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Quincy and Burke Lake Management Plans

Waters: Quincy and Burke Lakes

Location: Quincy Wildlife Area, Secs. l4 and 15, TI9N, R23E, approximately
five miles SW of Quincy, Grant County, Washington

Size: 62 and 57 surface acres, respectively
Maximum Depth: 26 and 27 feet, respectively
Water Source: Subsurface Sseep springs

Outflow: Westerly several hundred feet to disappear into basaltic fissures and
rubble

Management History: Have been managed as trout waters for about 30 years.
Annual stocking approximately 30,000 fry at 80 - 100 per pound. Stocking
density averaged 500 - 550 fish per surface acre. Season originally opened in
April and closed the end of September and produced opening day harvests of
50,000 trout of ll-inch size. This high early harvest made for a rapid
fishout and an effective or productive season of about two weeks. The first
chemical rehabilitations on these lakes occurred in 1966, Since that time the
lakes have been subject to repeated illegal introductions of perch,
pumpkinseed sunfish, largemouth bass and crappie. Tui chub have also been a
problem in Quincy.

Rehabilitation was carried out as soon after presence of an unwanted species
was detected as possible. Quincy Lake has been rehabilitated four times and
Burke five times.

Serious upland habitat damage, litter accumulation and fire hazard resulted
from the hundreds of campers and day-trippers visiting these waters in the
usually sunny April days. In 1983 the season opening was changed toc March |
with a limit reduction to five fish and a subsequent earlier closing date of
July 31.

Largely because of adverse weather and ice on the lakes, opening day crowds
diminished and catch rates became highly variable. About 50 percent of the
years finds ice still on during the March opener. Size of fish diminished as
a4 consequence of shortened growing time. An earlier spawning rainbow stock
(Goldendale) was used to partially compensate, i.e., obtain an average size of
10 - 10.5 inches. ‘

Current Management Objectives: Manage as a trout-on': water with a five fish
limit and a season of March | - July 31. Provide .. wverage harvest of 3 - 4
fish per person on opening day, realizing weather and ice conditions will
cause some yearly variation in catch/effort. Stocking will continue at about
500 fish per acre, or 30,000 fry ahnually in each water. Maintain a carryover
harvest of 13 - 17 inch rainbows that comprises 5 - 10 percent of the opening
day catch. Monitor opening day effort and harvest as per the Brown Model.
Check randomly for fishing success after the opening week. Sample prior to
opening to estimate relative survival rate as weather conditions permit.



Sample also once each year for presence of non-trout species. Continue <

rehabilitations with rotenone as soon as possible after detection of unwanted
fish species.



PREREHABILITATION PLAN

PROPOSAL

A, Justification for Proposed Rehabilitation

Burke and Quincy lakes are statewide resources. A WDW survey during the
1981-82 seasons indicated only 18% of those fishing Burke Lake were from Grant
County. Over 45% were from western counties. A similar survey conducted in
1992 for all March 1 Opening Day waters indicated 20% participation from Grant
County anglers and 47% of the total residing on the westside. Biologists in
1983 conservatively estimated 9,000 angler trips per season on Burke Lake,
contrasted with an average estimate of 200 angler days on comparable warmwater
lakes. Data collected at Quincy Lake in 1988 provides an estimate of over
6,400 angler trips per season.

After the 1977 rehab of Burke Lake, fish/angler reached a high of 8.8,
declining to 1.1 just before the 1983 rehab. Catch limits on Burke were
reduced to 5 fish per day in 1984. Catches after 1983 peaked out at 4.6
fish/angler and declined to 0.8 before the 1987 rehab. The Burke Lake rainbow
fishery failed completely in 1991; no trout were checked the entire season. )
Quincy Lake was last rehabed in 1986 and catches peaked at 4.2 fish/angler in
1988. Only. 1.7 fish/angler were recorded spring 1991 opening day. The 1992
fishery for both waters depended completely on catchables due to the complete
failure of the fry plant.

Dr. Jim Walton and students from Peninsula State College investigated the fish
populations of Burke Lake in 1991. The bulk of fish biomass was found to be
yellow perch and pumpkinseed sunfish. Yellow perch made up 68.5% of the catch
and the population was dominated by 2~3 year old fish. Sunfish comprised 31.5%
of the total, and 2-4 year old fiSh'ddminated. Because of the weeds,
collections of O+ and 1+ fishes were difficult, and these age classes are
probably vastly underestimated in the sample. Both species exhibited better
than average growth their first vyear and less than average growth in later
years. Of over 9,000 fish captured by a variety of methods, only three trout
and one bass were taken. The study concluded that perch and sunfish were over
abundant and too small to provide a fishery.

Gill net samples taken 1991 in Quincy Lake indicated largemouth bass were the
most prevalent species in the lake, and 4-5 year old fish most abundant. Perch
and bluegill were also present with 4 year olds again the dominant age class.
No rainbow trout were captured. Growth for the bass and bluegill was average
or better than average. Perch growth for the 4 year olds was slightly less
than average.

s
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Opening Day Catch and Effort Estimates:

Year Angler Total Catch catch Hours/ Yrlg Comments
Trips Catch Hour Angler Trip Size

Quincy Lake -
1984 3.2 11.1
1985 3.0 - 12.3 80 % Iced
1986 Spring Rehab
1987 3.5 9.5 Illegal Plant?
1988 1344 5647 3.8 4.2 1.9 11.2
1989 104 219 1.3 2.1 1.6 Ice, Very Cold
1990 0.9 1.6 9.0 '
1991 0.6 1.7 11.5
1992 520 116 0.1 0.2 3.0 10.5 cCatchables Planted
Burke Lake -~
1984 4.6 10.6
1985 1.5 12.3 80 % Iced
1986 1.7 10.0
1987 496 406 0.3 0.8 2.6 9.5 Fall Rehab
1988 254 131 0.3 0.5 1.8 8.2 Catchables Planted

‘ . Illegal Plant?

1989 . 150 260 1.4 1.7 1.3 Ice, Very Cold
1990 352 454 0.4 1.3 3.5 10.0
1991 88 0 0 0 2.3 0 24 Checks
1992 781 1263 0.6 1.6 2.9 9.5 Catchables Planted

B. Physical Description of Water Proposed for Rehabilitation

1. Quincy Lake, Grant County
2. Sec 14 & 15, T19N R23E

3. 62

4. 26 ft.

5. 1,813,002,048 lbs.

6. Permanent

7. Miles: N/A, Flow: (cfs) N/A
8. Entire Lake

9. Public 100%, Private 0%

10. None )

1. Burke Lake, Grant Co.

2. Sec 14,15,23 T19N R23E

3. 57 ‘

4. 27 ft.

5. 1,791,256,000 1bs.

6. Permanent

7. Miles: N/A, Flow: (cfs) N/A
8. Entire Lake

9. Public 100%, Private 0%

10. None



II.

C. Proposed Management Actions

« Quincy Lake
Largemouth bass, vellow perch, bluegill
March 1986 :

March 1993

Feb.-May ‘93

- Rainbow trout

[eA TN £ B - N U R

7. Catchables: 10,000, fry: 30,000
8. Rotenone, powder and liquid, 4 ppm

{Rotenone at 5% act. ingred.): 7,200 lbs., 30 gal.
9. Tow sack or slurry and spray
10. Jeff Korth (leader) and six to ten personnel
1 Burke Lake
2. Yellow perch, pumpkinseed sunfish, largemouth bass
3. October 1987
4. March 1993
5. Feb.-May 93
6
7
8

- Rainbow trout
. Catchables: 10,000, fry: 30,000
- Rotenone, powder and liquid, 4 ppm
(Rotenone at 5% act. ingred.): 5,400 lbs., 30 gal.
9. Tow sack or slurry and spray
10. Jeff Korth (leader) and six to ten personnel

PURPOSE

Quincy and Burke lakes are the middle two of four adjacent waters. They have
been managed as trout fisheries since the mid-fifties and continue to be
popular opening day fisheries. The two lakes north and south (Stan Coffin and
Evergreen Reservoir) are managed as warmwater fisheries. The greatest
éomplicating factor in the Mmanagement of Quincy and Burke lakeg is recurring
illegal introductions of vellow perch, largemouth bass, black crappie,
bluegill and pumpkinseed sunfish. Both lakes have a long and colorful history
of public involvement in management. The Department was actually brought to
court in 1983 by several Quincy area sportsmen over the.planned rehabilitation
of Burke Lake. WDW prevailed, and the following excerpt from testimony still
applies today:

"There are 20 waters around the Quincy area. Thirteen are trout fisheries
(190.2 surface acres) and seven are warm water fisheries (341.6 surface
acres). Four lakes of 61 acres in surface area are located within ocne mile of
Burke Lake. These four lakés, Coffin, "H", Judith Pool and Ancient, are
managed for warm water fishing. Burke Lake is 57 surface acres in size and is
an acceptable candidate for lake rehabilitation. :

"Burke Lake‘s inlet flows are intermittent and seepage in origin, isolating
the lake from any recurring contamination of unwanted fish species. The

‘outlet is short and flows spill over a natural impassable barrier to upstream

movement of any unwanted fish species. Very little marsh exists and
submergent weedy areas are minimal in the spring months....



"Burke Lake has been managed for trout since 1955. Yellow perch suddenly <
appeared for the first time in 1964. The 1966 treatment removed the perch i
successfully, since none were present in the 1970 treatment. Nevertheless in
1967, after the complete kill in 1966, different species, largemouth bass and
pumpkinseed sunfish, suddenly appeared for the first time. After the 1970
treatment, the perch, bass and sunfish suddenly reappeared. The 1975
treatment removed the perch successfully since none were present in the 1977
treatment. Nevertheless, the bass and sunfish suddenly reappeared after the
1975 treatment and had to be removed by the next treatment in 1977. Once
again all these species are now present. And, for the first time, black
crappie have appeared. All of these species are rather readily eliminated
with low concentrations of rotenone.

"Furthermore, Columbia Basin lakes do not naturally repopulate with perch,
bass, sunfish and crappie without a trace of other fish species which are more
likely to occur, such as carp, bullheads, tui chub, suckers, and cottids. Yet
this lake has repopulated without these other species which also are not
desirable for warm water fishermen.

"It is unlawful to plant any fish species without authorization from the Game
Department. See RCW 77.16.150. The Department has never authorized the
planting of the above mentioned warm water species in Burke Lake. This
rehabilitation history makes it clear that unknown and unauthorized parties
have continued to illegally plant the lake...."

Jackson Rffidavit - (>
Office of the Attorney General ‘ )
Temple of Justice

Olympia, WA = 98504

These lakes have a long history of being managed for trout and together
account for approximately 15,000 angling trips per season when trout fishing
is in its prime. A warmwater fishery will not create the same amount of
recreation. The cost for producing a mixed species fishery is an order of
magnitude greater for the larger trout necessary to compete with other species
and will not produce the same quality fishery that trout only management can
achieve. Proposed WDW policy states that lake rehabilitation is an option for
eliminating illegally planted fish.

IITI. INTENDED OUTCOME/MEASURE OF SUCCESS

We intend to restore Quincy and Burke lakes to their former glory as trout
only waters. Success of this measure will be apparent during annual creel
surveys. Given a reasonable chance of eliminating the undesirable species and
provided further illegal plants are curtailed, the beneficial effects should
be everlasting. Aside from reasons listed under Resgource, Recreational and
Economic Impacts, to abandon these lakes as trout fisheries is to invite other
incursions across the state. ,



Iv. RESOURCE IMPACTS

1.

Regional Habitat, Wildlife and Non-Game biologists have been appraised
of our rehabilitation plans. No concerns were expressed on the potential
impacts to non-targeted species for Quincy or Burke Lakes. Impacts to
nontargeted resources in the lake are consistent with those covered in
the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. The effects of
rotenone on benthos are variable, depending on the concentrations and
species. Crustaceans are most tolerant while the smaller insects are
most affected. Immediate reduction of populations averages 25%, and
survival doubles when access to bottom sediments exigts, Benthic
communities generally recover to at least pretreatment levels within two
months. Zooplankton is more severely impacted, and communities generally
take two to twelve months to fully recover. While relatively tolerant of
even heavy doses of rotenone, amphibians (especially larval) and . ,
herptiles are at risk. However, the chanceé_of‘eliminating'the’éﬁfife
population are minimal.

Quincy and Burke Lakes and their outflows are not used for domestic
water, livestock watering, irrigation or skiing and related water .
sports. Swimming may occur infrequently during summer, but not during
fall or spring when rehabilitations occur. A fishery is the primary use
and the lakes support occasional waterfowl hunting in late fall.

Loss of the popular early spring fishery is likely during 1993 as the
lakes will probably not detoxify in time for planting catchables. The
existing warmwater fishery created by illegal planting will be
eliminated.

No known endemic, rare, threatened or otherwise listed species will be
impacted by the rehabilitation.

v. MITIGATING FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS

1.

Trout fry survival and growth will be greatly enhanced, and future trout
fisheries will attain their previous status. Catchable trout will be
planted later in the spring to provide angling for the remainder of the
season. Bluegill and largemouth bass will be saved, if possible, for
replanting in other area lakes. The 1992 season will also be extended to
provide greater opportunity for the harvest of the target species.

There will be no measurable impacts to waterfowl and waterfowl hunting.
For a few weeks after the early spring rehab, invertebrate densities
will be low, especially for zooplanters. This will have some adverse
impacts to predatory inverts and ultimately to some wetland birds.
Literature on this aspect and our own experience on these lakes and
other nearby waters have shown little measurable changes in aquatic and
terrestrial fauna beyond a few weeks. No mitigation for these impacts
is deemed necessary as recovery is always rapid.

Downstream resources will also be treated as they may harbor remnants of
the target populations. Those waters downstream not to be treated are
protected by subterranean flows.



3. N/A (

4. Protective wear for the eyes, face and hands will be supplied on-gite
for all purveyors of rotenone.

5. Lakes will be posted to discourage the public from consuming dead fish.
In addition, enforcement agents will be on hand the day of the treatment
to control public access and inform the public of the Department’s
action.

VI. RECREATIONAL IMPACT: ALSO SEE PROPOSAL I.A.

Fry plants are no longer an option for either Quincy or Burke, thus the only
valid comparisons are with a warmwater or a mixed species fishery. If both
lakes produced good warmwater fisheries (Burke has already overpeopulated and
produces no appreciable warmwater fishery), 400-500 trips per season are
estimated. This is roughly 3 % of the 15,000 trips per season produced by a
good trout only fishery. The results of catchable fish plants are so variable
that angler interest will probably wane somewhat. Catchables planted for the
1992 opener produced roughly one third to one half the trips anticipated when
fry are planted in competition free waters,

VII. ECONOMIC IMPACTS:

Using angler days estimdted for Burke Lake and the 1983 WDG estimate of $31.71
generated per angler day, that fishery had an annual value of $285,390 to the
state’s economy. Quincy Lake estimates for 1988 of 6,400 trips produces
§202,944. Current estimates would be higher. The fishery as it now exists
generates far less as participation decreases with the declining trout catch.
Rehabilitation would bring back the fishery and associated economic activity.

Current total costs to Columbia Basin Hatchery to plant both lakes with 30,000
fry each is less than $4,800. The cost of planting with advanced fry or
legals, which are necessary to compete in a mixed species water, would exceed
$14,800. These rehabilitations will cost the Department conservatively $20,000
(including time, travel, etc.). If rehabilitations continue to occur every
four years, the cost of fry plants (4 yrs.), one catchable plant
(optional-sustains‘the fishery on a rehab year), and the rehab totals S$54,000.
" Provided illegal activity does not resume and further rehabilitations are no
longer necessary, the cost to manage for the same four year period equals
$19,200 for fish plus the cost of an opening day creel survey and analysis.

Maintaining a mixed species fishery and planting advanced fry (planted in the
fall, rather than spring) every year for four years costs $44,600, with as yet
‘unknown results. Planting catchables every year for four years costs $66, 700

for fish alone. Hatchery space and water are fully utilized in accomplishing

the current area program, and cother waters would suffer cutbacks if greater
numbers of larger fish were to be raised. In addition, Department time and . B
equipment dollars to manage this type of fishery may be considerable in the (
long term.



VIII.

IX.

RELATED MANAGEMENT ACTION
See I.C.6. for fish pPlanting data

Emergency regulation changes should be enacted to lengthen the season
(currently March 1 to July 31). A season extension will allow increased
harvest of available fish. Recommend until October 1, 19932, These waters will
alsc be closed to the taking of fish for the period of the rehabilitation,

We are also Proposing rehabilitation of nearby warmwater fisheries (see
Coffin, H, Ancient Lakes Proposal). Fish salvaged from Quincy will be used to
repopulate these waters. Hopefully, we will convince the public that Wpw is
sincere in our commitment to Manage area waters for both warmwater and trout
fisheries.

investigate Quincy Lake. We intend to treat both lakes in two stagesg,
approximately one month apart, to dssure ‘ourselves, once again, of a complete
kill.

going to dissuade illegal pPlantings of state managed waters. Education of the
public as to the COsSts in Department dollars and time, emphasis on what WDW
might be able to accomplish with those resources, is advisable. This might
help 'in terms of stemming recruitment to this ill advised group and turning
local opinion against the offenders. Thig type of action would be a very
worthwhile activity for I g E.

PUBLIC CONTACT

With approximately 80% of the lake’'s users living outside Grant County, actual
percentages pro and con are difficult to obtain. Public Support may be best
judged by the number of participants in the fishery (vis a vis Recreational
Impacts).

Anglers at Quincy and Burke Lakes were queried as. to being in favor of or
against plans to rehab those lakes. Of the total, 71% were in favor of
rehabilitation. Among anglers from the westside, 82% were in favor, while only
63% of eastside anglers favored keeping Quincy and Burke trout only lakes.
Grant cCo. anglers were split almost 50-50. My observations indicated that.
those opposed to the rehab wanted these waters managed as mixed species lakes
(i.e. trout plus spiny rays). Only 1% of the total were at these lakes to fish
for species other trout. Additional creel survey days are planned for the
sSummer to evaluate the warmwater anglers.



A public meeting was held May 21, 1992 in Ephrata to explain the
rehabilitation plans for these waters and address local concerns. The meeting
was announced in three area papers a week to three days in advance. Only three
non-Department people attended, one being a newspaper reporter. Although many
questions were raised, all in, attendance seemed to understand and support the
Departments plan, perhaps with some reservation. Either interest is lacking
energy or the concerned parties have already decided their course of action.
Proponents are probably the former and opponents the later. ‘

Initiated by: Region Two Fisheries Management

c:\hueckel\quin-bur.rhb



Stan Coffin, "H", and Ancient Lake Management Plans

Waters: ' Stan Coffin, H and Ancient Lakes

Location: Quincy Wildlife Area, Secs, 9, 10, and 11, TI9N, R23E,
approximately five miles SW of Quincy, Grant County, wa

Size: 54, 8 and 30 surface acres, respectively
Maximum Depth: 20, 17 and 25 feet, fespectively
Water Source: Subsurface seep springs

Outflow: Average | cfs from Stan Coffin draining into H Lake and in turn into
one of the Ancient Lakes group. Two of the Ancient Lakes are isolated and fed
by subsurface seep springs. '

Management History: Over 20 years ago the system was used to-divert excess
water from.irrigation canals to the Columbia River. Ancient Lake then was a
single, large lake of several hundred acres in size. It has since drained via
natural fissures in the basalt underlayment to four small ponds totalling
about 30 acres.

In recent years, irrigation Tmanagers have not used the system for canal
diversion, but still retain the right to spill canal water through the system
in an emergency. Management has had to contend with entry of several Species
of fish comming in from the canals. Development of Sustainable warmwater or
trout fishery was never satisfactorily achieved. The potential became evident
with cessation of irrigation spills and the system was first rehabilitated in
1984. The plan was to develop a fishery centered on largemouth bass and
bluegill, Following the rehab, broodstock bass and bluegill were released
into Stan Coffin, H and three of the four Ancient lakes. The fourth pond in
the Ancient pod was too shallow tg support a fishery. Regulations were

large predators to counteract population growth of carp and other species. A
slot limit sought to protect bass between 12" and 17", The plan was not
effective because carp and pumpkinseed sunfish survived the chemical treatment
in high numbers and quickly repopulated the system.

