Many of the alternatives considered in 
the PEIS examine modifying or re-operating these existing structures. 
Impacts to ecosystem resources are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 4.7 through 
4.10; 4.12; and 4.18. The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is 
intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a 
plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These resources will undergo project level 
analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate. 
None of the alternatives considered in the PEIS would result in people’s homes being 
inundated. 

Comment Letter No. 221 – Dawn Serra 

221-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

221-2 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. 
Reservoir removal did not receive additional consideration because it was determined that 
it could not attain the Icicle Strategy's objectives.  Detail on this decision is provided in 
Section 2.11. The Icicle Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as described in 
section 1.5. 

Comment Letter No. 222 – Jennifer Schultz 

222-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

222-2 Your support for protecting waterways and community water supplies is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 223 – Joe McPhee 

223-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

223-2 

Your support for wilderness protections is noted. 
Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference. 

Comment Letter No. 224 – LD Anderson 

224-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

224-2 Your support for waste water recycling and wetland recharge is noted. 
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Comment Letter No. 225 – Linda Berd 

225-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

225-2 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. 

225-3 
The IWG commissioned a report from UW’s climate impacts group that reviewed likely 
impacts of climate change on hydrology in the Icicle Creek Subbasin. This report is 
included in Appendix F. 

225-4 

The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2. Per the 
USFS comment letter, coordination will occur at the project level for any projects that may 
have a permitting action required by USFS. Project level of detail regarding permitting and 
NEPA integration will be provided during project level review. 
USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. 

Comment Letter No. 226 – Linda Yow 

226-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

226-2 Your comment around septic systems is noted. 

226-3 Your support for storage modification and reoperation projects and instream flow 
improvements is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 227 – M. Lou Orr 

227-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

227-2 

One of the Guiding Principles, which are the goals of the Icicle Strategy and described in 
section 1.5, is to protect tribal harvest rights. The Confederated Tribes of the Colville are 
IWG members that actively participate at meetings and on the Instream Flow 
Subcommittee. 

Comment Letter No. 228 – N Refes 

228-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

228-2 

This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy. Impacts will undergo project level analysis 
for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis 
where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 229 – Noel Orr 

229-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

229-2 

One of the Guiding Principles, which are the goals of the Icicle Strategy and described in 
section 1.5, is to protect tribal harvest rights. The Confederated Tribes of the Colville and 
the Yakama Nation are IWG members that actively participate at meetings and on the 
Instream Flow Subcommittee. 

Comment Letter No. 230 – Sherry L. Olson, Ph.D. 

230-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 
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230-2 

An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 

Comment Letter No. 231 – Singgih Tan 

231-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

231-2 
The IWG commissioned a report from UW’s climate impacts group that reviewed likely 
impacts of climate change on hydrology in the Icicle Creek Subbasin. This report is 
included in Appendix F. 

Comment Letter No. 232 – Aimee Polekoff 

232-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

232-2 

The Wenatchee Valley does not receive enough rain to grow crops such as pears without 
irrigation. 
Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. Many of the alternatives considered in 
the PEIS examine modifying or re-operating these existing structures. Water from such 
projects would go to instream flow benefit and domestic supply. 
All action alternatives analyzed in the PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation 
elements. Additional conservation measures have been added to the Domestic 
Conservation Project, as described in Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been 
developed and are described in the newly released CWCP, which has been incorporated 
into the FPEIS by reference. 

Comment Letter No. 233 – Al Kisner 

233-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

233-2 Your support of beaver dams is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 234 – Alice Nguyen 

234-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

234-2 

Impacts to wilderness character are described in Sections 4.17. 
USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. We have referenced applicable regulations and permitting 
actions in Table 5-2. 
One of the primary goals of the Icicle Strategy is to increase streamflow. The goals are 
described in section 1.5. 

Comment Letter No. 235 – Amy Davis 

235-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

235-2 
Your concern regarding all dams is noted. 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 236 – Andrew Fisher 

236-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

236-2 The referenced video does not appear to contain comments or information regarding the 
Icicle Strategy DPEIS. 
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Comment Letter No. 237 – Ann Rogers 

237-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

237-2 Your concern regarding all dams is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 238 – Antje Fray (2) 

238-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

238-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
The dams at Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes are 
upstream of natural passage barriers. 

Comment Letter No. 239 – Arrie Hammel 

239-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

239-2 

Impacts to ecosystem resources are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 4.7 through 
4.10; 4.12; and 4.18. The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is 
intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a 
plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These resources will undergo project level 
analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 240 – Barbara Trudell 

240-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

240-2 Your concern regarding all dams is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 241 – Beth Stanberry 

241-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

241-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 

Comment Letter No. 242 – Bill Parker 

240-2 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 243 – Billy Angus 

243-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

243-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 

Comment Letter No. 244 – Bonnie Macraith 

244-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 
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244-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
The dams at Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes are 
upstream of natural passage barriers. 
Impacts to vegetation and shoreline are described in Sections 4.8 and 4.18. The analysis 
provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive 
understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level 
issues. Resource impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the 
Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 245 – Carol Ann Brady, R.N. 

