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Introduction
About Myself & Why I Care: 
I am a timberlands owner, silviculturist, naturalist and avid fisher with multi-generational ties to the fisheries, timber and other natural resources benefits provided by the Chehalis River and adjacent Basins.  I am a husband, father, grandfather who hopes to see the productivity of the Chehalis Basin natural resources infrastructure adequately protected and restored to sustain an abundance of benefits well into the future for my family and for the Chehalis Basin community at large.
I am a taxpayer in Washington State and Thurston, Lewis and Grays Harbor Counties. I am deeply concerned about the RDEIS proposal’s focus on protection of one relatively small commercial area from damages at the expense of the remainder of the Chehalis Basin communities still at more risk. I am also unwilling to allow the continued erosion of the flows of benefits from natural resource infrastructure that supports and otherwise sustains many of us, so that the applicant can better isolate a relatively small area and special interest group from risks of flood damages within the historic floodplain footprint.  
Putting forward the RDEIS proposal to focus on benefiting few at the expense of the broader Chehalis Basin community, without regard for Applicant’s ability to otherwise avoid those damages is indefensible.   The assertions that the proposal is the only available feasible and practicable alternative, without adequate reasoning and analyses being openly and transparently presented to support those assertions is even more indefensible and does not meet minimum SEPA requirements.  
I am a professional fish conservation biologist and ecologist specializing in Chinook salmon landscape ecology and recovery planning technical support.  I have fifty plus years of experience that evolved into 3 decades of providing technical guidance to natural resources managers and other salmon and habitat restoration and recovery  planning and implementation practitioners.  
I am a senior consulting salmon ecologist who can still navigate his way around a DEIS and separate the wheat from the chaff. With that introduction to who I am, why I care and why I feel I can contribute substantively to the further development of a successful Chehalis Basin long-term strategy; let me begin.
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS
A.	I am going to forego providing many of the specific comments I have developed on the main body, discipline reports and associated technical support documents I have summarized and provided  them in the General comments above. I will provide a few specific  comments here where I feel they provide important details support my general  comments. 
I feel providing a long list of detailed comments will detract from the importance of my comments regarding the overarching inadequacies of reasoning and analyses embodied in the RDEIS proposal.  My general assessment of the RDEIS response to comments is; it focuses on the technical level aspects of the FRE and ignores the comments on higher level, or overarching issues regarding the need to address other alternatives.  
I will first note here that in my review of the DEIS, the available public comments to it and the RDEIS responses (or lack of substantive responses as appropriate  ); I have concluded the majority of those DEIS comments remain largely unaddressed, still stand and need to be responded to in any future associated actions arising from the RDEIS.  The future decision making processes will need to be responsive to both the DEIS and RDEIS comments to be minimally defensible under SEPA, but also more broadly, to be morally and legally defensible and sustainable. 
The RDEIS does not address ecological processes and functions of salmon as a marine nutrients vector supporting the plant animal and thereby human communities. An important concept on the true scope of adverse impacts to salmon: First salmon are a central biological component and process affecting habitat conditions and ecological processes. The functional health of the habitat conditions and ecological processes, from the river reach to subbasin to Chehalis basin wide scales is being driven by the delivery of marine nutrients via the salmon runs. Those ecosystems are natural resources infrastructure of the entire basin that supports flows of the goods and services we value. Therefore adverse impacts to salmon at various population levels is a degradation of those ecosystems processes and functions that support habitat conditions and the entire plant, animal communities – the natural resources infrastructure that supports. See comments elsewhere on the need to substantively address substantial inadequacies in reasoning and analyses to sustain defensible future decisions and subsequent action plans.
D.	See attached files for additional specific comments.
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DATE 2/ 4 /2026   William Graeber Comments on Chehalis Flood Damage Reduction Project Proposal    SEPA Revised Draft EIS, Publication No. 25 - 06 - 008 November 2025      GENERAL   COMMENTS      My review of the RDEIS and the historical, current and potential future context for it have led  me to consider the many levels at which I have comments, concerns and issues with the  RDEIS proposal and how they relate.  I have determined I will primarily fo cus my comments  on the overarching inadequacies in reasoning and analyses that will need to be addressed in  any future decision making processes . More  specifically , on any   consideration s   for inclusion  of the  RDEIS  proposal as part of a Chehalis Basin long - term strategy   and the need to  substantively address   substantial  inadequacies   in reasoning and analyses   to sustain defensible  future decisions and subsequent action plans .      First, the RDEIS is sufficient to demonstrate an alternate approach to flood damages  reduction  that will be  integrated and  compatible with the overall strategy including the  strategies and goals of the ASRP component   is critical to development of  the  Chehalis Basin  Long - Term  Strategy .   It  is  also  sufficient to demonstrate the  RDEIS  proposal is incompatible  with ASRP goals and the overall C hehalis Basin strategy.       The RDEIS overall findings provide a strong case for how the proposal will have significant,  adverse and indefinite impacts on ecological processes and conditions, the natural resources  infrastructure of the Chehalis Basin. The human communities of the Che halis Basin who  value, benefit from and rely upon the numerous natural resource yields, other values and  services provided by that natural resources infrastructure will thereby incur significant  adverse impacts. Those adverse impacts to the human community   are inadequately addressed  and will need additional scrutiny in any future decision making processes, should the RDEIS  proposal be considered further in future decision making processes.      I have found the RDEIS to be inadequate to support the proposal, and its multiple tiered  assertions that the offered alternative, is the only feasible and practicable solution to flood  damage prevention available at this time to meet the applicant’s purpos e and objectives.  I  conclude from review of the RDEIS that the FRE is mitigation for the ongoing future impacts  of the Airport Levee Change project. The RDEIS has not demonstrated that all  feasible and  practicable  alternatives, that would avoid the catastr ophic adverse impacts of the FRE were  adequately developed and analyzed in a context that would be useful and meaningful to  develop defensible future decision processes.  It provides no evidence or  analyses   to  demonstrate the proposal is more feasible and practicable than the full range of potential  alternative s   Further, t he  included  draft  mitigation plan for the FRE  did not analyze whether  th o se mitigation measures would be effective ,  feasible   or practicable. The RDEIS,   therefor e,   provides no commitment to  a specific defined  mitigate  plan or any certainty that effective,  feasible or practicable mitigation will be included in the proposal were it to move forward .    Based upon the above inadequacies, it does not meet minimum SEPA requirements. See  above comments on the need to substantively address substantial inadequacies in reasoning  and analyses to sustain defensible future decisions and subsequent action plans.  


