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Chapter 1. Introduction 

 

Purpose of Report 

The US Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) and Pierce County are conducting a General Investigation (GI) 

Study to address significant flooding events in the Puyallup River Basin and to evaluate potential flood 

risk management measures in the basin. As part of the study, the Corps and Pierce County are preparing 

a draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to assess impacts of significant flooding on environmental 

resources, particularly salmonid habitat. This scoping report describes the public scoping process for the 

GI Study and summarizes the comments received through that process. Included in this report are a 

brief project history, project purpose, description of measures being considered, documents related to 

the scoping process, and verbatim copies of all comments received.  

 

Project Background  

The Puyallup River has experienced increasingly frequent and severe flooding over time. The levee 

system along the Puyallup, Carbon and White Rivers has recently been decertified by the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), and infrastructure upstream from the levee system has also 

been impacted by the flooding. In 2009, Pierce County provided a Letter of Intent to sponsor a Flood 

Risk Management Feasibility Study addressing flooding issues throughout the Puyallup River Basin, and 

participates in a cost sharing agreement for the Feasibility Study with the Corps. 

 

The Puyallup River Basin GI is a basin-wide study that will identify and assess various measures to 

control and mitigate flooding in the study area. These measures could include levees, sediment 

management, additional flood storage, modifications to existing dams, and non-structural measures. 

Problems, opportunities, and objectives will be examined within the context of the entire watershed. 

 

The initial project goals are to: 

 Identify flooding problems and risks 

 Formulate, evaluate and screen potential solutions 

 Determine federal interest in and local entity support for implementing solutions 

 Recommend an alternative that is technically viable and economically sound 

 

Project Purpose 

The purpose of the Puyallup River Basin GI Study is to identify the problems and opportunities that exist 

to reduce flood risks within the Puyallup River Basin. 

 

Study Area 

The Puyallup River Basin (Basin) covers a drainage area of approximately 1,040 square miles located in 

western Washington, predominantly in Pierce County. Initially the GI study was focused on the lower 

eight miles of the Puyallup River. The study was expanded to the entire basin after initial studies showed 

significant impacts upstream and a wide range of stakeholders voiced their support for a basin-wide 
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general investigation. The current study area includes the Puyallup River downstream of Electron Dam 

to Commencement Bay, the Carbon River and the White River downstream of Mud Mountain Dam. 

Tacoma, Puyallup, Fife, Sumner, Orting, Auburn, and the Puyallup and Muckleshoot Tribes are all 

communities within the Puyallup River Basin. A map of the study area can be found in Appendix J on one 

of the scoping meeting boards. 

 

Project Alternatives 

The Puyallup River Basin GI is a single-purpose flood risk reduction project. The EIS will evaluate 

structural and non-structural alternatives for flood risk management as well as a No Action Alternative. 

Habitat restoration and environmental enhancement are not part of the proposed GI project, though 

impacts to natural resources will be minimized in accordance with the Endangered Species Act, Clean 

Water Act, Coastal Zone Management Act and National Environmental Policy Act.  

 

Alternative 1, a No Action Alternative, would allow the operational support of local jurisdictions and 

dams on the Puyallup and White Rivers to maintain the current levee system without any major system-

wide upgrade. 

 

Alternative 2 is a coordinated flood-risk management project to provide urgently needed, affordable 

flood-risk management measures. The Corps and Pierce County are considering a number of measures, 

some or all of which will make up a range of alternatives to be presented to the public in workshops. 

Structural measures could include setback levees, sediment traps, dredging, and non-structural 

measures could include flood proofing and education. 

 

National Environmental Policy Act Requirements for Scoping 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) emphasizes public involvement in government actions 

affecting the environment by requiring that the benefits and risks associated with the proposed actions 

be assessed and publicly disclosed. In accordance with NEPA public involvement requirements, 

opportunities were presented for the public to provide oral or written comments on potentially affected 

resources, environmental issues to be considered, and the agency’s approach to the analysis. Efforts to 

involve the public in preparing and implementing NEPA procedures included holding and providing 

public notice of a NEPA-related public scoping meeting, soliciting appropriate information from the 

public, and explaining procedures of how interested parties can get information on the NEPA process. A 

summary of the public involvement activities are provided in this document, including comments 

received and other underlying documents involved in the public scoping period. 

 

Public Involvement Process 

The Corps conducted a public outreach effort as part of scoping, including official notifications, display 

ads, and the mailing of postcards to the project mailing list, including Skokomish basin landowners.  

  A federal Notice of Intent (NOI) was published in the Federal Register on September 23, 2011. 

 A postcard announcing the scoping period and public meeting was: 
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 Mailed to residents and stakeholders on the Corps project list. Postcards were received 

approximately two weeks prior to the meeting. 

 Mailed to relevant agency and tribal contacts.  

 Print display advertisements were placed in the following publications approximately two 

weeks prior to the meeting: 

 Tacoma News Tribune (9/24/2011) 

 Puyallup Herald (9/28/2011) 

 An electronic newsletter was e-mailed to relevant agency and tribal contacts for distribution to 

respective e-mail lists. 

 A single point of contact was provided on all communication materials. 

 Outreach materials included a project information sheet, comment form and frequently asked 

questions (FAQs) handout. 

 The public scoping meeting was held at an accessible and central location in the project area. 

 

Notice of Intent 

NEPA requires that scoping begin with the publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an 

environmental impact statement. The NOI for the Puyallup River General Investigation Study was 

published in the Federal Register on September 23, 2011 (see Appendix A). The NOI described the 

project background, project purpose, project alternatives, public involvement effort, scoping meeting 

details and environmental review coordination efforts. The NOI also started the scoping period that 

ended on October 24, 2011. 

 

Public Scoping Meeting  

A public scoping meeting was held on Thursday, October 6, 2011 within the project area at Fife 

Community Center, 2111 54th Avenue East, Fife, WA 98424. An open house ran from 

4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m., with a presentation and opportunity for formal public comment at 5:30 p.m. The 

public scoping meeting aimed to provide an overview of the Puyallup River General Investigation Study, 

identify project purpose and need, identify preliminary measures, and describe the NEPA process. 

 

The public scoping meeting was announced through postcards that were mailed to over 200 contacts, 

including nearby residents, businesses, agencies and tribes. A copy of the postcard is included in 

Appendix B. An electronic version of this postcard was distributed to local agencies as an e-newsletter 

and their corresponding e-mail lists. A copy of this e-newsletter letter is included in Appendix C. In 

addition, display ads were placed in the Tacoma News Tribune and Puyallup Herald two weeks prior to 

the meeting. A copy of the display ad is included in Appendix D. 