245-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

245-2 Your support for water way protection is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 246 – Carol Hatfield (2) 

246-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

246-2 

Your support for water way protection is noted. 
Impacts to ecosystem resources and wilderness character are described in Sections 4.2 
through 4.5; 4.7 through 4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.17. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These 
resources will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 247 – Carol Hatfield 

247-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

247-2 See response to comment 246-2. 

Comment Letter No. 248 – Carol Jackson 

248-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

248-2 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. 
IPID and LNFH coordinates with USFS and Ecology’s Office of Dam Safety to ensure all 
dams under their ownership and operation are safe. 

Comment Letter No. 249 – Carolyn Wacaser 

249-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

249-2 

Impacts to ecosystem resources and wilderness character are described in Sections 4.2 
through 4.5; 4.7 through 4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.17. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These 
resources will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 250 – Cheryl Lechtanski 

250-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 
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250-2 

Impacts to ecosystem resources and wilderness character are described in Sections 4.2 
through 4.5; 4.7 through 4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.17. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These 
resources will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 251 – Cris Smith 

251-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

251-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. and section 3.3 provides descriptions of the baseline 
conditions. 

Comment Letter No. 252 – Darlene Marley 

252-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

252-2 Your support of sustainable water management is noted. This is one of the goals, or 
Guiding Principles, of the Icicle Work Group, as described in section 1.5. 

Comment Letter No. 253 – Donna Greathouse-Neel 

253-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

253-2 Your support for Wilderness Watch is noted. 

253-3 

Reservoir removal did not receive additional consideration because it was determined that 
it could not attain the Icicle Strategy's objectives.  Detail on this decision is provided in 
Section 2.11. The Icicle Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as described in 
section 1.5. 

Comment Letter No. 254 – Echo Mitchell 

254-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

254-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
The Icicle Strategy does not include any energy development elements. 

Comment Letter No. 255 – Edson Rood 

255-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

255-2 
Your comment is noted. The purpose of the PEIS is to fine an alternative with the lowest 
level of environmental cost to achieve an objective. The PEIS describes the Icicle 
Strategy objectives in section 1.5. 

Comment Letter No. 256 – Elizabeth Lynch 

256-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

256-2 The PEIS describes the Icicle Strategy objectives, called the Guiding Principles, in section 
1.5. 

Comment Letter No. 257 – Gayle Areheart 

257-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 
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257-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
The Icicle Strategy does not include any energy development elements. 

Comment Letter No. 258 – George Wuerthner 

258-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

258-2 
IPID holds storage water rights at Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada 
and Snow Lakes. Any new water right authorization must not be detrimental to the public 
interest test, as required by Chapter 90.03 RCW. 

Comment Letter No. 259 – Gita Barbezat 

259-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

259-2 
Your comment is noted. The purpose of the of a PEIS is to assess probable 
environmental impacts prior to implementing a plan or policy as a means of reducing and 
mitigating impacts of a project. 

Comment Letter No. 260 – Helga Oestreicher 

260-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

260-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 

Comment Letter No. 261 – Jeffrey Christo 

261-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

261-2 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. 
Alternative elements that focus on storage reoperation and dam modification are intended 
to increase streamflow for salmonids in lower Icicle Creek and improve reliability of the 
domestic water supply. 
The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of implementing projects in the 
Preferred Alternative will occur during project level analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 262 – Jessica McGeary 

262-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

162-2 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide 
a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not 
specific project level issues.  Should a permitting agency determine that additional 
information is required to understand the impacts of a specific proposal, a project level 
EIS will be required. 

Comment Letter No. 263 – Joseph Breazeale 

263-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 
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263-2 Your support for dam removal is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 264 – Joy Keithline 

264-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

264-2 

Impacts to ecosystem resources are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 4.7 through 
4.10; 4.12; and 4.18. The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is 
intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a 
plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These resources will undergo project level 
analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 265 – Kathy, Mark, Chris & Jessie Groth 

265-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

265-2 Your concern regarding all dams is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 266 – Kevin Spelts 

266-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

266-2 Your support of natural watersheds is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 267 – Lisa Dahill 

267-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

267-2 

Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 
3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a significant 
adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be beneficial to 
aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased frequency of 
releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 268 – Loren Amelang 

268-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

268-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 

Comment Letter No. 269 – Louise Wallace 

269-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

269-2 

Reservoir removal did not receive additional consideration because it was determined that 
it could not attain the Icicle Strategy's objectives.  Detail on this decision is provided in 
Section 2.11. The Icicle Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as described in 
section 1.5. One of the primary goals of the Icicle Strategy is to improve instream flow and 
enhance habitat for salmonids. 

Comment Letter No. 270 – Lynn Welch 

270-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

270-2 Your support of natural watersheds is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 271 – Maggie Frazier 

271-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 
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272-2 

This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of implementing an integrated water resource management plan. The PEIS 
examined five action alternatives and a No-action Alternative. Each alternative included a 
suite of projects and elements aimed at meeting the Icicle Strategy goals, known as the 
Guiding Principles. The Alternatives are described throughout Chapter 2 and the Guiding 
Principles are described in section 1.5. 
Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. 
The dams at Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes are 
upstream of natural passage barriers. 