Current Management Objectives: Manage as g warmwater lake with emphasis on
largemouth bass and bluegill under Present regulations of a daily catch limit
of five bass, not more than 3 over 15 inches in length, and no slot limit on
length. Season length will be year around.

Rehabilitation in the fall of 1992 will be necessary to build a satisfactory
warmwater fishery. Broodstock will be collected from Quincy Lake prior to a
Planned spring, 1993 rehab for Quincy. Trout fry will also be planted
annually at a density of 200 - 300 fish per acre until bass and bluegill
populations expand to attractive harvest levels. This approach will provide
angling opportunity during the first few years. We hope to/develop

D



(
informational signs outlining the management plan and install these at each
lake. It is hoped this step will discourage people from restocking these and
the Quincy/Burke group themselves. 1In addition, this group of lakes may
likely require periodic, partial rehabilitations to maintain predator/prey
balance and/or to reduce numbers of undesired species which might re-enter the

system.



I.

PREREHABILITATION PLAN

PROPOSAL

A.

Justification for Proposed Rehabilitation

Stan Coffin, H, and Ancient Lakes lie north of Quincy and Burke lakes on
the Quincy wWildlife Area. Until the late 1960’s, this chain of lakes
was used as a spillway for the irrigation project, rendering maintenance
of. a scrapfish-free fishery impossible, as of 1977, the Bureau of
Reclamation agreed not to release water through this drainage, barring
an emergency. Rehabilitation was attempted in 1978 at 1 Ppm rotenone
without success. 1Ip 1984, 2 ppm rotenone was applied, yet carp and
possibly other undesirable species persist. This is probably due to the
physical attributes of the system (shallow, suspended organics, water
temperature, littoral zones, etc.) Creating a need for higher than
normal concentrations of rotenone to achieve toxic levels.

fishery due primarily to the presence of carp and to a lesser extent
sunfish. Populations of perch are severely stunted, and very few basg
large enough to entice anglers remain. Warmwater fisheries of this size
should produce 200-300 angler trips per year. Currently, so few anglers
fish these waters that no angler contacts could be made.

Past attempts at this management scheme have failed for reasons already
explained, but this is not reason to discontinue our efforts.
Discouraging results should only illustrate that we have more to learn.
We propose to try once again to rehabilitate these waters, employing
greater concentrations of rotenone and varying techniques. Thesge lakes

1. stan Coffin, Grant County
2. Sec 10 & 11, T19N R23E

3 54

4. 20 ft.

5. 799,134,336 1bs.

6. Permanent

7. Miles: -125, flow: (cfs) N/A
8. Entire Lake

9 Public 100%, Private 0%

10. None



Physical Description of Water Proposed for Rehabilitation (con’t)

1. "H" Lake, Grant County

2. Sec 10 TI19N R23E

3. 8

4. 17 ft.

5. 220,016,906 lbs.

6. Permanent

7. Miles: N/A, Flow: (cfs) N/A
8. Entire Lake

9. Public 100%, Private 0%

10. None

l. Ancient Lakes, Grant County
2. Sec 9 TI19N R23E

3. 30

4. 25 ft,

5. 1,223,164,800 lps.

6. None '

7. Miles: N/A, flow: (cfs) N/A
8. Entire Lake

9. 'Public 100%, Private 0%

10. None ‘

Proposed Manaqement Actions

. Stan Coffin Lake
Carp, yellow perch
March 1984
October 1992
Apr.-Aug. ‘93
Largemouth bass, bluegill
Broodstock: 100, fry: 30,000
(dependent on captiure and production success)
8. Rotenone, powder and liquid, 4 ppm
{Rotenone at 5% act. ingred.): 3,200 lbs., 60 gal.
9. Tow sack or slurry and spray ‘
10. Jeff Korth (leader) and six to ten personnél

~N O U B N

.

1. "H" Lake
2. Carp, yellow perch
3. March 1984
4. October 1992
5 Apr.-Aug. '93
6 Largemouth bass, bluegill
7 Broodstock: 100, Fry: 30,000
(dependent on capture and production success)
8. Rotenocne, powder and ligquid, 4 ppm
(Rotenone at 5% act. ingred): 900 lbs., 15 gal.
9. Tow sack or slurry and spray
10. Jeff Korth (leader) and two to three personnel

.



C. Proposed Management Actions {(con‘t)

1. Ancient Lakes
2. carp, Yellow perch, pumpkinseed sunfish
3. March 1984 4, PROPOSED TREATMENT DATE: October 1992
5. Apr.-Aug. ’'93
6. Largemouth bass, bluegill
7. Broodstock: 100, Fry: 30,000
{dependent On capture and production success)
8. Rotenone, powder and liquid, 4 ppm

(Rotenone at 5% act. ingred): 4,850 lbs., 15 gal.
9. Tow sack or slurry and spray
10. Jeff Korth (leader) and two to three personnel

II. PURPOSE

for warmwater fisheries. Barring interference from over-zealous "helpers",
these waters should produce fine warmwater fisheries.

III. INTENDED OUTCOME/MEASURE OF 'SUCCESS

creel checks and biological sampling. Treatment will occur in two stages, to
assure ourselves of a complete kill. The fishery will not actually reach its
prime for 3-4 years ang then continue to function for another 2-3 years before
further management is required. The long term duration of beneficial effects
will depend on how well Fisheriesg Management learns to manipulate these small
warmwater fisheries, a new task for most of ug,

If fish are available, we Propose to stock rainbow trout for 3 - 4 years (fry
origin) to provide an interim fishery until bass and bluegill reach
harvestable numbers and size.

Iv. RESOURCE IMPACTS

1. Regional Habitat, Wildlife and Non~Game biologists have been appraised
of our rehabilitation Plans. Non-Game found records of night heron
nesting activity in the western marshes of Stan Coffin and was concerned
for the disturbance of such during the rehab.

covered in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. The effectg
of rotenone on benthos are variable, depending on the concentrations and
Species. Crustaceans are most tolerant while the smaller ingects are
most affected. Immediate reduction of populations averages 25%, and
survival doubles when access to bottom sediments exists. Benthic
communities generally recover to at least pretreatment levels within two
months. Zooplankton is more severely impacted, and communities generally
‘take two to twelve months to fully recover. While relatively tolarant of
even heavy doses of rotenone, amphibians (especially larval) andg
herptiles are at risk. However, the chances of eliminating the entire
population are minimal,

-



V.

VI,

VII.

These lakes are not used for domestic water, or by livestock, or for
irrigation. Fishing is the primary use. A small amount of waterfowl -
hunting occurs also.

Loss of spinyray fishes will occur, but these are not currently
supporting much of a fishery due to either small size or lack of
abundance, depending on the species.

No known endemic, rare, threatened or otherwise listed species will be
impacted by the rehabilitation.

MITIGATING FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS

1.

Both fry survival and growth of largemouth bass and bluegill populations
will be greatly enhanced. Night heron nesting activity will be
unaffected as rehabilitation will occur during the fall. There will be
nc measurable impacts to waterfowl and hunting. The same is true for
other non-targeted terrestrial species which use this water during
spring through fall. The lakes are frozen in winter. By spring,
aquatic invertebrates will have returned to former, or even greater,
abundance to provide forage for non-target wildlife.

Downstream resources will also be treated as they may harbor remnants of
the target populations. Those waters downstream not to be treated are
protected by subterranean flows. » (

N/A

Protective wear for the eyes, face and hands will be supplied on-site
for all purveyors-of rotenone.

Lakes will be posted to discourage the public from consuming dead fish.
In addition, enforcement agents will be on hand the day of the treatment
to control public access and inform the public of the Department’s
action.

RECREATIONAL IMPACT: ALSO SEE PROPOSAL I.A.

Quantification of increased use is currently impossible due to lack of data.
These waters should be capable of producing 200~300 angler trips per season on
each water. Provided trout fry become available and are stocked as an interim
fishery, several hundred more angler trips each year can be assured for the
first 3 - 4 years.

ECONOMIC IMPACTS:

Using the 1983 WDG estimate of $31.71 generated per angler trip, these waters
should have an annual value of $6,000 to $10,000 to the state’s economy.
Warmwater fisheries of this size do not favorably compete with trout fisheriC‘
in terms of angler days and subsequent revenue generation. However, the
maintenance of a good warmwater fishery in this area is lnextrlcably tied to
the success of othe area fisheries. Maintaining variety in angling
opportunity will also serve to encourage maximum participation.



VIII. RELATED MANAGEMENT ACTION: See I.C.6.

Bluegill and largemouth bass will be saved, if possible, for replanting in
other area lakes. The 1992 season will also be extended to provide greater
opportunity for the harvest of non-target species. Recommend until October 1,
1992. These waters will also be closed to the taking of fish for the period of
the rehabilitation.

We are also proposing rehabilitation of nearby trout fisheries (see Quincy and
Burke Lakes broposals). Fish salvaged from Quincy will be used to repopulate
these waters. Hopefully, we will convince the public that WDW is sincere in
our commitment to manage area waters for both warmwater and trout fisheries.

While the merits of this project stand on their own, the timing of the
proposal itself is a related management action. If approved, this will be the
first time that both warmwater and trout lakes in the area will be included in
a single rehabilitation project. The Department will be showing "good faith"
in treating both fisheries equally, and hopefully proponents of both will
learn something of the management endeavors necessary to each type of program.

means to control overabundance and maintain age class compesition. In the:
future, special regulations might' also be employed if conditions warrant.

As for the Quincy/quke proposal, enforcement and education related to illegal
- stocking activities is very desirable.

IX. PUBLIC CONTACT

Unlike the opening day trout waters, most of the users of this warmwater
fishery are probably local (Grant County). Opposition to this particular part

A public meeting was held May 21, 1992 in Ephrata to explain the
rehabilitation plans for these waters and address local concerns. The meeting
was announced in three area papers a week to three days in advance. Only
three non-Department people attended, one being a newspaper reporter.
Although many questions were raised, all in attendance seemed to understand
and support the Departments plan.

Initiated by: Region Two Fisheries Management

c:\hueckel\coff-anc.rhb



Upper Caliche Lake Management Plan (

Water: Caliche Lake, Upper

Location: Quincy Wildlife Area, Sec. 27, T18N,:R23E, approximately five miles
west of George, Grant County, WA ¥

Size: 2l surface acres
Max imum Depth: 25 fest
Water Source: Surface and subsurface seep springs

Outflow: Average 2 - 3 cfs draining West into Lower Caliche and West Caliche,
to eventually disappear into the ground about one mile from Upper Caliche

Management History: ' A series of lakes (four in group) have been managed for
trout since their formation by elevated ground water from irrigation

development over 20 years ago. Irrigation diversions and/or periodic breaks

in canal systems allowed carp to enter these waters several years ago and four
rehabs, the first in 1975, have been unsucgéssful in total irradication.

Trout production has been very good and anglers use this small lake heavily

with harvests generally high at about 4.5 fish per person on openers. Annual
stocking densities have ranged as high as 850 rainbow fry per surface acre. -
In recent years stocking rates have dropped to 500 fish per acre. Growth has Q
been excellent with fish averaging ll inches on the opener. A fish barrier )
(permeable rock gabion) was installed on the dike built by WDW to form this
lake, but has deteriorated to the extent that carp may be entering from Lower
Caliche. Lower Caliche and the remaining waters in this drainage also

supported good trout fisheries in their early years, but have not been managed
for many years because of access by carp from private lands.

Current Management Objectives: Continue management of this popular water as a
trout-only lake. Retain present season of March | - July 31 and daily catch
limit of five trout per angler. Provide an average harvest of 3 - 4 fish per
person on opening day, realizing weather and ice conditions will cause some
yearly variation in catch/effort. Stocking will continue with 10,000
Goldendale rainbow fry at a density of 500 per acre. Maintain .an a small
carryover harvest of 13 - 15 inch rainbows that comprises 3 - 5 percent of the
opening day harvest. Monitor opening day harvest and effort as per the Brown
Model. Check randomly for fishing success after the opening week. Sample
prior to opening to estimate relative survival of fry plant and

growth/conditicon as weather permits. Sample once each year for presence of
non-trout species. Continue rehabilitations with rotenone as soon as possible
after detection of unwanted fish species. Reconstruction of the oulet fish

barrier is currently funded and would be desired to prevent upstream migration
of carp. '



PREREHABILITATION PLAN

PROPOSAL

A. Justification for Proposed Rehabilitation

The persistence of carp in the Caliche Lakes has had a detrimental effect on
the fishery. Rehabilitated in 1983, catch rates reached 4.9 fish per angler

angling the previous Year. Opening day 1992 provided an estimated 353 angler
trips and 1,413 fish caught. By contrast, neighboring Lower Caliche, no longer
planted and abandoned for the near future, had about 16 trips with 1 trout
caught.

B. Physical Description of Water Proposed for Rehabilitation

1." caliche Lake, Upper, Grant co.
2. Sec 27, T18N R23E

3. 21 i

4. 25

5. 679,536,000 1bs

6. Permanent

7. .25 miles, Flow (cfs) 1.0
8. Entire Lake

9. Public 100%, Private 0%

10. None
Cc. Proposed Management Actions
1. caliche Lake, Upper
2. carp
3. October 1988
4. October 1992
5. April-May 1993
6. Rainbow trout
7. Catchables: 5,000 Fry: 10,000
8. Rotenone, powder and liquid, 4 ppm

(Rotenone at 5% act. ingred): 2,800 lbs., 90 gal.
9. Tow sack, spray
10. Jeff Korth (leader) and four to Six personnel



IT. PURPOSE

Upper Caliche Lake was once connected to the irrigation canals, whereby carp
had established their minions in this water. Extensive marshes, springs and
problems with isolation make this a difficult rehabilitation. Funding hasg
been established for repairs to the outlet barrier and for the purchase of
equipment which will render this rehabilitation more effective. An ATV with
spray attachment will be used to treat the extensive marshes and pumps will be
used to . slurry powdered rotenone and reach the springs. Treatment will occur
in two stages, at least two weeks apart, to assure ourselves of a complete
kill.

IIT. INTENDED OUTCOME/MEASURE OF SUCCESS

This effort intends the restoration of the fry managed trout fishery for
recreational as well as economic reasons. Annual creel surveys on opening day
will be the measure of success. The complete elimination of carp from a system
of this type is a challenge and certainly no certainty. Without a complete
kill we can expect 3 - 5 years of good to excellent angling before
rehabilitation is again necéssary.

Iv. RESOQURCE IMPACTS p
1. Regional Habitat, Wildlife and Non-Game biologists have been appraiseg“
of our rehabilitation plans. No concerns were expressed on the potential
impacts to non-targeted species for Caliche Lakes. Impacts to non-

targeted resources in the lake are consistent with those covered in the
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement. The effects of rotencne on
benthos are variable, depending on the concentrations and species.
Crustaceans are most tolerant while the smaller insects are most
affected. Immediate reduction of populations averages 25%, and survival
doubles when access to bottom sediments exists. Benthic communities
generally recover to at least pretreatment levels within two months.
Zooplankton is more severely impacted, and communities generally také
two to twelve months to fully recover. While relatively tolerant of even
heavy doses of rotenone, amphibians (especially larval) and herptiles
are at risk. However, the chances of eliminating the entire population
are minimal.

2. Loss of the opening day fishery will ensue unless funding and hatchery
space are authorized for the rearing of catchable trout.

3. No known endemic, rare, threatened or otherwise listed species will be
impacted by the rehabilitation.



vVI.

MITIGATING FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS

1. Trout fry survival and growth will be greatly enhanced, and future trout
fisheries will attain their previous status. Catchable trout will be
planted, if possible, for opening day anglers and to provide recreation
for the remainder of the season. The 1992 season will also be extended
to provide greater Opportunity for the harvest of the remaining trout.

2. Those waters downstream not to be treated currently are also pPlagued by
the target species and are future rehabilitation candidates.

4. Protective wear for the eyes, face and hands will be supplied on-site
for all purveyors of rotenone.

5. Lakes will be posted to discourage the public from consuming dead fish.

In addition, enforcement agents will be on hand the day of the treatment
to control public access and inform the public of the Department’s

RECREATIONAL IMPACT: ALSO SEE PROPOSAL I.A.

Fry plants are no longer an option for Caliche Lake. Catchable trout plants

.have so far lured anglers to this water in normal numbers, but the results of

catchable fish plants are S0 variable that angler interest may eventually wane
somewhat ; Catchables are also usually smaller and considered by many anglers

VII. ECONOMIC IMPACTS

Using angler trips estimated for Caliche Lake and the 1983 WDG estimate of
$31.71 generated Per angler trip, that fishery had an annual value of $11,194
to the state’s economy. Current estimates would be higher. The fishery as it
now exists may gventually generate far less as participation decreases with
the variable trout catch. Rehabilitation would ensure the associated economic
activity,

$800. The cost of planting catchables would exceed $3,000. This rehabilitation
will cost the Department approximately $10,000 (including time, travel, etc.).
If rehabilitations continue to occur every four years, the cost of fry plants
(4 yrs.), one catchable plant (optional-sustainsg the fishery on a rehap year),
and the rehab totals $16,200. Planting catchables every year for four years
costs $12,400 for fish alone. This also assumes the Department is able to
provide the facilities to raise catchables for this water every year. Provided
a complete kill is achieved, and rehabilitations are no longer necessary, the-
cost to manage for the same four year period equals $3,200 for fish plus the
cost of an opening day creel survey and analysis.



VIII. RELATED MANAGEMENT ACTION ' (

IX.

See I.C.6. for fish planting data

Emergency regulation changes should be enacted to lengthen the season
(currently March 1 to July 31). A season extension will allow increased
harvest of available fish. Recommend until October 1, 1992. These waters will
also be closed to the taking of fish for the period of the rehabilitation.

If available, catchable trout will be planted prior to opening day.

The complete elimination of carp from this part of the system is esgential to
reclaiming the downstream resources. Depending on our success at Upper
Caliche, Lower Caliche and possibly one other lake downstream would be
proposed for rehabilitation in the future. These projects are also dependent
on isolation structures and/or landowner cooperation.

PUBLIC CONTACT

A public meeting was held May 21, 1992 in Ephratd to explain the
rehabilitation plans for this water and address local concerns. The meeting
was announced in three area papers a week to three days in advance. Only three
non-Department people atteﬁded, one being a newspaper reporter. Although manv
questions were raised, all in" attendance seemed to understand and support tk
Departments plan..with'approximately 80% of the lake’s users living outsid%\
Grant County, actual percentages pro and con are difficult to obtain. Public
Support may be best judged by the number of participants in the fishery (vis a
vis Recreational Impacts). :

Initiated by: Region Two Fisheries Management

c:\hueckel\caliche.rhb



BINGEN LAKE WETLANDS HABITAT IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

By The Columbia Gorge Audubon Society

The Columbia Gorge Audubon Society would like to Present g
plan for improving the wetland habitat of Bingen Lake, located
along the Columbia River at Bingen, Washington. We propose to
implement these ideas in conjunction with, and complementing, the
Port of Klickitat's acceptance of Bonneville Spoils to raise the
elevation of land surrounding the lake in preparation for develop-
ment. We initiated this project at the invitation of the Port of
Klickitat, and look forward to working together.

Wetlands and ponds are one of the planet's most productive and
diverse ecosystems. Unfortunately, the US Fish and Wildlife
Service has reported to Congress that 53% of the wetlands in the
‘lower 48 states had been lost by 1990 (Dbahl, 1990). Washington
state lost 31% of its wetlands (Dahl, 1990). Although most of this
loss has been attributed to draining and filling for agriculture
and urban development, many remaining areas have been degraded by
sedimentation and contamination (Turner 1990).

These'losses place an ever greater importance on maintaining
our existing wetlands, and ensuring that they provide high quality
habitat for floral and faunal communities. We believe that pProject

DESCRIPTION OF THE LAKE AND ITS USE

Bingen lake is located along the Columbia river at Bingen,
Washington. The lake is approximately 20 acres, including the
associated wetlands. The flora of the lake and a description of
the method used to determine the wetland boundary are Presented in
a letter from IES Asgociates, (appendix A). The predominant
emergent vegetation surrounding the lake are cattails, reed
canarygrass, and willows.

