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PREFACE
This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Swift Creek Sediment Management Action
Plan (SCSMAP) and SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan has been prepared in response to public comments
on the Draft EIS issued on February 15, 2013 by Whatcom County Planning and Development Services.
Letters received by Whatcom County Planning and Development Services which address the content of
the Draft EIS are responded to in this Final EIS; responses to comments are included in Section 3. All
persons who responded to the Draft EIS in writing have been notified of the availability of the Final EIS.
A public hearing on the Draft EIS was held on March 13, 2013. A transcript of the public hearing is
included in this Final EIS (Appendix B), along with responses to comments received at the hearing. All
public hearing attendees have been notified of the availability of the Final EIS.
Copies of the Final EIS have been placed in the Everson Library, located at 104 Kirsch Drive, Everson,
Washington, 98247. The Final EIS is also available for review at the offices of Whatcom County
Planning and Development Services and Whatcom County Public Works.


Whatcom County Planning and Development Services
5280 Northwest Drive
Bellingham, WA 98226



Whatcom County Public Works
322 N. Commercial
Bellingham, WA 98225

The Final EIS, along with the Draft EIS, background material, and supporting studies are available via
the web at: http://www.co.whatcom.wa.us/pds/plan/sepa/swiftcreek.jsp.
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Fact Sheet
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
Whatcom County Public Works Department, on behalf of the Flood Control Zone District (FCZD), has
prepared the Swift Creek Sediment Management Action Plan (SCSMAP) and the SCSMAP Phase 1
Project Plan to address sedimentation and flooding that result in damage to agricultural, residential,
and public assets and have the potential to affect public health.
The Draft EIS included both nonproject and project‐level environmental review.


SCSMAP: Nonproject environmental review is conducted on actions that are different or broader
than a single site specific project, such as plans, policies, and programs. The nonproject review
discussed adoption of the SCSMAP as a plan for overall management of Swift Creek sediment.
Impacts and mitigation discussed in the Draft EIS for SCSMAP active and passive management
strategy implementation are general and commensurate with the plan‐based level of detail of the
SCSMAP.



SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan: Project‐level environmental review is conducted for specific project
proposals. The Draft EIS included project‐level review for five projects (four primary and one
alternate) proposed for development as the first phase of SCSMAP implementation. The Project‐
level review included in the Draft EIS is preliminary and is expected to be the first component of
phased environmental review for proposed Phase 1 projects. Impacts and mitigation discussed in
the Draft EIS for the proposed projects are based on general project concepts and are expected to
be more specific in future review phases associated with final project designs.

LOCATION
Swift Creek originates on the ridge of Sumas Mountain in northern Whatcom County, Washington.
Implementation of proposed SCSMAP active and passive sediment management strategies, along with
development of proposed Phase 1 projects, would occur along the Swift Creek corridor. Swift Creek
flows to the Sumas River, providing a physical connection for Swift Creek‐source sediment to flow to
the Sumas River.
PROPOSAL SPONSOR
Whatcom County Department of Public Works
on behalf of the Whatcom County Flood Control Zone District
322 N. Commercial Street, Suite 210
Bellingham, WA 98225
(360) 676‐6876
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Whatcom County
Planning and Development Services
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June 12, 2013
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1 SUMMARY
This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) responds to comments received by Whatcom County
Planning and Development Services on the Draft EIS for the Swift Creek Sediment Management Action
Plan (SCSMAP) and SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan. The Draft EIS examined the potential adverse
environmental impacts associated with adoption and subsequent implementation of the SCSMAP.

1.1

PROPOSED ACTIONS

Whatcom County Public Works Department, on behalf of the Flood Control Zone District (FCZD), has
prepared the SCSMAP and the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan. The SCSMAP has been prepared to
address sedimentation and flooding that result in damage to agricultural, residential, and public assets
and have the potential to affect public health. To address specific problem areas and issues that arise
from Swift Creek sediment, Whatcom County is proposing adoption and subsequent implementation of
SCSMAP active and passive sediment management strategies, along with implementation of Phase 1
projects. As the first phase of implementation, Whatcom County has identified four primary projects
and one project alternative as immediate solutions to watershed problems identified in the SCSMAP.
These projects are described in the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan.
The Draft EIS discussed potential impacts to the environment within the area of influence of Swift
Creek, including the Swift Creek alluvial fan and the Sumas River and its floodplain associated with
implementation of the active and passive management strategies of the SCSMAP, including identified
SCSMAP Phase 1 projects. The impacts as they relate to existing environmental conditions and
associated mitigation discussed in the Draft EIS are general. It is anticipated that phased
environmental review will be conducted for implementation of SCSMAP strategies and for SCSMAP
Phase 1 project final designs.

1.2

PROPOSAL’S OBJECTIVES INCLUDING PURPOSE AND NEED

Whatcom County Public Works prepared the SCSMAP to address sedimentation and flooding that
result in damage to agricultural, residential, and public assets and have the potential to affect public
health. Swift Creek sediment, a result of a landslide in the upper Swift Creek watershed, accumulates
at a rapid rate in the lower reaches of Swift Creek. High sediment accumulation rates routinely cause
overbank flooding. Deposition of the sediment has, over time, created an alluvial fan. The accumulated
sediment crumbles easily and does not provide structural creek banks, resulting in high potential for
Swift Creek to leave its channel, or avulse, and establish a new channel through the alluvial fan. In
addition to the physical flood‐related hazards of Swift Creek sediment, the sediment contains asbestos
from a bedrock source in the upper Swift Creek watershed, bedrock that underlies the landslide. The
rock source, serpentinite, which contains the asbestos, also contains certain metals that can be
released from the rock structure under certain pH conditions.
Whatcom County Public Works’ primary purpose in creating the SCSMAP was to establish a program
and protocol to implement Swift Creek sediment control projects, thereby reducing potential for
1‐1
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flooding and potential health hazards. SCSMAP development also meets the primary objectives of
protecting human health and welfare while mitigating damage to public and private property and
preserving public economic resources. Through the SCSMAP structure, supporting objectives of
Whatcom County Public Works were to further understanding of Swift Creek sediment dynamics,
emphasize long term solutions, and maintain multi‐jurisdictional involvement in Swift Creek sediment
management.

1.3

SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES

Adoption of the SCSMAP is a nonproject action under the SEPA rules (WAC 197‐11). Two alternatives
were examined for the nonproject portion of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS):


SCSMAP Adoption: Adoption and implementation of the SCSMAP, including active and passive
sediment management strategies and associated recommendations identified in the Plan; and



No Action: the SCSMAP would not be adopted and Swift Creek sediment management
maintenance projects would continue in the absence of a plan as Whatcom County resources are
available.

Project‐level review under SEPA is included in the Draft EIS for projects proposed in the SCSMAP Phase
1 Project Plan. Two alternatives were examined as part of the project‐level review:


SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan: development of four primary and one alternate sediment
management projects under Phase 1 of the SCSMAP. Primary proposed projects include one
setback levee, one debris deflection levee, in‐stream sediment traps, and sediment basins. A
setback levee is proposed as an alternative to sediment basin development.



No Action: The project‐level No Action alternative assumes that the SCSMAP is adopted, but the
projects (four primary and one alternate) identified for Phase 1 Plan implementation are not
pursued. This alternative assumes that other active and passive management strategies of the
SCSMAP will be considered in other plan implementation phases.

1.4

ADDITIONAL DISCUSSION UNDER SEPA

WAC 197‐11‐440(4) states that the summary of an EIS shall briefly state major conclusions, significant
areas of controversy and uncertainty, and issues to be resolved, including environmental choices made
among alternative courses of action and effectiveness of mitigating measures.

1.4.1 Major Conclusions
With implementation of active and passive management strategies of the SCSMAP, as well as
completion of identified Phase 1 projects, Swift Creek would undergo a transformation from a severely
aggrading and high flood risk stream to a structure‐controlled system that would, assuming lack of
rapid landslide movement, be relatively low risk to human health and the environment. With
development of SCSMAP strategies:
1‐2
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Some topographic changes would occur to the Swift Creek lower watershed.



The sediment transport regime within Swift Creek would change. Development of sediment
trapping structures could significantly reduce sediment loading in the lower Swift Creek watershed.
Reducing Swift Creek’s hydraulic flow by half through a re‐route of the Swift Creek North Fork to
Breckenridge Creek would reduce the hydraulic capacity of the Creek to move sediment
downgradient. The magnitude of change in sediment transport would depend on active sediment
management strategy prioritization and implementation.



The hydrologic regime of the North Fork of Swift Creek, as well as Breckenridge Creek and the
Sumas River would change if the North Fork of Swift Creek were to be rerouted to the Breckenridge
system.

1.4.2 Areas of Controversy and Uncertainty


With adoption of the SCSMAP, completion of Phase 1 projects, and identification of other projects
under SCSMAP active management strategies, uncertainty remains as to agency and regulatory
jurisdictional authority of Swift Creek and Swift Creek‐source sediment. Although not currently
designated as a Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA) or Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA) cleanup site, asbestos is a listed hazardous
substance and some aspects of Swift Creek sediment may become subject to state and federal
cleanup standards.



While Whatcom County Public Works has endeavored to predict efficacy of strategies to manage
Swift Creek sediment, overall success cannot be measured until individual strategies are
implemented. Until such time, uncertainty will remain as to the viability of chosen strategies.



Stabilizing the Swift Creek landslide is a strategy included in the SCSMAP and the impacts are
generally examined in the Draft EIS. Even with stabilization, uncertainty remains as to the relative
risk of sudden landslide acceleration and its associated impact magnitude. In addition, the relative
risk of debris flow or debris flood remains uncertain; SCSMAP strategies address warning and
response, but the risk magnitude remains unknown.



The risk of exposure to naturally‐occurring asbestos compared to asbestos associated with
manufactured products remains a public controversy. Appendix B to the Draft EIS describes studies
that conclude that there is risk of lung‐related disorders associated with asbestos exposure,
regardless of the asbestos source.

1.4.3 Issues to be resolved
Environmental Choices Among Alternatives
The nonproject review choices are adoption of the SCSMAP or the No Action alternative, which would
continue the County’s current Swift Creek sediment management practices. With the No Action
1‐3

Swift Creek Sediment Management Action Plan (SCSMAP) Final EIS

2013

alternative, because the level and type of management practices would not change, adverse impacts,
from a SEPA perspective, would be minimal in terms of the practices; sediment and flood related
adverse impacts, over time, could increase in magnitude. At the same time, the No Action alternative
would achieve only minimal long‐term benefit in relation to sediment reduction and associated
sediment risk. The SCSMAP, in contrast, includes an aggressive program for sediment management
activities that would achieve considerable long‐term benefit related to overall sediment reduction,
flood hazard reduction, and potential human exposure to Swift Creek sediment‐related contaminants.
A specific environmental choice among project‐level alternatives involves development of SCSMAP
Phase 1 projects. A more pronounced benefit would be derived from sediment structure development
proposed under the SCSMAP Phase 1 Plan in terms of removal of sediment from the Swift Creek
system. Without adoption of the SCSMAP, Phase 1 projects could not move forward. No
environmental benefit would be derived from the No Action alternative to SCSMAP Phase 1 project
approval.

Effectiveness of Mitigation Measures
The balance of impacts and mitigation included in the Draft EIS shows that SCSMAP active and passive
management strategies, as well as SCSMAP Phase 1 projects would have beneficial environmental
effects, especially in relation to sediment volumes, extent of sediment deposition, and sediment
exposure routes. This conclusion may be drawn based on the beneficial nature and long‐term
improvements that would result from SCSMAP strategy implementation, coupled with the fact that
identified short‐term potential adverse impacts from construction activities necessary to implement
SCSMAP active management strategies would be subject to phased environmental review that would
require adequate mitigation. Regulatory agencies would not approve permits for SCSMAP sediment
management projects unless those agencies concluded that impacts would be adequately mitigated.