Comment Letter No. 272 – Maija Dravnieks 

272-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

272-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. 
Impacts to ecosystem resources are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 4.7 through 
4.10; 4.12; and 4.18. The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is 
intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a 
plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These resources will undergo project level 
analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 273 – Martha Jo Willard 

273-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

273-2 The Icicle DPEIS does not contain energy development elements. Your comment 
regarding fossil fuels does not appear to be relevant to the DPEIS being considered. 

Comment Letter No. 274 – Martha Stevens 

274-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

274-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 

Comment Letter No. 275 – Mary Leon 

275-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

275-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. 
Impacts to surface water resources are described in Sections 4.3. The analysis provided 
in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive 
understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level 
issues. Resources will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 276 – Marya Bradley 

276-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

276-2 

The co-leads have held several public meetings and open houses regarding the Icicle 
Strategy. Furthermore, all IWG meetings are open to the public. More information 
regarding public involvement are included in sections 1.9.3.4 and 5.1. 
Your support for the least harm is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 277 – Maryann Foss 

277-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 
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277-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
Impacts to ecosystem resources are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 4.7 through 
4.10; 4.12; and 4.18. The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is 
intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a 
plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These resources will undergo project level 
analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 278 – Maureen Knutsen 

278-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

278-2 

Impacts to Water Quality are described in Sections 4.5. The analysis provided in this 
PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Water 
Quality impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 279 – Michael and Barbara Hill 

279-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

279-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
The Icicle Strategy does not include any energy development elements. 

Comment Letter No. 280 – Michelle Rice 

280-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

280-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
One of the primary goals of the Icicle Strategy is to improve instream flow and habitat for 
salmonids. The goals of the Icicle Strategy, known as the Guiding Principles are detailed 
in section 1.5. 

Comment Letter No. 281 – Mike Hemphill 

281-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

281-2 
Your comment is noted. This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing an integrated water 
resource management plan. 

Comment Letter No. 282 – Nina Council 

282-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

282-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
One of the primary goals of the Icicle Strategy is to improve instream flow and habitat for 
salmonids. The goals of the Icicle Strategy, known as the Guiding Principles are detailed 
in section 1.5. 
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Comment Letter No. 283 – Pamela Nelson 

283-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

283-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation. 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 284 – Patricia Always 

284-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

284-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
Impacts to Indian Sacred Sites and Indian Trust Assets are described in Sections 4.22 
and 4.24. This analysis found no significant impacts to these resources. Impacts will 
undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will 
include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 285 – Randall Potts 

285-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

285-2 

The DPEIS is a draft programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive 
understanding of the impacts of implementing an integrated water resource management 
plan. The PEIS examined five action alternatives and a No-action Alternative. Each 
alternative included a suite of projects and elements aimed at meeting the Icicle Strategy 
goals, known as the Guiding Principles. The Alternatives are described throughout 
Chapter 2 and the Guiding Principles are described in section 1.5. 
Impacts to ecosystem resources are described in Sections 4.2 through 4.5; 4.7 through 
4.10; 4.12; and 4.18. The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is 
intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a 
plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These resources will undergo project level 
analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 286 – Robert Bauer 

286-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

287-2 

This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of implementing an integrated water resource management plan. The PEIS 
examined five action alternatives and a No-action Alternative. Each alternative included a 
suite of projects and elements aimed at meeting the Icicle Strategy goals, known as the 
Guiding Principles. The Alternatives are described throughout Chapter 2 and the Guiding 
Principles are described in section 1.5. Impacts will undergo project level analysis for 
projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis 
where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 287 – Robert Fritsch 

287-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 
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287-2 

Impacts to surface water are described in Sections 4.3. At the programmatic level, 
impacts were found to be less than significant for the alternatives considered. The 
analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific 
project level issues. Impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the 
Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 288 – Rose Jenkins 

288-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

288-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 

Comment Letter No. 289 – Ruth Parcell 

289-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

289-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 

Comment Letter No. 290 – Scott Elliott 

290-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

290-2 

Impacts to Recreation and Socioeconomics are described in Sections 4.15 and 2.24. The 
PEIS found no significant impacts were likely to result from the alternatives considered. 
The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific 
project level issues. Impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the 
Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 291 – Teresa Hayes 

291-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

291-2 

The co-leads are not aware of any scientific literature that demonstrates water 
management increases drought. 
Impacts to surface water are described in Sections 4.3. The PEIS found no significant 
impacts were likely to result from the alternatives considered. The analysis provided in 
this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive 
understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level 
issues. Impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 292 – Thelma Nelson 

292-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

292-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 

Comment Letter No. 293 – Theo Giesy 

293-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 
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293-2 

This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues.  Should a 
permitting agency determine that additional information is required to understand the 
impacts of a specific proposal, a project level EIS will be required. 

Comment Letter No. 294 – Amy Derocher 

294-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

294-2 

Your concerns regarding the Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration project is noted. USFS 
is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends meetings. The co-leads will 
coordinate with the USFS on any projects that occur within ALWA to ensure compliance 
with all applicable regulations. We have referenced applicable regulations and permitting 
actions in Table 5-2. 