The Columbia Gorge Audubon conducted a bimonthly waterfowl
survey, from November 1990 through March 1981, to determine the
winter usage of the lake. We discovered that the lake is used
Primarily by puddle ducks (mallards, green-winged teal, American
widgeon, and wood ducks) and Canada geese, with some common
mergansers, great blue heron, and coot. The vegetation surrounding
the lake was used extensively by other birds, which were noted for
species, but not counted. This information has been given to the
Washington Department of Wildlife - for analysis, and will be
attached to this report when available.

There is no significant inflow of water into the lake, nor any
outflow. Water levels are manipulated by a pump at the west end of
the lake, which pumps water into and out of the Columbia river.



The area surrounding the lake has been farmed for several
years for vegetables. We are concerned about the water quality of
the lake, which may contain substantial levels of fertilizers and
possibly pesticides. The results of a preliminary water quality
analysis of the lake by Marc Harvey on August 2, 1990 at 10:15am
were: lake depth = 14 inches, water temperature = 18.2¢, dissolved
oxygen at 12 inches = 8.9, pH = 8.8, nitrate {NO3) = 2mg/l, nitrite
(NO3) = 1mg/l, ammonium nitrogen = <0.1 mg/l. We have not ye:
interpreted this data.

A fisheries survey of the lake will be conducted be John
Weinheimer, with results attached to this report when available,
Carp are clearly inhabiting the lake, and are strongly suppressing
the development of submergent and emergent vegetation. They keen
the water muddy and the lake bottom stirred up. .

Bingen lake and the surrounding property is owned by the Port
of Klickitat. The Port has agreed to accept up to 1.5 million
cubic yards of rock and soil "spoils" from the Bonneville dam, for
the purpose of raising the ground level surrounding the lake i=n
preparation for commercial or industrial development. This
- material is projected to arrive approximately August 1992.

In August and September 1991, the Washington Department of
Transportation deposited approximately SOK yards of excavated
material at Bingen lake. The material was used to create a berm
around the south and west end of the wetlands. The berm is slepad
3:1, and will be covered with topsoil and seeded with annual grasa
when completed. Installation of a silt fence at the bottom of the
"berm has been recommended. ~ o :

It is the Farmers Home Administration understanding that the
"first level of berm around the lake will be set back 50 and then
raised 6 or 8 feet then go back another 50 feet. -This second level
will not be developed beyond trails, paths, interpretive areas and

etc." (See appendix B).

PROJECT PREPARATION PHASE

The Columbia Gorge Audubon Society conducted several meetings
at the lake, during which we solicited the advice and concerns of
the Port of Klickitat, the Washington Department of Wildlife, U3
Fish and Wildlife Service, the Environmental Protection Agency, the
Washington Environmental Council, the Underwood Conservation
District, and Friends of the Columbia Gorge. The following issues,
concerns, and opportunities were identified: ‘

1) Lack of water flow into and out of lake, and resultant water
quality. Water quality and any effects on flora and fauna
need to be determined. Perhaps the Washington Department of
Wildlife or the Institute of Environmental Toxicology an:d
Chemistry (Western Washington University) could be of assis-
tance.

There is a potential opportunity to develop a source cof
inflowing water by creating a wetland in the northeast corner
of the land surrounding the lake. This created wetland might
serve to expand the secondary sewage treatment plant across

& =



2)

the street. It is our understanding that the water discharged
from the sewage treatment plant already meets quality stapn-
dards, since it is currently discharged directly into the
Columbia River. Concern about this pProgram include the
potential for 4 treatment failure to contaminate the lake
water, although pPerhaps a safety valve might be arranged to
prevent contamination. This idea merits further investiga-

tion.

If ozxygen levels are insufficient, perhaps removal of the
carp, followed by plantings of Sago pondweed, arrowhead wapato
duck potato, and other plants in the lake might suffice to
improve the water quality and oxygen levels,. Otherwise, it

the lake.

There is a concern about potential conflicts of interest

between the Port's plans for development and the life history
requirements of target wildlife species, Farmers Home
Administration has asked the Port to slope the lands created
by the spoils away from the lake, so that runoff should not
Pose a problem. We are concerned that noise levels associated
with post-development not be overly disruptive. Visual
disturbance should be mitigated by strategic plantings. In

We are concerned about the carp population in the lake. Carp
destroy submergent and emergent vegetation, and keep the
waters turbid. We believe that removal of the carp would
significantly increase the productivity of the lake for
breeding puddile ducks and provide significantly greater winter
forage for all wildlife. John Weinheimer will survey the lake
and give us his recommendations.

There was a concern as to how this wetland fits into the

larger picture of wetland habitats in the Columbia Gorge area
and how we might tailor our actions to complement the habitat
network of native flora and fauna. Tara Zimmerman indicated
that this lake was probably one of only two shallow water
foraging areas for waterfowl in the Columbia Gorge area.
David Anderson felt that the lake would provide foraging
opportunities for great blue heron that nest on nearby Wells
island. Harold Cole felt that an interpretive trail around

We will be looking to the Port of Klickitat and the Washington
Department of Wildlife for aid in submitting appropriate
permits, and for help in completing the enhancement projects.

We beiieve that thare are several potential funding soﬁrcgs to
complete the work, or to provide equipment and materials,

&
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potentially: Washington Department of Wildlife Habitat
Improvement Program, the Volunteer Cooperative Fish & Wildlife
Enhancement Program, Ducks Unlimited, Port of Klickitat, Us
Forest Service, and Columbia Gorge Audubon Society.

7) Maintaining the habitat and the interpretive trail will be the
cooperative responsibility of the Port of Klickitat and the
Columbia Gorge Audubon Socociety. ’

OUR GOAL To enhance the wetland ecosystem at Bingen Lake so
that it will consist  of more typical and more
productive wetland floral and faunal communities.
and will provide a greater diversity of habitats.
We would also like to develop a trail around the
lake to provide educational opportunities for
wetland interpretation, and to provide an aestheti-
cally pleasing wetland focal point for surrounding
development and the local community.

ENHANCEMENT PROPOSALS

1. REMOVE CARP FROM THE LAKE. There are two possible ways to
accomplish this: dry up the lake, or apply rotenone to poison the
fish. John Weinheimer will advise and assist us. Following the
removal, measures will need to be taken to reduce the likelihood of
reintroduction of carp to the lake. This will probably result in
the need for some type of screening or filtering of river water
that is pumped into the lake. Additionally, we might utilicze
public education opportunities along the trail. ”

once the lake has been cleared of carp, we would like to see
it restocked with other suitable fish species. Gambouzi wers=
recommended to feed upon mosquitos. At this time, it is not ocur
intention to encourage a sport fishery at the lake.

?2. BUILD THREE EARTH ISLANDS IN THE LAKE. Assuming that the laks
can be dried up temporarily, bulldozing equipment that will be

moving the Bonneville spoils might be utilized to push up rock and
lake-bottom material into three islands. Two islands are designed
with indented and asymmetrical shapes, and with gently sloping
edges (3:1) for basking, nesting and cover. They should have an
elevation of 3-4 feet above the water level. The north side of the
islands would be planted with shrubs, maybe some trees, and the
south side would be designed to retain a mud or grit beach. Logs
would be placed on the islands, for perching or sunning. Teeo
islands would be placed in the north half of the lake, abeuk

acres and 1 acre in size. These sizes would probably necessitats
the addition of spoil material to create the islands. The @zach
location might take advantage of any naturally high spots in I
lake bottom. They would be placed and designed to provide visas
screening and refuge for ducks. The third island would be in thin

south end of the lake and would emphasize mud flat habitat. i°
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would be about 0.25 acre in size, and would have an elevation of
about 1 foot above water level.

3. BUILD AND INSTALL THREE NESTING BASKETS FOR CANADA GOOSE. This
is primarily to provide educational and aesthetic opportunities for
the public. Baskets will be placed 300 feet apart, with the top
edge 30 inches above water level. Baskets will be constructed of
pipe and hardware cloth, and will be supplied with straw or hay
nesting material Seasonally by the Audubon Society. Alternatively,
nest platforms of wood could alsoc be designed.

4, DREDGE AREARS OF THE LAKE TO FIVE FEET. This would be to
provide habitat for diving waterfowl, such as mergansers. It would
also help provide a diversity of habitat in the lake, by control-
ling the establishment of certain plants. A varied contour of lake
bottom would an interspersion of open water and emergent plants.
If the lake is drained, this could be done in conjunction with
building the islands.

5. CREATE EIGHT POTHOLES. These are designed to provide territo-
rial sites for breeding waterfowl. Potholes allow breeding pairs
to disperse and maintain a measure of isolation from other members

of the same species. Potholes would be located in the beds of

cattails and canarygrass along the edges of the lake. 1If the lake
1S drained, preferably potholes would be scraped or excavated by
construction equipment in order to create a wedge shaped bottom
contour, which would provide a shallow sloped edge for ducks,
regardless of water level. Bulldozing equipment could be used to
also scrape meandering ditches connecting the potholes with the
open water. Alternatively, potholes could be created by blasting
a hole with ammonium nitrate fuel oil mixture. While possibly less
expensive, these type of potholes have much steeper, almost
vertical edges, less favorable for puddle ducks.

6. STOCK THE LARKE WITH PRODUCTIVE AND AESTHETIC PLANTS. Sago

pondweed is one of the best all around duck foods available. Ducks
feed on the seeds, then later on the tubers. It is also highly
beneficial for fish, as it purifies and clarifies the water by
taking up poisonous gases and releasing oxygen. Sago pondweed also
shades and keeps the water below it cooler. Arrowhead wapato duck
potato is also prized by ducks, geese and swans. This plant will
filter polluted water, since it feeds heavily on phosphorus,
potash, and other nutrients (which might be in high concentration
due to the history of agriculture on the surrounding lands).
Nodding smartweed and three-square rush also provide ample seed
production for ducks. Several other plants, such as American lotus
waterlily and blue and yellow water iris can be planted along
strategic viewing areas from the trail. Plant tubers might be
transferred from other wetlands or purchased from Kester's Wild
Game Food Nurseries.

7. DETERMINE ANY WATER QUALITY NEEDS. (See concern #1 above.)



8. DEVELOP AN INTERPRETIVE TRAIL AROUND THE LAKE. In northeast
corner of the lake, the trail will access a wooden viewing platform
built over the water's edge. In the southeastern corner of the
lake, the trail will consist of a boardwalk to actually allow
visitors to walk through wetland vegetation. Along the northern
and western ends of the lake, the trail would stay a distance from
the lake, and along the southern edge of the lake the trail would
pass relatively close to the wetland boundary, with an established
viewing area. Interpretive signs would be developed to provide
public educational opportunities. Benches would be constructed at
the southern and northeastern viewing points. Shrubs which provide
Wwildlife foods and pleasing aesthetics would be planted strategi-
cally along the trail to minimize wildlife disturbance, and to
attract wildlife to the viewers. Nest boxes and bird feeders might
be placed along the trail, depending upon commitment to their
maintenance and public use. Educational ‘opportunities might
include self-guided brochures and occasional Audubon-led tours. 2
program will be developed and distributed to local schools
encouraging classes to visit the wetland ecdsystem. Trail should
be designed to be easily maintained, and to minimize litteriung
opportunities. : o
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Room 319 Federal Building
P.C. Box 2427

Wenatchee, WA 98807-2427
Tele: (509) 662-3202

UNITED STATES Faramers
LEPARTHENT OF Hose v
ABRICULTURE . Adainistration

June 18, 1991

Laurie Smith. President

The Columbia Gorge Audubon Society
P.0O.Box 512

Hoeod River, OR 97031

Dear Laurie:

We appreciate your input to the developments concerning Bingen Lake
and the Port of Klickitat Industrial Park. 1In our discussions with
the port they have expressed a desire to work closely with your
organization as they plan the developments at the industrial park.

We too are concerned about drainage from the streets and roads inte
Bingen Lake. We are planning to require mitigation to the extent
possible with slope requirements, drains to the Columbia and etc.

It is our understanding that the first level of berm around the lake
1711l be set back 50 feet and then raised 6 or 8 feet then go back
‘another 50 feet. This second level will not be developed beyvond
trails, paths, interpretive areas and etc. This appears to be a
practical alternative to a 100 foot set back with a 15-18 ft slope to
the top. It was our understanding that this concept was developed
with at least partial input from you.

k vou for vo comments and suggestions.

MARTIN E. WOLD
Chief, Community and Business Programs

Farsers Hoae Adainistration is an Equal Opportunity Lender,
Losplaints of discrisination should be sent to:
Secretary of Agriculture. Hashinatan. N.F 2a9%a
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I.

PREREHABILITATION PLAN

PROPOSAL

A.

Justification for Proposed Rehabilitation

This is the Washington Department of Wildlife prerehabilitation
plan for Bingen Lake in Bingen, wéshington. The purpose of this
rehab is to rid this shallow 20 acre lake/wetland area of carp to
provide high quality waterfowl habitat. The carp are currently
suppressing the development of submergent and emergent vegetation
and keeping the water muddy and the bottom stirred up. This rehab
is being done in conjunction with the Columbia Gorge Audubon
Society and the Port of Klickitat County.

The fishery of the lake as it exists now is pPrimarily carp and, to
a lesser extent, bullhead. The lake is only 1.5 feet deep and
water temperatures become severe during the winter and summer for
other fish. The lake receives very little or no fishing pressure
and many other local waters contain the same fish such as the
mainstem Columbia and its numerous backwater areas north of

Highway 14.

If the carp are eliminatéd, the lake/wetland area has the
potential to become an excellent waterfowl habitat based on the
survey work done by the Audubon Society and our own Wildlife
Management Division. In addition to enhancing the habitat, the
Audubon Society feels this rehab in conjunction with other work to
be done will offer educational and recreational opportunities for
the public about waterfowl.

Physical Description of the Water Proposed for Rehabilitation

Bingen Lake, Klickitat County

Township 3 North, Range 11 East, Section 29

20 acres including vegetated area

1.5 feet deep at deepest point, lake is very shallow

Estimated volume at full pool = 1,306,800 cubic ft.

Estimated volume at rotenone treatment = 326,700 cubic ft. =

2,456,391 gallons of water.

6. There is no significant natural inflow or outflow of water.
Water levels are manipulated by a pump operated by the Port of
Klickitat at the west end of the lake.

7. Stream miles = 0 ’

8. Developed public access = 0

9. The lake and the surrounding area are owned by the Port of
Klickitat County. The Port has agreed to accept up to 1.5

-million cubic yards of rock and soil "spoils" from the
3onneville Dam for preparation for commercial and industrial
development of the land around the lake. This is scheduled to
start August, 1992.

10. There are no developed resorts or recreation areas.

LEL N~ FYI I )
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III.

Iv.

cC. Proposed Management Actions (

Carp are the target species

1.

2. Lake has not been rehabilitated before.

3. Proposed treatment is September, 1992.

4. Restocking of fish is not being recommended at this time.
5. None. )

6. 0

7

- Proposed toxicant is Cube Powder fish toxicant powder, 5%

rotenone. 41 lbs. are estimated to be needed.

8. Lake will be pumped down as low as possible starting in June.
Hopefully most of the remaining water will evaporate during
the summer and rotenone treatment wills tart in September.

9. Estimate three WDW employees and two to three volunteers from

the Audubon Club.

PURPOSE

The purpose of this rehab is to rid the lake of carp to optimize its
potential as waterfowl habitat. Thé proposed enhancement of the
waterfowl habitat by the Audubon Society is dependent on the elimination
of the destruction of the aquatic vegetation caused by the carp
population. See the Columbia Gorge Audubon Management Plan for Bingen
Lake, "Bingen Lake Wetlands Improvement Project". ' <

INTENDED OUTCOME/MEASURE OF SUCCESS

The intended outcome is an increase of submergent and emergent
vegetation in the lake which will enhance the food availability and
cover for waterfowl. Unless carp are reintroduced, this condition
should last at least a decade. ' '

RESOURCE IMPACTS

The lake has been surveyed by our Wildlife Management Division for
sensitive species, none were found. The rehab may make the lake a
possible candidate for western pond turtle introduction. The lake is
not used for any human uses anymore. Impacts to nontargeted resources
in the lake are consistent with those covered in the Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement.

MITIGATION FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS

1. The Lake will be dried up as much as possible during the summer to
reduce the amount of rotenone needed to treat the lake. Dead fish
will be gathered up and taken to a renderer. (”'

2. The lake has no downstream resources.



VI.

VII.

VIII.

IX.

3. No rare species of plant or animal are found in the lake.

4. Applicants will comply with all safety rules.
5. Area will be posted to discourage public from collecting dead
fish. :

RECREATIONAL IMPACT

The rehab will aid in the development of excellent waterfowl habitat and
interpretive sites and trail for viewing by non-consumptive users. This
site will be used by schools, clubs, and the general public as a site to
view wetland ecology. '

ECONOMIC IMPACT

The area will be valuable to the community and the port.
RELATED MANAGEMENT ACTION

This rehab is in cooperation with the Columbia Gorge Audubon Society at
their request to help with their proposed enhancement plans for
waterfowl habitat. See "Bingen Lake Wetlands Habitat Improvement
Project” by the Columbia Gorge Audubon Society. ‘

PUBLIC CONTACT

The Columbia Gorge Audubon Society has conducted several meetings with
Washington Department of Wildlife, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the
Environmental Protection Agency, the Washington Environmental Council,
the Underwood Conservation District, the Port of Klickitat County, and
the Friends of the Columbia Gorge, about the enhancement of the lake
which included the use of rotenone to get rid of the carp. All were
favorable to the above actions. Several letters from the above agencies
and clubs are available.

c:\hueckel\bingen.rhb



PREREHABILITATION PLAN (#

I. PROPOSAL

A. Justification for Proposed Rehabilitation

The lake was enhanced for waterfowl habitat value by constructing
dikes to separate/isoclate it from Winchester Wasteway in 1984 and
removal of carp and other fish in March 1985. Construction of
dikes was funded jointly by WDW (Wlldllfe Management Division} an¢
Washington Duck Hunters, Inc.

After rehabilitation, the lake appeared fish-free and remained
very producticn for waterfowl through summer of 1989. Presence of
carp was suspected (murky water) in 1989 and confirmed in the fall
of 1990. The method of reintroduction is unknown but was Likaly
that an incomplete kill occurred or carp were transplanted by
humans or fish-eating birds (e.g., terns, herons, gulls).

Duck broods have been counted annually in the lake since 1983
(Fig. 1). 1In 1%83 and 1984 (prerehab) a total of three broods {2
in 1983 and 1 in 1984) were observed on the lake during brocdiong
counts. From 1985 to 1989 (postrehab) the number of broods
observed on the lake averaged 106 annually, with a peak count of
142 broods in 1986. ‘

B. Physical Description of the Water Proposed for Rehabilitation
1. Unnamed lake in Desert Unit of the Columbia Basin, WA, Grant
. County
2. TWN (18N), RGE (26E), SEC (11,14)
3. 75 'surface acres ‘
4. Maximum depth, approxxmately 6 feet. Average depth,
approximately 3 feet.
5. 225 acre feet
6. = Lake has no outlet and has no surface water connection to
Winchester Wasteway and adjacent’ lakes, ponds, and wetlands.
7. N/A
8. Lake is approximately 1 mile from WDW access area cn Dodson
Road.
Q. One hundred percent publlcly owned (U.S. Bureau of
Reclamation).
10. No resorts.
c. Proposed Management Actions
1. Carp
2. March, 1985
3. September 30, 1992 or March, 1993

4. Nc fisi. are to be restocked.
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Iv.

5. N/A

6. N/A

7. Rotenone, powder, 1 ppm, 450 pounds at 5 percent
concentration, and 5 percent liquid concentration, 3 ppm
1,822 pounds powder and 20 gallons liquid.:

8. Dispense rotenone from bags behind boats. Spray shoreline
emergent zone with liquid.
9. Four people and one crew leader
PURPOSE

The primary objective of the carp removal is to improve quality of duck
brood-rearing habitat. The pond is large and near optimum depth for
maximum value to most species of ducks. Increased production and
availability of submergent aquatic vegetation (primarily sago pondweed)
and invertebrates after carp removal will also support more waterfowl
use during other seasons of the year. Several species of aquatic
wildlife will benefit from the rehab. '

In its present state, the lake’s primary limiting factor to waterfowl
production and use is the presence of carp. However, the presence of
other species of fish that would compete with ducks for invertebrates
and the presence of fishermen disturbing waterfowl would also
substantially limit waterfowl habitat value. In ordeér to maximize
benefit to waterfowl and other aquatic wildlife, the lake will be
managed to remain fish-free.