1‐4
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION ‒ NONPROJECT REVIEW: SCSMAP ADOPTION
Impact/Mitigation

Short Term Impacts

Long Term /
Permanent Impacts

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts

Non‐Project Alternatives

SCSMAP Adoption

No Action

 Implementation of active sediment management strategies could
cause short‐term soil erosion. Swift Creek banks are friable
(easily crumbled or pulverized) and would be at risk for
accelerated erosion, potentially causing more sediment
movement downgradient.
 Use of heavy construction equipment could compact soils,
leading to impeded infiltration, increased runoff, and subsequent
erosion.
 Access routes to operating points could be eroded if not
stabilized.
 Channel conveyance after completion of dredging would
increase, resulting in downstream transport of stored sediment.
Some localized channel headcutting could occur upstream of the
sediment dredging location until streambed equilibrium is
reached and the channel grade stabilizes.
 Sediment deposition patterns may change with Swift Creek
sediment trapping, which may in turn cause bank sloughing,
channel avulsion, or higher velocity flows with increased
sediment transport through Swift Creek and Sumas River
systems.
 Sediment disposal through stockpiling, deposition off‐site, or
through pit storage in the Swift Creek watershed or nearby
agricultural areas could cause localized contamination of existing
earth materials in the disposal location. Soil viability decreases
would be likely.
 Further assessment of re‐routing the North Fork of Swift Creek
would be required to assess potential changes to sediment load
and water discharge into Swift Creek. In theory, sediment
loading would decrease with a water source re‐route because the
hydraulic capacity to move sediment, and the sediment source
itself would decrease concomitantly
An unavoidable increase in erosion and sedimentation would occur
with SCSMAP active strategy implementation, especially in terms
of in‐water and creek‐side projects, potentially exposing a larger
area to Swift Creek‐source sediment. Level of significance would

 Impacts to earth resources under the no action
alternative would result in continued occurrence at
existing levels, but could increase in severity as
unchecked sediments continue to move within Swift
Creek.
 Sedimentation and channel aggradation could
accelerate beyond current Whatcom County
capabilities given a resource‐allocation‐as‐available
policy, if emergency‐based sediment accumulation
management responses are required.
 More frequent and widespread flooding with associated
downstream movement of sediment is likely to occur as
increased sediment aggradation on the alluvial fan and
Sumas River floodplains occurs.
 A higher risk of avulsion and spreading of contaminated
sediments is also likely to occur.
 No action would result in stockpile accumulations of
sediment without a management or stockpile
stabilization plan.
 The lack of landslide movement and change detection
and monitoring strategies could lead to a lack of pre‐
emptive actions resulting in increased sedimentation,
channel bank erosion, channel avulsion, and channel
aggradation.
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Non‐Project Alternatives

SCSMAP Adoption

No Action

be determined with final design. Over the long term, a system‐
wide decrease in sediment loading would be expected.
Mitigation

Air

Short Term Impacts

Long Term /
Permanent Impacts

 Knowledge of Swift Creek system dynamics should be applied to
SCSMAP strategy implementation. Understanding the
underlying geologic processes and associated problems areas
would provide a base for phased project initiation under SCSMAP
strategies.
 To minimize local erosion and downstream sedimentation,
sediment and flood management structure final project planning
would require appropriate sizing to withstand the erosional forces
of Swift Creek.
 Development of all structures would require development of a
construction phase erosion and sediment control plan. Best
Management Practices (BMPs) would be developed and
implemented for construction actions to minimize impacts. BMPs
would address erosion control in association with construction‐
level surface water compliance under a required strormwater
permit.
 Excavation and grading in the absence of wet method application
and roadway watering called for in the Public Works Asbestos
Policy ( PWAP) could contribute to temporary increases in
ambient concentrations of particulate matter and could lead to
asbestos fibers becoming airborne.
 Heavy equipment use during construction could contribute to
additional criteria pollutant loading. Tailpipe emissions from
these engines would temporarily degrade air quality near
construction sites. Hauling that may be associated with off‐site
or nearby agricultural sediment disposal could also lead to short
term increases in criteria pollutants.
 Setback levees, in operation, capture sediment within a
designated area. Once sediment dries within the capture area,
asbestos fibers could become airborne.
 If sediment held within sediment traps were to become dry,
asbestos fiber air entrainment and subsequent distribution could
occur.
 Sediment stockpiling, while preventing off‐site movement of
sediment and reducing potentially far‐reaching asbestos‐related

 Impacts to air quality in the form of criteria pollutants
would occur at the same level that occurs today.
 Projects for sediment management in targeted areas
would be infrequent and of short duration, not
contributing large pollutant volumes to existing air
quality.
 Impacts to air quality in the form of asbestos fiber
entrainment and distribution could occur with existing
levels of Swift Creek sediment management if wet
methods prescribed by the PWAP are not employed.
 If no resources are available for Whatcom County’s
ongoing risk‐targeted Swift Creek management, there
is a greater potential for Swift Creek sediment to
spread over a larger area, increasing potential for
asbestos fibers to dry and become airborne.
 Sediment contamination of the Breckenridge Creek
watershed could spread airborne contaminants to areas
where there currently are none.
 Maintenance management responses would result in
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Non‐Project Alternatives

SCSMAP Adoption
Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts
Mitigation

Surface Water

Short Term Impacts

Long Term /
Permanent Impacts

air quality impacts, can result in a localized air contamination.
None identified.
 Precautionary measures in conjunction with the PWAP or
perhaps in addition to the PWAP should be examined in
conjunction with future project development.
 Projects implemented under SCSMAP active management
strategies have the potential to cause localized erosion, adding
fine sediment to waters already impacted by sediment input.
Short‐term increases in turbidity and contaminants as suspended
particles in Swift Creek and the Sumas River into which Swift
Creek flows are likely.
 Use of heavy construction equipment could compact soils,
leading to impeded infiltration, increased runoff, and subsequent
turbidity.
 Use of equipment associated with gravel extraction activities
could result in petroleum (e.g., motor oil, hydraulic fluid)
contamination of surface waters if equipment leaks or an
accidental spill were to occur.
 Water quality impacts associated with sediment storage could
occur with improper stockpile or storage facility management
that allowed or promoted surface water runoff.
 Eventual project development could include removal of
vegetation that could directly result in increased water
temperature and associated decreased dissolved oxygen.
 Water impounded within the sediment basins could result in
increased water temperature and reduced dissolved oxygen.
 Re‐routing the North Fork Swift Creek would reduce the volume
of water downstream of the confluence of the north and south
forks by approximately one‐half. This action could result in
significant changes to water quantity and quality, and overbank
flooding within Swift Creek. Water quantity within the Sumas
River could also be affected within the reach between the
confluence of Swift Creek and the Sumas River and the location
where the re‐routed North Fork Swift Creek, at the Breckenridge
Creek confluence would enter the Sumas River approximately 1.2
miles downstream.

No Action
stockpile accumulations of sediment without a
management or stockpile stabilization plan, increasing
potential for airborne asbestos contamination.

 The No Action alternative includes maintenance of the
channel, levees, and bridge crossings as needed to
provide an acceptable level of protection against
flooding. Most actions would be timed to avoid or
minimize in‐stream impacts and would typically occur
during the summer when the channel is dry or only
minimal flow is present.
 Potential impacts from maintenance activities could
include water quality impacts from petroleum products
leaking from machinery, increased turbidity from
construction activities, and disturbance of toxic
materials buried in the substrate. Destabilization of the
streambed and streambanks, as well as damage to any
riparian vegetation may also occur.
 Sedimentation and channel aggradation would be
anticipated to increase faster than Whatcom County
could respond, requiring emergency‐based response.
 The No Action alternative acknowledges that no
specific measures are in place to address channel
avulsion. Water quantity within Swift Creek could be
affected should a channel avulsion occur and all or a
portion of Swift Creek is re‐routed. Surface water
quality and quantity impacts to the Sumas River,
Breckenridge Creek or other surface water resources
(such as wetlands) could also occur should a channel
avulsion take place.
 Maintenance management responses would result in
stockpile accumulations of sediment without a
management plan and impacts to surface water could
occur if sediments are not properly placed and
stormwater contained.
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Non‐Project Alternatives

SCSMAP Adoption
Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts

Mitigation

Groundwater

Impacts

No Action

Impacts to Breckenridge Creek, and possibly the Sumas River, from
the re‐routing of the North Fork Swift Creek would occur; until
further analysis is complete, the significance level of associated
impacts cannot be determined.
Increased surface water run‐off and water quality impacts due to
riparian vegetation and forest removal, and land clearing with flood
hazard management and sediment management structure
development may be significant; level of significance would be
determined in the final design phase.
Alteration to existing surface water drainage patterns would be
unavoidable.
 Runoff associated with active management strategy
implementation that could affect water quality or mobilize
contaminants should be managed through development of
stormwater plans.
 Final planning phases should include stormwater infiltration or
treatment facility planning to manage potential for sediment
loading and associated turbidity increases.
 Construction phase BMPs should be implemented.
 Care should be taken during flood hazard management or
sediment management structure development to avoid release of
petroleum products.
 Floodplain acquisition that includes structural demolition should
be managed to avoid mobilization of contaminants (petroleum,
lead paint, asphalt) into the Swift Creek and Sumas River
systems. In addition environmental assessments on targeted
acquisition properties for fuel storage tanks, contaminated soils,
and other environmental hazards should be conducted prior to
demolition activities.
 Permitting requirements for dredging or other maintenance work
within the Swift Creek channel should be strictly adhered to.
 Background conditions (conditions unrelated to Swift Creek) are
such that arsenic has the potential to leach to groundwater. No
metals of concern related to Swift Creek sediment are shown in
groundwater data to leach to groundwater.
 Water quality analytical data indicate that it is unlikely that

No changes to existing groundwater quality or quantity
would be expected in the absence of SCSMAP adoption.
Groundwater quality, as well as recharge would not
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Impact/Mitigation

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts
Mitigation

Plants and Animals

Short Term Impacts

2013
Non‐Project Alternatives

SCSMAP Adoption

No Action

asbestos is being actively transported by ground water at
concentrations that are greater than applicable regulatory
standards.
 No impacts related to groundwater discharge would be expected
with eventual implementation of SCSMAP strategies as no
strategies include groundwater withdrawal.
 Impacts to groundwater recharge could be affected and would
require further examination in conjunction with specific project
development. Construction phases could slightly alter recharge
capacity of soils through compaction and alteration. Once
developed, sediment management structures could act as
impervious surfaces and prevent recharge.
 Stockpiles, off‐site storage, or other developed sediment storage
facilities that include capping to prevent infiltration could alter
existing groundwater recharge regimes.
None identified.

change the baseline condition of targeted sediment
management as resources allow. In the absence of
resources to manage Swift Creek sediment, groundwater
quantity and quality would remain unchanged in relation
to Swift Creek sediment.

Groundwater baseline data were collected to provide Whatcom
County an understanding of potential groundwater quality issues
associated with Swift Creek sediment. Groundwater sampling and
analysis should be continued on an annual basis as part of a Swift
Creek groundwater monitoring program. These data would provide
information for analysis of potential impacts associated with
implementation of SCSMAP strategies.
 Implementation of active sediment management strategies
would require removal of vegetation resulting in localized short‐
term impacts to terrestrial habitat, bank manipulation causing
localized short‐term impacts to in‐stream sediment levels which
could impact fish habitat, and minor impacts to wetlands in the
form of vegetation disturbance and soil compaction from
construction operations.
 Short‐term minimal impacts to terrestrial wildlife from increased
human activity, traffic, noise, soil disturbance, and vegetation
removal may occur but would be limited.
 Use of equipment could result in localized, short‐term petroleum

 Impacts to plants, animals and wetlands under the no
action alternative would result in continued impact
occurrence at existing levels. The severity of impacts to
fish habitat and fish resources could worsen as
unchecked sediments continue to move within Swift
Creek reducing habitat potential and causing more
flooding to occur.
 If flooding were to increase in frequency or area,
wetland hydrology could be affected by additional
inundation; vegetation and associated wildlife habitat
could be affected by the additional deposition of
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Impact/Mitigation

2013
Non‐Project Alternatives

SCSMAP Adoption

Long Term /
Permanent Impacts

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts

Mitigation

(e.g., motor oil, hydraulic fluid) contamination of surface waters if
equipment leaks or an accidental spill were to occur.
 Land clearing large areas for sediment management structure
development would result long term or permanent vegetation
and associated wildlife habitat loss.
‐ Sediment stockpiling would require surface area which could
reduce vegetation, animal habitat, and wetland areas.
‐ Construction of the proposed sediment basins would remove a
significant forested area and associated habitat.
‐ Rerouting the North Fork Swift Creek could result in long term
impacts to wetlands and riparian plant communities in both
Swift and Breckenridge Creeks.
 Long‐term impacts to wetlands could occur from levee
construction and overbank sediments being deposited in wetland
areas.
 The South Pass Road infrastructure revision contemplated as a
SCSMAP strategy could include eliminating the connecting
culvert from the Swift Creek alluvial fan to the Breckenridge
tributary, thus removing fish access to potential habitat.
Loss of terrestrial vegetation and habitat, increased surface water
run‐off, and water quality impacts due to riparian vegetation and
forest removal would be unavoidable with SCSMAP
implementation.