Comment Letter No. 295 – Larry Oneil 

295-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

295-2 

The efficacy of the various alternatives under climate change scenarios are discussed at 
the programmatic level in section 4.13 and Appendix F of the DPEIS. All action 
alternatives are expected to reach instream flow goals under low, medium, and high 
climate change scenarios in 2080, except Alternative 3. 
Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference. 

Comment Letter No. 296 – Catherine Buchanan 

296-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

296-2 

This PEIS is prepared under SEPA not NEPA. NEPA integration and review is discussed 
in Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2. 
Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. 

Comment Letter No. 297 – Cheyenne Lively 

297-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

297-2 

Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Chapter 2 contains 
descriptions of the alternatives and section 3.3 provides a baseline discussion of surface 
water resources in the watershed. 
One of the primary goals of the Icicle Strategy is to improve instream flow and habitat for 
salmonids. The goals of the Icicle Strategy, known as the Guiding Principles are detailed 
in section 1.5. 
Impacts to Indian Sacred Sites and Indian Trust Assets are described in Sections 4.22 
and 4.24. This analysis found no significant impacts to these resources. Impacts will 
undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will 
include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 298 – Christina Durtschi 

298-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 
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298-2 

This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of implementing an integrated water resource management plan. The PEIS 
examined five action alternatives and a No-action Alternative. Each alternative included a 
suite of projects and elements aimed at meeting the Icicle Strategy goals, known as the 
Guiding Principles. The Alternatives are described throughout Chapter 2 and the Guiding 
Principles are described in section 1.5. 
Impacts to Wilderness Character and Fish are described in Sections 4.17 and 4.7. 
Impacts were found to be less than significant. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. Impacts will 
undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will 
include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
Baseline information regarding water use is described in Section 3.6. 
Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference. 

Comment Letter No. 299 – Courtney Carlisle 

299-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

299-2 

Socioeconomic Impacts are described in Sections 4.24. Impacts will undergo project level 
analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate. 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 300 – Jace Bylenga 

300-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

300-2 

Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 

Comment Letter No. 301 – Mary Gallagher 

301-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

301-2 

Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 

Comment Letter No. 302 – Nicole Marcotte 

302-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 
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302-2 

Impacts to ecosystem resources and wilderness character are described in Sections 4.2 
through 4.5; 4.7 through 4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.17. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These 
resources will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Impacts of the alternatives on climate change are discussed at the programmatic level in 
section 4.13 of the DPEIS. The action alternatives are not anticipated to have a significant 
increase in greenhouse gas emissions. 

Comment Letter No. 303 – Carlie Miller 

303-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

303-2 

Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference. 
The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. A more detailed analysis of projects included in the Preferred Alternative will 
occur during project level analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 304 – David Johnshoy 

304-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

304-2 

Your support for conservation measures is noted. All action alternatives analyzed in the 
PEIS include domestic and agricultural conservation elements. Additional conservation 
measures have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in 
Chapter 2. IPID conservation goals have been developed and are described in the newly 
released CWCP, which has been incorporated into the FPEIS by reference. 

Comment Letter No. 305 – Douglas Hedrick 

305-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

305-2 

None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
The PEIS examined five action alternatives and a No-action Alternative. Each alternative 
included a suite of projects and elements aimed at meeting the Icicle Strategy goals, 
known as the Guiding Principles. The Alternatives are described throughout Chapter 2 
and the Guiding Principles are described in section 1.5. 

Comment Letter No. 306 – Fit Cahall 

306-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

306-2 Your support for the No-action Alternative is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 307 – Ingra Walker 

307-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 
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307-2 

Your support for no changes at Eightmile Lake are noted. 
Impacts to ecosystem resources and aesthetics are described in Sections 4.2 through 
4.5; 4.7 through 4.10; 4.12; 4.18; and 4.11. The analysis provided in this PEIS is 
programmatic nature and is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific project level issues. These 
resources will undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 308 – Jacob Gunn 

308-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

308-2 
None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 309 – Jean Coy 

309-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

309-2 

None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Impacts to recreation and aesthetics are described in Sections 4.15 and 4.11. The 
analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to provide a 
comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, not specific 
project level issues. These resources will undergo project level analysis for project 
included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where 
appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 310 – Judy Knold 

310-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

310-2 

Impacts to recreation and wildlife are described in Sections 4.15 and 4.9. No significate 
impacts were found at the programmatic level. These resources will undergo project level 
analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 311 – Kevin Shipe 

311-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

311-2 

Socioeconomic Impacts and impacts to recreation are described in Sections 4.24 and 
4.15. The analysis provided in this PEIS is programmatic nature and is intended to 
provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing a plan or policy, 
not specific project level issues. These resources will undergo project level analysis for 
project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis 
where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 312 – Manuela Giese 

312-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

312-2 Members of the PEIS team have read Cadillac Desert. 