INTENDED OUTCOME/MEASURE OF SUCCESS

Removal of carp is expected to result in increased prcduction and use by
ducks similar to the increase observed after the initial rehab in 1985.

Duck pair counts (May) and brood counts (July) are made annually.
Nongame species are counted in conjunction with duck counts on the lake.

The lake can be expected to remain productive for at least 5 years

postrehab, similar to that observed after the initial rehab and provide
high—-quality waterfowl habitat.

RESOURCE IMPACTS

a. Prior to the initial rehab the lake’s fish population was
dominated by carp but also had smaller numbers of pumpkin seed
sunfish, bluegill, crappie, yellow perch, largemouth bass,
bullhead, .and sucker. Carp made up approximately 75 percent of
the total fish number and about 95 percent of biomass. Species
composition in the lake now is likely similar to that before the
initial rehab, but no sampling has been done. A large number of
carp, approximately 2-3 pound in size were observed in the lake in
May, 1991.

,_/:_("
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VIiI.

VIII.

B. Impacts to nontargeted resources in the lake are consistant with (W
those covered in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statemant.

MITIGATING FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS

A. The lake is remotely located (approximately 1 mile from the
nearest road) and is visited rarely by people except during
waterfowl hunting season. It is not likely there would be a n=zed
to remove dead fish from the site or schedule the rehab for a
specific time to reduce potential inconvenience to the public.

B. The lake has no outlet and thus would not require protection of
downstream resources.

c. N/A ‘

D. Applicators will wear protective clothing and masks. to reduce
contact with rotenone.

E. Signs will be posted at the lake to discourage public from

collecting dead and dying fish.

RECREATTIONAL IMPACT

Prior to the initial rehab in 1985 the lake appeared to have a very low
intensity fishery with less than 50 man-days annually of fishermen
seeking primarily largemouth bass. No fishermen or evidence of fishing
have been seen at the lake since 1985. The lake has been visited by th%j
area wildlife biologist (Jim Tabor), approximately 6-8 times annually.

On this basis, no loss of fishing recreation would occur as a resul® o:
the proposed rehab. :

Increased waterfowl production and use at the lake would provide
increased hunter opportunity/satisfaction and possibly recreaticn days
for waterfowl hunters. The lake is also an important hunting site
because in a carp-free condition it is attractive habitat for ducks

~during the hunting season.

ECONOMIC IMPACT

The proposed rehab would be expected to provide a favorable cost/benefit
ratio. Assuming a S5-year project life, the lake can be expected to
produce about 100 duck broods (600 ducklings) annually, similar to that
observed after the initial rehab, for a total of 3,000 ducklings. Cost
of the rehab would be about $3,000, for a cost of $1.00 per duckling.

In addition to ducklings produced, the improved habitat quality wou'?
support a large increase in waterfowl and other aquatic wildliife use-
days. )

Funding for the proposed rehab is the waterfowl stamp/artwcrk rrogram

RELATED MANAGEMENT ACTION ) <

None are anticipated.
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PUBLIC CONTACT
This rehab would be expected to produce little if any public controversy
or concern, primarily because no fishery has existed in the pond since

May 1985 and a very low~level one existed before 1985,

This proposed rehab will be included in the public meeting presented by
Region Two Fisheries Management Division on May 21, 1992.

ol
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3uck Lake Management Plan

¥itsap County (Twp 28n Rge 2E Sec Z1) lcocated 1
Volume cf water 1s 157 acre fset and is

) Locaticn - Descripticn:
-/2 miles southwest frocm hansville.
20 surface acres in size. It has an intermittent cutlet stream and the north
end shoreline is primarily ccvered with cattails.

<) Past and PResent Recreational Fisheries: Recreaticnal fisheries both past
and present on Buck Lake have been dominated by rainbow trout anglers. The
primary catch has been from fingerling stocked rainbow that reach an average
2f 11 inches by spring of the following year. Catchables are also stocked to
supplement the recreational fishery due to the lake’s remote location and
scpularity for trout fishing. See attached table for documented opening day
catch statistics.

.Y Fish Stocking Records:

w3n® Species Number Fish Size (#/1b.)
April G2 Rainbow 2,000 5.0 (catchable)
May 92 . Rainbow - 1,000 4.0 (catchable)
March 91 Rainbow 2,550 5.0 (catchable)
May 21 Rainbow 1,200 4.0 (catchable)
May 91 Rainbow 8,010 89.0 (fingerling)
April 90 Rainbow 1,320 4.4 (catchable)
May 90 Rainbow 1,450 5.0 (catchable)
June 90 "Rainbow 5,025 75.0 (fingerling)
June S0 E. Brook 498 6.0 (catchable)
May 8¢9 Rainbow 1,802 5.3 (catchable)
June &9 Rainbow 5,025 75.0 (fingerling)
Marcn 28 Rainbow 1,500 5.3 (catchable)
June £8 Rainbow 8,400 80.0 (fingerling)
Marcn &7 Rainbow 2,502 5.7 (catchable)
June 87 Rainbow 7,865 65.0 (fingerling)
Apri. 28 Rainbow 2,002 4.5 (catchable)
March &5 Rainbecw 1,500 4.4 (catchable)
May 35 Rainbow 8,800 44.0 (fingerling)
1) Current Management Objectives: The present management objective of Buck

~ake 1s to restere and maintain an active trout fishery from stocking
fingerling rainbcw trout annually and a supplemented catchable plant after
opening day.
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PREREHABILITATION PLAN

PROPOSAL
A. Justification for Proposed Rehabilitation
1. See graph that shows catch rates prior to last rehabilitation and
after.
2. Seventy-five (75%) to 100 angler days based on opening day creel
information.
3. N/a
4. N/A
B. Physical Description of the Water Proposed for Rehabilitation
1. Buck Lake, Kitsap Ccuncy
7. TWN (ZeN), RGE (2E), SEC (16,21)
3. 22 surface acres
4. See map
5. 157 acre feet
5. Intermittent outlet stream
7. N/A
8. Two develcoped access areas. Department of Wildlife boat access
and County park.
3. Ten (10) percent public land ownership and 90 percent privacte.
10. County park used for swimming and fishing.
c. Proposed Management Actions
1. Largemouth bass
2. Septegber 30, 1986
3. 3&’&9&—3@ 1992
4. April, 1993
5. Rainbow trout
5. 3,000 catchakles and 8,000 fingerling
7. Rotenore, powder, 1 ppm, 450 pounds at 5 percent concentration
8. Dispense rotenocne from bags behind boats
9. Four people and one crew leader
PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed rehanilitation is to eradicate the largemouth bass
fish pepulation in order -o reduce competition for food and eliminate
cradation of rainbow fingerling plants. Buck Lake is managed for trout only,
employing primarily fingerling piancs at approximately 400 fish per surface

acre.,



Buck Lake has been rehabilitated through the use of rotenone in 1950 and 1986
to control and eradicate the undesirable and illegally introduced speices of
warmwater fish, primarily largemouth bass.

5) Regulations: Buck Lake is open for the general lake season.

c:\hueckel\buck-(k.mgt
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III. INTENDED OUTCOME/MEASURE OF SUCCESS

Duration of beneficial effects should be five to ten years, and success will
be measured by opening day creel checks and annual settings of gill nets.

IV.  RESOURCE IMPACTS
A. Impacts to nontargeted resources in the lake are consistent with those
covered in the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement.
‘B. - Potential impacts to human related uses include loss of recreational

fishing opportunity during the month of October, and some éwimming days
at the county park. :

C. None that are known.
V. MITIGATING FOR ADVERSE IMPACTS
A. Department of Wildlife personnel will remove dead fish from shoreline at
county park to reduce any impacts to swimmers.
B. None
C. None
D. Standard method of application and safety precautions will be employed
E. Department of Wildlife personnel will be present at the time of

VI. RECREATIONAL IMPACT
Angler participation will be increased by approximately 75 to 100 on opening

day and a 25 to 50 percent increase annually. Angler success will probably
double on fingerling stocked fish.

VII. ECONOMIC IMPACT
Economic benefits to our program include a reduction of catchable plants
(3,000 fish) made annually to Buck Lake and a possible increase in license
sales from increased angler participation. The local community will also
benefit economically from increased angler participation.

VIII. RELATED MANAGEMENT ACTION
Buck Lake will be stocked annually with fingerling rainbow trout at
approximately 400 fish per surface acre.

IX, PUBLIC CONTACT
A public meeting will be held in the vicinity of Buck Lake in June.

c:\hueckel \buck-lk. rhb
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Mr. Greg Hueckel

Fish Management Division =N WEE
Washington Department of Wildli{@[ﬁi@'\g}j\\;jj D
600 North Capitol wWay . T

Olympia, Washington 98504 TN \3UE5 $ 1992 g,

FROM: Mr. Ben Schroeter *-*’QFMWLDL#E
Ben & Jerry’s Paralegal Serviceggg PARTMEN ' SK
P.0.Box 2856 NLYMPIA FRONT DE:

Olympia, Washington 98507-285¢
(206) 866-3965

DATE: July 30, 1992

RE: Comments on the Draft - Programmatic Environmental

Impact Statement Lake and Stream Rehabilitations -
1892~-93, (PEIS)

I am extremely disappointed in the Washington Department of
Wildlife’s (WDOW) decision to spend a lot of time and taxpayer
money on trying (again) to ram through this ridiculous ang
illegal Program of nuking our lakes and waters with dangerous
pesticides.

At last years meeting of the Wildlife Commission when the

~department withdrew it’s proposal for the Lake and Stream

Rehabilitation Plan (LSRP) because the EIS wasn’t worth the paper
it was printed on, I was assured by Patricia McClean that the
department would work with us instead of trying to figure out
some furtive way around the issues.

Needless to Say, promises are meant to be broken and haye'beeg.
Rather than again go through a long laundry list of defl¢1enc;es
which at this time T have no time for, due to my involvement in
another ongoing "pesticides in the water" action, I will simply

‘refer interested parties to my comments from last year‘s

Environmental Impact Statement Final Supplemental.

I still maintain that the Legislature specifically stripped WDOW
of the option to introduce pPesticides into the water as a means
of eradicating fish. This year’s PEIS again misstates WDOW’s
legal standing on page 1l. I will repeat myself - RCW 77.12.420
no longer empowers the Wildlife Commission to eradicate
"undesirable types of fish by means of poisoning".

RCW 77.12.420 now reads: "The eradication of fish shall be
authorized by the commission". To again misstate the law,
especially when T advised you of the changes in the law in my
comments last year, leaves me with no alternative but to accuse
WDOW of purposely lying about the issue.

Page 1
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Since WDOW is now purposely lying about their legal standing, it
nakes vou wonder how much more information contained in the PEIS
is also lies. '

I also find it amusing that the WDOW has had some incredible
success with predator stocking and yet your PEILS summarily
dismisses the option as too costly, totally disregarding the
successes as well as the actual means of doing predator stocking.

The PEIS while trying real hard to "Jjustify" the nuking of our
lakes, still does not show any evidence of any wonderful
successes. One noted lake that got botched real good was
Caliche. After nuking it with rotenone, the catch averages for
the opener following treatment were SO poor that people actually
stopped fishing the lake. Some way of improving fishing eh?

I’'ve done some of my own surveys of Washington fishermen. My
results show that over 75% would rather catch one or two large

 German Browns than a bunch of little genetically inferior stocked

rainbow-

Despite your attempts to spruce up your EIS and make it a legal
document, you still have left out a lot of crucial information
necessary for making a proper assessment, cite rather bunk
scientific data which does not properly address the impacts, and
again fail to provide baseline studies of the current status of
the waters you wish to rehabilitate.

For example, if you have small amounts of an industrial solvent
already in one of these proposed lakes, what would be the
synergistic effects of the solvent with the rotenone? Don’t
know? Neither do I. Therefore wouldn’t it be prudent to find
out first, before you create a major disaster and kill off some
eagles and other animals?

I wish to be notified by WDOW of when you apply to DOE for your
Water Quality Modification and NPDES permits. I need to be
notified so I can legally challenge the issuance of these permits
through the Pollution Controls Hearing Board (PCHB). I am
already preparing to make this challenge.

This whole program is an antiquated stupid way of wasting state
and federal monies. Why don’t we put our money to good use
building desirable fisheries? »

Any person or organizatidn who wishes to join me in a legal
injunctive action against WDOW’s Lake and Stream Rehabilitation

Program, please contact me at my listed address or phone.

Sincerely, A/
i /.' i -
Ben Schroeter S T , ‘ <

g



Washington Wildlife Commission

600 Capitol Way North
'P.O. Box 3200 RECEIVED

Olympia, WA 98501-3200 ' | AUG 77 1992

FISHERIES MGMT DIV

Greg Hueckel

Fish Management Division
Washington Department of Wildlife
600 Capitol Way North

Olympia, WA 98504

August 13,1992

SUBJECT: Lake and Stream Rehabilitation Program
DearCommissioners and Mr. Hueckel:

We are writing to express our deep concerns about the Department of Wildlife’s Lake and Stream
Rehabilitation Program and about what we believe was a badly implemented public input process.

i
/

e As explained in our letter of August 8 to Commissioner Dean Lydig, we both submitted comments on the

EIS for last year’s program, and were assured at that time that we would be put on the mailing list for
future program actions. However, neither of us received any information about this year’s program until
we learned from a friend last week that the Programmatic EIS had come out on July 1. Over the course ¢
the past week we have learned that at least three other respondents (Renee Reed, Garret Jackson, Don
Miller) whose letters, like ours, were printed in last year’s FEIS, were not included on ‘this year’'s mailing
list; two environmental groups to which we belong (Greater Ecosystem Alliance, Washington Toxics
Coalition) were also excluded. although we had requested they be sent copies.

- We were anxious to get a copy of the EIS, but when we each individually requested a copy from Program
Manager Greg Hueckel, he refused to send us one. After expending an entire day on phone calls, trying
(unsuccessfully) to locate the EIS here in Seattle, making repeated requests from Wildlife, and also
requesting an extension of the comment period, the Commission office agreed to send us a copy and
Connie Iten, the acting SEPA official, granted us an additional four days to comment. However,
Commissioner Lydig advised us to submit our comments as soon as possible, since the Commission is
scheduled to meet on August 15th. '

We are sending our comments to the Commissibn as well as Mr. Hueckel, because (1) Mr. Hueckel has
heen generally unresponsive to our concerns, and (2) we are unclear about the program'’s decision-making
Jrocess. On page ii of the EIS, it is stated that a public hearing occurs on August 15th. with a final
decision rendered on September. 15th. .On page 8, it is stated that the Commission approves or denies
treatment of individual lakes at the August hearing. |
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"Rehabilitation” is a Mispomer for this Program

rehabilitate: o pur back in good condition: reestablish on a firm. sound basis: to bring or restore( i
normal or oprimum stare of health. - )

poison (v.): [to administer] any agent which. in troduced into an organism. may chemically produce an
injurious or deadly effect. (Webster's New World Dictionary)

To begin with the basics. this program neither attempts nor achieves lake rehabilitation; its purpose is nc
Lo rehabilitate lakes as lakes. but to turn them into controlled ponds acting as "habitat" for selected
species. These lakes are not being managed on a firm basis if they must be treated repeatedly, nor,
obviously. are they being brought to a "normal.or optimum" state of health when the organisms living ir
them are being periodically. and almost totally, eradicated. ‘ .
While poison is a distasteful word (a word actually crossed out by hand on page 11 of the DEIS) poison
what this program is about. Calling it a rehabilitation program is also potentially very misleading in terr.
of public awareness. If the program were called the Undesirable Fish Poisoning Program, the Lake and

Stream Rotenone Treatment Program or even the Fish Elimination and Exchange Program, it would nc

5
.

only be more accurate, but might draw the attention and input of more citizens.

Lone-Term Effects of Rotenone on the Lake Community Are Not Understood
This year's docurnent contains an exhaustive review of literature on the effects of rotenone, but major
gaps in knowledge remain. For example, page 117 tells us that there have been no long-term studies on
the effects of rotenone use on native fish; page 123 says there have been no studies on the long-term effe
on birds. There are detailed descriptions of how many of the fish will float, how often "complete kill" 1s
achieved. and generally how effective rotenone is for the purpose of killing undesirable fish, while
questions regarding long-term and cumulative effects are simply left unanswered.

Page 121 states that effects on reptiles have not been studied: page 123 cites high mortality of salamande
and turtles. and also says that aquatic insect reduction due 1o rotenone is rarely more than 71%, and ful
recovery "usually occurs with a month or two". The comparative impacts matrix (pp. 3-5) states that lak
can recover from loss of benthic fauna. phyto- and zooplankton in "two to twelve months", while birds
mammals which depend on fish or benthic organisms "may be. temporarily impacted". and mitigated
through timing of the application. If some effects last twelve months. it would seem that timing is not
going to make a lot of difference. It is easy to dismuss temporary, partial impacts in this way when the
data are merely being used to support the false premise that rotenone treatment is relatively benign to a.
but the targeted fish; however. we don't know what the long-term impacts are of this repeated disruptic
of food sources. especially for already-marginal species or populations. With the kind of mortalities cit
in the EIS. the long-term effects on the lake community must be assumed to be devastating.

Even if long-term studies were available to assure us that rotenone itself has no long-term adverse(.ueé:
the rotenone formulation also needs to be examined. According to some literature on pesticides and the



formulations (see Attachment A), inert ingredients may be the worst offenders in these chemical
treatments. On page 15 of the EIS, a discussion of odor associated with rotenone treatment mentions a

. kerosene odor attributed to the hvdrocarbon solvents in the formulations. What are the "inert"

| ingredients in formulations used by WDW? These ingredients. too. may have long-term effects,
particularly worrisome in cases such as McIntosh Lake. which drains into the Deschutes River, Lawrenc.
Lake. a known bald eagle site. and Bingen Lake, where the actual long-term management goal is
restoration of habitat.

The Program is Described But Not Justified: Genuine Restoration and Sustainable Management are

4L Needed

In our last conversation with Mr. Hueckel, he energetically defended the EIS (of which he would not sen
us a copy), citing the thorough analysis provided. Yet this detailed review of past studies on rotenone,
techniques of application, and percentage of "kill"-achieved is ultimately irrelevant, because it does not
explain the need for the program.

Reference to the Department’s mandate to provide sport fishing does not indicate the need for massive
and repeated poisoning of lakes and planting with a few "desirable" species. The mandate could have bee
(and probably should be) interpreted to mean that the Department should return the State’s lakes to
natural, balanced, ecosystems. The fact that many lakes are not now natural is not justification to leave
them in their impaired state. In fact, the program itself is responsible for the unnatural state of many

f ~)lakes..
_The existence of "600,000 anglers" does not provide justification for the program; it is merely a head cour
of the fishing licenses issued by the State. It is doubtful that many of these anglers actually want completc
kills of all life, fish and non-fish, in their lakes. Department effort and funding might be better spent
helping its constituents appreciate and work toward more natural sporting opportunities.

Why are certain species considered "desirable"? Why are others considered "undesirable"? Where do the
"desirable"” fish come from? Are they being used because a "need” for them needs to be found, and becaus
the Department needs work? Are the fish merely being moved from cne side of the state to the other® Wh
are bass removed from Quincy and Burke Lakes and planted in Stan Coffin, H. and Ancient Lakes? Does
the Department know that those who fish the latter like bass more than those who fish the former?

[s this the-best way in the long run to spend state and federal funds for wildlife. or do the funds simply
‘need" to be spent, and this is the customary way to do it? '

Fifty vears ago, perhaps this program made sense. Now, it sounds like something that would only have
been conceived of fifty yearsago. It is not only archaic, but with what we now know about the
comparative stability of natural systems. it is downright dangerous to continue to manipulate these lake
systems. It is the same as turning forests to tree farms and rivers to reservoirs: it may serve a certain

' purpose, and it may seem like a good idea at the time.



But now we know that things have gone seriously awry with a lake when we are poisoning the undesirable
non-native fish using it; writing off the temporary eradication of numerous other living things in that lake:
replacing the fish with other non-native fish (that were undesirable the lake from which they were -
removed): and repeating this process every seven years or.so. The Department is perpetuating systemg\. .at
are inherently unstable, simply because they are the systems that are in place. The program is not
necessary, it is merely customary.