No Action
sediments.

 Increased runoff due to active sediment management strategies
should be managed to avoid contaminant mobilization and
transport.
 Planning and implementation of measures to control and contain
stormwater using BMPs and structural controls should be used to
minimize potential aquatic impacts.
 BMPs should be developed and used during all construction
activities to avoid release of petroleum products or other
potential contaminants.
 Permitting requirements for dredging or other maintenance work
within the Swift Creek channel should be strictly adhered to.
 While culvert removal as part of setback levee development on
the right bank in the Oat Coles Reach would prevent
contaminated Swift Creek flood overflow out of the Breckenridge
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Impact/Mitigation

Impacts

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts

Mitigation

2013
Non‐Project Alternatives

SCSMAP Adoption

No Action

system, further analysis should be completed to identify the
importance of this tributary to juvenile coho salmon, and quantify
effects of the action. Appropriate mitigation should be identified
if necessary.
 Whatcom County should work with the Department of Natural
Resources and other appropriate agencies to avoid issuance of
future logging permits for the contributing drainage area to the
Swift Creek landslide.
 Bank armoring and infrastructure revision could result in a
potentially greater distribution and movement of sediments
downgradient, potentially causing structural degradation of
friable sediment and exposing more asbestos fibers and releasing
metals, thus increasing potential routes of contaminant exposure.
 Deposited sediment at setback levee locations can dry out and be
a potential source of airborne asbestos fibers.
 Implementation of most strategies would result in a reduction in
environmental health related issues by reducing opportunities for
human contact with Swift Creek‐source sediment.
 Watershed land acquisition could result in minimizing the
potential human exposure to contaminants
Mobilization of Swift Creek sediment‐source contaminants would
be unavoidable with SCSMAP strategy implementation. Level of
significance and potential exposure routes would be determined
with final project design under each strategy.

 Impacts to environmental health under the no action
alternative would result in continued occurrence at
existing levels.
 The severity of impacts to air and water quality could
worsen as unchecked sediments continue to move
within Swift Creek, potentially increasing routes of
human exposure, reducing habitat potential, causing
more flooding to occur, and greater distributing Swift
Creek contaminated sediments.

 Stockpiling of sediments, if not properly managed, can increase
the likelihood of contaminant exposure.
 Sediment management strategies should include covered,
capped, or otherwise contained stockpiles; if runoff from
stockpiles is not managed correctly; and if sediment is
transported from the site without proper containment, health‐
related impacts could occur.
 Use of proper techniques and BMPs during construction and
maintenance and repair activities can reduce potential short‐term
impacts from these activities.
 Stockpile areas and other sediment management structure area
should include methods for access control.
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Impact/Mitigation
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Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts
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2013
Non‐Project Alternatives

SCSMAP Adoption

No Action

 SCSMAP strategies are generally consistent with Whatcom
County zoning and comprehensive planning.
 Comprehensive Plan policies acknowledge the potential hazard
of the Swift Creek landslide and alluvial fan. SCSMAP strategies
extend Comprehensive Plan policies into a framework of
potential actions that support and forward these policies.
 The city of Nooksack’s UGA extends onto the Swift Creek alluvial
fan and includes a future zoning designation of Residential. Both
the extension of the Nooksack UGA onto the Swift Creek alluvial
fan and the urban level residential zoning designation are
inconsistent with the Whatcom County Comprehensive Planning
policies related to environmentally hazardous areas.
 The city of Sumas has annexed its UGA, but some higher density
residential zoning occurs in the Sumas River floodplain.
 Manipulation of sediment under SCSMAP strategies could invoke
the toxic and hazardous waste rules if Swift Creek were to be
designated as a CERCLA or MTCA cleanup site. Official
designation and ranking of Swift Creek as a federal or state
cleanup site has not occurred, discussion of Swift Creek sediment
management under CERCLA or MTCA is outside of purview of the
Draft EIS.
A change to adjacent land use in the lower Swift Creek watershed
would be unavoidable with SCSMAP adoption and subsequent
implementation.

 In the absence of adoption of the SCSMAP, Whatcom
County would lack a coordinated effort to manage
overall Swift Creek hazards, which may, over both the
short and long term, result in increased levels of impact
to existing land uses.
 Land uses in the area of lower Breckenridge Creek
could be impacted by avulsion of Swift Creek in the
northerly direction.
 Populations identified as inhabiting and working
within the Swift Creek alluvial fan and the Sumas River
floodplain areas, and possibly Breckenridge Creek,
could be impacted.
 Future land uses that could occur at relatively high
densities in the Nooksack UGA could experience
heavier levels of impact.
 The Whatcom County regulatory structure, which
includes the Comprehensive Plan, zoning ordinance,
and flood damage prevention ordinance would, to
some degree, manage the risk to populations within
the Whatcom County portion of the Swift Creek hazard
area.

 Whatcom County will assess the potential effect should work
with those with shared jurisdiction of the Swift Creek alluvial fan
hazard area and the Sumas River floodplain to reduce UGA areas
and associated densities, and in reviewing UGARs for Nooksack
and Sumas as part of the comprehensive planning process to
develop zoning designations that are compatible with the level of
hazard addressed in the Draft EIS.
 Whatcom County should further examine zoning designations
within the potential Swift Creek hazard area and consider land
use regulations that would preclude further development within
the Swift Creek hazard area.
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Impact/Mitigation

Short Term Impacts

Permanent Adverse
Impacts

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts
Mitigation

2013
Non‐Project Alternatives

SCSMAP Adoption

No Action

 Short‐term construction phase impacts to traffic routing and
patterns could occur with construction‐based temporary roadway
closures.
 Work involved in raising Goodwin Road would require a short‐
term closure following typical Whatcom County detour routes.
 Development of off‐site sediment storage locations could result
in extended periods of sediment transport and wear damage to
area roadways that would require repair. Roadway repairs could
disrupt traffic flow.
 Removal of the Oat Coles bridge would disrupt existing traffic
flow. A permanent closure would require those residing south of
the existing Oat Coles bridge to access their properties via SR9
and Massey Road.
 Other strategies identified for implementation in the future could
include long‐term traffic routing impacts and would require
additional analysis.
 Development of off‐site sediment storage locations could
increase traffic flow on area roadways on a regular basis and
could become a long‐term transportation impact. Development
of off‐site sediment storage would require additional
transportation impact analysis in conjunction with strategy
implementation.
 Potential increases in density along the northwest portion of the
Swift Creek alluvial fan could affect more potential users of area
roadways and State Route 9.
None are identified.

 Impacts to transportation facilities and public accesses
would likely follow historical patterns of damage and
road closure to regional and local roadways in the Swift
Creek and Sumas River areas.
 If resources are unavailable for sediment management,
impacts to transportation facilities from flood
occurrences would likely increase.
 Existing sediment preventive measures and
roadway/bridge stability could deteriorate with Swift
Creek and Sumas River sediment aggradation.
 Whatcom County’s primary mandate in relation to
Swift Creek management is to maintain area
roadways. While lack of comprehensive planning for
Swift Creek management could increase impacts to
area roadways, Whatcom County would be required to
maintain access for area residents.

 Mitigation to reduce impacts associated with long‐term or
permanent roadway closures could include advanced detour
route planning by Whatcom County and other agencies (e.g.,
WSDOT) to identify and designate alternative access routes and
public information mechanisms to inform property owners and
the traveling public (including public and private passenger
carriers, goods movement companies, etc.) prior to road closures.
 Installation of road closure gates that could be locked closed by
County staff could be employed during long‐term, periodic
sediment management activities that could affect those

1‐13

Swift Creek Sediment Management Action Plan (SCSMAP) Final EIS
Element

Impact/Mitigation

2013
Non‐Project Alternatives

SCSMAP Adoption

Public Services and
Utilities

Impacts

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts
Mitigation

travelling on area roadways.
 Signage along roadways informing drivers of Swift Creek area
hazards could be employed.
 Coordination with the city of Nooksack and WSDOT for roadway
impact management during Swift Creek and Sumas River
overlows of area roadways should occur.
 Monitoring activities of roadway and other transportation
infrastructure prior to and after Swift Creek and Sumas River
occurrences to ensure structural stability should be implemented.
Monitoring should incorporate land use decision coordination
with transportation infrastructure investment.
 Short term impacts to police and fire services could occur during
SCSMAP project construction phases.
 Short term disruption in school bus routes could occur during
SCSMAP project construction phases.
 Significant impacts to gas pipelines or pipeline right‐of‐way
related to headcutting erosion could occur with project
development.
None identified.

No Action

 Impacts would likely follow historic damage patterns.
 If Whatcom County is unable to manage Swift Creek
sediment loading, demands for police and fire services,
electrical hazards during flood events, and the
potential for damage to gas transmission lines, could
reach or exceed historic levels.

 Underground utilities should be located prior to initiation of
construction.
 Emergency spill response should be coordinated with Williams
Pipeline.
 Solid waste transfer facilities, collection points, or solid waste
hauler maintenance facilities should be located outside of the
Swift Creek hazard area.
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SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION ‒ PROJECT-LEVEL REVIEW: SCSMAP PHASE 1 PROJECTS

Element

Impact/Mitigation

Earth

Short Term
Impacts

Long Term /
Permanent
Impacts

SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects

Project‐Level Alternatives
No Action

 During construction of the proposed Phase 1 projects, soils that
would be exposed, disturbed, or stockpiled could erode and lead
to additional sedimentation of Swift Creek. Vibrations from
construction equipment could cause soil movement at the
development sites.
 Heavy construction equipment could compact soils, leading to
impeded infiltration, increased runoff, and subsequent erosion.
 In‐water work could affect bank stabilization, re‐suspend
sediment and lead to a temporary adverse effect of erosion and
sedimentation.
 Swift Creek banks are friable and would be at risk for accelerated
erosion, potentially causing more sediment movement
downgradient.
 Access routes to operating points could be eroded if not stabilized.
 Long‐term effects to topography and soils would result from soil
and rock excavation and removal, placement and compaction of
fill, and stockpiling rock and soils.
 The Lower Goodwin levee is sighted on an outside bend of the
channel where stream energy is concentrated, the presence of a
hardened structure could deflect the stream current creating
channel movement and erosion on the right bank of Swift Creek.
 For the South Pass levee, an increase in the ground elevation of
four to six feet within the footprint of the levee is proposed. The
right bank stockpile area at the South Pass levee location would
be altered by removal or redistribution of material to allow runoff
into the area formed by the setback levee. Site elevations would
change over time as sediments are deposited within the storage
areas. Approximately 16,000 to 19,000 cubic yards of topsoil
would be stripped to construct the South Pass levee.
 For the Upper Goodwin levee, an increase in the ground elevation
of 2 to 15 feet within the footprint of the levee is proposed.
Additionally, the stockpile area at the alluvial fan near the upper
Goodwin levee would be altered by removal of material to allow
for the construction of the levee. Topography between the levee
and the channel would change over time as sediment is deposited.
 Topographic changes would occur on site from the excavation of