Comment Letter No. 313 – Mark Salser 

313-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

313-2 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Your concern regarding enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This alternative 
has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
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Comment Letter No. 314 – Michaela Mansfield 

314-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

314-2 

This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of implementing an integrated water resource management plan. The PEIS 
examined five action alternatives and a No-action Alternative. Each alternative included a 
suite of projects and elements aimed at meeting the Icicle Strategy goals, known as the 
Guiding Principles. 
Under several of the alternatives considered in the PEIS, modified storage is included. 
There are no alternatives that include construction of new dams. Section 3.3 provides a 
baseline discussion of surface water resources in the watershed. 
Reservoir removal did not receive additional consideration because it was determined that 
it could not attain the Icicle Strategy's objectives.  Detail on this decision is provided in 
Section 2.11. The Icicle Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as described in 
section 1.5. 
Impacts to Recreation are described in Sections 4.15. Storage enhancement elements of 
Alternative 4 are expected to cause seasonal inundation of some campsites and sections 
of trail lasting about a month in early summer. No other projects considered under the 
action alternatives are expected to result in trail or campsite inundation. 
Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 315 – Robert Pasko 

315-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

315-2 

This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of implementing an integrated water resource management plan. The PEIS 
examined five action alternatives and a No-action Alternative. Each alternative included a 
suite of projects and elements aimed at meeting the Icicle Strategy goals, known as the 
Guiding Principles. 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 316 – Robert Schutzner 

316-1 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

316-2 

This is a programmatic EIS, which is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding 
of the impacts of implementing an integrated water resource management plan. The PEIS 
examined five action alternatives and a No-action Alternative. Each alternative included a 
suite of projects and elements aimed at meeting the Icicle Strategy goals, known as the 
Guiding Principles. 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 317 - Rachel Swerdlow 

317-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 318 - Roberta Daniels 

318-1 Your comment in support for storage enhancement is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 319 – Alyssa Barton 

319-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

319-2 

The Icicle Strategy seeks to strike a balance between these long-standing issues in Icicle 
Creek. The objectives of the Icicle Strategy are to improve instream flows, improve the 
sustainability of Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery, protect tribal and non-tribal fish 
harvest, improve domestic supply, improve agricultural reliability, enhance Icicle Creek 
habitat, and comply with State and Federal Law, including the Wilderness Acts. Details 
about these objectives, known as the Guiding Principles, are provided in section 1.5. 
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319-3 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 320 – Andrea Carter 

320-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

320-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 321 – Aylin Llona 

321-1 

The objectives of the Icicle Strategy are described in section 1.5 of the PEIS: improve 
instream flows, improve the sustainability of Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery, protect 
tribal and non-tribal fish harvest, improve domestic supply, improve agricultural reliability, 
enhance Icicle Creek habitat, and comply with State and Federal Law, including the 
Wilderness Acts within the Icicle Creek Subbasin, Chelan County, Washington. 
Your support for preservation is noted. 

321-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 322 – Barry Truman 

322-1 

Your comment is noted. 
Damming the Potomac River was not included in the alternatives considered in the PEIS 
because it would likely not meet the objectives of the Icicle Strategy, which are described 
in section 1.5 of the PEIS: improve instream flows, improve the sustainability of 
Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery, protect tribal and non-tribal fish harvest, improve 
domestic supply, improve agricultural reliability, enhance Icicle Creek habitat, and comply 
with State and Federal Law, including the Wilderness Acts within the Icicle Creek 
Subbasin, Chelan County, Washington. 

322-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 323 – Chris Gnehm 

323-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

323-2 

The programmatic EIS is intended to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
impacts of implementing an integrated water resource management plan in Icicle Creek 
Subbasin. More specific details regarding if any trees would need to be removed would 
be identified once the projects are better defined. Vegetation impacts will undergo project 
level analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more 
detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 324 – Daniel Erickson 

324-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 325 – Denise Mahnke 

325-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

325-2 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. 
Alternative elements that focus on storage reoperation and dam modification are intended 
to increase streamflow for salmonids in lower Icicle Creek and improve reliability of the 
domestic water supply. 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 326 – Dorothy Hiestand 

326-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 



 DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES 
 

PROJECT NO. 120045   JANUARY 3, 2019  A-453 

326-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 327 – Ellen Lyons 

327-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

327-2 
The PEIS reviewed the wildlife and fish impacts of the proposal in Section 4.9 and 4.7. 
Wildlife impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 328 – Gerry Smith 

328-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

328-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 329 – James Davis 

329-1 

The goals of the Icicle Strategy are described in section 1.5 of the PEIS: improve instream 
flows, improve the sustainability of Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery, protect tribal and 
non-tribal fish harvest, improve domestic supply, improve agricultural reliability, enhance 
Icicle Creek habitat, and comply with State and Federal Law, including the Wilderness 
Acts within the Icicle Creek Subbasin, Chelan County, Washington. 

329-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 330 – Janet Way 

330-1 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. These lakes and tributaries are already dammed and already experience 
increased flow and draw down at least once out of every five years if not more frequently, 
so natural conditions do not currently exist. Discussion of baseline conditions in the 
tributaries are located in Section 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 3.5.2. 
The PEIS reviewed the groundwater, habitat, and water quality impacts of the proposal in 
Section 4.4, 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, and 4.5. These resource impacts will undergo project level 
analysis for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed 
analysis where appropriate. 