\
What the Department should be doing is trulv rehabilitating these lakes, restoring them as much as
possible to the state they enjoyed many years ago before all this manipulation began, and reintroducing
native stocks. Does WDW even know what the native species were in these lakes? If so. the EIS should sa:
so' if not. the Rehabilitation Program should be focusing on understanding and rebuilding the native
communities that existed in these lakes before humans started reinventing them. The program should be
working toward the goal of finding the best management s:heme to ensure ecosystem health and provide
fishing opportunities. ' ,

~

We request that:
| The Commission cease authorization of the poisoning or.artificial stocking of lakes or streams.

2 The Commission direct the Department to develop a comprehensive, long-term program for true
rehabilitation of lakes and streams, with the goal of restoring the health and sustainability of these (
ecosystems. This program will benefit not only sports fishers, but the entire natural community.

'

3. That this program encourage the full involvement of the public and the environmental community.

Sincerely, .
. vy
‘George Draffan Janine Blaeloch
P.O. Box 95316 7040 14th NW
Seattle. WA 98145-2316 Seattle, WA 98117-5308

cc: - Gov. Booth Gardner
Curt Smitch
Gordon Zillges
Connie [ten . ,
Rep. Dick Nelson <
‘Vashington Toxics Coalition :



Federal

Inert Ene

By Martha McCabe

A significant weakness of federal
pesticide regulation is e lack of in.
formation the U.S. Eavironmeantal
Protection Agency (EPA) requires
about the inert ingredients, metabo-
lites, degradation products and im-
purities that are present in every
pesticide product (see glossary
below). Each one may be hazardous
to human health, wildlife, or the
ecosystern where it will be used.
Each may increase the toxic proper-
tes of the active ingredient under
certain conditions. Each may play a
role in making the pesticide product
to which people are actually exposed
significantly more hazardous than the
active ingredient standing alone.

Yet the way Congress has written
the controlling law (the Federal In-
secticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide
Act or FIFRA!} and the way EPA has
enforced it leads the agesncy to ignore
pesticide ingredients that may pose
an “‘unreasonable risk to man [sic] or
the environment'* and thus fail to ob-
serve FIFRA's ''risk benefit" registra-
tion standard.z

This article focuses only on the in-
ert ingredients, though many of the
limitations of federal regulation of in-

Martha McCabe is an Assistant Attor-
ney General in the Environmental Pro-
tection Bureau of the New York State
Department of Law in Albany, New
York. She coordinates litigation and
legislative and educational work on
pesticides for New York Attorney
General Robert Abrams.

Martha gratefully acknowledges the
research assistance of Kevin Hogan, a
Student at Vermont Law School and a
legal intern in the Environmental Pro.
tection Bureau in the summer of 19889.

This article reflects the author's per-
sonal views and not necessarily those of
Department of Law.
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erts affect EPA's :Teatment of metab-
olites, impurities, and degradation
preducts as well.

General Registrarion Requirements

In general, no one can distribute or
sell a pesticide in the United States
unless the product has been regis-
tered by EPA. FIFRA Section (§] 3
outlines the basic steps it takes to get

a product registered; § 4 governs reg-.

istration of pesticides containing ac-
tve ingredients first registerad before
November 1, 1984. Besides submit-
ting a copy of the chemical formula
and proposed labeling, the applicant
has to submit information about the
product.

”Both Congress and the
Executive share
responsibility for what an
increasing number of
critics believe is an
excessively narrow focus
on active ingredients to
the exclusion of other
potentially hazardous
components of
pesticides.”

Congress has told EPA to “publish .

guidelines specifying the kinds of in-
formation. .. required to support the
registration.””* Those guidelines, the
"Data Requirements for Registra-
tion,” are contained in the Code of
Federal Regulations [CFR).*+ As
recently as 1988, Congress again
amended FIFRA without improving
regulation of inert ingredients.s

Both Congress and the Executive
share responsibility for what an in-

AT

R

TACHIMNENT

Pesticide

Crzasing aumiar of critics beliey
an excessively narrow focus on ac
ingredients to the exciusion of
potentially hazardeus eomponent:
pesticides,

This narrow focus is most ea
described by comparing the ame
of data required for inerts with
amount of data required for active
gredients, manufacturing use pr
ucts and end use products [ses 4
sary). Most data points usad by E
to assess a product's ecological ¢
toxicological impacts require ap;
cants to test only active ingredier
manufacturing use products and, °
much lesser extent, and use produ
{full formulations).

Inert ingredients alone have :
generally been subjected to t
requirements for any health or ens
onmental impacts.® In those ca:
where the test substances are mar
facturing or end use preducts, testi
will reflect the presenca of inerts. F
because the end use product must ¢
ly be tested for acute toxicological -
fects, EPA has been gathering no d=
on the inerts’ subchronic (short ters
chronic, or genetic toxicity.?

One regulation permits, altheugh
does not require, EPA to reque
more ‘testing on inerts than wou
otherwise be required by the gene:
registration regulations. The Data R
quirements for Registration include
policy statement on additional teszr
providing that, where EPA dete
mines the required data are not suf:
cient to determine whether the pest
cide poses the '‘unreasonable adver:

isk to man or...the environment
proscribed by FIFRA §§ 2(bb} ac
3(a), the Administrator will, on
case-by-case basis, require addition:
testing. An explicit and definitiv
standard by which the EPA decide
whether data are sufficient is unavai’
able (see 40 CFR § 158.75). )

EPA may also require testing of ic
tentionally added inert ingredients
impurities of an active or inert ingre
dient, plant or animal metabolite -
degradation oroduct.?
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“Because the end use
product must only be
tested for acute
toxicological effects, EPA
has been gathering no
data on the inerts’
subchronic, chronic, or
genetic toxicity.”

Regulation of Inert Ingredients
EPA regulates inerts both under
standard registration requirements
and under newer policies prepared in
response to specific criticisms that

-the inerts present significant risks of

adverse health effects and environ-
mental harm. Those are separately
discussed below.

In all cases, the following informa-
tion is required for each inert ingredi-
ent (if any) in the product:

1. Chemical name of the ingredient
according to the Chemical Abstracts
Society (CAS] nomenclature, the CAS
Registry Number, and any common

names. If the identity or composition

is unknown to the applicant because
it is proprietary information known
only by the producer of the ingredi-
ents, the applicant must ensure that
the producer submits this informa-
tion to the EPA;

2. The nominal concentration in the
product; .

3. The upper and lower certified
limits;® and

4. The purpose of the ingredient in the
formulation. ‘ .

If an inert ingredient is used to pro-

- duce the product, EPA requires the

following information:

1. Bach brand name, trade name or
other commercial designation of the
ingredient; and

2. All information the applicant
knows about the composition of the
ingredient including specifications,
data sheets, or other documents.!

3. If requested by EPA, the name
and address of the producer of the
ingredient or, :
1S not known to the applicant, the
name and address of the supplier of
the ingredient.12

No other data, testing, or informa-

if that information’

tion are required for ingredients cur-

rently registered as inerts.

Recent Developments at EPA

For over a decade, EPA has been re-
viewing and to some extent strength-
ening its regulation of inerts. In 1977,
it identified 52 inert ingredients pos-
ing health or environmental threats.?
Seven years later, EPA admitted that
it lacked the information necessary
"to prioritize inerts for further
review and regulation on the basis of
risk,’ and lacked the resources to do
50 in any event.™

In 1987, EPA published a Policy
Statement on Inert Ingredients in
Pesticide Products in the Federal Reg-
ister.!s Again, EPA conceded that
“ijnert ingredients in products regis-
tered only for non-food use...have
received little review.''¢ EPA formal-
ly divided all 1,200 inerts as follows:
List 1 (toxicological concern); List 2
(potentially toxic/high priority for
testing); List 3 (unknown toxicity};
and List 4, those of minimal concern.

EPA announced a data call-in for
any product retaining a List 1 inert
after April 22, 1987. EPA states that
few, if any, List 1 inerts (e.g.,
benzene, cadmium, mercury) are still
being used in products sold in the
U.S., though it is unlikely that the
Agency can prove that assertion.

Meanwhile, inerts on Lists 2 and 3
are increasingly recognized as posing
potential problems. As early as 1984,
EPA expressed concern about petro-
leum distillates, many of which are
now on List 2.

The EPA notes, “The polynuclear
aromatic components of petroleum
distillates have a high potential for
carcinogenicity and the aliphatic con-
tent may pose problems as well...
[They} occur in about 80% of all pest-
icide formulations as inerts or ac-
tives and pose significant regulatory
problems.''18

As of June, 1989 EPA lists toluene
as an inert in 112 registered pesticide
products; xylenes in another 1,948.1%

In the April 22, 1987 policy state-
ment, EPA indicated a number of tox-
icology tests may be required of
“new'’ inerts, including 90-day feed-
ing studies, a rcdent teratology {birth
defects} study, genetic damage as-
says, and a 96-hour fish lethality
test.?? These tests may be waived,
‘however. Similarly, these tests may
(or may not} be required of some foed

~use inerts when use changes .
ditional exemptions from re-
limits on food are request”

On November 22, 198t .
again published an inert ingrec.
policy statment in the Federg) =
ter.3 Revised Lists 1 and 2 re:
tively include 40 and 64 inen:s
rently in use. In addition, RPA a
a rather incomprehensible twist :
already confusing lists: There is
a List 4A and 4B. Inerts on Li:
(the previous List 4} represent :
generally regarded as safe. List
composed of inerts that may n
“safe,’’ but their current use pa:
supposedly will not adversely :
public health and the environm

Moreover, certain inerts may
appear on two lists simultane-
Gamma butyrolactone, for ins:
will be on List 43 because b
health effacts are known and o:
3 because the ecotoxicity of this
is unknown.*

”Unn'l Co;zjress gnd E
squarely dress( n
to assess the risks of
exposure to inerts. . .!
whole data-gathering
effort on. which the U.
pesticide regulation re
Is guaranteed to prod:
inadequate answers (c
serious gquestions.”’

Conclusion

EPA's regulation of pest
yields relatively little infor=
about the human and scotoxice
effects of these integral comp
of pesticide preducts. Until Ce
and EPA squarely address the =
assess the risks of exposure ¢
(quite apart from exposure 10 &=
lites, impurities and degradate
whole data-gathering effort oo
U.S. pesticide regulaton I
guaranteed to produce ipa” "%
swers to zerious guest %
own terms, EPA must CM‘-‘“C:
dde benefits against any
sonable risk,’'?% aor just the
posed by the active ingredients.
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1. Known by its acronym “FIFRA.” the law
is found at 7 United States Code § 136.
This is abbreviated as 7 U.S.C. § 136. Cita-
tons to the law refer to the sections of
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the applicant. 49 Fed. Reg. 42, 858. Waiver
decisions are supposedly based on scien-
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929,

12, Section 158.5E0.

13. General Accounting Office, 1986, Pesti-
cides: EPA’s formidable task to assess and
regulale their risks. Gaithersburg, MD. -

14. EPA Office of Pesticides and Toxic Sub-
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15. 52 Federal Register 13305 [April 22, 1987].

In 1984, EPA said that “an inert ingre-
dient is defined as any ingredient in a

16.

18.

pesticide product which is not pesticidally
active. This definilion includes. . .non-
pesticidally active impurities in the tech-
njcal grade of the active ingredient or for-
mulation.” U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, Office of Pesticides and Toxic
Substances. Fcbmuy 11, 1984. Memoran-
dum concerning criteria for determining
waich inert ingredieats are of toxi-
cological concern and shouid be given
priority review,

In 1987, EPA specifically excluded im-
purities from the regulatory definition of
inerts. 52 FR 13305.

52 FR 13306,

US. Environmental Protection Agzacy,
Discussion paper on inerts prepared for
the Adminiziriter's Pasticide Advitery
Committes, Lictober 25, 158, p- 3.
Freedom of Information Act File No. R1
3825-39, author to U.S. Environmenial

Protection Agexncy, responded to August

21, 1989,
19. 52 FR 13308.
20. 54 FR 48314,
21. 54 FR 48315,
22. FIFRA§ 2{bb} {emphasis supplied).

Glossary of Pesticide
Terms: Legal and
Standard Defirnitions!

Active Ingredient: Any sub-
stance {or group of structurally
similar substances, if specified by
the Agency) that will prevent, de-
stroy, repel, or mitigate any pest,
or that functions as A plant regu-
lator, desiccant, or defoliant within
the meaning of FIFRA § 2(a). 40
C.F.R. § 158.153.

Biochemical Pesticide Data:

-Data concerning the fate and po-
‘tential adverse effects of biochemi-
‘cal pesticides; biochemical pest-
"icdes include products such as in-
sect pheromones, juvenile growth
bormones and natural plant regu-
lators. 49 Ped. Reg. 42, 856.

Certificatfon of Limits: For all
quantities of the product noted in §
158.110, the maximum {or upper}

" and minimum (or lower) value of
cmcentration of the variability of
that substance when normal qual’
ity assurancs procedures are uti-

" lized in the production process. 40
CF.R.§ 158.110.

‘2 'Most terms are followed by « definition as
s foand in the federal pesticide law {FIFRA};
" Code of Federnl Regulations, Section 158;

Foderal Register: or 1 standard reference.

tﬁfi‘i been defined by the author.

Degradation Process: Sub-
stance produced when one com-
pound is transformed into another
substance through physical, chem-
ical or biological processes.

Efficacy Data: Data that demon-
strate whether a pesticide product
will control the pests as specified
in the claims on product labels. 49
Fed. Reg. 42, 856.

End Use Product: A pesticide
product whose labeling ‘‘(1} In-
cludes directions for use of the
product (as distributed or sold, or
after combination by the user with
other substances} for controlling
pests or defoliating, desiccating or
regulating growth of plants, and {2}
Does not state that the product
may be used to manufacture or for:

- mulate other pesticide products.

40 C.F.R. 158.153,

Environmenal Fate Data: Data
that demonstrate the fate of pesti-
cides in the environment through
degradation, metabolism, mobility,
dissipation, and accumulation. 49
Fed. Reg. 42, 856,

General Use Pattern: Nine cat-
egories of pesticides that distin-
guish between the concepts and in-
tended uses of pesticides; a. Usa
Pattern Index is included in Ap-
pendix ‘A of 40 C.F.R. § 158 (Data
Requirements for Registration] to
aid in classifying unique and am-
biguous cases. 40 C.F.R. § 158.55.

Formulation: {1} The process of
mixing, blending or diluting of one

orf more active ingredients with

‘ope or more other acive or inert

ingredients, without an intended
chemical reaction, to obtain a
manufacturing uss product or an
end use product, or (2) The repack-

‘aging of any registered product. 40

C.F.R. § 158.153.

Fnpurity: Any substance (or
group of structurally similar sub-
stances if specified by the Agency]
in a pesticide product other than
an active ingredient or an inert in-
gredient, including unreacted
starting materials, side reaction
products, contaminants and degra-
dation products. 40 C.F.R. §
158.153.

Impurity Associated With An
Active Ingredient: (1) Any impur-
ity present in the technical grade
of active ingredient; and (2} Any
impurity which forms in the pesti-
cide product through reactions be-
tween the active ingredient and
any other component of the prod-
uct or packaging of the product. 40
C.F.R. § 158.153.

Inert Ingredient: Any substance
{or group of structurally similar
substances if designated by the
Agency), other than an active in-
gredient, which is intentionally in-
cluded in a pesticide product. 40
C.F.R. § 158.153,

Integrated System: A process
for producing a pesticide preduct
that: (1] Contains any active ingre-
dient derived from a source that is

12
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AUG 1-0 1992
STATE OF WASHINGTON
DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY FISHERIES MGMT DIV

Mail Stop PV-11 o Olyrn;:;ia. Washington 98504-8711 e (206) 459-6000

August 7, 1992

Mr. Greg Hueckel
Department of wWildlife

" P.0. Box 43200

Olympia, WA 98504-3200
Dear Mr. Hueckel: ™.

We have completed our review of the aft Programmatic Supplemental-
Environmental Impact Statement for LZie and Stream Rehabilitation -

(PSEIS) and have the following comments. . We will be providing comments

on the specific project proposals under separate cover as part of the B
permit review process.’ However, -we have highlighted for your -
convenience those comments that may impact the permitting process.

In general, we were very pleased to find that this document provides an . =~ =
in-depth, scientific and objective analysis of the rehabilitation '
program. Ecology is still fundamentally opposed to the use of aquatic-
pesticides, including piscicides, other than as .part of an integrated,
watershed or waterbody management plan. However, this document

alleviates many of our previous concerns regarding the use of piscicides
through the addition of several planning and public review enhancements

to the rehabilitation program. -

Some specific comments regarding the draft PSEIS include the following:

- (pg. 9) Agree with the concept of netting, reviving and relocating
unwanted species. This diScussion could be elaborated on
regarding how long after treatment is reviving likely to be
successful, what volume or number of fish could realistically be
revived and relocated, and how would revival and relocation be
accomplished.

- (pg. 9) Should note that the use of potassium permanganate will
also require a short-term modification (permit) to the Water
Quality Standards. Some additional discussion of the properties,
behavior, toxicity and potential impacts of potassium permanganate
(or other proposed oxidizing agents) should be included.

- (pg. 9) Would encourage the use of water column chemical analysis
for rotenocne in addition to the im situ trout bicassay. 1In
addition, given the potential impacts of a rotenone treatment on
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the planktonic community and the dependence of re-introduced
species on an adequate food supply, we would suggest monitoring
the abundance and composition of the planktonic communlty as part
of the post-treatment procedures and report.

Ay (pg. 9) Nutrient levels, particularly phosphorus, should be

73 monitored and reported as part of the post-treatment procedures.
The potential for a pulse of nutrients following a treatment to
result in accelerated macrophyte growth or an algal bloom, and .
particularly blooms of the potentially toxic algae anabaena, makes
this important information to resource managers.

(pg. 12) Having only one study, and that being in Texas, is
inadequate for assessing impacts to water quality. This section
does a good job of analyzing and discussing the scattered data,
but points out the need for more detailed monitoring and
comprehensive studies of rotenone’s impacts on water quality.

hvs
\J
i

QQ) - {pg. 13-15) Only a passing reference is made redarding the impact

i that increased nutrients and enhanced clarity may have on
macrophyte growth. If information exists, additional discussion
would be helpful. If information does not exist, some monitoring
of macrophyte composition and abundance would seem necessary.

%’1'— (pg. 14-15) Depth and substrate composition of the various study
i lakes are key factors influencing turbidity and transparency which
u/// are not discussed. If this information is unknown for the study

lakes, at least some discussion of the relative role of depth and _

substrate composition is warranted (i.e., in a deep lake with
gravelly substrate, turbidity from stirred up mud is not likely to
be a problem. However, nutrient re-suspension resulting in bloom
conditions and reduced transparency could be a factor).

@8> - © (pg. 15-16) The potential presence of hydrocarbon solvents in the
liquid formulation of rotenone is of major concern to us. Until
u///addltlonal information is provided regarding the chemistry,
quantity, and toxicity of such solvents, we will likely be unable
to permit the use of liquid formulations.

Qi&— (pg. 17) Although we recognize that the Action’ Level (AL) and
Suggested No-adverse Response Level (SNARL) are conservative

levels and based on long-term exposure scenarios, we believe they
are appllcable and that California’s policy of no measurable

///’ levels of rotenone in drinking water is prudent. This would only
be an issue where water from a treated water body is used for
domestic purposes, therefore, in completing item 2., section IV of
the Pre-Rehabilitation Plan form, it will be necessary for WDW to
1dent1fy whether water 1ntakes exist (legal or illegal) for a lake
proposed for treatment.

C
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(pg. 17) The-last paragraph regarding "...no significant change
in any water quality parameter..." appears to contradict the .

previous discussion in this section.. Perhaps wording relating to
"no changes beyond those which have historically occurred as part
of previous rehabilitation and stocking of trout-only lakes” would
be more appropriata, -

(pg. 18) Given that the proposed treatment doses are generally
higher than the toxic effects levels reported by Wollitz and -
Almquist, some discussion of the conflict between these studies
and those referenced as showing no direct affect of rotenone on
phytoplankton would seem warranted.