 Until alternative strategies or alternative designs under
existing, identified strategies are reviewed and
permitted, sediment transport within Swift Creek and
into the Sumas River would continue to occur unabated
and would require annual maintenance to protect
existing infrastructure, as well and reduce impacts to
human health and the environment.
 Aggradation of Swift Creek could be expected to
continue as the stored sediment within the upper
watershed moves through the system. Continued and
increased aggradation would increase flood risk and
flooding within adjoining lands.
 Continued pressures of sediment transport and
deposition within Swift Creek is likely to results in long‐
term bank erosion, stream channel destabilization, and
an increased risk for channel avulsion.
 Without a management plan, sediment stockpiling could
result in erosional impacts to storage areas.
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Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts

Mitigation

Air

Short Term
Impacts

Long Term /
Permanent

SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects

2013
Project‐Level Alternatives
No Action

sediment basins and the construction of the embankments.
Interior elevation of the sediment basins will change over time as
sediment is accumulated within the basins. Each basin would
have a sediment storage top elevation 2 feet below the top of
embankment elevation.
An unavoidable increase in erosion and sedimentation would occur
with projects developed under the SCSMAP, potentially exposing a
larger area to Swift Creek‐source sediment. Over the long term, a
system‐wide decrease in sediment loading would be expected.
 Uncontaminated native soils and imported materials that are
stockpiled for construction‐phase use should be covered and
stored away from the Swift Creek to prevent sediment runoff to
surface waters. Swift Creek‐source contaminated soils should be
stored separately and stabilized.
 Staging areas for construction equipment and haul trucks should
be established and maintained. After completion of construction,
staging areas should be stabilized per Whatcom County
requirements.
 After completion of construction activities, bare soils that have
not been riprapped or vegetated should be immediately
stabilized.
 Design and maintenance of flood management structures should
incorporate drainage structures (e.g., culverts and ditches) to
prevent surface runoff and erosion.
 Vegetation removal from existing levees should include a
minimum of surface disturbance that could result in soil or
sediment exposure.
 Short‐term impacts would be similar to those described for
SCSMAP adoption and subsequent strategy implementation.
Impacts to air quality associated with SCSMAP Phase 1 project
development would be more site‐specific.

 For the South Pass levee, depending on conditions conducive to
asbestos entrainment (e.g., disturbance of dry sediment) coupled
with windy conditions, those traveling on South Pass Road,
working, or recreating in the area could be exposed to airborne

 Until alternative strategies or alternative designs under
existing, identified strategies are reviewed and
permitted, potential air quality impacts (criteria
pollutants and potential asbestos entrainment)
specifically associated with development of Phase 1
structures would be avoided.
 Operational phase potential for asbestos entrainment
and subsequent dispersal would also be avoided.
 Air quality impacts associated with baseline conditions
would, however, continue.
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Element

Project‐Level Alternatives
No Action

Impact/Mitigation

SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects

Impacts

asbestos.
 Exposure to those living or working in the Goodwin Reach could
occur from trapped sediment associated with the lower Goodwin
Reach setback levee or for the sediment basins.
 Sediment basins are of particular concern because the length of
time each season that fine sediment trapped within developed
basins would be dry and subject to air entrainment is not known.
 The upper Goodwin Reach debris deflection levee would be of
lesser concern for entrainment of trapped sediment because of
the relative lack of potential downwind receptors.
None are identified pending phased environmental review.

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts
Mitigation

Surface Water

2013

Short Term
Impacts

 Air quality regulations require construction contractors to take all
reasonable steps to minimize fugitive dust emissions during
construction.
 Criteria pollutant mitigation for SCSMAP Phase 1 projects would
be identified with final project design, but would be unlikely to be
required.
 Given that project development would occur in areas of existing
Swift Creek sediment, additional precautions, above employment
of the PWAP to prevent human exposure to contaminants, would
be warranted.
 What would be considered operation phases of proposed Phase 1
projects should include development and initiation, perhaps with
the aid of EPA or other cooperating agencies, of protocols for
management of trapped sediment during seasonal dry periods to
prevent asbestos fiber entrainment and off‐site dispersal.
 Short‐term surface water quality impacts would primarily result
from excavation and grading activities and vehicular traffic
entering and leaving project the development sites.
 A temporary re‐suspension of sediment resulting in elevated
turbidity levels could occur.
 Increased surface water run‐off could increase turbidity and may
also transport petroleum based contaminants to Swift Creek.
 Construction of site access roads also could increase runoff from
the road surface, as well as erosion and sedimentation, resulting in
reduced water quality and increased turbidity.
 Setback levees positioned adjoining Swift Creek have the

 Impacts to surface water resources under the No Action
alternative would continue to occur as they are currently
and could increase in severity as unchecked sediments
continue to move within Swift Creek.
 Impacts to conventional water quality parameters and
increases in surface water contaminants could occur with
lack of implementation of identified Phase 1 projects.
 Adoption of the SCSMAP with subsequent failure to
implement projects that would remove sediment and
improve water quality could result in the spread of Swift
Creek‐source contaminants over greater distance in the
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Long Term /
Permanent
Impacts








Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts




Mitigation







2013
Project‐Level Alternatives
No Action

potential to impact water quality through drainage erosion from
the levee face and from toe scour erosion.
If water is impounded within the setback levee area after overbank
flows, lower dissolved oxygen and increased temperature may
occur.
If water is impounded within the setback levee area after overbank
flows, lower dissolved oxygen and increased temperature may
occur.
Conceptual sediment basin designs include 70 acres of forest and
riparian area clearing for basin construction. Surface water
temperature, dissolved oxygen, and nutrient levels could be
affected by the reduction in riparian and forest cover; an increase
in surface water exposed to solar radiation could result in water
temperature increase and reduced dissolved oxygen over the long
term.
Loss of riparian and forest canopy would reduce nutrient input to
Swift Creek by removing leaf and vegetative litter and would
impairing soil nutrient cycling. Channel bank stability could also
be impaired and may result in increased turbidity.
Further analysis of impacts is necessary once sediment basin
number, size, location, site elevations and water control elements
are designed.
Increased surface water run‐off and water quality impacts due to
riparian vegetation and forest removal, and land clearing with
flood hazard management and sediment management structure
development may be significant; level of significance would be
determined in the final design phase.
Alteration to existing surface water drainage patterns with
development of sediment traps would be unavoidable.
In conjunction with levee construction, drainage at the levee slope
faces could be controlled through the use of vegetation or swales
as necessary. Toe scour should be minimized by utilizing properly
sized material to withstand erosional flows.
BMPs that address specific Swift Creek surface water quality
issues should be developed and implemented for construction
actions to minimize impacts per Whatcom County and
Washington State requirements.
BMPs for construction of flood hazard management and sediment

Sumas River system and, possibly over greater distances
with overbank flooding.
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Impacts

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts
Mitigation

SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects

2013
Project‐Level Alternatives
No Action

management structures and maintenance included in the PWAP
should be strictly followed.
 Impacts associated with proposed SCSMAP Phase 1 projects
would be similar to those identified for SCSMAP adoption. Some
leaching of arsenic may occur, as occurs in the existing condition
throughout the region. Asbestos is not expected to impact
groundwater associated with proposed development of levees and
sediment traps.
 Proposed sediment basins have the greatest potential to affect
groundwater recharge.
‐ Upon initial sediment basin development, groundwater
recharge would likely occur at levels approximating the existing
condition.
‐ Over time, deposition of fine‐grained sediment would seal off
much of the infiltration area; Swift Creek would continue to
flow to the Sumas River in the absence of groundwater
recharge, and an increase in Swift Creek and Sumas River
surface water volumes would result.
‐ Until the basin floors are sealed with fine sediment, an increase
in infiltration providing groundwater recharge would occur. The
basins, therefore, would establish, at least for a time, a
concentrated area for groundwater recharge, which could result
in mounding of ground water levels. A substantial ground water
mound could affect the operation of the basins and impact
slopes adjacent to and upgradient of the Goodwin Reach.
Localized groundwater mounding, at least in the absence of
further investigation, would not be considered to be significant.
None identified.

In the absence of implementation of projects identified for
the SCSMAP first phase no impacts to groundwater
recharge potential would occur. In addition, mounding
effects associated with sediment basin development would
be avoided until such time as a sediment basin design is
forwarded, reviewed, and implemented.

 Mitigation in the form of additional groundwater mounding
analysis would be required in conjunction with sediment basin
final design.
 Groundwater quality data collected with ongoing monitoring
suggested as mitigation for SCSMAP adoption should be included
in potential groundwater impact analysis conducted in association
with all SCSMAP Phase I proposed projects.
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Plants and Animals

Short Term
Impacts

Long Term /
Permanent
Impacts

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts

SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects

2013
Project‐Level Alternatives
No Action

 Increased noise and activity during construction could disrupt
animal activities including feeding, resting, breeding (depending
on timing) or migration.
 Impacts to wetlands or soils due to accidental spills of petroleum
products such as diesel fuel or lubricants could occur.
 Land clearing would result in forest loss and reduction in woody
debris recruitment and riparian vegetation loss.
 Wetlands or their buffers could be impacted by construction. Fill
or changes to hydrology could change plant communities or
animal use associated with wetlands. Impacts to water storage
and filtering, food sources, and reductions in wetland dependent
species could occur.
 Farmed wetlands are known to occur in a portion of the area
proposed for the South Pass setback levee and would be
eliminated if the levee is constructed according to the preliminary
design.
 Construction of the South Pass Setback Levee could eliminate
wetlands feeding the Breckenridge tributary channel, decreasing
the drainage area, and possibly some areas used for juvenile coho
rearing.
 Construction of the proposed sediment basins would impact
animal species utilizing forest areas. Animals may either be
displaced to adjoining habitat, assuming suitable habitat occurs
and is unoccupied, or may perish. Loss of food, nesting, roosting
and other resources could also occur. Travel or migration routes
may be disrupted.

 If the SCSMAP Phase 1 plan is not implemented,
sediment transport within Swift Creek and into the
Sumas River would continue to occur unabated. Impacts
to conventional water quality parameters and increases
in surface water contaminants could occur which would
impact aquatic habitats and species.
 Continued aggradation of Swift Creek could be expected
as the stored sediment within the upper watershed
moves through the system. This condition would likely
increase the risk of flood, impacting both terrestrial
vegetation and wetland systems.

Loss of terrestrial vegetation and habitat, increased surface water
run‐off, and water quality impacts due to riparian vegetation and
forest removal would be unavoidable with SCSMAP
implementation, especially in terms of Phase 1 projects.
No significant adverse effects to fisheries resources or fish habitat,
however, would be likely to occur with development of Phase 1
projects (Cedarock, 2013).
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Environmental Health

Impacts

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts
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Land Use

Short Term

SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects

2013
Project‐Level Alternatives
No Action

 Identification of potential impact to key animal habitats and
wetland areas would be required to minimize impacts to plants,
animals, and wetlands.
 BMP implementation during construction would minimize short‐
term impacts to habitat.
 Planning and implementation of measures to control and contain
stormwater using BMPs and structural controls should be used to
minimize impacts.
 Construction of the South Pass Setback Levee and modifications
to South Pass Road may adversely affect the Breckenridge
tributary channel, its coho rearing habitat, or contributing
wetlands feeding the channel. Further analysis of potential
impacts would be necessary with final levee design.
 Land clearing could result in temporary impact to air in areas
where Swift Creek overbank sediment deposits occur.
 Development of the in‐stream sediment traps and sediment
basins could re‐entrain Swift Creek sediment and enhance
downstream movement.
 Setback levees would provide areas for overbank sediment
entrapment; dried trapped sediment could become an
environmental health hazard if sediment becomes entrained.
 Sediment basins and levees, in the absence of access control,
could become areas of recreational attraction, providing avenues
for contaminant exposure.
Short‐term contamination impacts to air and water would be
unavoidable with disturbance of Swift Creek sediment during
sediment management structure construction.
 Use of proper techniques and BMPs during construction, and
maintenance and repair activities would reduce potential short‐
term impacts from these activities.
 Proper timing of construction and maintenance and repair
activities, as prescribed in the PWAP, could help to mitigate Swift
Creek‐source contaminants.
 Access control for all development sediment management
structures should be implemented.
 The five projects proposed for SCSMAP Phase 1 implementation
will require additional environmental review in conjunction with

 If the SCSMAP Phase 1 Plan is not implemented
sediment transport within Swift Creek and into the
Sumas River would continue to occur as it occurs today
until other SCSMAP strategies are implemented. Lack
of implementation of SCSMAP Phase 1 could increase
surface water contaminants and result in greater
potential for human exposure to contaminants.
 Continued aggradation of Swift Creek could be expected
as the stored sediment within the upper watershed
moves through the system. This condition would likely
increase the risk of flood, potentially impacting air and
water quality in the vicinity, and temporarily increasing
contaminant exposure routes.