330-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 331 – Kate Butt 

331-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

331-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 332 – Kevin Jones 

332-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

332-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 333 – Kristeen Penrod 

333-1 

Your support for dam removal is noted. Per WAC 197-11-789, a reasonable alternative is 
an action that could feasibly attain the proposal's objectives, but at a lower environmental 
cost. Reservoir removal did not receive additional consideration because it was 
determined that it could not attain the Icicle Strategy's objectives.  Detail on this decision 
is provided in Section 2.11. The Icicle Strategy's objectives are the Guiding Principles, as 
described in section 1.5. 

333-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 334 – Kristen Long 

334-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 
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334-2 

No photo was included in this comment. Therefore, we are not able to include it in the 
public record. 
Your comment appears to be related to emergency repairs at Eightmile Dam. The 
emergency repairs at Eightmile Dam are not part of this proposal, with SEPA review 
occurring under a separate pathway. 
Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5 of the Icicle Strategy does include alteration of the Eightmile 
Dam. The PEIS reviewed the wildlife impacts of the proposal in Section 4.9. Wildlife 
impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 335 – Kristina Fury 

335-1 

The PEIS reviewed the impacts of the proposal at the programmatic level throughout 
Chapter 4. This analysis included socioeconomic and climate change impacts. These 
impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the Preferred 
Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

335-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 336 – Mark Stewart 

336-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

336-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 337 – Matt Knox 

337-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

337-2 

Your support for wilderness protection is noted. Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in 
an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness alternative. However, in an attempt to be 
fully transparent, the co-leads including information about the intent of the irrigation district 
to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process or 
irrigation drought resiliency, if it is not selected as part of the preferred alternative. This is 
discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this information does not preclude or 
prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather than restored. 

Comment Letter No. 338 – Mayellen Henry 

338-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

338-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 339 – Menno Sennesael 

339-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

339-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 340 – Niels and Susan Andersen 

340-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

340-2 Your comment supporting the Alpine Lakes is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 341 – Oliver Dunn 

341-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

341-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 342 – Patrick Conn 

342-1 Your support for preservation is noted. 

342-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 



 DPEIS COMMENTS & RESPONSES 
 

PROJECT NO. 120045   JANUARY 3, 2019  A-455 

Comment Letter No. 343 – Paul Fior 

343-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

343-2 

None of the action alternatives propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Your support for conservation is noted. Conservation projects are included in all action 
alternatives considered in the PEIS. 

Comment Letter No. 344 – Paul Granquist 

344-1 

The construction footprint of the projects within the Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area are 
compact, and the duration of construction would be limited and timed to minimize impacts. 
The PEIS analyzes the impacts of construction at the programmatic level in Chapter 4 
under short-term impacts for each resource. This analysis found that the impacts of 
construction for each alternative would be less than significant with appropriate mitigation. 
The impacts of construction will also be reviewed during project level analysis for projects 
included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where 
appropriate. 

344-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 345 – Rachel Thomas 

345-1 

The goals of the Icicle Strategy are described in section 1.5 of the PEIS: improve instream 
flows, improve the sustainability of Leavenworth National Fish Hatchery, protect tribal and 
non-tribal fish harvest, improve domestic supply, improve agricultural reliability, enhance 
Icicle Creek habitat, and comply with State and Federal Law, including the Wilderness 
Acts within the Icicle Creek Subbasin, Chelan County, Washington. 

345-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 346 – Rose Lagerberg 

346-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 347 – Shanna Sierra 

347-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

347-2 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

Comment Letter No. 348 – Sigrid Asmus 

348-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

348-2 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Your concern over the cost is noted. The FPIES does not authorize any spending, and 
estimated costs are included to aid in the decision-making process. 

Comment Letter No. 349 – Sue Tiffany 

349-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

349-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 350 – Suzanne Davis 

350-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

350-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 351 – Tanya Lawson 

351-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 
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351-2 Your concern over the cost is noted. The FPIES does not authorize any spending, and 
estimated costs are included to aid in the decision-making process. 

Comment Letter No. 352 – Venard Trevisanut 

352-1 See response to Sierra Club letter (comment number 380). 

352-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 353 – Barbara Cunningham 

353-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

353-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 354 – Barbara Cunningham (2) 

354-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

354-2 Your comment supporting Alternative 5 and wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 355 – Cassandra Bufano 

355-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

355-2 See response to Washington Trails Association letter (comment number 383). 

Comment Letter No. 356 – Jennifer Schultz (2) 

356-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

356-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 357 – Mark and Susan Vossler 

357-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

357-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 358 – Mark and Susan Vossler (2) 

358-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

358-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 359 – Mary Johnson 

359-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

359-2 Your support for protecting waterways and wilderness is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 360 – Nancy Anderson 

360-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

360-2 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. The PEIS reviewed the wildlife 
impacts of the proposal in Section 4.9. Wildlife impacts will undergo project level analysis 
for projects included in the Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis 
where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 361 – Robert Havrilla 

361-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 
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361-2 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in the 1990s. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made by the USFS and 
IPID. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur at project level planning. The 
IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation on the Preferred Alternative. 
Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 

Comment Letter No. 362 – Robert Havrilla (2) 

362-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

362-1 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. 
Alternative elements that focus on storage reoperation and dam modification are intended 
to increase streamflow for salmonids in lower Icicle Creek and improve reliability of the 
domestic water supply. 