 

US Army Corps of Engineers and Pierce County staff were available during the open house portion of the 

public meeting to discuss the project and answer questions. Several handouts were available for 

meeting attendees including a NEPA Scoping brochure (Appendix E), an information sheet on the project 

(Appendix F), and a sheet with frequently asked questions and answers about the project (Appendix G). 

Additionally, a comment form for meeting attendees to provide feedback was available and attendees 
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were encouraged to leave their comments at the meeting or send the comment form by mail or e-mail 

to the address or e-mail address provided. A copy of the comment form is provided in Appendix H. 

Approximately 25 people attended the public scoping meeting. The sign-in sheets are included in 

Appendix I.  

 

Various display boards were presented at the open house, including a welcome board featuring the 

event agenda, a description of the project purpose and meeting objectives, an outline of the General 

Investigation process and project phases, an overview of the NEPA process, a map of the Puyallup River 

Basin General Investigation study area, and a map illustrating flooding problem areas. Additional 

displays were provided by Pierce County. Copies of the display boards provided by the Corps are 

included in Appendix J. 

 

The Corps and Pierce County gave a 45-minute presentation on the Puyallup River Basin GI Study. Olton 

Swanson, Deputy District Engineer for Project Management with the Corps, welcomed the attendees, 

introduced the project, and briefly described the project’s history. Pat McCarthy, Pierce County 

Executive, also welcomed attendees and explained Pierce County’s role in the Puyallup River Basin GI 

Study. Pat introduced Joyce McDonald, Pierce County Councilmember, who underscored the County’s 

commitment to this effort. CJ Klocow, with the Corps, began the presentation with an overview of the 

study area, Puyallup River Basin problems, and the purpose and goals of the study. CJ described the 

Corps Six Step Plan Formulation Process, various initial management measures to reduce flood risk and 

flood damage, and milestones of the Puyallup River Basin GI Study’s draft deliverable schedule.  

 

Harold Smelt, Pierce County Surface Water Manager, provided details about the NEPA process and its 

requirements and steps involved in developing an EIS, including the project’s current status. Harold 

emphasized that input from the public is valuable and encouraged meeting attendees to submit 

comments by the end of the scoping period, October 24. Harold described the various ways to submit 

comments, including with comment forms provided at the meeting or by mail, e-mail, or phone, and 

contact information for submitting comments was provided in the presentation. The PowerPoint 

presentation given during the meeting is included in Appendix K. 

 

The public hearing portion of the meeting followed the presentation, with four attendees testifying with 

comments. A court reporter was available to record verbal comments during the scoping meeting and 

the transcript of the presentation and hearing is included in Appendix L. 
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Chapter 2. Public Scoping Comments 

 

Summary of Comment Statistics 

The public scoping period for the Puyallup River Basin General Investigation Study allowed for the public 

to submit comments in person, through email or by mail. While comments were solicited and received 

on all aspects of the project during scoping, the comment form posed the following specific questions 

for consideration:  

1. Do you have any flooding and/or environmental concerns within the Puyallup River Basin? If 

so, please state your concerns and location of concerns. 

2. What type of alternatives or solutions would you like to see (or suggest) within the Puyallup 

River Basin that would reduce flood damages? 

3. Is there anything additional that should be addressed or considered during this study? Please 

be specific. 

 

A total of 13 communications were submitted via the following channels: 

 One comment form was submitted during the scoping meeting. 

 Six verbal comments were given during the scoping meeting and recorded by the court reporter. 

 One comment form was mailed to Amanda Ogden, US Army Corps of Engineers, P.O. Box 3755, 

Seattle, WA 98124. 

 Five email communications were emailed to Amanda Ogden at: 

amanda.ogden@usace.army.mil. 

 

Additionally, during the scoping meeting materials were provided for attendees to mark up the Problem 

Area Map, with a sign directing them to “help us identify which problem areas matter most to you.”. 

Four stickers were placed on the map, identifying an area near Riverside County Park in Sumner, an area 

near Leach Road in Puyallup, an area near Calistoga Street in Orting, and Clarks Creek as problem areas. 

A note identifying the Clarks Creek area as having “high grnd [sic] water due to high Puyallup River & 

development,” was attached to the map. See appendix M for results of the marked-up map.  

 

The following organizations submitted comments: 

 Pierce County Drainage District 10 

 United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) - Region 10 

 Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries Division 

 

mailto:amanda.ogden@usace.army.mil
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Comment Categories 

Each communication may include several comments regarding different elements of the study. These 

specific comments were analyzed and categorized into themes listed in the table below. A comment, or 

part of a comment, may fit into more than one category, and thus may be repeated in more than one 

category. In some cases it is indicated that a comment is out of scope of the study. This means that the 

specific comment addresses an issue that falls out of the scope of the Puyallup River Basin General 

Investigation Study. The table below shows the categories in alphabetical order, and the number of 

received comments per category.  

 

                                                         

*Includes out of scope comments 

Category 
Number 

Category Number of Comments 

1 Adaptive management and monitoring 1 

2 Air quality and emissions 1 

3 Alternative selection / analysis 5 

4 Aquatic habitat protection and restoration 9 

5 Climate change 2 

6 Cultural and historic resources 3 

7 Cumulative and indirect impacts 1 

8 Economic development / risk 5 

9 Endangered Species 2 

10 Environmental Justice 2 

11 Flooding 2 

12 Human health and protection 2 

13 Mud Mountain Dam* 5 

14 NEPA process / EIS 3 

15 Non-structural measures 2 

16 Project funding and timeline 3 

17 River channel maintenance 4 

18 Sediment management* 5 

19 Structural measures 4 

20 Transportation 1 

21 Tribal consultation 8 

22 Vegetation habitat and management 3 

23 Water quality / contamination 3 
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Common Comment Categories 

The categories chosen for comment analysis are those that appeared in four or more comments. The 

following analysis is a brief summary of the themes and concerns in each of those commonly occurring 

categories. All of the categorized comments received during the scoping period can be read verbatim 

following the category analysis. Written comments, as received verbatim, are included in Appendix N. 

 

Alternative selection/analysis 

Numerous comments referred to the alternatives and measures to be analyzed in the study. Comments 

specifically asked that the study analysis include or address: 

 maintenance, replacement, or additional installation of structural flood mitigation measures; 

 the utilization of non-structural measures; 

 the importance of natural process and habitat restoration; 

 the prioritization of environmental benefits and mitigation of environmental impacts; 

 channel maintenance and construction; 

 sediment management; 

 digging or dredging; 

 economic development techniques. 

 

Additional comments in this category asked that the GI study consider all feasible measures in its 

analysis, and to include evaluation techniques to ensure the success of the selected measures. These 

comments included recommendations for project-specific standards of significance and the “adaptive 

management and monitoring” category. 