 In the absence of development of the five projects
proposed for SCSMAP Phase 1 implementation, the
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Impact/Mitigation

SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects

Impacts

final site designs.
 While preliminary wetland impact areas are discussed in Section
3.1.5, site‐specific reconnaissance or delineation would be
required in conjunction with final site designs for completion of
Whatcom County critical areas review.
 Permitting for sediment basin final design, based on conceptual
design, would contain enough volume that Ecology Dam Safety
Guidelines (WAC 173‐175) would have to be considered to manage
the combination of storage volume with structural forces.
 Access control would be required to prevent public access to
sediment basins.
 Accesses adjacent to Swift Creek for equipment staging and
material storage could temporarily disrupt land uses.
Impacts to land use may occur in areas adjacent to Swift Creek with
flood hazard management and sediment management structure
development and may be of long duration. In particular, sediment
basin development would interfere with existing commercial
forestry conducted in the Goodwin Reach by Great Western Lumber
Company.
A change to adjacent land use in the Swift Creek Goodwin Reach
would be unavoidable with SCSMAP Phase 1 project development.

Long Term /
Permanent
Impacts

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts
Mitigation

Transportation

2013

Short Term
Impacts

 Project development would occur only after necessary additional
environmental review and after necessary permits have been
obtained from federal agencies, Washington State, and Whatcom
County.
 Individual project final design should consider adjacent and
affected land uses.
 Access control should be included with final sediment
management project designs.
 The five projects proposed for SCSMAP Phase 1 implementation
will require additional identification of potential temporary
roadway closures. It is possible, depending on final design for
each project, that roadway closures could occur as part of long‐
term construction periods, requiring detour route planning and
signage.
 Short‐term, construction‐related impacts could involve temporary
traffic control and flagging, roadway cleaning under PWAP

overall sediment loading and overbank flooding that
exists today would continue until either other SCSMAP
sediment management strategies are implemented or
substitute designs under chosen Phase 1 strategies are
forwarded for review and development.
 Impacts to adjacent land uses, agricultural lands, and
crops would remain unchanged in the absence of
implementation of the SCSMAP Phase 1 projects.

 Short term, construction‐related impacts to roadways
would be avoided.
 Without implementation of the SCSMAP Phase 1
projects, impacts to area roadways may increase from
flooding and sediment deposition. Whatcom County
would maintain area roadways as necessary to provide
public access.
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Element

Project‐Level Alternatives
No Action

Impact/Mitigation

SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects

Long Term /
Permanent
Adverse Impacts

conditions during haul periods, and truck route planning and haul
restrictions during commute periods on South Pass Road and SR9.
 Both short and long‐term transportation impacts would require
specific transportation analysis as part of subsequent project‐level
environmental review.
 Traffic impacts would depend on construction methods, haul or fill
material requirements, construction employee trips, temporary
roadway closures, and heavy pavement loads.
None are identified.

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts
Mitigation

Public Services and
Utilities

2013

Impacts

Unavoidable
Adverse Impacts
Mitigation

 Short‐term, construction‐related mitigation would have to be
identified as individual Swift Creek sediment management
projects are designed and implemented. Mitigation could include
detour route planning and signage, temporary traffic control and
flagging, roadway sweeping and cleaning under PWAP conditions
during haul periods, and truck route planning and haul restrictions
during commute periods.
 Water trucks and other dust control techniques should be
implemented to reduce dust and potential for asbestos to become
airborne.
 Primarily the same as non‐project SCSMAP adoption alternative.
 Potential for direct impacts to Williams gas pipelines or right‐of‐
way.
None are identified.

 With SCSMAP adoption, but without implementation of
SCSMAP Phase 1 projects, impacts to public services
and utilities would vary according to SCSMAP strategy
implementation. Short‐term impacts would be as
described for the non‐project SCSMAP adoption
alternative.

 Mitigation associated with Phase 1 SCSMAP projects would be the
same as mitigation for the nonproject SCSMAP adoption
alternative.
 Construction‐phase safety precautions should be taken, in
addition to strict PWAP adherence, to avoid impacts to
emergency service providers.
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2 ADDITIONS, CORRECTIONS, AND CLARIFICATIONS
As described in Section 2.2 of the Swift Creek Sediment Management Action Plan (SCSMAP) and
SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan Draft EIS, this EIS process is under way to provide decision makers with
adequate information to determine whether to adopt the SCSMAP and, if the SCSMAP is adopted, to
proceed with permits and approvals for SCSMAP Phase 1 projects. Phase 1 projects are strategies
included in the SCSMAP to manage Swift Creek sediment. The SCSMAP must be adopted for Phase 1
projects or other strategies included in the SCSMAP to be considered.
This Final EIS section includes additions, corrections, and clarifications to issues and information
provided in the Draft EIS for the SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan. These additions,
corrections, and clarifications are common topics raised by commenters in response to the Draft EIS.
Common topics that require clarification include:


Non‐project Proposed Action and Project‐Level Proposed Action including the No Action
alternatives for each Proposed Action



Components of the SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects Draft EIS



Designation of Swift Creek under CERCLA and/or MTCA and Whatcom County’s associated liability



Known cancer risk of Swift Creek sediment.

Common topics that require additions and/or corrections include:


Swift Creek potential impact area.

In addition to these listed items, Whatcom County identified information presented in the Draft EIS
that requires additions, corrections, or clarifications. This information is included in Section 2.2.2 of this
Final EIS.

2.1

UPDATED INFORMATION THAT CLARIFIES THE SCSMAP AND SCSMAP
PHASE 1 PROJECT PLAN DRAFT EIS

The following discussion items clarify information presented in the SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1
Projects Draft EIS.

2.1.1 Non-Project Proposed Action and Project-Level Proposed Action
Including the No Action Alternatives for Each Proposed Action
The SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan Draft EIS examined the Swift Creek system and its
potential impacts on Swift Creek, the Swift Creek alluvial fan, and the Sumas River and its floodplain,
extending into British Columbia, Canada (Figure 2‐1). The Draft EIS included two primary proposed
actions; one proposed action was forwarded at the nonproject level and one proposed action was
forwarded at the project level. Each of these proposed actions included one alternative: no action.
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These proposed actions and their alternatives are described below and included graphically on Figure 2‐
2.
The Draft EIS notes, in Section 2.4.1, that adoption of the SCSMAP would be required for SCSMAP
Phase 1 projects to move toward final design under the SCSMAP planning framework.

Proposed Action 1: SCSMAP Adoption (Nonproject Review)
As described in Section 2.2 of the Draft EIS, the analysis included “adoption of the SCSMAP as a
nonproject proposal as outlined in WAC 197‐11‐442.” WAC 197‐11‐442 governs the contents of an EIS
for nonproject proposals. By definition, a nonproject proposal is an action of broader scope than a
single site specific project, such as a plan, policy, or program. In this case, the plan under examination is
the SCSMAP. Key issues identified in WAC 197‐11‐442 include:


The lead agency shall discuss impacts and alternatives in the level of detail appropriate to the scope
of the nonproject proposal and to the level of planning for the proposal.



Alternatives including the proposed action should be analyzed at a roughly comparable level of
detail, sufficient to evaluate their comparative merits.

The Draft EIS, in Section 2.4.1, included discussion of the SCSMAP goals and objectives in sediment
management plan development; Swift Creek sediment problem areas to which the plan is applied; and
sediment management strategies for the Swift Creek system, along with recommendations for
implementing strategies. The strategies and recommendations of the SCSMAP were grouped into
primary categories of flood hazard management, sediment management, maintenance and repair,
landslide stabilization, and education, warning, and emergency response. The strategies and
recommendations of the SCSMAP are included in Table 2‐5 of the Draft EIS and reproduced as Table 2‐
1 in this Final EIS.
The impacts of implementation of these primary SCSMAP strategy categories were discussed in the
Draft EIS at the level of detail included in the SCSMAP, itself. This means that, as strategy
implementation was presented in the SCSMAP as generalized application of sediment management
strategies throughout the Swift Creek system, impacts discussion in the Draft EIS was also related to
generalized application of sediment management strategies. Detailed and site‐specific information
was neither available for analysis nor called for under SEPA.
The alternative to SCSMAP adoption, as described in Draft EIS Section 2.4.1, is No Action. At the non‐
project level (defined by SEPA as an action of broader scope than a single site specific project, such as a
plan, policy, or program), selection of the No Action alternative would result in not adopting the
SCSMAP. In the absence of plan adoption at the non‐project level, no mechanism would be formalized
for furthering actions in the Swift Creek watershed under identified SCSMAP strategies. No Action
would mean that the general strategies identified in the SCSMAP would not be implemented at the
project level.
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TABLE 2‐1. SCSMAP SEDIMENT MANAGEMENT STRATEGIES.
Active Management Strategies
Upper
Watershed
4.1 Flood Hazard Management
4.1A
Bank Armoring
4.1B
Debris Deflection / Setback Levees
4.1C
Infrastructure Revision
4.2 Sediment Management
4.2A
In‐Stream Sediment Traps
4.2B
Sediment Basin(s)
4.2C
Sediment Stockpiling
4.2D
Safe Sediment Disposal
4.2E
Swift Creek North Fork Re‐Route
4.3 Maintenance and Repair
4.3A
Annual Maintenance Program
4.2B
Channel Conveyance
4.3C
Large‐Scale Maintenance and Repair
4.4 Landslide Stabilization
4.4A
Surface Drainage
4.4B
Landslide Toe Stabilization

Canyon Reach




Goodwin Reach

Oat Coles Reach


































Passive Management Strategies
4.5 Flood Hazard Management Planning
4.5A
Watershed‐Wide Flood Hazard Management Plan
4.5B
Technical Flood Hazard Identification
4.6 Land Acquisition Program
4.6A
Floodplain Acquisition Program
4.7 Monitoring
4.7A
Landslide Movement Monitoring
4.7B
Creek Channel Monitoring
4.7C
Sediment Storage Monitoring
4.8 Education, Warning, Emergency Response
4.8A
Sediment and Flood Education and Outreach
4.8B
Warning and Emergency Response
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Proposed Action 2: SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects (Project Level Review)
The SCSMAP provides a prioritization system and basis for identification of specific actions under each
strategy (refer to SCSMAP Section 7). Phase 1 projects were derived from the prioritization system of
the SCSMAP, which identified sediment management strategies that would result in immediate
watershed‐wide benefit. Once identified, Phase 1 projects were conceptually designed and forwarded
to preliminary environmental review.
The Draft EIS, in Section 2.2.2, notes that specific actions identified would be examined under SEPA as
phased environmental review. WAC 197‐11‐060(5)(c)(i) states that phased environmental review is
appropriate when the sequence (of review) is from a nonproject document to a document of narrower
scope such as a site specific analysis. It would be appropriate, therefore, for site specific analyses of
strategies identified in the SCSMAP to be examined under SEPA as phased review. The first phase of
specific actions was identified as a supplement to the SCSMAP in the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan and
is included in the Draft EIS as the first site specific analysis under phased review.
The SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan included identification of specific projects to be implemented under
SCSMAP strategies in specific locations within the Swift Creek system (refer to Figure 2‐5 of the Draft
EIS, reproduced as Figure 2‐3 in this Final EIS). The Phase 1 Project Plan includes project conceptual
designs for in‐stream sediment traps, sediment basins, and levees; the proposed projects were
examined in the Draft EIS at the project level based on available information. This means that the
specific impacts of SCSMAP Phase 1 projects developed in their proposed locations were examined to
the extent possible from information collected by Whatcom County to date.
The Draft EIS noted that subsequent (phased) environmental review would be conducted
commensurate with the detail to be provided in project final design phases (Draft EIS Section 2.4.2).
WAC 197‐11‐060(5)(c)(ii) notes that phased environmental review is appropriate when the sequence is
from an environmental document on a specific proposal at an early stage (such as need and site
selection) to a subsequent environmental document at a later stage (such as sensitive design impacts).
Whatcom County determined that project‐level environmental review was appropriate for the SCSMAP
Phase 1 projects based on available information to provide a foundation for phased environmental
review at a later stage.
The alternative to the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan project‐level proposed action examined in the
Draft EIS was No Action. Selection of the project level No Action alternative would result in the
SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan not being approved and the projects identified in the Phase 1 Project
Plan not moving forward to final design and subsequent environmental review. In the absence of the
identified projects not moving forward, additional phases of SCSMAP strategy implementation through
identification of specific projects in specific locations could occur.
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2.1.2 SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects Draft EIS Components
Some confusion has arisen as to the components that make up the Draft EIS. The SCSMAP and
SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan Draft EIS is comprised of the main body of the Draft EIS, including
Section 1 Summary, Section 2 Alternatives Including the Proposed Action, Section 3 Elements of the
Environment, along with:
Appendix A: Swift Creek Draft EIS Final Scoping Document
Appendix B: Swift Creek SCSMAP Health Impact Assessment
Appendix C: Swift Creek Draft EIS Technical Report on Geology, Soils, and Groundwater
Appendix D: Swift Creek Draft EIS Fisheries Technical Information Report
Appendix E: SCSMAP Project Regulatory Framework
Appendix F: Distribution List.