Comment Letter No. 363 – Edith Lie 

363-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

363-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 364 – Linda Carroll 

364-1 See response to Wilderness Watch letter (comment number 379). 

364-2 Your recreational use of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 365 – Bruce Turcott 

365-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

365-2 Your recreational use of the Alpine Lakes Wilderness Area is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 366 – Tim McNulty 

366-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

366-2 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. 
Alternative elements that focus on storage reoperation and dam modification are intended 
to increase streamflow for salmonids in lower Icicle Creek and improve reliability of the 
domestic water supply. 

Comment Letter No. 367 – Thom Peters 

367-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

367-2 None of the alternatives considered in the PEIS include elements or projects that would 
move irrigation water to domestic use. 

Comment Letter No. 368 – Susan Cuturilo 

368-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 
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368-2 

Square, Lower Klonaqua, Eightmile, Colchuck, Nada and Snow Lakes have been 
artificially enlarged by dam structures built between 1920 and 1940 (depending on the 
site), and lake levels are currently managed for agricultural water supply. Section 3.3 
describes the baseline conditions of these lakes. 
Alternative elements that focus on storage reoperation and dam modification are intended 
to increase streamflow for salmonids in lower Icicle Creek and improve reliability of the 
domestic water supply. 

Comment Letter No. 369 – Shirley Sonnichsen 

369-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

369-2 

Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. Any project pursued under the 
Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state laws. Based on programmatic 
level analysis and information made available by IPID and the USFS, the alternatives 
considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional analysis and coordination 
with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and during project permitting to 
ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 

Comment Letter No. 370 – Seth Rolland 

370-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

370-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 371 – Scott Elliott 

371-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

371-2 
The PEIS reviewed the socioeconomic impacts of the proposal in Section 4.24. 
Socioeconomic impacts will undergo project level analysis for projects included in the 
Preferred Alternative, which will include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 372 – Peter Carskaddan 

372-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

372-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 373 – Mr. Shelley Dahlgren, PhD 

373-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

373-2 

Your support for wilderness protection is noted. Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in 
an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness alternative. However, in an attempt to be 
fully transparent, the co-leads including information about the intent of the irrigation district 
to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process or 
irrigation drought resiliency, if it is not selected as part of the preferred alternative. This is 
discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this information does not preclude or 
prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather than restored. 

Comment Letter No. 374 – Michael Siptroth 

374-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

374-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. One of the objectives of the 
Icicle Strategy is to improve instream flow and habitat for salmonid species. 

Comment Letter No. 375 – Julie Stohlman 

375-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 
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375-2 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in the 1990s. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made by the USFS and 
IPID. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur at project level planning. The 
IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation on the Preferred Alternative. 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 376 – Emily Myette 

376-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

376-1 

The PEIS analyzed five alternatives. Under Alternative 1, 2, and 5, the dam at Eightmile 
Lake would increase in height by four feet to the historic operating level. Under Alternative 
3, no action would occur at Eightmile Lake under the Icicle Strategy, although project 
proponents might pursue the storage restoration project independently of the Icicle 
Strategy. Under Alternative 4, the dam would be rebuilt up to 10 feet higher. A 
programmatic analysis of the aesthetic impacts is provided in Section 4.11. Restoration of 
Eightmile Lake is included in the Preferred Alternative. 

Comment Letter No. 377 – Denise Harnly 

377-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

377-2 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 378 – Bob Aegerter 

378-1 See response to Washington Wild letter (comment number 381). 

378-2 

Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 

Comment Letter No. 379 – Wilderness Watch 

379-1 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. 

379-2 Your support for public lands and wilderness is noted. 

379-3 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation. Currently, coordination with USFS on Wilderness issues 
occurs at IWG meetings. USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends 
meetings.  
An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 

379-4 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
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379-5 Your support for Alternative 5 and the Full IPID Piping and Pump Exchange are noted.  

379-6 

One of the guiding principles is to increase instream flow and domestic water supplies, 
which would require a water right permitting action. Water right transfers and changes in 
purpose of use are provided for in Chapter 90.03 RCW. 
The Icicle Strategy is not seeking to increase water supplies at LNFH with water from 
IPID’s storage rights. 

379-7 

The cost estimates included in the PEIS are programmatic in nature and reflect the co-
leads best estimate of cost to date. This is why contingencies have been included in all 
costs. To address cost overrun concerns of work in the wilderness area, an additional 25-
percent contingency has been added to all projects proposed in the wilderness area in the 
FPEIS. 

379-8 

The objective of the PEIS is to analyze changes to current conditions at a programmatic 
level to provide a comprehensive understanding of the impacts of implementing the Icicle 
Strategy. Discussion of baseline conditions in the tributaries is located in Section 3.3.1, 
3.3.2, and 3.5.2. The PEIS found that increased frequency of releases not likely to have a 
significant adverse impact. Increased flows in late summer are widely believed to be 
beneficial to aquatic species. A more detailed analysis on the impacts of increased 
frequency of releases will occur during project level analysis where appropriate. 