 

Aquatic habitat protection and restoration 

Comments ranged from recognizing adverse impacts of existing structural flood mitigation measures on 

aquatic habitat, to requesting prioritization of future flood-risk mitigation techniques that provide 

aquatic habitat restoration. The importance of healthy aquatic habitat was cited to have biological, 

water quality, economic, and cultural significance to the Puyallup River Basin and its residents. 

 

Economic development/risk 

Potential economic development opportunities resulting from flood-risk mitigation included job 

creation, rising property values, investment opportunity, and an increase in residential population. One 

comment noted the potential economic benefit from purchasing real estate from property owners in 

the flood-prone riparian zone. Another comment discussed concerns for protection of certain existing 

buildings and residents. 

 

Mud Mountain Dam 

Several comments mentioned the Mud Mountain Dam as a topic to be addressed in the study. 

Comments discussed harms to and potential impacts on aquatic and vegetative habitat, risks involved 

with the dam’s operations, and the benefits it offers to the community. 

 

River channel maintenance 
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Comments mentioning river channel maintenance tended to identify specific alternatives for flood-risk 

mitigation, ranging from dredging to construction of a channel between Puyallup and Mud Mountain 

Dam.  

 

Sediment management 

Comments suggested sediment management as a potential alternative for flood-risk management in the 

Puyallup River Basin. Many comments noted sediment concerns, including soil composition, buildup, 

high levels of aggradation, and increased localized deposition of sediment. Comments explain that these 

concerns harmfully impact aquatic species, vegetation, and flooding, and any future sediment 

management methods should minimize any environmental effects. 

 

Structural measures 

While there was a wide range of suggested structural measures, many comments included various 

structural measures to mitigate flood risk. Suggestions included construction and maintenance of drain 

pipes, drain ports, tide gates, pumping, flood walls, and levees. 

 

Tribal consultation 

The topic of Tribal consultation throughout the EIS process was discussed in many comments. EPA’s 

comments mention the legal requirements for government-to-government Tribal consultation. 

Additionally, they discuss issues of respecting the Tribes’ cultural, environmental, and economic 

concerns, including hunting, fishing, and gathering areas. The Muckleshoot Indian Tribe Fisheries 

Division asked for close collaboration with the Corps throughout the NEPA process. 

 

Comment Analysis 

Frequent flooding and the degradation of natural ecosystem habitat have been identified as problems in 

the Puyallup River Basin. Based on the project purpose, goals and objectives, the scope of the study is to 

determine existing flooding problems and risks, and identify and evaluate potential measures to 

mitigate flood-risk. Comments indicate that the community is interested in various opportunities to 

reduce flood-risks to alleviate existing and minimize future environmental impacts. 

 

A large number of comments received addressed issues directly related to flood-risk management, 

including comments related to flooding, river channel capacity, sediment management, and water 

quality issues. Residents are specifically concerned about the impact of frequent flooding on residents 

and their properties, natural habitat, and sediment buildup in the region. Causes of flooding mentioned 

in comments were increased rainfall, deteriorating or weak mitigation structures, lack of drainage, and 

heavy run-off. Comments suggest that reduced flooding would improve quality of life in the region and 

ultimately improve the economic condition of the basin. Commenters suggested the Puyallup River 

Basin General Investigation Study should focus on implementing solutions to alleviate flooding with 

minimal environmental impacts. 

 

Ecosystem restoration was also a common theme in comments received during the scoping period. 

Comments acknowledged that the problems facing the Puyallup River Basin have had negative effects 
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on aquatic habitat and species, including endangered salmon. Comments specifically noted that 

frequent flooding and sediment buildup contribute to poor water quality, negatively affecting certain 

fish and plant species. Comments encouraged a variety of structural and non-structural measures to 

improve habitat, as well as to reduce flooding.  Comments indicated the Puyallup River Basin General 

Investigation Study should focus on designing ecosystem restoration measures to address water quality, 

sediment management, and river channel restoration to provide benefits to the overall health of the 

Puyallup River Basin aquatic ecosystem.  

 

Some comments received were beyond the purpose of the project, or out of scope, as mentioned in the 

table on page 9. Comments identified as out of scope included comments related to implementation of 

an emergency notification system at Mud Mountain Dam, potential for Mud Mountain Dam failure, and 

a requested wetland delineation at a former yeast plant in Sumner.  

 

Categorized Scoping Comments 

The categorized comments below were received from September 30 – October 24, 2011, and are 

presented verbatim as received. 

 

Category Comment Author 

Adaptive 

management 

and monitoring 

We recommend that the EIS describe the potential environmental benefits of a 

formal Adaptive Management Plan. Such a plan should be designed to ensure the 

success of mitigation measures and to provide management flexibility to 

incorporate new research and information. We recommend that the Adaptive 

Management Plan include a timeline for periodic reviews and adjustments, as well 

as a mechanism to consider and implement additional mitigation measures, as 

necessary, after the project is developed. Monitoring and evaluation should be 

used to determine if management actions are achieving objectives. ... The EIS 

should describe how the action alternatives would achieve consistency with key 

mitigation and monitoring requirements from 32 CFR Part 651.15(b) and ER 1105-

2-100. 

Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Air quality and 

emissions 

The EIS should contain an analysis of emissions from construction, vehicle use, 

and equipment use, including estimated mitigated annual emissions. Emissions 

associated with on-site generation of electricity during construction should be 

included in this analysis. The EPA supports incorporating mitigation strategies to 

minimize fugitive dust and toxic emissions, as well as emission controls for 

particulate matter (PM) and ozone precursors for construction-related activity. 

We recommend that best management practices, all applicable requirements 

under local or State rules, and the following additional measures be incorporated 

into the EIS, a Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan, and the Record of Decision. 

See EPA's Clean Construction USA website for additional information. 

Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Alternative 

selection / 

analysis 

...we note our strong support for actions that restore natural processes and 

specifically recommend that you consider an EIS alternative which maximizes 

opportunities to restore natural hydrologic, geomorphic, and, biological 

Erik Peterson, 

EPA 
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Category Comment Author 

processes. 

Alternative 

selection / 

analysis 

The 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 and to any identified goals and objectives. The analysis 

of alternatives in the EIS should compare the alternatives with respect to how 

well they respond to the stated need, issues, goals and objectives. ... The Council 

on Environmental Quality recommends that all reasonable alternatives be 

considered, 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 project. The 

EPA encourages selection of feasible alternatives that would (1) be 

environmentally sustainable, (2) maximize environmental benefits, and (3) avoid, 

minimize, and/or otherwise mitigate environmental impacts. 

Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Alternative 

selection / 

analysis 

In order to facilitate a full and fair discussion on significant environmental issues, 

we recommend you consider developing and disclosing project specific standards 

of significance. The U.S. Department of Energy and Western Area Power 

Administration July 2010 DEIS on the Grapevine Canyon Wind Project provides a 

conceptual- and generally substantive - example... We believe this style of 

disclosure - direct linkages to standards of significance - may help to ensure that 

this Project's NEPA document sharply defines all of the issues by focusing on a full 

and fair discussion of potential significant adverse environmental impacts. 

Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Alternative 

selection / 

analysis 

The U.S. Geological Survey (2011) has undertaken work to assess sediment input 

to the river systems draining Mount Rainier, noting that high rates of aggradation 

have resulted on selected reaches of the Carbon, Nisqually, White, and Puyallup 

Rivers, yielding potential for increased channel migration and reduced flood-

carrying capacity. This work should be considered in the analysis of project 

alternatives for floodrisk management in the Puyallup River basin. 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Alternative 

selection / 

analysis 

... while we are looking at all the different options or the Army Corps is looking at 

all the different options, whether setback levees or improving our levees or other 

channel migration zones, they also -- The sediment management question is a 

very, very big issue for them. And we understand that we want to do it with 

having the least environmental negative impact. But we do want to look at that, 

because we have some serious buildup of sediment along the river that people 

look at it, and whether it's part of it, a small part of it, the perception is that it's a 

big part of the river's flooding problems. And so I would like to make sure that 

that is something that is kept in the forefront. Whether it's to find a good plan to 

take care of it or whether it's to dismiss it as really a small part of the problem, I'd 

like to see that addressed fully. 

Joyce 

McDonald, 

Pierce County 

Councilmember  

Aquatic habitat 

protection and 

restoration 

Consider implementing watershed or aquatic habitat restoration activities to 

compensate for past impacts to water resources, particularly in watersheds with 

303(d) listed waters where development may have contributed to impairments 

through past channelization, riverine or floodplain encroachments, sediment 

Erik Peterson, 

EPA 



Puyallup River Basin General Investigation Study: Public Scoping Summary Report 14 

Category Comment Author 
delivery during construction, and other activities that may have affected channel 

stability, water quality, aquatic habitat, and designated waterbody uses. 

Provisions for antidegradation of water quality apply to water bodies where water 

quality standards are presently being met. 

Aquatic habitat 

protection and 

restoration 

The Puyallup River basin supports fisheries resources that have cultural and 

economic importance to the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe. Chinook, coho, chum, and 

pink salmon, as well as, steelhead and other trout utilize portions of the basin for 

spawning, rearing, holding, and migration. 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Aquatic habitat 

protection and 

restoration 

The DEIS should also consider reports that describe or analyze historical 

conditions of channels, floodplains, habitats, and flooding within the study area 

(e.g., Ober, 1898; Chittenden, 1907; Roberts, 1920; Collins and Sheikh, 2004a; 

and, Collns and Sheikh, 2004b) in effort to identify effective mitigation models for 

project impacts to fish and fish habitat. This is important because extensive 

portions of the project area (e.g., White and Puyallup rivers below Mud Mountain 

dam) are chiefly engineered entities dissociated from their earlier flow regime 

and chanel form. Consequently, effective mitigation for project impacts to fish 

habitat is more likely to result from work to restore diminished historical habitat 

elements (e.g., off-channel wetlands for flood storage), rather than replication of 

curent habitat conditions impacted by the project work (e.g., replacement of 

disturbed levee vegetation with wilow stakes). 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Aquatic habitat 

protection and 

restoration 

The Mud Mountain Dam was authorized to prevent flood damages in the Puyallup 

River valley below the mouth of the White River. In doing so, it has adversely 

affected fish and fish habitat in the lower 29.6 miles of the White River by 

creating an anadromous fish passage barrier; disrupting the natural delivery of 

sediments by impounding fine sediments during high flow and/or high load 

periods and discharging those same sediments for persistent and prolonged 

periods during lower river flows which increases localized deposition; capturing 

wood that would otherwise transport downstream, which is removed as part of 

dam operations; and facilitating development on the floodplain that results in 

further habitat degradation from reduced floodwater storage, bank hardening, 

river channelization, riparian vegetation removal and wood removal from the 

river (WRIA i 0 Limiting Factors Report, WA Conservation Commission, 1999). The 

dam also alters downstream river flows in the river during flood control and 

maintenance operations that potentially impact salmon habitat through redd 

exposure and/or fish trapping and stranding.  

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Aquatic habitat 

protection and 

restoration 

If the DEIS analyzes any alternatives requiring operational or structural changes to 

Mud Mountain Dam, it should discretely analyze associated impacts to the 

aquatic ecology of the White River below the dam, and propose specific 

mitigation within the lower White river basin to mitigate those impacts. 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 



Puyallup River Basin General Investigation Study: Public Scoping Summary Report 15 

Category Comment Author 

Aquatic habitat 

protection and 

restoration 

To this end, I believe the most important project the Army Corps could do is help 

efforts (it was mentioned Pierce County is already doing this to some extent) to 

get current and future development out of the floodway. Obviously this will cost 

alot of money to purchase river buffer but in the long run it prevents damage and 

even addresses the critical habitat needs of ESA listed fish if the Army Corps will 

realize that indeed tree roots make excellent bank stabilization. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Aquatic habitat 

protection and 

restoration 

 Preventing any breach of sewage into the river also assists ESA listed fish. 
Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Aquatic habitat 

protection and 

restoration 

As a natural resources major,  I understand that LWD is essential not only for 

critical fish habitat but logs are like sponges and hold tons of water: their 

presence in rivers should be desired. Same goes for living trees next to the river: 

critical fish habitat, root bank stabilization AND their leaves and needles store 

rainwater. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Aquatic habitat 

protection and 

restoration 

As part of the GI Study, I think a priority should be made in identifying unmapped 

wetlands in the GI Study Area, for the Army Corps jurisdictional map.  At worst 

this would give the Army Corps more permit fees when application is made to fill 

wetlands. At best the Army Corps will have more natural and beneficial flood 

control as it is established by fact that wetlands are natural flood storage along 

with other natural benefits such as wildlife habitat and natural water purification. 

It has come to my recent attention via satellite imagery, verbal recall of hydrolic 

conditions by descendants of the original property owner/farmer, casual 

observances and educated opinion that there are wetlands and high groundwater 

currently on the site of the former Yeast Plant in town at 1115 Zehnder Street, 

Sumner, WA. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Climate change 

... Effects of climate change particularly relevant for this project includes changes 

in hydrology (including sea level rise) weather patterns, and, precipitation rates. 