The discussion on plants, particularly as relating to nutrients
and algae, is very indepth and well done. Asg previously
mentioned, additional consideration of nutrient loadi n
macrophyte growth is warranted (pg. 24, #2 and 3),7and the
addition of information relating to depth'anﬁfsediment type (if

. known) would be useful (pg. 28).

4pg. 43) Question the statemé;t that "...no phosphorus budgets

exist for the other Western Washington Lakes..." If this :
statement refers to the lakes in Table E, then it may be.accurate,
however, if it refers to Western Washington lakes in general,
researchers at Metro, the University of Washington, Ecology, and
consultants involved with lake restoration grant projects have all
been active in developing phosphorus budgets for various lakes.

. (pg. 47-50) As previdusly mentioned, concern exists regarding the

potential for nutrient pulses to result in blooms of toxic or
noxious strains of algae, primarily blue-green algae such as ..
Anabaena. Blooms of specific toxic-producing strains of Anabaena
have resulted in domestic animal deaths in Amé@rican and Clear
lakes in Pierce County, necessitating closures of these lakes to
human use. Therefore, additional discussion of the composition of
the algal populations relative to green and blue-green algae, and
the potential implications of the various species and strains,
would seem warranted, particularly given that many of these
species may bloom as a result of a nutrient pulse but not be
affected by grazing (per table F). Ecology may require algal
compogsition analysis as part of the pre- and post-treatment plans
and reports. -

The discussion of impacts to zooplankton (pg. 57-76) is very well
done. Although we recognize the lake rehabilitation program is
not likely to include oligotrophic alpine lakes, the long recovery
time (2-3 years) for zooplankton and benthic communities (cg. 98)
in oligotrophic lakes, particularly alpine oligotrophic lakes,
suggests that rehabilitation of such lakes may be inappropriate.
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Also, the variability in recovery time, when combined with the
critical function of zooplankton in supporting fish populations,
would suggest that WDW should do pre- and post- treatment
monitoring of zooplankton populations.

{(pg. 77) The importance of access to bottom muds and the
potential role of bottom vegetation in the survival of benthic
fauna reinforces the need to include information on bottom

substrate and aquatic macrophytes in the Pre-Rehabilitation Plan
forms.

'(pg.A94) The potential for populations of aquatic snails to

increase following rotenone applications raises a concern for
potential increases in swimmer’s itch, caused by a parasite
associated with snails. The number of serious cases of swimmer’s
itch reported to Ecology, including reports of asscciated serious
illnesses, have increased significantly this past year, raising
our concern and that of other health and natural resource
professionals regarding this affliction. Therefore, we may
consider rotencne treatments to be inappropriate for .lakes which
also support recreational swimming as a-major beneficial use and,
at the very least, would require pre- and post—treatment ‘
ronitoring of snail populatlons in such lakes.

(pg. 99) The potentially severe impacts reported on stream
benthos indicates that rehabilitation of streams using rotenone is
ill-advised. Although we reccgnize the possibility of such a
request is remote, Ecology would likely be opposed to issuing
short-term modifications for such projects.

(pg. 114-115) The variability in % of dead fish surfacing
relative to water temperature re-enforces the need to include
water temperature and discussions on fish collection, revival and
relocation plans in the pre- and. post-treatment reports.

(pg. 119) A typo in the first sentence, last paragraph: need an
"e" in "Repeated us of pesticides..."

{pg. 121) The reference to potential toxicity to the spotted frog
re-enforces the need to check and report listings of threatened or
endangered species when completing the Pre-Rehabilitation Plan
form as there is a thHreatened or endangered species of spotted
frog in Washington.

Although' this document is very well written, we did note some
spelling errors, most of which could be rectified by running the
document through a spell checker:



Mr. Greg Hueckel
Page 5
August 7, 1992

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this document,
and our apologies for the delay in getting comments to you. The PSEIS
is very well done and we commend WDW for undertaking. this effort,
Please contact me at (206) 438-7086 if you have questions or concerns
regarding our comments.

Sincerely,

/4ﬁ63§§$:£;‘“";1451‘*-f=53--.

Stephen L. Saunders
Water Quality Program

\bpss\wasu\Sdpsais. Jet






65959 NE Buck Lake Rd
Hansville. @A 93340

RECEIVED
AUG 03 1992

July 30
RE:

Ldke

Supplemental
ana Suiream

rrogrammatic
Rehabiiicaticn

Huecke i
Management Sivision

Greg
Fish

washington Department of wildlife

=

600 N. Capitol
Glymoia,

‘...,’ay

Wasnington 99504

)

vear Mr oieucke!l .
 attended the public hearing in
use of rouenone n Euck Lake.

There d:dn’'t appear
this treatment.
bresent.

Lo pe anyone
Mlany guestions
The public was against

and was xKnowiedgeable in the ecosystem concept of
The biolcgist present has nis mind made up

ships.
ttuck Lake a2s a trout onLy
che Wiidlife Dept.

Lake.

aven questioned the value of

KL, ISHERIES rrawr e

Environmental Impact Statementc

Port Orchard razqarding the

there that was :n favor of

were gasked or the biologist

such treatment of an ecosystem
interrelation-
Y0 manage

At one time during the meeting

the hearing

since no cne present was in favor of rotenone treatment.

i am one wi the

cf Buck [Lake and

doing the survev since April and
wildlife. foliowing is a list of
1. The deci:
counts.
assumption th
Lo bass predation.
affect fingerling

N Lo uise rotenone

S
[ P .}
wAas bl
ha

survival?
2. Using rotenone in bSuck lLake
but bass are gtil} present.
remaining in the system.

J. Were alternative methods vonsidered?
nearing volunteered manpower to the use of

4. Attachea is a .is:t of zome of

at buck Lake.

S0 do not know what uses “he

1is the only data available®
€ the tingerling trout survival rate 13 due
Could there be cther factors that could

nas been
Ubviously bass

local area residents involved in an inventory
fhe adjoining beaver ponds.

We have been
Yind a wide diversity of

my conerns.

is based on opening day cree!
Iis it just an

done in the past,
are cecting or

flany peopie at the
an alternative.

the wildlife inventoried

we nave not done the month of proposed treatment

lake is

recovering from

the use of rotenone.

lake during that time the
Does vour department

know what other wildlife will be affected during this time?



A penefit of rotenone use is listed as increased angler
% -~ partcicipation. Zuck [Lake 1s a verv small! Lake. How do vou
2 know that more anaiers would be willing to fish in such
crowded conditions? 1s catching fish all that is important to
risherman.

4. Another benefit listed is economic return to the area.
Y(p HJave the anglers on Buck Lake been surveved to see where
&’ they come from? | think vou would find the majority of them
are From the local area. T do not know why the Wildiife
Dept. thinks i{ishing on Buck Lake contributes many dollars to
the Local economy.
N 7. ‘~ashington State Dept. of Fcolouy 1s asking private citizens
&'\ Lo get ilakes off drugs. Attached is copy. Whv not have
oubl12 agencies do the same?

A Ffrom vour document pg 125-"Xingfishers are highly territorial
e 30 that emporary disappearance of fish could force them off
§ a lake and into competiticn with birds on other waters." We
see kingfisheérs regularly at Buck Lake.

From yvour documerit-Significant impact due to increased human

activities. 1f there is increased use as the Dept. predicates,
there will be impact on the wildlife that use Buqk Lakef

CONSIDER: Maybe the bpest use for Buck Lake isn't . as a fishery
but as WILDLIFE HABITAT.

Sincerelyv

Barbara Fcurnier



Following as a pa
At Buck Lake. Th
in the jnventorv.

Bprii:

Bald eagles
sufflenead

Swallows

Fied bil! grebes
Canadian geese
Eonaparte gulls
Belted kingfisner
Red snarted flicker
Pileated woodpecker
Song sparrow

Red winged blackbirds
Mallards

Crows

Osprey :
Cinnamon tea

Audobon warblers
Brown headed cowbird
Greac blue neron
Black capped chicadees
Common yellowthroact
Marsh wren

Frogs

Nuthatch

Hooded merganser

Wwood ducks
faiif. guaijil

Mav:

Red wing hlackbirds
Tree swallow

Marsh wren

Song sparrow

3arn swallow
Starling

Pacific slope flycatcher
Uby crowned kinglet
Great blue neron
Osprey

Red shafted flicker
Canada Geese

Mallard

Wood duck

Bald eagle

Crow

‘St of the wiidlife inventoried
been cther people garticipating

May (continued)

Hooded merganser

Red snafted flickers
Belted Kingfrfisher
Crows

Otters

Racoocns

Downy Woodpecker
Dragonflies

June:

Osprey

Redwinged blackbirds
Frogs

Dragonftlies

Cedar waxwings
SONg Sparrow
Crows

Marsh wren

Tree swallows
Common loon
Belted kingfisher

Julv:

Creen packed neron
Baid eagles

Tree swallos

Song sparrow
Redwing blackbirds
Belted kingfisher
Mallard.
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Getting lakes off

any Washington lakes arc on

drugs — herbicides — that arc

uscd by residents 1o control
plants that interfere with lake access.
Ecology’s Water Quality Program is
asking pcople who routinely use
herbicides to pursue more natural
approaches and reduce their lake's
dependence on chemicals.

A newly released Environmental
Impact Statement written by Ecology
looks at ways to control lake weeds
other than by using herbicides. The
EIS looks at the cffects that both
chemical and non-chemical controls
have on the environment. Chemicals
arc of particular concern because they
can leach into groundwater, collect
on the lake toor in sediments and
cause other impacts.

“Any hecalthy luke has aquatic
plants, just as a forest has trees. It is
the over-abundance of these plants
that creates problems,” said Water
Quality Program Manager Mike
Llewelyn.

The irony is that excessive crowth
is often caused by like-area residents
in the'first place. When people
remove trees. brush and other plams
from around the lake, they remove a
natural filter, giving nutrients such as
lawn and garden {enilizer a direct
path to the water. Leaking septic
tanks and inadequate drain fields
close to a lake can add more nutn-
cnts. The nutrients spur the growth of
aquatic plants and algace.

“The environmentally sound
system for dealing with the problem

driios

15
is 10 involve the community in an
cffort to make sure that water draining
into the lake is not contaminated, so
the lake can retumn to a more natural
state,” said Llewelyn.

Some grant moncy is available for
lake protection efforts. In the mean-
time, the use of chemicals is becom-
ing more diflicult. A permit is re-
quired for any application of chemi-

cals into the water. When applying {or

permits, residents are being asked to

“look at alternatives.

Using chemicals that are not
permitted by Ecology could jeopard-
ize the health of people, landscape
plants, and the fish and wildlifc that

neced clean water to survive.

“We want people to look at ways
to keep the plants from becoming a
nuisancc in the first place,” said Kar
Rokstad, cnvironmental specialist
with Ecology’s Water Quality Pro-
gram. “Waterbody plans may eventu-
ally be required before permits are
issued."”

For more information

For information on the new Environ-
mental Impact Statement, call ¥
Rokstad at (206) 459-6366. F(_ re
about permits for chemical applica-
tions, call Ecology’s Chris Maynard
at (206) 459-6360.

Photo: Brian Wals:
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Sue Koenig
P.O. Box 393
Indianola, WA 98342

July 29, 1992

Greg Hueckel JUL 31

Fish Management Division
Washington Department of Wildlife
600 North Capitol Way

Olympia, WA 98504

HISHERIES MGH

Dear Greg:

I am writing to put on record the concerns I expressed to you
per our phone conversation July 28, 1992. This is in regards to the
proposed poisoning of Buck Lake. _

I am a member of a group doing a detailed inventory of Buck
Lake, the two adjoining beaver ponds and their stream. When ccopleted in
spring of 1993, the survey will be presented to the county for planning
purposes.  Wetlands will be professionally mapped, plants and wildlife
listed.

The Buck Lake team consists of Barbara Fournier and I. Since we
are the most familiar with the lake in our. group, we will both be
submitting letters. Since March, we have spent at least two hours per
week canoceing the lake and listing the wildlife. Bald Eagles and Osprey
have fished the lake heavily all spring and summer. Barbara has again
sighted the Green-backed Heron, a repeat of last year. They are not
cammon in our area. The Great Blue Herons have brought their young to
the lake. Five were fishing the north end Saturday, one was obviously
this year's fledgling, still scmewhat fuzzy.

In early spring wood Ducks, Mergansers, and Pied-billed Grebes
used the lake for a month to feed, rest, and court before moving on to
quieter nesting areas. The woods shelter a wide variety of warblers,
woodpeckers, and thrushes. Otter, beaver, and turtles live and feed at
the lake. Large colonies of Tree Swallows and Red-winged Blackbirds have
had a good nesting year and there is a conspicuous absence of mosquitoes.

' The prerehabilitation plan for Buck Lake answers "none that are
known" when asked to list endemic, listed species that may be affected.
The entire lake will be taken out of the system from October to April. Tt



is now serving as an important food source to species listed by D.O.W. as

priority along with many others not listed but just as important in

maintaining the balance.

Specific concerns:

1. I understand that rotenone is relatively harmless to
warm-blooded animals. However, there will be a large windfall of dead
fish (the plan states fish will only be retrieved from the park's shore,
about one-tenth of the total shoreline). The eagles in our area tend to
stay year-round. Does D.O.W. want to accépt responsibility for the
possibility . these birds may ingest large numbers of poisoned fish? The
E.I.S. also deesn't address possible genetic pfoblems as a result of
ingestion.

2. As almost-year-round residents, how will the eagles be
affected this winter? Two adults and at least one young from a previous
year may be joined be two more nestlings since this has been a good year.
The lack of the lake as a food source will push them into already
overburdened surrounding areas. Will nesting season be affected next
spring? A lower food supply for winter plus increased competition may
trlgger a lower nesting response in sprlng

3. With the insect populatlon lowered or ellmlnated next
spring, nesting of swallows, blackbirds and woodland birds will suffer.
The colonies that return will have to "disperse" into already occupied
territory. This is almost never successful.

4. One painted turtle and one unidentified turcle may also
suffer from lowered insect count. Otters will not be able to feed here.

' At the public meeting, the local bass club offered (under
direction of D.O.W.) to overflsh the bass at the end of the season to
reduce predation. This would be free to the. public and much kinder on
the ecosystem of the lake. It would also allow a choice in fishing.
Buck Lake is the only public fishing lake in the north end of the county.
It seems very one-sided to manage it as a trout-only lake.

I believe more research should be done on the wildlife using the

‘lake. It is my feeling that D.O.W. doesn't realize the importance of

this lake as habitat to its own priority-listed species. Buck Lake is
not for trout only.

Sincerely,

éuﬁg—@w?
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Sue Koenig
P.O. Box 393
Indianola, WA 98342

August 15, 1992

| RECEIVED
Fish Management Division ~
Washington Department of Wildlife HSHER"ES MGMT DIV

600 North Capitol Way
Olympia, WA 98504

Dear Grey:

Due to lack of transportation, I will be unable to attend the meeting
today in Wenatchee to present my camments on the lake rehabilitation
E.I.S. Several people also entrusted me with their letters containing
their camments. I know July 31 was the last date to send comments but I
was hoping you could "unofficially” read and consider these camments.

I feel the lake rehab program focuses entirely on fish
management with no scientific consideration of effects on the surrounding
terrestrial cammunities. Impressive amounts of data are given for-
below-waterline lifeforms. Only two short pages in the E.I.S. address
"probable" effects on birds, reptiles, and mammals. Targeted lakes
should be thoroughly researched for the presence of endangered species,
either by D.O.W. or local conservation groups. Assumptions should not be
made as to what "might" happen. Solid research shouid be done to gather
data necessary to confidently say species won't be affected. Increased
human disturbance through development of surrounding areas and usage are
already putting pressure on local species. To state that they will
simply "move on" from disruption (through poisoning) of what little
balance is left is very short sighted. It is time to consider these
lakes as part of entire ecosystems, not just as large fish-rearing pools.

I would like to suggest choosing same key lakes in varying
habitats that will, because of public preference or true necessity, be
poisoned, and doing detailed studies on them before and after. U.W.
apparently conducted detailed research on Koeneman Lake in Kitsap County
but' no "above-water" results seem to be available. I realize resources



are limited but the data could be gathered utilizing graduate students in
wildlife biology or ecology, internships, or local groups such as
Audubon. Our study is showing a wide range of usaée as the year
progresses so a year would probably be the minimum amount needed to get
needed data. Insect populations and bird feeding and nesting successes
would be good indicators to stress.

Thank-you for bringing this to the public this year. I hope
alot of useful local 1nformatlon will come out of this to help you in

your decisions.

Sincerely,

Sue Koenig
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Lake Lawrence Improvement Club g AT
16646 Pleasant Beach Dr. e Lake Lawrence, WA 98597 o (206) 894-36
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Save Lake Lawrence

July 22, 1992

T T T T N
State of W,ahington :"“:"m ?(Li.i'\\f,‘::—:‘:‘
Governor Booth Gardner LT R e e )
Glympia Wa 98504-0413

" WE 3 1992
Board of County Commissicners A T o
George L Barner, Jr AT rE Tl

Diane Oberquell

Linda Medcalf

2000 Lakeridge Dr SW
Clympia Wa 98502-6045

Director of Wildlife Commission

Dean Lydig Terry Karro
Jim Walton John McGlenn
Mitch Johnson Norm Richardson

600 Capitol Way N
Olympia Wa 98501-1091

We are writing on behalf of Lake Lawrence Improvement Club
@ non-profit consolidated group representing all segments bf the
population surrounding Lake Lawrence. Lake Lawrence Improvement
Club is committed to enhancing the quality of Lake Lawrence and
preserving lake use for a broad base of diverse uses and
enjoyment, both for present users and future generations,

We strongly protest the proposed use of Rotenone in Lake
Lawrence by the Department of Wildlqfe. Strong expressions of
opposition to this proposal were made at the public hearing on
July 1, 1992 by individuals in our area. In a very short time,
with very Tlimited effort, petitions were solicited to people in
our area and over 270 signatures were obtained +o express
opposition to this proposal. Our purpose in writing 1is to
confirm a collective opposition to this proposal by a
consolidated group representing Lake Lawrence. We have decided
to write to you because of our feeling that the Department of
Wild11fe has been unresponsive to public opionion expressed at
the public hearing and will make a decision on this matter
contrary to the overwhelming opposition by those of us most
cirectly impacted by the decision.

Stationary Donated By “Friends of Lake Lawrence”



Such a conclusion on our part appears justifiable as it was very
clear at the public hearing that the Department of Wildlife had
made 1ittle or no effort to articulate with cur Lake Management
District and other county and state agencies envolved 1in
activities related tc ‘take restoration and lake management 1in
proposing the use cf Rotenone.

Although we will not zttemp to present all of our concerns
relative to this issue, we would like to state some specific
reasons for our strong opposition to the proposal.

(1) The diverse interest in fishing Lake Lawrence go well
beyond the proposed "trout preserve" created by the
sroposal. Lake Lawrence is regarded as cone of the
finest bass fishing TaKes in our state.

(2) Residents and public Jake users will have to endure and
clean-up rotting fish from the lake and beaches.

(3) The bald eagle habitat, with their protected rights an~
heron families 1iving on our Tlake will have their fo&i
supply significantly impacted for a number of years.

(4) Cur aguafiers may be contaminated by the use of
Rotenone. ‘

(5) Algae blooms, already a major problem, will intensify
#with the decay of fish.

(6) The weed prob1ém will increase without fish and wildlife

eating the weeds. Qur weed problem is already a
signigicant problem. We have had <o spend thousands of

dollars.

I3 d

(7 The finances used to poison the lTake could be spent on
re-stocking fish and other projects having @ positive
impact on lake use.



We are enclosing a copy of a Tetter sent +o the Department of
Wildlife by members of oyr Board of County Commissioners in
which they state their strong opposition to the proposal. We
Urdge you to read this document ang to carefully consider the
position of oyr locai governing officials,

Thank you for this consideration, Please 1inform all those
considering this Issue of our concerns. We also request that we
be informed of al] davelopments relative to this proposaj.