Prior to distribution of the SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Draft EIS, Whatcom County posted
interim Swift Creek planning documents on the web site to provide the public with information on the
SCSMAP development process. The SCSMAP development process has been under way since 2001
and has included identification of many strategies and options for sediment management in the Swift
Creek system. The identified strategies and options have been reviewed by Whatcom County for
feasibility in balancing the potential impacts of the Swift Creek landslide and associated sediment
generation and deposition with public health and welfare.
The interim sediment management plan that Whatcom County included on their web site was
superseded in December 2012 by the SCSMAP. The interim sediment management plan included
many appendices that were integrated into the SCSMAP textual body as background and discussion
and as Plan strategies. The interim sediment management plan remained on the web site after the
Draft EIS and its appendices, the SCSMAP, and the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan were posted, but
should not be confused with the documents that supersede them. As noted, the previously‐posted plan
was interim, has been replaced and, as such, has not been forwarded for environmental review under
SEPA and will not be forwarded to the Whatcom County Council for adoption.

2.1.3 Designation of Swift Creek under CERCLA and/or MTCA and
Whatcom County’s Associated Liability
Questions arose in response to the Draft EIS on the status of Swift Creek under the federal
Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) and/or the state
Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA). In addition, there were questions related to Whatcom County’s
potential liability under these federal and state rules.
Discussion of Swift Creek under CERCLA and/or MTCA was determined by Whatcom County to be
outside of the purview of the Draft EIS based on the following:


Swift Creek is not been listed by EPA as a cleanup site under CERCLA. In addition, Ecology has not
initiated the procedural requirements of MTCA as outlined in Chapter 70.105D RCW and Chapter
173‐340 WAC. The SEPA rules (WAC 197‐11) include integration of SEPA with MTCA to provide
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early public review of a proposed cleanup action and to identify impacted SEPA elements of the
environment early in MTCA’s procedural process. This integration cannot, however, occur when
the procedural requirements of MTCA have not been initiated.


The SEPA Rules (WAC 197‐11) are silent on the issue of liability. Liability, whether under CERCLA,
MTCA, or another statute is not an element of the environment under SEPA and, as such, is outside
of its purview.

Section 3.2.2 of the Draft EIS incorrectly states that, “Manipulation of sediment under SCSMAP
strategies could invoke the toxic and hazardous waste rules if Swift Creek were to be designated as a
CERCLA or MTCA cleanup site.” The toxic and hazardous waste rules could be invoked in association
with manipulation of sediment regardless of cleanup site designation status. Section 3.2.2 does
correctly go on to state that Whatcom County is working with EPA and Ecology to determine the status
of Swift Creek and is working toward completion of an interagency agreement on Swift Creek sediment
management under federal, state, and local regulatory management frameworks. In working toward
an interagency agreement, there has been recognition that Agencies, including Whatcom County, that
have manipulated Swift Creek sediment, have done so to protect public health, welfare, the
environment, and public infrastructure.
In conjunction with completion of the SCSMAP and subsequent SCSMAP project identification and
phasing priorities, Whatcom County has worked with the agencies to determine SCSMAP Phase 1
Project maintenance schedules and to identify subsequent SCSMAP strategy identification, including
an appropriate repository for Swift Creek sediment (SCSMAP Strategy 4.2D, Safe Sediment Disposal).
The interagency agreement would address SCSMAP strategy implementation proposed for Phase 1, as
well as subsequent SCSMAP phases, including a possible sediment repository. Phased SEPA
environmental review for identified SCSMAP Phase 1 projects and future environmental review
conducted for additional SCSMAP strategy implementation would have to examine the relationship of
the SCSMAP proposed strategy to an interagency agreement and the regulatory frameworks under
which the agreement falls. The agreement and its framework would be discussed under the SEPA
environmental element of “land use”.

2.1.4 Known Cancer Risk Associated With Swift Creek Sediment and
Supporting Data
As described in Section 2.1.4, the potential impact area, as determined by Whatcom County in 2010, for
Swift Creek sediment includes the Swift Creek alluvial fan and an expanded area of the Sumas River
floodplain. These areas are susceptible to flooding and inundation with Swift Creek‐source sediment,
which contains chrysotile asbestos and metals. Appendix B to the Draft EIS includes a Health Impact
Assessment (HIA) that details studies and analyses that have been completed on Swift Creek and the
Sumas River floodplain, identifies the potentially affected community in relation to Swift Creek
sediment, identifies potential exposure pathways for Swift Creek‐source asbestos and metals, and
provides potential health impacts associated with exposure pathways. The HIA also includes a
discussion of the cancer risk associated with Swift Creek sediment, based on EPA’s 2007 and 2011 risk
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evaluations, as well as actual cancer data provided by Washington State Department of Health (WDOH)
in their 2006 and 2008 health consultations and their 2010 cluster investigation for Swift Creek. The
various components of the HIA are included where appropriate in the Draft EIS:


Air background, studies, data, and potential impacts: Section 3.1.2 – Air Quality



Surface water background, studies, data, and potential impacts: Section 3.2.3 – Surface Water



Groundwater background, studies, data, and potential impacts: Section 3.2.4 – Surface Water



Health impact ratings and strategies to manage health impacts: Section 3.2.1 – Environmental
Health.

WDOH Health Consultations
Lung cancer and mesothelioma data, provided by WDOH, for the area surrounding Swift Creek from
the Washington State Cancer Registry showed no significant differences in asbestos‐related disease
(lung and bronchial cancer) rates between the Swift Creek community, Whatcom County, and
Washington State. WDOH expanded the study in their 2010 cluster investigation to include the Sumas
River floodplain area of impact and found no significant differences between the Swift Creek/Sumas
River area, Whatcom County, and Washington State. The 2013 WDOH cluster investigation update
supports conclusions of the 2010 investigation. The 2013 investigation is included in this Final EIS as
Appendix D.
EPA Risk Evaluations
EPA’s risk evaluations were based on data collected from Swift Creek sediment and from flood‐
deposited sediment along the Sumas River (refer to Draft EIS Appendix B). EPA considers a more than
a one‐in‐ten‐thousand increased incidence of asbestos‐related disease sufficiently high to warrant
action. EPA’s conclusions on which their risk evaluations were based included:


Flooding contributed to distribution of asbestos‐containing materials beyond the river banks,
potentially exposing area residents to asbestos.



Direct contact with sediment could result in asbestos becoming airborne.



Water from Swift Creek and the Sumas River could not be used for drinking or irrigation (which
could spread the asbestos further from the creek and river) because of high asbestos and metals
content.

The evaluation stated that asbestos‐related disease (cancer) risk exceeded the acceptable range for
activities that disturbed asbestos‐containing sediment, such as gardening, farm soil work, and child
play. Data from EPA’s activity‐based sampling that support the risk evaluation are included in Table 3‐4
of the Draft EIS. EPA noted that their excess cancer risk evaluations were based on intermittent
exposure and the various exposure pathways (Draft EIS Table 3‐10) could result in additive exposure
and risk. Draft EIS Tables 3‐11 and 3‐12 provide health impact ratings for potential asbestos exposure
pathways. The activities found to be of higher significance that could result in additive exposure and
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risk included airborne exposure from agricultural work associated with manual sediment manipulation
and field work, and airborne exposure from irrigation water containing Swift Creek‐source sediment.

Conclusion
Although no State data show increases in lung‐related disorders near Swift Creek or the Sumas River,
data definitively show that cancer risk exists from exposure to Swift Creek asbestos‐containing
sediment. Both WDOH and EPA note that asbestos‐related cancer statistics remain unchanged
because of the typical length of time required for asbestos‐related cancer to become apparent is one to
several decades, and those exposed to Swift Creek‐source asbestos may no longer live in the Swift
Creek/Sumas River area. These agencies also note that data gaps remain in relation to types of
exposure and related carcinogenic (cancer‐causing) effects, but that, in general, exposure to asbestos is
a potential cancer risk.

2.2

UPDATED INFORMATION THAT SUPPLEMENTS AND/OR CORRECTS
THE SCSMAP AND SCSMAP PHASE 1 PROJECT DRAFT EIS

The following discussion item supplements and corrects information presented in the SCSMAP and
SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects Draft EIS.

2.2.1 Swift Creek Sediment Potential Impact Area
Whatcom County Public Works, as part of a multi‐agency effort to understand the scope of Swift Creek
sediment issues, mapped the potential Swift Creek sediment impact area. The intent of the mapping
was to develop a planning‐level tool to inform outreach strategies and evaluate future possible
management concepts and strategies, including development of the SCSMAP.

Swift Creek Sediment Potential Impact Area Procedure and Rationale
The mapping produced by Whatcom County was based on the best available information and
professional judgment. The map of the potential sediment impact area utilized a combination of
existing mapping and field observations, as well as:





FEMA National Flood Insurance Program D‐FIRM (2004)
WEST Consultants Preliminary Flood Map – City of Everson (2008)
USGS LiDAR Bare‐Earth DEM (2006)
Pictometry Digital Orthophoto (2010)

Whatcom County staff with experience in geomorphology and local flooding worked to integrate
available map information with field observations to interpret the potential area in which Swift Creek
sediment may be transported or deposited. Staff, in preparing the Swift Creek sediment impact area
map, assumed that sediment deposition trends would continue unmanaged and attempted to
incorporate future conditions into the Swift Creek sediment impact area map.
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The January 2009 Swift Creek and Sumas River flood allowed for calibration of the Swift Creek
sediment impact map. Whatcom County Staff recorded observations of Swift Creek sediment
transport and deposition. Direct observations of Swift Creek sediment transport and depositional areas
was possible because Swift Creek sediment is distinct in color when compared to sediment form other
geologic sources. As shown on Figure 2‐4, Photo 1, Swift Creek sediment is light greenish‐grey in
floodwater and leaves unique shrinkage cracks as it dries following a flood (Figure 2‐4, Photo 2). These
unique characteristics allow Swift Creek‐source sediment to be tracked in the field during and
immediately following flooding. In addition to ground observations, oblique aerial observations of the
January flood event were captured by Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) staff and
incorporated into the Swift Creek sediment impact area mapping. Figure 2‐4, Photos 4 and 5 provide
conditions during and following the January 2009 flooding event that were used for field calibration and
Swift Creek sediment impact area mapping.
As flow and depositional characteristics for the Swift Creek alluvial fan and the Sumas River floodplain
include several significant differences, Whatcom County’s approach to mapping these areas varied
slightly. The potential sediment impact area was divided into two areas based on these differing
processes.


Swift Creek, through the alluvial fan area, is a distributary channel form that has the potential to
distribute sediment across a large land area and, as described in Section 3.2.1 of the Draft EIS, is
subject to frequent avulsion (in this case, the main body of the creek leaving the channel and
establishing a new channel across the alluvial fan).