Accounting for these effects will require adaptation ... We recommend that the 

EIS describe whether or not and how climate change considerations have 

influenced decisions (e.g., Project Design Features, mitigation measures, 

Alternatives development etc.) We are especially interested in your efforts to 

account for predicted changes in hydrology and sea level rise. Addressing these 

potential climate change effects appears to be a key part of ensuring that flood 

management actions minimize risk and maximize benefits from the Puyallup 

River's dynamic processes. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 
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Climate change 

The DEIS should also discuss project alternatives in relation to climate change 

mitigation strategies, for example, how is sediment loading to the White River 

projected to change given continued glacial recession, higher snowpack 

elevations, as well as, trends in extreme precipitation events. 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Cultural and 

historic 

resources 

The EPA recommends that lead agencies consult with the potentially affected 

tribes specific to their interests and concerns. Among the issues that in our 

experience are often of concern to tribes are: 

• Reservation lands. 

• Formally identified trust and treaty resources. 

• Grave and burial sites. 

• Off-reservation sacred sites. 

• Traditional cultural properties or landscapes. 

• Hunting, fishing, and gathering areas (including impacts to ecosystems that 

support animals and plants that are or once were part of the Tribes and tribal 

descendants' traditional resource areas). 

• Access to traditional and current hunting, fishing and gathering areas and 

species. 

• Changes in hydrology or ecological composition of springs, seeps, wetlands and 

streams, that could be considered sacred or have traditional resource use 

associations. 

• Water quality in streams, springs, wetlands and aquifers. 

• Travel routes that were historically used, and travel routes that may be 

currently used. 

• Historic properties and other cultural resources. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Cultural and 

historic 

resources 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing 

regulations (36 CFR 800) outlines specific procedures to be used in examining 

potential impacts on historic places. These procedures should be carefully 

followed in the course of any NEPA analysis, but agencies must be careful not to 

allow attention to Section 106 review to cause analysts to give insufficient 

consideration to other kinds of cultural resources. Not all cultural resources are 

"historic properties" as defined in the National Historic Preservation Act (that is, 

places included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places); hence 

they cannot all be addressed through Section 106 review, but this does not mean 

that they do not need to be addressed under NEPA. The EPA recommends that no 

Finding of No Significant Impact or Record of Decision be completed until the 

processes of consultation, analysis, review and documentation required by 

Section 106 of NHPA have been fully completed. If adverse effects to historic 

properties are identified, any Memorandum of Agreement developed to resolve 

these concerns under Section 106 of NHPA should be referenced in the ROD. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Cultural and 

historic 

In all cases, efforts must be made to respect tribal cultural interests, values, and 

modes of expression, and to overcome language, economic, and other barriers to 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 
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resources tribal participation. 

Cumulative and 

indirect impacts 

The EPA has issued guidance on how we are to provide comments on the 

assessment of cumulative impacts, Consideration of Cumulative Impacts in EPA 

Review of NEPA Documents. II The guidance states that in order to assess the 

adequacy of the cumulative impacts assessment, five key areas should be 

considered. In our review of the DEIS we will assess whether the cumulative 

effects' analysis adequately: 

• Identifies resources, if any, that are being cumulatively impacted. 

• Determines the appropriate geographic (within natural ecological boundaries) 

area and the time period over which the effects have occurred and will occur. 

• Looks at all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions that have 

affected, are affecting, or would affect resources of concern. 

• Describes a benchmark or baseline. 

• Includes scientifically defensible threshold levels. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Economic 

development / 

risk 

Proper River MGMT./Maint. is needed. Without that, there is no reason to live, 

work or invest in the area. 
Steve Schenk 

Economic 

development / 

risk 

As per the public scoping meeting on Oct 6, 2011, it seemed a desire for long term 

economic risk reduction was stressed. To this end, I believe the most important 

project the Army Corps could do is help efforts (it was mentioned Pierce County is 

already doing this to some extent) to get current and future development out of 

the floodway.  

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Economic 

development / 

risk 

Finally, as a very long term solution to the trucking of fish I think a channel 

diversion that runs from the Puyallup to before Mud Mt Dam is feasible. 

Expensive yes. But long term. It would be a huge public works type project that 

would create jobs.  

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Economic 

development / 

risk 

I think that right now property value in Pierce County is at an all time low, so if 

you wanted to do any sort of river buffer, riparian zone buying projects as part of 

your 65 percent of the pie, I know those don't provide construction jobs or project 

jobs, but I think it's a great way to use some money. And I'd do it now, because 

everything is cyclical, and hopefully property values in Pierce County will start to 

go up again. I think more people will come to live here if there are less risks to 

living here. So that's my two cents. Thank you. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Economic 

development / 

risk 

We're very interested in making sure that we protect the environment we already 

have; in other words, if we already have a hospital or a bridge or a housing 

development, that those items get protected in the planning process, and that 

human life and employment centers would get a priority in terms of protection in 

the flood zone. And it's something that we said during the Pierce County process, 

and it's something that we hope the Army Corps of Engineers will take into 

Catherine 

Rudolph, 

Association of 

Realtors 
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account as it does its process. 

Endangered 

Species 
 Preventing any breach of sewage into the river also assists ESA listed fish. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Endangered 

Species 

The EIS should identify the endangered, threatened, and candidate plant and 

animal species, and, other sensitive species within the project area. The EIS 

should also describe critical habitat; identify impacts the project would have on 

species and their critical habitats; and how the project would meet all ESA 

requirements, including consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and 

National Oceanographic Atmospheric Administration National Marine Fisheries 

Service. We believe an adequate EIS includes - if relevant to the project - a 

biological assessment and/or a description of the ESA Section 7 consultation with 

USFWS and NOAA Fisheries. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Environmental 

Justice 

In all cases, efforts must be made to respect tribal cultural interests, values, and 

modes of expression, and to overcome language, economic, and other barriers to 

tribal participation. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Environmental 

Justice 

In compliance with the NEPA and with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental 

Justice, actions should be taken to conduct adequate public outreach and 

participation that ensures the public and Native American tribes understand the 

possible impacts to their communities and trust resources. We note that the CEQ 

has developed guidance concerning how to address Environmental Justice in the 

environmental review process. The EPA recommends lead agencies address the 

following points in the EIS, at a minimum: 

• Identify low income and minority communities that may be impacted by the 

project. 

• Describe the efforts that have been or will be taken to meaningfully involve and 

inform affected communities about project decisions and impacts. 

• Disclose in the EIS the results of meaningful involvement efforts, such as 

community identified impacts. 

• Evaluate identified project impacts for their potential to disproportionately 

impact low income or minority communities. Disproportionate impacts should be 

identified in relationship to a reference community. 

• Disclose how potential disproportionate impacts and environmental justice 

issues have been or will be addressed by the lead agency's decision making 

process. 