Comment Letter No. 380 – Sierra Club 

380-1 You comment in support of public lands and wilderness is noted.  

380-2 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. 

380-3 You comment in support of public lands and wilderness is noted. 

Comment Letter No. 381 – Washington Wild 

381-1 

None of the action alternative propose projects within the Enchantment Basin, although 
there are proposed changes within the ALWA under Alternative 1, 2, 4, and 5. Your 
comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 
Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
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381-2 

The USFS granted easements to IPID in exchange for IPID deeding over their private 
property to the USFS for inclusion in the ALWA in 1990. Limitations on the IPID 
easements at the Alpine Lakes is a determination that will be made between IPID and 
USFS. Per USFS's comment letter (Letter 4), this will occur during project level planning. 
The IWG and co-leads will work with the USFS on this issue as they move to project level 
review and implementation. Currently, coordination with USFS on Wilderness issues 
occurs at IWG meetings. USFS is an active member of the IWG, and regularly attends 
meetings.  
An extent and validity analysis, which is completed to determine if a water right or a 
portion of a water right has been relinquished by non-use or abandoned, is triggered by a 
water right permitting action. There are several exemptions to relinquishment, which 
would be reviewed during an extent and validity analysis.  At this point, there has been no 
water right permitting action that has triggered an extent and validity review. The process 
and timing of an extent and validity analysis is provided in Water Resources POL-1120. 
The co-leads recognize that NEPA will be required on projects that have a federal nexus, 
such as permitting actions or funding. NEPA integration and review is discussed in 
Section 1.9.3.2 and potential permitting requirements are discussed in Table 5-2. Per the 
USFS comment letter, coordination will occur at the project level for any projects that may 
have permitting actions required by USFS. Project level of detail regarding permitting and 
NEPA integration will be provided during project level review as needed. 

381-3 

Alternative 3 was included in the PEIS in an effort to provide an offsite/non-wilderness 
alternative. However, in an attempt to be fully transparent, the co-leads including 
information about the intent of the irrigation district to pursue Eightmile Lake Storage 
Restoration outside the Icicle Work Group process if it is not selected as part of the 
preferred alternative. This is discussed in section 2.3.1 of the PEIS. Including this 
information does not preclude or prevent the dam on Eightmile Lake being repaired rather 
than restored, so long as it would not have additional adverse impacts not analyzed in the 
PEIS.  

381-4 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. 

Comment Letter No. 382 – The Wilderness Society 

382-1 
Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 
Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 

382-2 IPID’s water rights are described in Section 3.6. The additional water rights required to 
implement Alternative 4 is discussed in Section 4.6. 

382-3 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. 

Comment Letter No. 383 – Washington Trails Association 

383-1 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

383-2 Your concern regarding storage enhancement elements in Alternative 4 is noted. This 
alternative has not been selected as the Preferred Alternative in the FPEIS. 
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383-3 

Per WAC 197-11-405 a supplemental draft EIS is required if there are substantial 
changes to the proposal so that the proposal is likely to have significant adverse 
environmental impacts; or there is significant new information indicating, or on, a 
proposal's probable significant adverse environmental impacts. New information has not 
been found nor has the proposal changed in a way that new probable significant adverse 
environmental impacts are likely. 

Comment Letter No. 384 – Unknown Template Email 

 There is no comment. 

Comment Letter 385 – Gena Di Labio & Teresa Dix 

385-1 

Impacts of the alternatives on climate change and efficacy of the alternatives under 
climate change conditions are discussed at the programmatic level in section 4.13 of the 
DPEIS. The action alternatives are not anticipated to have a significant increase in 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

385-2 

Impacts to aesthetics, vegetation, and wildlife are described in Sections 4.11, 4.8, and 
4.9. No significate impacts were found at the programmatic level. These resources will 
undergo project level analysis for project included in the Preferred Alternative, which will 
include more detailed analysis where appropriate. 

385-3 Your comment supporting wilderness protections is noted. 

385-4 

Any project pursued under the Icicle Strategy will need to comply with federal and state 
laws. Based on programmatic level analysis and information made available by IPID and 
the USFS, the alternatives considered in the PEIS appear to meet this criterion. Additional 
analysis and coordination with regulatory agencies will occur at the project level and 
during project permitting to ensure compliance with all federal and state laws. 

385-5 

Your support for expanded conservation measures is noted. Conservation is an important 
element of the Preferred Alternative.  Additional detail regarding conservation measures 
have been added to the Domestic Conservation Project, as described in Chapter 2.5.4. 
IPID recently completed its CWCP, which details efficiency upgrades that can be made to 
improve streamflow by reducing IPID's diversion on Icicle and Peshastin Creeks. The 
CWCP is incorporated in the FPEIS by reference. Similarly, the City of Leavenworth has 
an up-to-date conservation section in its water system plan.  More detail on the Domestic 
Conservation portion of the Icicle Strategy is expected during project development, 
review, and permitting. 

385-6 See response to comment 385-5.  

385-7 See response to comment 385-2, 385-3, and 385-5. 
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