The Sumas River distributes water‐transported sediment on a meandering stream floodplain.
Overbank flows deposit sediment onto the floodplain and flows return to the channel as
floodwaters recede. Avulsions, while possible on the Sumas River, are less likely to occur than on
the alluvial fan and their occurrence is more predictable.

Swift Creek Alluvial Fan
The potential Swift Creek sediment impact area was mapped using topography generated from the
USGS LiDAR Bare Earth Digital Elevation Model (2006). Two foot contour lines, ditch networks, and
historic overflow paths that can continue to convey flow were included in the analysis (Figure 2‐5). The
interface of the Swift Creek alluvial fan with the Sumas River floodplain and areas in which avulsions
could alter the course of Swift Creek onto the Sumas River floodplain or into neighboring watersheds
were included in the potential Swift Creek alluvial fan sediment impact area. For avulsions and flooding
processes on the alluvial fan, it was assumed to not be likely that the whole alluvial fan impact area
would be impacted simultaneously; rather the avulsion process was assumed to occur episodically and
impacts realized incrementally.
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Photo 1: Swift Creek sediment distinct color
in floodwater (2009).

2013

Photo 2: Swift Creek sediment shrinkage
cracks.

Photos 3 and 4: Swift Creek 2009 field‐verified flood information used for impact area
mapping calibration.
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Sumas River Floodplain
The Sumas River floodplain is low gradient and bedload sediment is less coarse than the alluvial fan.
Aggradation within the channel, as measured by periodic cross section surveys show decreasing
channel conveyance. As a result, overbank flooding is more frequent on the Sumas River and expected
to increase in frequency with time. In addition, Swift Creek suspended sediment deposition on the
floodplain is more widespread on the Sumas River floodplain than on the Swift Creek alluvial fan.
CITY OF NOOKSACK: SWIFT CREEK SEDIMENT IMPACT AREA

To map the potential Swift Creek sediment impact area of the Sumas River floodplain near the City of
Nooksack, FEMA National Flood Insurance Rate Maps and WEST Consultants preliminary hydraulic
model were used to create a base map of potential impact area with an occurrence of an approximately
0.01 recurrence interval (100‐year event). The base map, the Swift Creek alluvial fan processes map,
and the Sumas Floodplain‐type sediment impacts within the City of Nooksack and its urban growth
area (UGA) and UGA Reserve are shown on Figure 2‐6. The sediment map within the City of Nooksack,
the Nooksack UGA, and the Nooksack UGA Reserve integrates direct field observations with the
created base map.
The alluvial fan‐type sediment transport process assumptions were used to map the reach between the
Swift Creek‐Sumas confluence and Breckenridge Creek, into the present City of Nooksack UGA.
Whatcom County’s rationale for the potential Swift Creek sediment impact area mapping method was
based on:


WEST hydraulic modeling (assumes clear‐water flooding with static channel geometries and
maximum flows of 0.01 recurrence interval)



FEMA hydraulic modeling (assumes clear‐water flooding with static channel geometries and
maximum flows of 0.01 recurrence interval)



High probability flooding events beyond the 0.01 recurrence interval



Historic avulsions of Swift Creek into Breckenridge Creek have transported sediment into this area,
conditions not considered in the NFIP models



Field observations during 2009 flooding conditions observed that overbank flooding in this area did
occur and impacted some areas beyond what the FEMA and WEST mapping predicted



Observed recent and historic instream sediment deposition and anticipated future channel
conveyance loss, which will result in increased frequency of overbank flooding.

The Nooksack UGA and UGA Reserve was included in the Swift Creek alluvial fan‐type sediment impact
area; the total area within the UGA Reserve is shown as having potential sediment impacts are larger
than the FEMA and WEST mapping. The NFIP mapping methodologies do not take into account
potential future channel geometries. The combined FEMA and WEST hydraulic modeling used as a
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base map within the City of Nooksack was modified based on field observations from the 2009 flooding
event to anticipate future sediment transport and deposition patterns.
CITY OF SUMAS: SWIFT CREEK SEDIMENT IMPACT AREA

The City of Sumas flooding patterns are complicated by potential flooding influences from two sources:
the Nooksack River and the Sumas River. Floodwater from the Nooksack River can merge with the
Sumas River floodwater via Johnson Creek when the Nooskack River overtops its banks near the City of
Everson (Figure 2‐7a). It is also possible that the Sumas River can flood the City of Sumas
independently. The source of potential Swift Creek sediment deposition is via the Sumas River and two
scenarios for distribution of this sediment on the floodplain are possible.
Scenario 1

Swift Creek sediment will be incorporated into the combined Nooksack River and Sumas River
floodwaters that converge near the City of Sumas. Hydraulic modeling does not provide detailed
information on flood flow patterns for this scenario, resulting in difficulty in determining sediment
transport and depositional areas. Whatcom County staff assumed that the Nooksack River flood flows
would dominate and sediment would be transported toward the north and east (Figure 2‐7a). FEMA
mapping was used as the basis for potential limits of eastward Swift Creek sediment deposition for
Scenario 1.
Scenario 2

The Sumas River floods the City of Sumas independent of Nooksack River flooding influence. The
topographic break created by State Route 9 and BNSF Railway on the left bank of the Sumas River
floodplain as interpreted from LiDAR topography was selected as the extent of potential sediment
deposition west of the Sumas River (Figure 2‐7b).

Swift Creek Sediment Potential Impact Area Mapping in Relation to the Whatcom
County Comprehensive Plan
Section 3.2.2 of the Draft EIS describes existing land use and population, zoning, comprehensive
planning, and agricultural crops. This section is amended based on the following information:

Population
The population statistic listed in the Draft EIS was for unincorporated Whatcom County based on the
2010 census. In addition to the unincorporated data, the Draft EIS should have listed the population
statistic for Whatcom County inclusive of its urban areas. The 2010 census statistic for all of Whatcom
County is 201,140. This number was updated in 2011 based on population projections and verified by
the Washington State Office of Financial Management to be 202,100.
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Comprehensive Planning
The Draft EIS comprehensive planning discussion includes environmental goals and policies related to
Swift Creek hazard areas such as those mapped by Whatcom County (described above). The
environmental goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan are described as including an action plan
to further understanding of natural hazards, including alluvial fan hazards and associated densities.
Absent from the discussion of the Swift Creek hazard area is a discussion of urban growth areas and
urban growth area reserves that provide consistency between the environmental goals and policies
related to natural hazard avoidance and providing for urban growth.
The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan includes a discussion of UGAs (designated areas for
accommodating future populations) and UGA Reserves (areas adjacent to urban growth areas that
appear to be suitable for future inclusion in a UGA) for the cities within Whatcom County. The UGAs
and UGA Reserves for the cities of Nooksack and Sumas have been approved and adopted by Whatcom
County. These areas were not mapped correctly on Figures 3‐16 and 3‐17 in the Draft EIS as a result of a
GIS layering issue. Figures 2‐8 and 2‐9 of this Final EIS correctly depict the UGAs and UGA Reserves for
Nooksack and Sumas. The discussion of UGA Reserves for Nooksack and Sumas in the Comprehensive
Plan notes the potential for exposure of future populations to Swift Creek‐source asbestos and includes
the statement, “This area will be kept in reserve status until the County has determined that
development will not expose future residents and employees to the unacceptable risk from naturally
occurring asbestos.” This statement provides consistency between UGA designation for these cities
and hazard and risk avoidance goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan environment element.
The statement in the Draft EIS Section 3.2.2 related to inconsistency of UGA extension with goals and
policies of the Comprehensive Plan environment element is hereby amended.
Whatcom County will work with Nooksack and Sumas to avoid exposure of future populations to Swift
Creek‐source asbestos based on hazard mapping derived by Whatcom County while accommodating
future growth. In conjunction with this analysis, Swift Creek sediment hazard mapping will be updated
to include mapping and modeling updates that may have occurred since completion of hazard mapping
after the 2009 flood. For example FEMA D‐FIRM maps, updated in 2012, would be incorporated into an
updated hazard mapping exercise.
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2.2.2 Other EIS Corrections
Other portions of the SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan Draft EIS that require revision are
discussed in this section.

Draft EIS Section 3.2.4, Public Services and Utilities
The discussion of sewer services provided by the city of Sumas is hereby amended to:
The city of Sumas collects and transports wastewater across the USA‐Canada border to treatment in
the city of Abbotsford, British Columbia, Canada, on a contractual basis as contracted through 2028.
The city of Sumas no longer treats the city’s wastewater and, as a result, there are no effluent outfalls
to the Sumas River.
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3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS
3.1

WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following are summaries of comments and responses to those comments. Comment summary
numbers correspond to the full text of comments included comment letters. Full text comment letters
are included in Appendix A to this Final EIS.

3.1.1 Washington State Department of Ecology (WDOE)
1. What actions are being considered for future phases?
As described in Section 2 of the Draft EIS and as clarified in Section 2.1.1, the SCSMAP and SCSMAP
Phase 1 Projects Draft EIS examines adoption of the SCSMAP as a nonproject action and
implementation of SCSMAP Phase 1 projects as a subsequent project‐level action. The SCSMAP Phase
1 projects are the first strategies of the SCSMAP proposed for implementation. The Draft EIS, in
following WAC 197‐11, examines the strategies of the SCSMAP at the nonproject level under the
elements of the environment listed in WAC 197‐11‐444. The Draft EIS does not contemplate future
actions in terms of strategy implementation (future phases) that have not yet been proposed at the
project level. As discussed in Section 2.4.2, “Each development phase would include completion of
final structure design, additional site analysis as necessary, and phased environmental review. Future
phases of environmental review would supplement this Draft EIS and would address only those impacts
that may be greater than presented in this Draft EIS.”
2. A construction stormwater general permit would be required to sites which engage in construction
activities that disturb one acre or greater of land and have a point source discharge to surface
waters of the state.
Comment noted.
3. Aside from concerns regarding sediment alone, if any material containing asbestos is used during
the construction of post‐construction controls, care must be taken to ensure the soils are protected
and permanently stabilized to ensure sediment and material is not discharged.
Comment noted. As discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.1.1, “To minimize local erosion and downstream
sedimentation, sediment and flood management structure final project planning would require
appropriate sizing to withstand the erosional forces of Swift Creek.” In addition, Best Management
Practices (BMPs) for erosion control are discussed in Sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.3 of the Draft EIS.
4. Ecology also make the recommendation that the earth work occur during dry weather conditions to
reduce the occurrence of runoff events.
While earth work during dry weather conditions can occur, implementation of the Public Works
Asbestos Policy (PWAP) would be required to ensure safe working conditions. Whatcom County
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implements the PWAP for all work involving Swift Creek sediment, but dry weather conditions are
particularly high risk due to possible inhalation of airborne asbestos. The PWAP includes procedures for
moving and handling Swift Creek sediment using wet methods to avoid airborne asbestos exposure, for
using personal protective equipment (PPE), and for decontamination of personnel and equipment.
5. The draft EIS correctly notes the need for Dam Safety approvals for the construction of any
impoundments capable of storing more than 10 acre‐feet (3.25 million gallons) of volume above
lowest exterior grade to the dam crest, per RCW 90.03.350.
Comment noted.
6. In discussion of groundwater and possible threats to groundwater, the EIS does not provide
information on what homes and businesses are served by their own wells vs. connected to public
water, where public water systems exist, what is their anticipated service area.
Section 3.1.4 of the Draft EIS addresses area wells and Section 3.2.4 of the Draft EIS addresses public
water supplies. As discussed in Section 3.1.4, 47 wells, 41 of which are for domestic supply, occur in the
Swift Creek area; these wells are mapped on Figure 7 of Appendix C to the Draft EIS. As described in
Section 3.2.4, public water is provided by the cities of Sumas and Nooksack, as well as the Sumas Rural
Water Association, and the Nooksack Rural Water Association. Groundwater sampling conducted by
Whatcom County in several sampling events and by EPA in 2012 showed that Swift Creek sediment
does not flow in groundwater; well water, therefore, is not at risk for contamination by Swift Creek