Lake Lawrence Improvement Ciub
David M, Olson, President

- i :
Robert Lindley, Vice President

/C¢é;47715~4f>

Joan Patrick, Secretary







Lieorae L. damer. .
Cistrict e

Drane Oherquedl
Distnicr Two

Linda Medealf -
District Thiree

THURSTON COUNTY

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONEK

July 8, 1992

Greg Hueckel

State Resident Trout Manager
Washington Department cf Wildlife
500 N. Capitcl Way

Oivmpia, WA S850:2

Dear Mr. Hueckel:

SUBJECT: PROPOSED ROTENONZ TREATMENT OF LAWRENCE AND MC INTOSH
LAKES '

The Board of Thurston County Commissioners is opposed to the

\ proposed use of rotenone in Lawrence and McIntosh Lakes. This is
an invasive technique which sacrifices a multitude of resident
fish, amphibians, insects and other species to cxresate a planted
trout fishery. We do not believe there is Sustification for such
drastic measures in these lakes.

We are also concerned about the lack cf integration with the Lake
Lawrence management plan. The comprehensive study of cthis lake
revealed very high nuctrient loading rates - which could be severely
exacerbated by the rotenone treatment.

Thurston County encourages the development cf comprehensive lake
management programs. In the case of Lawrence and McIntosh Lakes,
we sncourage the Department to work with lake residencs, £ishing
groups and other agencies to develcp clear cbjectives for fishery
management which are compatible with multiple-use lake management.
Techniques could then be selected which would best meet fishery
management and cther cbjectives in the long term, wich least
disruption of the enviromment. Thurston County - and many lake
residents - would be very willing to assist with develcoping and
lleamentlng such a program.

We welcome the Department of Wildlife's role in providing
productive sport fisheries for our State's residents. However, we
are very concerned that lake fishery management be conducted using
a wholistic, scological approach. We strongly oppose the repeated
use of rotencne te turn these natural systems into virtual trout
ponds We alsc urge that you carefully consider comments made bv
lake residentcs at your recent public hearing.

g - . L . g 207 At mOR) See 3
Rutlding =1, Room 269, 2000 Lukendee Drive SW, Olympia, Washineron 983026043 1206) 736-344C .



Please contact cur office or Tem Clingman at Thurston bounty Public
Works, 786-Z485, if you have: any questicns or would like to have a("
meerting on this issue.

George /L. Bhrner” j;/, Chalrman

Aﬁ/@%&nx& C/’ léAd;A/
Dlane Oberquell, Comi/SSlone*

e B

S

-/"{//LM///-/(/AW
Linda Medcalf, Commlssgbner

121 Fraymond, WDW
orena Lindley, Sec't, Lake Lawrence Improvement Club
ark Swartout, Office of Communicy and T:‘:mrvronment:cd Programs
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COUNTY COMMISSIONER

George L. Barner, Jr.
District One

Diane Oberquell
District Two

¢ : Linda Medeair
. v . ‘ District Three
THURSTON COUNTY PUBLIC HEALTH AND

INCE 1952 SOCIAL SERVICES DEPARTMEN"

B

[
N

Patrick M. Libbev, Director
Diana T. Yu, MD, MSPH

July 30, 1992
.- —s:v r yo-—
Greg Hueckel <ECEIVED

Department of Wildlife &G 03 1992
600 North Capitol way I ROR S I b
Olympia, WA 98504

-gQLJEQ:EQ priaReT v
RS I .. N

rivdlyi

Dear Mr. Hueckel:

Thanlt you Tor the opportunity to comment on the supplemental
brogrammatic environmental impact statement (SPEIS) on lake and
stream rehabilitation. The following comments are consclidated
from threa county departments: Health, Public Works, and Office
Of Community and Environmental Progranms.

General Comments
1. Description of Proposed Action and Scope of EIS

The dreft SPEIY is a significant improvement over the past SEPA
deccumaent used for this program. However, the Jdocument contains a
great deal of data abouct specific aspects of rotenone treatments
winile failing to explore other alternatives as intended by SEPA.
The WDW and interested reviewers of the EIS might be better
cerved by basing the document in a more comprehensive description
Of prcblems and objectives, followed by a more thorough
exploration of alternatives.

On page 1, the dratt document uses tha term "manage" to rerer
solely to lakes with periodic rotenone treatment by WDW. This
would appear tc be too narrow to accommodate the actual interast
and scope of activities of WDW: The agency ‘"manages" all lakes
where planting or other action is conducted. Opcimally, the
SPEIS should assess all altarnative actions which mway be utilized
to address the various types of fisn species management problens
encountered by WDW in various waterpodies.

The probklems which the SPETS "proposed action" would address are
rot clearly defined in the Justification section (page 6).
"...Overpopulation witl fish species outside...management
emphasis" (p. 6) dcesn’t adeguately describe the problems fcr the
reviewer. In sppendices regarding specific lakes, the following

Social Services Division: 529 Fourth Avenue W, Olympia, Washingron 98501-1097 (206) 786-5585 Recycled ©
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appear to be the types of problems which need to be addressed by
WDW in managing fish species: '

a.) Predation on planted fingerling trout py piscivorous fish;
b.) Competition by overpopulation of planktivorous fish which
reduces food source too low for adequate fingerling trout
growth; and
c.) Carp overpopulation which:
(1) Affects success of trout plants;
(2) Triggers excessive nutrient cycling from bottom feeding,
and; -
(3) Damages dabbling duck habitat.

The focus of the document is on "elimination" as the sole

management strategy for addressing competing fish species.
Alternatives to rotenone are found inadequate (after very brief
review) for achieving elimination of target species, with
rotenone the preferred alternative. However, on page 112 the
SPEIS explains that complete eradication is not likely to be
achieved, with "improved fishery" identified as a more accurate
goal. This is a,crucial difference in establishing the criteria
for evaluating alternative actions. These alternatives would
compare more favorably if the goal is reducing rather than
eliminating target species. ’

If the above three problems are an accurate grouping of issues, (
perhaps the SPEIS could then examine alternatives for each one.
Fach problem could be defined utilizing Integrated Pest
Management (IPM) principles, including clear definition of the
"injury" (damage caused) and "action level" (point at which
action is necessary to avoid reaching the injury level.) The
following is not intended to be an exhaustive list but does
illustrate an alternate approach which might better meet the
intent of SEPA to explore alternatives:

a.) Predation on trout fry problem (alternative actions):
(1) Plant catchables
(2) Shift to warmwater management
(3) In-lake rearing of fingerlings to acclimate and increase
size
(4) Plant fingerlings mid-lake to reduce predation on
stressed fry by littoral-dwelling bass;
) Reduce numbers of predator fish via rotenone treatment.
) Integrated approach '
) No action

b.) Food source competition from planktivorous fish:
(1) Increase predation by increasing number of brown trout,
bass, etc. '
(2) Reduce overabundance of aguatic plants which limit
predation and favor overpopulation;
(3) Complete drawdownj ,
(4) Rotenone treatment to reduce number of competing fish.
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(5) Integrated approach
(6) No action

c.) Carp:
(1) Netting/killing schools in shallows;
(2) Fish derby/bounty;
(3) Partial drawdown; o
{4) Rotenone with strong and/or double treatment.
(5) Integrated approachn
(6) No action

Some of these techniques would need to be initiated at an early
stage ("action level") in contrast to periodic use of rotenone
after conditions are highly degraded. Again, the focus on
"elimination" (which may not be achievable) leads to dismissal of
all alternatives rather than exploration of alternatives and
disclosure of potential environmental impacts. The alternative
of removing congregations of spawning fish (page 2) is noted as
requiring repeated action. However, this is also the case for
rotenone treatment - it must periodically be repeated.

Exploration of the "no action" alternative also should be
included: In many cases, the same factor which is degrading the
sport fishery may also degrade the lake ecosystem (ex. over-
predation on zooplankton) if no action is taken.

2. Evaluation approach
The SPEIS should use a uniform evaluation approach throughout the

document. While portions of the SPEIS, such as the sections on
phytoplankton and zooplankton, present the reader with a large

~array of results and interpretations of many individual studies,

the sections on environmental fate and toxicity rely heavily on
other researchers’ reviews. The level of detail and type of data
presented (individual studies, studies with interpretations
provided by WDW, tables, summaries, etc) should be consistent.
Enough information should be presented to provide the reader with
an understanding of the issues involved and bases for conclusions
reached.

Further, the SPEIS should adopt a reasonable worse-case approach
to explore possible adverse effects. The existing approach is
based largely on "best-cases," resulting in a document in which
the potential hazards are understated and minimized. For
example, permanent species shifts, permanent species losses, and
changes in community structure are documented in several of the
studies cited. Without exception they are discounted due to poor
sampling technique, sample design, or unusual circumstances.
Using & reasonable worse-case approach, these effects would be

‘considered rather than discounted.
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3L Public Process

The "pre-treatment process" might be improved through a more
direct approach including local groups and, local governments
involved with lake management: First build consensus on broad
management objectives for the lake fishery using an IPM approach;
then explore all options and define the best management actions.
WDW management plans for the lake -- whether rotenone or other
technique(s) -- would then hopefully have concurrence of the
working group. See also the letter from Board of County

vCommissioners dated July 8.

4. Data gaps and uncertainty

Any discussion of significant data gaps -- the information needed
but unavailable to make a thorough evaluation of the proposal --
is lacking. Data gaps should be clearly identified, and the cost
and feasibility of obtaining the information should be evaluated.
Uncertainties should also be identified, to assist decision-
makers in distinguishing known and uncertaln risks.

5. Rotenone product chemistry (contaminants, metabolites,
degradation products, and inert ingredients)

Additional information on rotenone should be included in the
SPEIS: a) The toxicity, persistence, and environmental fate of
degradation products. b) The toxicity of the metabolites. <c¢) A
discussion on possible contaminants. Accordlng to the Science
Chapters for registration of rotenone, the manufacturing process
uses trichloroethylene and carbon tetrachloride. Has the product
been tested for residual levels of these compounds? The Science

,Chapters ‘also noted rotenone crystals are 72 percent rotenone.

What is known about the remaining 28 percent? d) The composition
and toxicity of inert ingredients. What efforts has WDW made to
try to identify the inerts? ‘ V

Specific Comments

p. 9 Description of rotenone treatment procedures. Typical
Washington rotenone dosage rates should be described here, to
assist reviewers with comparing dosages used in various studles
to common dosages in WDW treatments.

p. 12 Air. The discussion should be expanded beyond odor
concerns. It should assess the potential for workers, nearby
residents (including children), persons pursuing recreational
activities in or near the lake, and wildlife being exposed to (
air-borne rotenone powders from typical application technigques

" and accidental spills.
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P. 16 Residual Toxicity in Drinking Water. This section states
that rotenone residues must be removed to produce a finished
drinking water of good quality. Obptions to treat surface water

supplies are mentioned. Howavaer, most residents in Thurston
County obtain their drinking water from ground water. Many homes
are on individual wells. Yet no mention is made of options

available to treat ground water supplies. The likelihood of
rotenone entering ground water in lakes which flow intec aquifers

should be evaluated. Feor example, what risk would residents
using sand point wells have of drinking rotenone contaminated
water (given the incrazaszad persintance of rotznone in anasrobic

aquatic environments)?

Instead of including a broad statement that rotenone "breaks down
quickly in the environment," a more detailed discussion of the
results from field use would be more useful in estimating risk.
For example, what would be the expected range of the half-life of
rotenone in the mud in the bottom of a lake? 1In aerobic versus
anaerobic conditions? Does the half-life vary with the size of
the lake, clarity of water, temperature, etc?

p. 17, 2nd paragraph. Why is California’s Action Level cited
here? It seems a more appropriate level to mention is the
Acceptable Daily Intake. There is also a typographical error.
The factor of 1.000 should be 1,000.

P. 18 Plants. Effects on macrophytes should be discussed (e.g.,
possible increases in macrophyte growth resulting from decreased
turbidity, effects resulting from changing nutrient balance,
etc.)

p. 123 Birds. Temporary loss of forage for birds feeding on lake
fish is mentioned. However, no mention is made of the possible
direct toxicity to birds from eating fish with rotenone residues.
In one study submitted for EPA’s registration process, bluegill
sunfish had a bioconcentration factor of 3,607x in viscera.

While rotenone may only be slightly acutely toxic to the bird
species studied, 3,607 x 0.25 ppm is a fairly high concentration.
What are the LD50s for the plscivorous species mentioned in the
last paragraph on page '123? If they are unknown, how can the
hazard or the risk to these species be adequately assessed? The
implications of bioconcentration factors should be included in
estimating exposure.

p. 125 Mammals. Similar to the above comments about birds, the
discussion of mammalian oral toxicity may underestimate the
actual exposure by not considering elevated concentrations in
dead fish. The exposure should be recalculated and the risk re-
evaluated.

On page 125 1is also the statement "To produce subacute effects
such as weight loss or liver damage also requires very high
dosages fed continuously in the diet for many months." Yet the
associated table on page 133 lists weight loss or liver damage at
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0.4 mg/kg, 10 mg, 50 ppm, 100 ppm, and 130 ppm. By what measure‘(

is 0.4 mg/kg considered a very high dosage?

The statement "The EPA (1981) considers it safe to water
livestock with rotenone-treated water" is misleading. FIFRA
prohibits any manufacturer from making any claim that a
pesticides is "safe." The registration process is not a measure
of "safety" but rather benefits and risks.

Last paragraph. More detail should be provided on the potential
impact to mammalian species. (1) Are mink, otters, and water
shrews the only mammals which rely on the fish and invertebrates
of a lake? (2) How may water shrews be indirectly affected? (3)
If otters rely almost entirely on fish for food, stating that the
temporary loss of prey following treatment "may" disturb them
seems an understatement -- especially when the lake is not
restocked for several months. Unfortunately, the next sentence
in the paragraph does not clarify. "But otters forage widely,
sometimes travelling 50-60 miles during a year (Banfield, 1974),
and would may not be displaced permanently." Does this refer to
other otters coming in as replacements or resident otters moving
to other waterbodies? TIf the latter, given that the niche may
already be filled, the potential to displace other otters should
be discussed. (4) What are the effects on the rest of the system
when fish-eating mammals disappear? ' <

p. 127, Human Health. Almost no discussion of the risk to
applicators is included. While the focus of this section is
understandably the larger public, a discussion (similar to the
one on page 131, 3rd paragraph) of the signs and symptoms
experienced by applicators after using rotenone should be
included. ' '

The residue levels in fish are likely underestimated because
bioconcentration is not included in the calculations of exposure.
Using the highest bioconcentration factor submitted to EPA,
potentially a 0.25 ppm level in lake water could result in a 34
ppm level in fish, which is far in excess of California’s
suggested ADI level of 0.0004 mg/kg/day.

If the statement "The original use of rotenone-bearing plants in
South America was the collection of fish for the table..." is
offered to assure the reader of the safety of rotencne, the
supporting documentation of the lack of any health problems from
this practice should be included. Just because a practice is
historical does not mean it is safe. Tobacco has been used as a
stimulant for centuries. That does not lessen its cancer-causing
properties.

Last paragraph. The SPEIS cites Cohen’s conclusion in 1960 that
"the use of rotenone to kiil fish in public reservoirs was <"
consistent with the objective of safe and potable water.”

Standard methods of weighing risks and benefits have changed
significantly since 1960. Further, insufficient data is provided
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to document the hazard, exposure, or risk to the public from
drinking water containing rotenone. The SPEIS should re-evaluate
this issue independently, rather than rely on a 1960 review.

P. 129 The SPEIS states "Municipal water supplies have been
treated...in at least six states with no harmful effects." How
was it determined that no harmful effects occurred? It seems
unlikely that epidemiological studies were performed. Did the
water suppliers interview consumers? Make note of any complaints
received? The statement is overly broad as it stands.

P. 131. Similar to previous comment on livestock. The statement
"The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (1981) considers it

~safe to swim in water treated with rotenone" should be modified

or deleted. The registration process is not a measure of
"safety" but rather benefits and risks.

The last paragraph of page 131 mentions the "low mammalian
toxicity" of rotenone. Yet EPA’s reregistration guidance
document classifies rotenone in Toxicity Category I (most toxic)
"because of its high toxicity" -- listed as 39.5 mg/kg for female
rats and 102 mg/kg for male rats.

Last paragraph. Relying on another reviewer’s general conclusion
that "the margin of safety is so great that water would be safe
for swimming and other recreational use" is difficult to support
when data are not presented to allow calculations of margins of
safety.

p. 132. Results from mutagenicity studies should also be
reviewed and evaluated. The relative weights of the positive
studies (such as DNA breakage, micronucleus test in mouse cells,
gene mutation in mouse lymphocyte cells, sister chromatid
exchange in hamster ovary cells) versus the negative studies
(such as bacteria gene mutations, unscheduled DNA synthesis in
human fibroblast cultures, rat hepatocyte assay) should be
compared.

The discussion of developmental and reproductive effects should
be broadened to include studies (see enclosed references) which
have found adverse effects not mentioned such as: decreased live
birth, nerve damage, neural tube defects, increased incidence of
unossified sternebrae, urinary tract abnormalities, decreased
litter size, and increased incidence of extra ribs. These
studies do not support Marking’s statement that "even high doses

‘of rotenone do not cause tumors or reproductive failure, nor

adversely affect fetal development."

3. Appendix E page 37: Lake Lawrence Management Plan -

Extensive data exists for Lawrence Lake which should be
summarized in this document: fish population and growth rates,
creel census, and fish/effort ratios (Thomas et al. 1990
Feasibility of Aquatic Plant Control in Lake Lawrence, Washington
Using Triploid Grass Carp, UW School of Fisheries) Also, more




complete and recent phosphorus loading and water budget data are
available (Gibbons et al. 1991 Lake.lawrence Phase I lake
Restoration Analysis, Thurston County:)

If you have any questions, please contact Marie Zu:oske}With
Health (786=5457), Tom Clingman with Public Works (786=5485), or

Mark Swartout with Community and Environmental Programs (754-

4111). We lodk forward to your response.
Sincerely,

A :

Py ’ . C S /' //
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D S /- ’ Q)“Z‘

Paula Ehlers '
Environmental Review Officer

Enclosures
cc: Tom Clingman

Marie Zuroske
Mark Swartout



Response to Mr. Ben Schroeter, Ben and Jerry’s Paralegal Services,
P.O. Box 2856, Olympia, WA 98507-2856 (letter dated July 30, 1992):

1). Legal Authority - I consulted with the Office of Attorney
General concerning the question of the Wildlife Commission’s
authority to approve the use of rotenone to rehabilitate lakes.
Their response was that the wording changes made by the 1987
Legislature were housekeeping, non-substantive changes, and were
not intended to restrict the Commission’s ability to approve
rotenone for this use. On page 9, the first sentence under Legal
Standing now reads:

"RCW 77.12.420 empowers the Wildlife Commission to eradicate
"undesirable types of fish."

2) . Concerning your reference to the inert ingredients in liquid
formulations of rotenone, the Minnesota Department of Health
conducted a risk assessment of these ingredients in Nusyn-Noxfish
from the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. Their
assessment determined that "There is negligible risk to human
health from the contaminants found in the rotenone whether the
exposure is from drinking, swimming, or eating fish from treated
waters. Treatment with rotenone will introduce the contaminants
into the lakes, but at concentrations considerable lower than a
level that would harm human health."

3). You are on the mailing list to receive all publications of
future Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements on Lake and
Stream Rehabilitations. We have requested from the Department of
Ecology permits for Water Quality Modifications on Burke, Quincy,
Upper Caliche, H, Ancient, and Stan Coffin Lakes and an unnamed
lake in Desert Unit of the Columbia Basin TWN(18N), RGE(26E),
SEC(11,14) in Grant County, Bingen Lake in Klickitat County, and
Buck Lake in Kitsap County. '

Response to Mr. George Draffan, P.O. Box 95316, Seattle, WA 98145
and Ms. Janine Blaelock, 7040 14th NW, Seattle, WA 98117-5308
(letter dated August 13, 1992):

1) . Your names have been put on our mailing list to receive all
future Supplemental Environmental Impact Statements on Lake and
Stream Rehabilitations from the Washington Department of Wildlife.
I apologize for you not receiving copies this year at the time of
issue.

2). Terminology: WDW uses the term "rehabilitation" because we
use rotenone to restore fisheries in the state’s waters to optimum
production. This term is used throughout the United States by
other natural resource agencies who also treat their state’s waters
with rotenone.