• Propose mitigation for the unavoidable impacts that will or are likely to occur.  

• Include in the EIS a summary conclusion, sometimes refened to as an 

'environmental justice determination', which concisely expresses how 

environmental justice impacts have been appropriately avoided, minimized or 

mitigated. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 
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Flooding 

The U.S. Geological Survey (2011) has undertaken work to assess sediment input 

to the river systems draining Mount Rainier, noting that high rates of aggradation 

have resulted on selected reaches of the Carbon, Nisqually, White, and Puyallup 

Rivers, yielding potential for increased channel migration and reduced flood-

carrying capacity. This work should be considered in the analysis of project 

alternatives for floodrisk management in the Puyallup River basin. 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Flooding 

Finally, as a very long term solution to the trucking of fish I think a channel 

diversion that runs from the Puyallup to before Mud Mt Dam is feasible. 

Expensive yes. But long term. It would be a huge public works type project that 

would create jobs.  This would be another outlet for flood waters. Finally, 

continuing to support the local Tribe in their restoration ox bow projects 

obviously provides outlet for flood waters.  

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Human health 

and protection 

Next I believe that where POTWs are placed on rivers, it is very important to have 

preventative flood wall projects as a priority for human health reasons. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Human health 

and protection 

We're very interested in making sure that we protect the environment we already 

have; in other words, if we already have a hospital or a bridge or a housing 

development, that those items get protected in the planning process, and that 

human life and employment centers would get a priority in terms of protection in 

the flood zone.  

Catherine 

Rudolph, 

Association of 

Realtors 

Mud Mountain 

Dam 

Study needs to clearly outline the assumptions and risk that are inherent with the 

operation of Mud Mountain Dam. Most citizens don't realize how much benefit 

they get from the dam or what would happen if it is forced to release higher flows 

than historically have been released during a flood. 

Hans Hunger 

Mud Mountain 

Dam 

The Mud Mountain Dam was authorized to prevent flood damages in the Puyallup 

River valley below the mouth of the White River. In doing so, it has adversely 

affected fish and fish habitat in the lower 29.6 miles of the White River by 

creating an anadromous fish passage barrier; disrupting the natural delivery of 

sediments by impounding fine sediments during high flow and/or high load 

periods and discharging those same sediments for persistent and prolonged 

periods during lower river flows which increases localized deposition; capturing 

wood that would otherwise transport downstream, which is removed as part of 

dam operations; and facilitating development on the floodplain that results in 

further habitat degradation from reduced floodwater storage, bank hardening, 

river channelization, riparian vegetation removal and wood removal from the 

river (WRIA i 0 Limiting Factors Report, WA Conservation Commission, 1999). The 

dam also alters downstream river flows in the river during flood control and 

maintenance operations that potentially impact salmon habitat through redd 

exposure and/or fish trapping and stranding.  

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 
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Mud Mountain 

Dam 

If the DEIS analyzes any alternatives requiring operational or structural changes to 

Mud Mountain Dam, it should discretely analyze associated impacts to the 

aquatic ecology of the White River below the dam, and propose specific 

mitigation within the lower White river basin to mitigate those impacts. 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Mud Mountain 

Dam* 

Next I believe that a warning system of a Mud Mt. Dam breach or failure could be 

placed into the lahar warning system in place in the Puyallup River Valley. In this 

case it could save lives to have warning to evacuate! 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Mud Mountain 

Dam* 

 ...I just wonder how much money a modeling study of if that dam was just fully 

opened up, like earthquake, worst-case scenario -- Would that define the 

floodplain? I mean, is that something you might look at? Because that would help. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

NEPA process / 

EIS 

A Purpose and Need Statement is required in the development of the NEPA EIS. … 

[The Purpose] should be stated as the positive outcome that is expected. The 

Purpose must not be stated so narrowly that only one pre-selected alternative 

can fulfill the purpose. It should be stated broadly enough so that a range of 

reasonable alternatives can be considered and alternatives are not dismissed 

prematurely. ... The Need should establish evidence that a problem exists, or will 

exist, based on valid projections, and should be substantiated by facts and, where 

appropriate, quantitative analyses. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

NEPA process / 

EIS 

Special efforts must be taken to avoid disproportionate adverse environmental 

impacts on such tribes, and to eliminate barriers to their full participation in the 

NEPA process and related processes of environmental review. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

NEPA process / 

EIS 

The 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 and to any identified goals and objectives. The analysis 

of alternatives in the EIS should compare the alternatives with respect to how 

well they respond to the stated need, issues, goals and objectives. ... The Council 

on Environmental Quality recommends that all reasonable alternatives be 

considered, 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 project. The 

EPA encourages selection of feasible alternatives that would (1) be 

environmentally sustainable, (2) maximize environmental benefits, and (3) avoid, 

minimize, and/or otherwise mitigate environmental impacts. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Non-structural 

measures 

We strongly encourage the USACE to prioritize the use of non-structural measures 

to improve flood management where floodplain development is relatively limited, 

and elsewhere in the Project area to utilize non-structural measures to the 

greatest practicable extent as an alternative to or in conjunction with any 

structural measures to be employed. The DEIS should include a review and 

discussion of the recent work by the U.S. Geological Survey concerning Puyallup 

River Floods and Sedimentation (e.g., Czuba et aI., 2010) in effort to evaluate the 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 
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potential impacts on aquatic habitat and the effectiveness of various Project 

actions considered. 

Non-structural 

measures 

The DEIS should consider alternatives that would use levee setbacks and non-

structural measures wherever they are feasible to implement within the Project 

area. The DEIS should not limit consideration of such measures to just sites below 

the Meridian Street bridge in the City of Puyallup. The DEIS should also consider 

larger levee setbacks below the Meridian Street bridge in the City of Puyallup that 

extend outside the 200-feet open-space corridor designated by Pierce County. 

Where assessing costs for implementing structural measures to improve flood 

management, the DEIS should include total federal and local costs required to 

maintain the structural measures during the Project lifespan, and compare those 

total costs to the costs for implementing non-structural measures. 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Other projects 

in the basin 

Over the last year, I sat on a planning committee during a process of discussing 

various plans put together by the Surface Water Management Department of 

Pierce County. That planning did not even address our issues. Is this a duplication 

of that effort, or an additional round of planning? 

Gail Clowers, 

Pierce County 

Drainage 

District 10 

Other projects 

in the basin 

And I just want to bring up one other thing that's continually mentioned at the 

Pierce County Rivers Executive Task Force, which is Pierce County has been 

working very, very hard and diligently on our flood hazard management plan and 

other plans and studies that we have done. 

Joyce 

McDonald, 

Pierce County 

Councilmember  

Project funding 

and timeline 
See the Corps. Plan fully funded & implemented A.S.A.P. Steve Schenk 

Project funding 

and timeline 

...we would like to, if at all possible, accelerate the general investigation study so 

that we -- We have already had a year. We know that the schedule shows another 

five years. If there's any way because of the great things that have already been 

done and the cooperation that's happening in Pierce County -- If we could 

accelerate the time line and bring it up a little sooner, we would sure appreciate 

that. 

Joyce 

McDonald, 

Pierce County 

Councilmember  

Project funding 

and timeline 

You know, I'd like to accelerate the process in any way possible. And I think one of 

the ways is that when the Corps is working in our area that they contact us and 

ask if we have already got the information that they're looking for. ... So I think 

with the Army Corps contacting the jurisdictions and counties that they're 

working in, you already have this -- the tribes -- it could help the whole thing all 

along. And if you are a paying participant into this GI study, any information that 

they do use they will credit your overall fee for your six-year study participation. 

Ken Wolfe, City 

of Orting 
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River channel 

maintenance 

Proper River MGMT./Maint. is needed. Without that, there is no reason to live, 

work or invest in the area. 
Steve Schenk 

River channel 

maintenance 
Dig out the lower 8 miles of Puyallup River. Steve Schenk 

River channel 

maintenance 

Finally, as a very long term solution to the trucking of fish I think a channel 

diversion that runs from the Puyallup to before Mud Mt Dam is feasible. 

Expensive yes. But long term. It would be a huge public works type project that 

would create jobs.  This would be another outlet for flood waters. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

River channel 

maintenance 

Finally, as it has been expressed by our Governor that we are to repair Puget 

Sound by 2020, I believe the only dredging that should ever be considered is at 

the mouth of the Puyallup River where contamination removal is also an issue. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Sediment 

management 

Gravel, silt, etc. is filling up the River channels, espcially lower 8 miles of Puyallup 

River, White (Stuck) River-Pacific Area 
Steve Schenk 

Sediment 

management 

The U.S. Geological Survey (2011) has undertaken work to assess sediment input 

to the river systems draining Mount Rainier, noting that high rates of aggradation 

have resulted on selected reaches of the Carbon, Nisqually, White, and Puyallup 

Rivers, yielding potential for increased channel migration and reduced flood-

carrying capacity. This work should be considered in the analysis of project 

alternatives for floodrisk management in the Puyallup River basin. 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Sediment 

management 

The Mud Mountain Dam was authorized to prevent flood damages in the Puyallup 

River valley below the mouth of the White River. In doing so, it has adversely 

affected fish and fish habitat in the lower 29.6 miles of the White River by 

creating an anadromous fish passage barrier; disrupting the natural delivery of 

sediments by impounding fine sediments during high flow and/or high load 

periods and discharging those same sediments for persistent and prolonged 

periods during lower river flows which increases localized deposition; capturing 

wood that would otherwise transport downstream, which is removed as part of 

dam operations; and facilitating development on the floodplain that results in 

further habitat degradation from reduced floodwater storage, bank hardening, 

river channelization, riparian vegetation removal and wood removal from the 

river (WRIA i 0 Limiting Factors Report, WA Conservation Commission, 1999). 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Sediment 

management 

... while we are looking at all the different options or the Army Corps is looking at 

all the different options, whether setback levees or improving our levees or other 

channel migration zones, they also -- The sediment management question is a 

very, very big issue for them. And we understand that we want to do it with 

having the least environmental negative impact. But we do want to look at that, 

because we have some serious buildup of sediment along the river that people 

look at it, and whether it's part of it, a small part of it, the perception is that it's a 

Joyce 

McDonald, 

Pierce County 

Councilmember  
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big part of the river's flooding problems. And so I would like to make sure that 

that is something that is kept in the forefront. Whether it's to find a good plan to 

take care of it or whether it's to dismiss it as really a small part of the problem, I'd 

like to see that addressed fully. 

Sediment 

management* 

A typical delineation needs to be done according to the Manual guidelines in 

Section F.   I also request that these delineations not be done in the historic and 

now filled 50’ deep ravine area that the creek flowed through, as the soil used to 

fill the ravine is not the native soil. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Structural 

measures 

Even during flood stage, much more drainage could be accomplished during low 

tide if these ports were enlarged and additional pipes were installed. Even if these 

measures were taken, we would likely still suffer some flooding in the district 

during these extreme events, but the damage could be very much reduced.  The 

only way that flooding could be eliminated altogether would be to install 

adequate pumping to lift the water from the basin over the levee into the river. 

Gail Clowers, 

Pierce County 

Drainage 

District 10 

Structural 

measures 
New, stronger, higher levees with a lot of Freeboard capacity Steve Schenk 

Structural 

measures 

The DEIS should discuss the potential for any new structural measures or flood 

control facilities to be federal facilities or to be enrolled in the Corps, PL 84-99 

flood inspection and rehabilitation program in terms of conflict between healthy 

riparian habitat and the Corps/ standards for levee vegetation maintenance that 

restrict or prohibit riparian vegetation. 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Structural 

measures 

Next I believe that where POTWs are placed on rivers, it is very important to have 

preventative flood wall projects as a priority for human health reasons. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Transportation 
Every type of transportation is impacted, including the roads to get Freight to the 

Airports. 
Steve Schenk 

Tribal 

consultation 

Government-to-government consultation with federally recognized Indian tribal 

governments is legally required. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Tribal 

consultation 

Special efforts must be taken to avoid disproportionate adverse environmental 

impacts on such tribes, and to eliminate barriers to their full participation in the 

NEPA process and related processes of environmental review. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Tribal 

consultation 

The lead federal agency responsible for a NEPA analysis is responsible for 

consulting government-to-government with the governments of federally 

recognized tribes, and for consulting, though not necessarily on a formal 

government-to-government basis, with non-recognized tribes. In all cases, efforts 

must be made to respect tribal cultural interests, values, and modes of 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 
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expression, and to overcome language, economic, and other barriers to tribal 

participation. 

Tribal 

consultation 

Special attention should be paid to environmental impacts on resources held in 

trust or treaty resources. Trust resources include those resources held in trust by 

the U.S. government on a tribe's behalf (such as tribal lands, minerals, and 

timber). They also include resources in which a tribe has rights that the U.S. 

government is obligated to protect. ... For a NEPA analysis, this means that close 

consideration should be given to all types of resources and aspects of the 

environment that tribes regard as significant, and that this consideration be 

carried out in consultation with tribes. Consultation should begin at the earliest 

stages of NEPA review, when the purpose and need for the action are considered, 

alternatives are formulated, and approaches to scoping are established. It should 

continue through the remainder of the NEPA analysis, documentation, and review 

process and be documented in Environmental Impact Statements and Records of 

Decision, Environmental Assessments and Findings of No Significant Impact, and 

the recordkeeping supporting the application of categorical exclusions. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Tribal 

consultation 

The EPA recommends that lead agencies consult with the potentially affected 

tribes specific to their interests and concerns. Among the issues that in our 

experience are often of concern to tribes are: 

• Reservation lands. 