3). Long-Term Effects of Rotenone on the Lake Community:
Comments noted. WDW believes there is sufficient information in
the Environmental Impact Statement which documents the impacts of
rotenone on the lake community in most cases. If there are data
gaps concerning potential impacts in waters which may ke of special
concern, WDW will collect the necessary information to monitor
those impacts, as time and resources allow.

4). Inert Ingredients:

The Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) analyzed the impurities of
the rotenone stock from the Minnesota Department .of Natural
Resources (MDNR). The MDNR cbtains their rotenone from the same
supplier as the WDW. The MDH identified the following compounds in
the ligquid formulation of rotenone Nusyn-Noxfish: 1)
Trichloroethene (740 mg/kg), 2) Tetrachloroethene (90 mg/kg), 3) n-
Propylbenzene (430 mg/kg), 4) 1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene (890 mg/kg),
5) 1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene (2950 mg/kg), 6) Ethylbenzene (260
mg/kg), 7) m/p-Xylene (990 mg/kg), and 8) o-Xylene (560 mg/kg).

5). Justification of the Program:
Cdmments noted. Justification of the proposed action is found on
bages 6-7. Fisheries management plans for the individual waters

proposed for rehabilitation are detailed in Appendix E.

Response to Thurston County Commissioners, Building #1, 2000
Lakeridge Drive SW, Olympia, WA 98502-6045 (letter dated July 8,
1992):

Following the agency’s internal review process, and the public
meeting in Rainier, we have decided to withdraw our. proposals to
treat Lawrence and McIntosh Lakes.

We agree with you of the necessity to work with all interested
parties on lake management plans. At this time, we will continue
to manage these lakes as mixed species waters, supplementing the
trout populations with catchable size fish from our hatcheries in
early spring as hatchery space and funds will allow. Because of
the extra costs required to raise trout to catchable size, the
dec151on not to rehabilitate these lakes may have a 51gn1flcant
1mpact on future trout fishing in these waters if our agency’s
budget continues to decline.






Response to Mr. Stephen L. Saunders, Washington State Department of
Ecology, Mail Stop PV-11, Olympia, Washington 98504-8711 (letter
dated August 7, 1992):

1) . Comments noted. We have added to this section as follows:
Fishing regulations are liberalized, when possible and upon
approval by the Wildlife Commission, to utilize fish in waters
scheduled for rehabilitation. Warmwater game fish, usually mature
bass, are collected (depending on need) prior to rehabilitation, to
be utilized as broodstock for waters nearby which are managed for
warmwater fisheries. On scme lakes, bass that have floated to the
surface have been netted by WDW employvees and bass club volunteers,
revived by dipping the fish in potassium permanganate, and moved to
mixed-species or spiny-ray lakes to augment or start a population
(Fletcher, 1976). WDW has typically transplanted 200-300 fish from
a single lake during this type of procedure.

2) . We have added the following sentence to this section:

"The use of potassium permanganate also requires a short-term
modification (permit) to the Water Quality Standards issued by the
Washington Department of Ecology."

We will further expand this section with the potential impacts of
potassium permanganate when we propose to use it in conjunction
with rotenone. We do not propose to use potassium permanganate for

the rehabilitations we are proposing for 1992-1993.

3). WDW will work closely with DOE to collect abundance and
composition information of phyto- and zoo-planktonic communities in
waters which may be of special concern as time and resources allow.

4). WDW will work closely with DOE to measure phosphorus levels in
waters which may be of special concern as time and resources allow.

5). WDW agrees, and we will continue our search of the scientific
literature for more studies on how water quality is affected by
lake rehabilitations.

6). WDW will work closely with DOE to measure macrophyte
composition and abundance in waters which may be of special concern
as time and resources allow.

#7) . We have added the following sentences to the end of 3):
"However, in a deep lake with a coarse or gravelly substrate,
turbidity from bottom-scavenging fish is not 1likely to be a
problem. It is possible that nutrient re-suspension resulting in
bloom conditions following a rehabilitation can reduce water
transparency, although no studies were found to substantiate this
speculation."

#8) . We understand this concern. However, the WDW proposes to use
minimal amounts of the liquid formulation of rotenone only in
densely vegetated areas where fish may hide. Using only the
powder, fish can more easily escape the treatment, which increases






the frequency of rehabilitations we must propose. We are currently
experimenting with applying the powdered formulation in a "slurry"
(following procedures used in other states) to further minimize our
use of the liquid fdrmulation.

Additionally, the Minnesota Department of Health conducted a risk
assessment of the inert ingredients found in the liquid formulation
of rotenone Nusyn-Noxfish from the Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources. Their assessment determined that "There is negligible
risk to human health from the contaminants found in the rotenone
whether the exposure is from drinking,; swimming, or eating fish
from treated waters. Treatment with rotenone will introduce the
contaminants into the lakes, but at concentrations considerably
lower than a level that would harm human health."

9). on the pre-rehabilitation planning form, the phrase "Identify
whether water intakes exist (legal or illegal)" has been added to
IV. RESOURCE IMPACTS, (2).

10) . We have changed this sentence to read:

"In annual stocking of trout-only lakes in Washington state,
no changes in any water quality parameter would be expected beyond
those which have historically occurred as part of similar previous
rehabilitation and stocking efforts."

11). We understand your concern because of this conflicting
information. We will work closely with DOE to conduct pre- and
post-treatment surveys of macrophytes in waters of special concern
as time and resources allow.

12). This statement now reads:

"Since no phosphorus budgets exist for the other western Washington
lakes in Table E, ..."

13): WDW shares DOE concerns. We will work closely with DOE to
monitor algal composition in waters of special concern as time and
resources allow.

14): WDW does not propose to rehabilitate any oligotrophic or
alpine lakes during 1992-1993.

15) : WDW will work closely with DOE to conduct pre- and post-
treatment surveys of macrophytes in waters of special concern as
time and resources allow.

16) : WDW will work closely with DOE to conduct pre- and post-
treatment surveys of snail populations in waters of special concern
as time and resources allow.






17): WDW no longer rehabilitates streams which are not directly
connected to targeted lake or pond waters. These streams are
normally short "waterways'". The last stream-only rehabilitation
conducted in Washington was in 1988 when WDW, in conjunction with
DOE, treated Rocky Ford Creek in Grant County.

18): WDW has expanded the pre-rehabilitation and management plans
from previous years to include this information.

19): Typo corrected.

20): The Non-game Program of the Washington Department of Wildlife
reviews all proposed rehabilitations. They check the statewide
distribution list of threatened or endangered species as part of
their review.

g

Response to Ms. Barbara Fournier, 6959 NE Buck Lake Rd, Hansville,
WA 98340 (letter dated July 30, 1992):

1). The decision to use rotenone was based on decreased rainbow
trout fry survival and the presence of a significant population of
largemouth bass. Based on our experience with 1lowland lake

fisheries management, the presence of largemouth bass, who feed
voraciously on trout fry, is the probable cause for the decline in
the trout fishery.

2). Bass are indeed returning to the system. Either they are
being illegally planted (it is illegal to plant fish into the
state’s waters without first obtaining a fish planting permit from
the Washington Department of Wildlife), or the past treatments have
not completely eradicated the populations.

3)-. The Department of Wildlife uses alternative methods of
management in over 1 million acres of water throughout the state.
These methods are detailed in the Draft Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement. To manage Buck Lake as trout-only, we see no
other feasible alternative than to use rotenocne.

4). We are aware of the wildlife present in the Buck Lake area,
and will do everything possible to minimize the impacts to these
species. Our wildlife management biologists who have reviewed the
pre-rehabilitation plan do not believe the rotenone treatment will
create significant impacts on wildlife living on or near the lake.
We will be applying the rotenone in October when the majority of
birds have migrated from the area, and the populations of insects
are at their lowest. We are replanting the lake with trout fry in
the early spring, which will replenish the lake with fish lost
during the rehabilitation. We anticipate insects will also be
present once again in the lake during this time. Trout, as well as
returning birds, depend upon these insects as a primary food
source.






5). Based on our knowledge of trout fisheries, anglers never seenm
bothered with crowded conditions if fishing is good. Based on our
angler surveys, catching fish is one of many reasons people choose
to go fishing.

6). Based on our surveys of anglers, people will drive from all
parts of the state to fish in waters which provide productive trout:
fishing.

7). Comment noted.

8). BSee comment listed under 4} above.

Response to Ms. Sue Koenig, P.O. Box 393, Indianola, Wa. 98342
(to letter dated July 29, 1992):

1). We are aware of the wildlife present in the Buck Lake area,
and will do everything possible to minimize the impacts to these
species. Our wildlife management biologists have reviewed the pre-
rehabilitation plan and has assessed the rotenone treatment of Buck
Lake would not create significant impacts to the wildlife which
utilizes the lake and surrounding habitats. The fact that Buck
Lake was rehabilitated in 1986 and the numerous wildlife species
and populations you have sighted also indicates that any potential
impacts are temporary. :

2). We do not anticipate a large amount of fish being killed
during this rehabilitation. We also feel the risk of oral toxicity
'is minimal, based on the quick breakdown of rotenone in the
environment.

3-5). We are aware of the wildlife present in the Buck Lake area,
and will do everything possible to minimize the impacts to these
species. Our wildlife management biologists who have reviewed the
pre-rehabilitation plan do not believe the rotenone treatment will
create significant impacts on nesting eagles, swallows, blackbirds
or woodland birds, and other wildlife living on or near the lake.
We will be applying the rotenone in October when the majority of
birds have migrated from the area, and the populations of insects
are at their lowest. Eagles normally feed on salmon during this
time. We are planting the lake with trout fry in the early spring,
which will replenish the 1lake with fish lost during the
rehabilitation. We anticipate insects will also be present once
again in the lake during this time. Trout, as well as returning
birds, depend upon these insects as a primary food source.

6). The Department of Wildlife manages the state’s lowland lakes
to maximize and diversify recreational opportunity. The Department
- Wmanages over 1 million acres of mixed species (trout and warmmwater
fish) waters statewide. Trout-only waters, such as Buck Lake,
. Produce at least four times more trout than those managed as mixed
Species. Additionally, mixed species waters require planting



catchable sized trout, which are more expensive to raise than the
fry planted in trout-only waters. It is unlikely that trying to
overfish Buck Lake with hook-and-line gear will allow the
Department to manage this water as trout-only.

Response to Ms. Sue Koenig, P.O. Box 393, Indianola, WA 98342
(letter dated August 15, 1992):

1) . Targeted lakes are researched for the presence of any state or
federally listed species during the review process of the pre-
rehabilitation and management plans. We have withdrawn our
proposal to rehabilitate Koeneman

Lake because of a Western pond turtle sighting by a Woodland Park
Zoo official. We will substantiate this 51ght1ng by conducting
surveys with our fish and non-game biologists prior to making a
future proposal to rehabilitate this lake.

2). Your idea to choose some key lakes to conduct intensive
research on the lmpacts of rehabilitations to fill data gaps on
terrestrial animals is an excellent one, and one that I will pursue
through the University of Washington Cooperative Fishery Research
Unit at the School of Fisheries. In the meantime, we are committed
to conduct before and after rehabilitation surveys on waters which
may have special concerns as time and resources allow.

Response to Lake Lawrence Improvement Club, 16646 Pleasant Beach
Dr., Lake Lawrence, WA 98597 (letter dated July 22, 1992):

Follow1ng the agency’s internal review process, and the public
meeting in Rainier, we have dec1ded to withdraw our proposals to
treat this lake.

The Department of Wildlife will continue to manage these lakes as -
mixed spec1es waters, supplementing the trout populatlons with
catchable size fish from our hatcheries in early spring as hatchery
space and funds will allow. Because of the extra costs required to
raise trout to catchable size, the decision not to rehabilitate
these lakes may have a SLgnlflcant impact on future trout fishing
in these waters if our agency’s budget continues to decline.



Response to Ms. Marion Kling, 8800 N.E. Ohman Road, Kingston, WA.
98346 (letter dated August 7, 1992):

1). We have removed our proposal to rehabilitate Koeneman Lake for
1992-1993 because of a Western pond turtle sighting by a Woodland
Park Zoo official. The Western pond turtle is a threatened species
which may be detrimentally impacted by rotenone. Our fish and non-
game biologists will conduct surveys throughout the next year to
try to verify this sighting.' Our future proposals to rehabilitate
Koeneman will be dependent on these surveys.

2). We are aware of the wildlife present in the Buck Lake area,
and will do everything possible to minimize the impacts to these
species. Our wildlife management biologist has reviewed the pre- .
rehabilitation plan and has assessed the rotenone treatment of Buck
Lake would not create significant impacts to the wildlife which
utilizes the lake and surrounding habitats. The Ffact that Buck
Lake was rehabilitated in 1986 and the numerous wildlife species
and populations at the lake also indicates that any potential
impacts are temporary.

3). We will be applying the rotenone in October when the majority
of birds have migrated from the area, and the populations of
‘insects are at their lowest. We are planting the lake with trout
fry in the early spring, which will replenish the lake with fish
lost during the rehabilitation. We anticipate insects will also be
present once again in the lake during this time. Trout, as well as
- returning birds, depend upon these insects as a primary food
source. :

Response to Ms. Nike Eir Quester, P.O. Box 224, Indianola, WA 98342
(letter dated August 12, 1992):

1) . The Department of Wildlife manages the state’s lowland lakes
to maximize and diversify recreational opportunity. The Department
manages over 1 million acres of mixed species (trout and warmmwater

fish) waters statewide. . Trout-only waters, such as Buck Lake,
produce at least four times more trout than those managed as mixed
species. Additionally, mixed species waters require planting

catchable sized trout, which are more expensive to raise than the
fry planted in trout-only waters.

2). We are aware of the wildlife present in the Buck Lake area,
and will do everything possible to minimize the impacts to these
species. Our wildlife management biologists have reviewed the pre-
rehabilitation plan and has assessed the rotenone treatment of Buck
Lake would not create significant impacts to the wildlife which
utilizes the lake and surrounding habitats. The fact that Buck
Lake was rehabilitated in 1986 and the numerous wildlife species
and populations at ‘the lake also indicates that any potential
impacts are temporary.



We will be applying the rotenone in October when the majority of
birds have migrated from the area, and the populations of insects
aré at their lowest. We are planting the lake with trout fry in
the early spring, which will replenish the lake with fish lost
during the rehabilitation. We anticipate insects will also be
present once again in the lake during this time. Trout, as well as
returning birds, depend upon these insects as a primary food
source.

Response to Ms. Paula Ehlers, Environmental Review Officer, Soc1al
Services Division, Thurston County, 529 Fourth Avenue W., Olympia,
WA 98501-1097 (to 1etter dated July 30, 1992):

1). ThlS sentence is accurate as written. The WDW actively manages
5.9% .0of the states lowland lakes. The third sentence in the first
paragraph further explains that "...elimination of non-game or
competitor species in a portion of these lakes ...".

2). . Comments noted. We have added the following to the

Justification Section on page six to serve as examples of our goal

to manage fisheries and waterfowl in the state’s lowland lakes:
"Occasionally, these waters become overpopulated with £fish

species outside this management emphasis. This often results in
increased predation and/or competition, hence poor growth and
survival, of targeted game fish. If carp overpopulate, £fish

survival decreases and nesting bird habitat is degraded due to
siltation and uprooting of emergent vegetation."

3). While the chances of complete eradication of fish decreases as
lake size increases, our goal of complete eradication does not
change. We do not treat lakes for complete eradication whose size
would prohibit us from obtalnlng our goal. '

4). We believe we have listed and discussed in suff1c1ent detail
on pages 1-5 the alternatives (many of which we currently use) to
using rotenone for game fish management.

5) Comments noted. The level of detail varied throughout the
document with respect to the number and detail of scientific
publications we found which dealt with the particular. issues.

6). Comments noted.

7). Comments noted. If there are data gaps in potential impacts
in waters which may be of special concern, WDW will collect the
necessary information to monitor those impacts as time and
resources allow.

8). The Minnesota Department of Health (MDH) analyzed the
impurities of the rotenone stock from the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR). The MDNR obtains their rotenone from the
same supplier as the WDW. The MDH identified the following



compounds in the liquid formulation of rotenone Nusyn-Noxfish: 1)
Trichloroethene (740 mg/kg), 2) Tetrachloroethene (90 mg/kg), 3) n-
Propylbenzene (430 mg/kg), 4) i,3,5-Trimethylbenzene (890 mg/kg),
5) 1,2,4 Trlmethylbenzene (2950 MG/XG), 6) Ethylbenzene (260
mg/kg), 7) m/p-Xylene (990 mg/kg), and 8) o-Xylene (560 mg/kg).

The MDH also conducted a risk assessment of the inert ingredients
found in liquid formulation of rotenone Nusyn-Noxfish from the
‘MDNR. Their assessment determined that "There is negligible risk
to human health from the contaminants found in the rotenone whether
the exposure is from drinking, swimming, or eating fish from

reated waters. treatment with rotenone will introduce the
contaminants into the lakes, but at concentrations .considerably
lower than a level that wculd harm human health."

9). The following sentence has’'been added to the section under

Treatment Procedures:
"Common dosages of rotenone (5%) 1in lakes treated in

Washington ranges between 1-4 ppm."

10): The following sentences has been added to the section under
ATR: .

"Rotenone droplets or mist may be carried in the air from the
liquid applications. Powder rotenone is applied by towing an open
sack underwater, so escape of particles in the air should be
minimal." ' :

11): A thorough, detailed discussion on the detoxification of
rotenone appears in Appendix B, pages 4-5.

12): California has been the most conservative state with regards .
to the use of rotenone for fish management purposes over the past
10" years. Typographical correction noted and corrected.

13): Effects of fish removal on aquatic macrophytes is discussed
on page 24. The WDW will monitor macrophytes in rehabilitated lakes
which are of special concern as time and resources allow.

14) We have listed the LD50’s for many different types of birds
in Table R. 'We believe the information presented in this Table,
along with the discussion presented on Page 123 to adequately
address the potentlal impacts to birds which may feed on F1sh
killed during lake rehabilitations.

15): We believe the information presented on the page adequately
addresses the potential impacts to mammals which may feed on fish
killed during lake rehabilitations.

~16): The results of long-term oral dosages of rotenone on dogs you
refer to in Table U, on Page 133, demonstrated that 0.4 mg/kg had
no-effect on dogs followwng 180 days of daily treatment. The EIS
is referring to only those dosages which had an impact on the
health of mammals. In Table U, the lowest dosage which had an
impact was 2.0 mg/kg pure rotenone fed to dogs over a 180 period.



A 10 pound (22 kg dog) would have to eat 44 kg of pure rotenone
over 180 days to have the same impacts. This dosage is well beyond
that found in fish killed during a rehabilitation, as detailed on
page 127.

17): We are citing a memorandum from the EPA on the completion of
pre-RPAR review of rotenone from Marcia Williams (Director, Special
Pesticide Review Division) to Douglas Campt (Director, Registration
Division), June 22, 1981.

18): We believe the information presented on this page adequately
addresses the potential impacts to mammals which may feed on fish
killed during lake rehabilitations.

19): The section on Acute Respiratory'Toxicity and Symptdms of
Acute Rotenone Poisoning on pages 129-132 adequately covers, and
also refer to, potential impacts to applicators of rotenone.

20) : Comment noted. We feel these concentrations are approprlate
to use, even without bioaccumulation (what if only one fish is
eaten?) to speculate on risk, since we are not allowing for
probable losses of rotenone through natural degradation and
cooking. :

21): The statement "The original use of rotenone-bearing plants in
South America was the collection of fish for the table." is stated
because it is fact, and sheds light on the historical use of
rotenone.

22): Comment noted. We are actively working to expand on the
literature supporting this, and future EIS’s for Lake and Stream
Rehabilitations.

23): This statement is made without supporting literature. We
have removed it from the EIS.

24): We are citing a June 28, 1981 memorandum from the EPA on the
pre—-RPAR review on rotenone We do not feel justified to change
its contents. ‘ '

25): Comment noted. However, this was what Dawson (1991)
concluded.

2é): Comment noted. chever; this was what Dawson (1991)
concluded. o

27): Comment noted. We are actively working to expand on the

literature supporting this, and future EIS’s for Lake and Stream
Rehabilitations.

28): We are no longer proposing to rehabilitate Lake Lawrence
during 1992-1993.
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