• Formally identified trust and treaty resources. 

• Grave and burial sites. 

• Off-reservation sacred sites. 

• Traditional cultural properties or landscapes. 

• Hunting, fishing, and gathering areas (including impacts to ecosystems that 

support animals and plants that are or once were part of the Tribes and tribal 

descendants' traditional resource areas). 

• Access to traditional and current hunting, fishing and gathering areas and 

species. 

• Changes in hydrology or ecological composition of springs, seeps, wetlands and 

streams, that could be considered sacred or have traditional resource use 

associations. 

• Water quality in streams, springs, wetlands and aquifers. 

• Travel routes that were historically used, and travel routes that may be 

currently used. 

• Historic properties and other cultural resources. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Tribal 

consultation 

Since the responsibility for government-to-government consultation with tribes is 

vested by law in the federal government, we recommend that a lead federal 

agency not delegate its tribal consultation responsibilities to the State or local 

government unless it has a formal agreement to such delegation with the 

pertinent tribal government or governments permitting such delegation, as well 

as a formal agreement with the State or local government as to how such 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 
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consultation responsibilities will be carried out. 

Tribal 

consultation 

MITFD requests close coordination with USACE on future elements of the 

proposed flood-risk management project (Project) encompassing portions of the 

Puyallup, Carbon, and White rivers, because these elements may impact treaty 

fishing access, treaty protected fisheries resources, and lands owned by the 

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe. 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Tribal 

consultation 

Finally, continuing to support the local Tribe in their restoration ox bow projects 

obviously provides outlet for flood waters. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Vegetation 

habitat and 

management 

A vegetation management plan should be prepared to address control of such 

plant intrusions. The plan should list the noxious weeds and exotic plants that 

occur in the project corridor. In cases where noxious weeds are a threat, the EPA 

recommends the vegetation management plan detail a strategy for prevention, 

early detection of invasion, and control procedures for each species. ... If any 

pesticides and herbicides would be used for vegetation treatment during the 

proposed project operations, the EIS should address any potential toxic hazards 

related to the application of the chemicals, and describe what actions would be 

taken to assure that impacts by toxic substances released to the environment 

would be minimized. If vegetation would be burned, then the EIS should include a 

smoke management program that would be followed to reduce public health 

impacts and potential ambient air quality exceedance. The EIS should include a 

project design feature that calls for the development of an invasive plant 

management plan to monitor and control noxious weeds, and to utilize native 

plants for restoration of disturbed areas because of the project. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Vegetation 

habitat and 

management 

The DEIS should discuss the potential for any new structural measures or flood 

control facilities to be federal facilities or to be enrolled in the Corps, PL 84-99 

flood inspection and rehabilitation program in terms of conflict between healthy 

riparian habitat and the Corps/ standards for levee vegetation maintenance that 

restrict or prohibit riparian vegetation. 

Karen Walter, 

Muckleshoot 

Indian Tribe 

Fisheries 

Division 

Vegetation 

habitat and 

management 

As a natural resources major,  I understand that LWD is essential not only for 

critical fish habitat but logs are like sponges and hold tons of water: their 

presence in rivers should be desired. Same goes for living trees next to the river: 

critical fish habitat, root bank stabilization AND their leaves and needles store 

rainwater. 

Sara de Soto 

Hoime 

Water quality / 

contamination 

To meet the requirements of the Clean Water Act, the EIS must identify all water 

bodies likely to be impacted by the project, the nature of the potential impacts, 

and the specific discharges and pollutants likely to impact those waters 

(addressing both Section 402 and 404 discharges and potential impairments to 

water quality standards). The EIS must also disclose information regarding 

relevant Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) allocations, the water bodies to which 

they apply, water quality standards and pollutants of concern. 303(d) listed 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 
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waters should not be further degraded. If additional pollutant loading is predicted 

to occur to a 303(d) listed stream as a result of a project, the EIS should include 

measures to control existing sources of pollution to offset pollutant additions. 

Water quality / 

contamination 

Consider implementing watershed or aquatic habitat restoration activities to 

compensate for past impacts to water resources, particularly in watersheds with 

303(d) listed waters where development may have contributed to impairments 

through past channelization, riverine or floodplain encroachments, sediment 

delivery during construction, and other activities that may have affected channel 

stability, water quality, aquatic habitat, and designated waterbody uses. 

Provisions for antidegradation of water quality apply to water bodies where water 

quality standards are presently being met. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

Water quality / 

contamination 

The EPA recommends that lead agencies consult with the potentially affected 

tribes specific to their interests and concerns. Among the issues that in our 

experience are often of concern to tribes are: 

• Reservation lands. 

• Formally identified trust and treaty resources. 

• Grave and burial sites. 

• Off-reservation sacred sites. 

• Traditional cultural properties or landscapes. 

• Hunting, fishing, and gathering areas (including impacts to ecosystems that 

support animals and plants that are or once were part of the Tribes and tribal 

descendants' traditional resource areas). 

• Access to traditional and current hunting, fishing and gathering areas and 

species. 

• Changes in hydrology or ecological composition of springs, seeps, wetlands and 

streams, that could be considered sacred or have traditional resource use 

associations. 

• Water quality in streams, springs, wetlands and aquifers. 

• Travel routes that were historically used, and travel routes that may be 

currently used. 

• Historic properties and other cultural resources. 

 Erik Peterson, 

EPA 

 
 
Next Steps 

The comments received during the NEPA Scoping period were collected and analyzed to inform the 

scope of the Puyallup River Basin General Investigation Study. This scoping summary report produced by 

the Corps will be shared with Pierce County and posted on the project’s website at:  

http://www.nws.usace.army.mil/PublicMenu/Menu.cfm?sitename=PRBFDRS&pagename=main 

 

Public and agency outreach will continue throughout the duration of the project, including information 

sessions to discuss and present project updates, website updates, and meetings with organizations, 

agencies and tribal representatives. 
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There will be a formal review and comment process when the Final Without Project Conditions Report is 

issued, scheduled January 2012. This report will explain the resulting conditions of the Puyallup River 

Basin if no flood-risk mitigation measures are implemented. A Feasibility Scoping Meeting, open to the 

public, is scheduled for June 2012. Comments made on the Feasibility Study/DEIS will be formally 

addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. The Feasibility Study/EIS is expected to be 

completed in August 2015. 
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