sediment (refer to Draft EIS Section 3.2.4). An inventory of specific home and business water
source was not provided in the Draft EIS. It was determined, as concluded in Draft EIS Section 3.1.4,
that no impacts to groundwater quality would be expected with SCSMAP adoption and subsequent
SCSMAP strategy implementation.
7. Would there be any major conclusions if only the Plan were to be adopted without the proposed
projects?
The major conclusions included in Section 1.4.1 of the Draft EIS would remain the same with plan
adoption only (assuming Phase 1 projects are not pursued). The projects included in the project‐level
review, described in Section 2.1.4 of the Draft EIS and clarified in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS,
identified under SCSMAP sediment management and flood hazard management strategies, are for
debris deflection/setback levees, in‐stream sediment traps, and sediment basins. In the absence of
these projects, development of projects under these or other SCSMAP strategies may occur.
Development of projects under other SCSMAP strategies could result in topographic change, could
alter the Swift Creek/Sumas River/Breckenridge Creek hydrologic regimes, as included under the topic
of major conclusions.
8. It is unclear what would happen to the Breckenridge system including impact on fish and wetlands
from the rerouting of the north for of Swift Creek in relation to the statement that “No significant
adverse effects to fisheries resources or fish habitat, however, would be likely to occur with
development of Phase 1 projects (Cedarock, 2013)”.
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As described in Section 2 of the Draft EIS and in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS, the nonproject proposal
is for adoption of the Swift Creek Sediment Management Plan (SCSMAP). In addition to examination
of unavoidable adverse impacts associated with plan adoption and eventual implementation at a level
commensurate with the level of detail included in the SCSMAP, the first phase of SCSMAP strategies,
identified as four sediment management projects was introduced for examination at the project level.
The four projects examined for Phase 1 under SCSMAP strategies were in‐stream sediment traps,
sediment basins, a debris deflection/setback levee, and a setback levee.
The potential for future implementation of the SCSMAP sediment management strategy for rerouting
the north fork of Swift Creek was discussed in the Draft EIS at the nonproject level. That is, discussion
of potential impacts associated with this strategy was discussed at the planning level; future
implementation of this strategy would require more specific environmental review accompanying final
design of a new North Fork Swift Creek route. Until such time as a final routing plan of the North Fork
of Swift Creek to Breckenridge Creek is complete, water quantity impacts on the Breckenridge Creek
system, along with water quantity and water quality impacts cannot be determined at the project level.
9. Alternatives: several elements discussed in the past seem to be missing, including limiting
harvesting of timber in the Swift Creek watershed, and alternative alignments for re‐routing of the
North Branch of Swift Creek.
As described in Section 2.1.2 of this Final EIS, many years of planning and examination of alternatives
and strategies culminated in the SCSMAP. Ecology was included in discussions and working groups
with Whatcom County in examining strategies and alternatives. While some strategies were advanced
for inclusion in the SCSMAP and reviewed in the SCSMAP Draft EIS, some strategies were abandoned
as infeasible or outside of the purview of Whatcom County.


Rerouting the North Fork of Swift Creek is included as a strategy in the SCSMAP, but has not been
forwarded by Whatcom County Public Works for implementation or environmental review. This
strategy may be forwarded by Whatcom County in a future SCSMAP implementation phase.



Limiting timber harvesting is discussed in Section 3.1.5 of the Draft EIS. Whatcom County staff
have historically commented on and advised against issuing timber harvest permits for the Swift
Creek landslide area contributing groundwater area.

10. It is recommended that Phase 2 should include discussion of limiting development in the Swift
Creek and Sumas River floodplains; limiting access to areas with sediment stockpiles, levees, Swift
Creek itself, and the slide; and sediment disposal options near Swift Creek.
Comment noted. The SCSMAP includes strategies for development of a nearby repository for Swift
Creek Sediment (SCSMAP Active Management Strategy 4.2D) and for development of a floodplain
acquisition plan (SCSMAP Passive Management Strategy 4.6A).
Other than these strategies, as described in Section 2.2.1 of the Draft EIS, the Whatcom County
Comprehensive Plan requires that the Swift Creek sediment inundation area be examined for
restrictions including development densities.
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As discussed in Section 2.4.1, the SCSMAP includes development of a plan for access exclusion to
promote public safety. In addition, as noted in Draft EIS Section 3.2.4, Swift Creek is posted with
exclusionary signage to avoid potential exposure to Swift Creek‐source sediment.
11. On Figure 2‐5, the deflection levee in the upper Goodwin reach is mislabeled. On the figure, it is
referred to as a setback levee. However, in the text and in figure 2‐8, it is called a deflection levee.
Draft EIS Section 2.4.2 describes proposed SCSMAP Phase 1 projects, which include setback levees and
a debris deflection levee. The debris deflection levee, proposed for the upper portion of the Goodwin
Reach, is described as a type of setback levee that is designed to contain larger debris flows and
sediment from flooding events. Figure 2‐5 labels the levee as a debris flow/setback levee for
consistency with the text that describes the proposed structure as a type of setback levee and for
consistency with Table 2‐6. The figure label for Figure 2‐8 does not include the fully descriptive label
for the structure proposed in the upper Goodwin Reach. The label for Figure 2‐8 is hereby modified to,
“Figure 2‐8. Upper Goodwin Reach Debris Deflection / Setback Levee.”
12. It may be more correct to say something like this ‐ “based on limited available information, it
appears the metals in the sediment have a low potential for leaching at a rate sufficient to cause
exceedances of drinking water standards in groundwater. (rather than ‐ “do not leach from the
sediments to groundwater”).
Draft EIS Section 2.3.2 describes contaminants, including metals, associated with Swift Creek
sediment. These metals are chromium, cobalt, manganese, and nickel. The statement on Draft EIS
page 3‐20 that Ecology recommends restating is, “These results indicate that metals specifically
associated with asbestos found in Swift Creek sediment do not leach from sediment to groundwater.”
This statement follows immediately after, “All results are included in Appendix C to this Draft EIS.”
Appendix C, Tables 4 and 5 include the leachability results for Swift Creek sediment analyses for
sampling conducted by Whatcom County in 2009, EPA’s consultant in 2012, and Whatcom County’s
consultant in 2012. The results included in these tables for chromium, cobalt, manganese, and nickel
show that these analytes were not detected above the reported sample practical quantitation limit
(PQL). This means that the metals specifically associated with Swift Creek sediment were not
detected, indicating, as stated in the Draft EIS, that these metals do not leach to groundwater.
13. The air PEL discussion makes it sound like impacts to air quality are not an issue. In fact, EPA’s
study showed clearly that certain activities that stir up dust can cause asbestos levels in the air
above acceptable levels of risk under the federal superfund law and state toxics control act. There
is also insufficient ambient air monitoring data to know if dust is currently an issue at the site.
The air PEL discussion on Draft EIS pages 3‐77 and 3‐78 describe the fact that there is a regulatory
permissible exposure limit for occupational (workplace) asbestos exposure, but no such regulatory
structure exists for asbestos in the natural environment. This discussion goes on to say (Draft EIS pages
3‐79‐3‐80), “As opposed to workplace air quality, potential human health issues related to exposure to
respirable dusts from natural in‐place asbestos deposits are not well documented; medical consensus,
however, is that exposure to asbestos, regardless of source, results in the same risks to health.”
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Draft EIS Section 3.1.2, Air Quality, documents air sampling that has been conducted on Swift Creek
and the Sumas River to date, including EPA’s activity‐based air sampling events. Draft EIS Section
3.2.1, notes that, based on EPA’s activity‐based sampling results, the most probable exposure route to
Swift Creek‐source asbestos is inhalation during a variety of activities from farming to recreating.
Whatcom County has taken the potential for asbestos exposure seriously, even in the absence of
ambient air data, in developing sediment management strategies in the SCSMAP to protect public
health and the environment, and in developing the PWAP to protect worker safety.
14. The discussion of permits/approvals leaves out approval of the overall remedy by EPA under the
federal superfund law and Ecology under WA State’s Model Toxics Control Act.
Refer to Section 3.2.3 of this Final EIS for discussion of applicability of discussion of the proposed
actions under CERCLA and/or MTCA. Refer also to discussion of the sediment regulatory framework
discussion in Section 2.2.5 of the SCSMAP.
15. Section 401 – the State must certify (through issuance of a Section 401 Water Quality Certification
[WQC]) that any project requiring a 404 permit meets the requirements of the State’s water quality
laws, standards, and regulations. Section 404 isn’t just for dredged material discharges; it covers all
discharges (e.g. fill) into navigable waters of the U.S. A section 404 public notice would be a joint
notice with Ecology for the WQC and Coastal Zone Management consistency determination.
Coastal Zone Management Act – Any public federal project carried out by a federal agency, or
private project licensed or permitted by a federal agency, or carried out with a federal grant, must
be determined to be consistent with the state's CZM program. Ecology is responsible for this
review.
The comments on the regulatory summary included in Appendix E to the Draft EIS are noted and
amended per Ecology comments.
16. SMA – where is it discussed in the document? Impacts to Sumas River?
The Shoreline Management Act and associated impacts to the Sumas River are not included in the
Draft EIS because no SCSMAP strategies are proposed for the Sumas River and Swift Creek is not
within SMA jurisdiction. If the North Fork Swift Creek reroute were to occur within a jurisdictional
shoreline area, the SMA would be discussed and impacts analyzed. As noted in Section 1.4.3 of the
Draft EIS, adoption and subsequent implementation of the SCSMAP is expected to benefit the Sumas
River system both in terms of sediment deposition and flooding.

3.1.2 City of Nooksack
1. Figure 3‐17 shows the area adjacent to the City of Nooksack east of the Sumas River as Urban
Growth Area (UGA). Please refer to the current Whatcom County coymprehensive plan designation
map, which identifies the area east of the Sumas River and south of Breckenridge Creek as being
within the UGA Reserve rather than the UGA.
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The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan designation of UGA Reserve has been has been added to
Draft EIS Figure 3‐17. This figure is included in this Final EIS as Figure 2‐9. Refer to Section 2.2.1 of this
Final EIS for discussion of the UGA Reserve designated area.
2. The City does not concur with the mapping of the Swift Creek / Sumas River floodplain as depicted
on Figures 3‐16 and 3‐17, which show a large portion of the Nooksack UGA Reserve that is bordered
by S. Pass Rd., the Sumas River and Breckenridge Creek as being within the floodplain.
As described in Figure 2.2.1, the Whatcom County calibrated base flood mapping and modeling using
2009 actual flood data. The resulting map shows the potential Swift Creek sediment impact area
associated with Swift Creek/Sumas River flood events. Though there may not be concurrence with the
impact area mapping, Whatcom County’s position is that the mapped areas may be susceptible to
inundation with Swift Creek sediment and area residents potentially exposed to Swift Creek‐source
asbestos.
3. The City disagrees with the Draft EIS statement that the extension of the Nooksack UGA into the
Swift Creek alluvial fan and the proposed urban zoning are inconsistent with County policies.
As described in Section 2.2.1, the Draft EIS examined only the goals and policies of the Environment
Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan. This Final EIS, in Section 2.2.1, incorporates the Comprehensive
Plan discussion of UGA Reserves, which includes a statement related to future examination of the
potential impact area for Swift Creek‐source asbestos, which provides consistency with the
Comprehensive Plan environmental policies listed in the Draft EIS.
4. While the City is prepared to coordinate with the County to establish appropriate designations and
densities in this area, these discussions will need to be informed by a more thorough review of the
basis for establishing the “level of hazard addressed in this draft EIS.”
Whatcom County fully understands that, at the point in which expansion of the City of Nooksack is
required to accommodate future growth, examination of the UGA Reserve with respect to Swift Creek‐
source asbestos will be required. Whatcom County intends that, prior to need for or initiation of such
discussions, additional Swift Creek‐based study in association with the SCSMAP strategies would be
complete that would verify the potential sediment impact area shown on Figure 2‐6 in relation to the
Nooksack UGA Reserve. The necessity for phased environmental review based on final project designs
for SCSMAP strategy implementation is further discussed in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS.
5. The EIS fails to address the differences between the proposed alternative and the no action
alternative in terms of risks posed to development in specific areas, such as the Nooksack UGA and
UGA Reserve. We would conclude that implementation of the Phase 1 projects has the potential to
reduce the risks posed to development in these areas.
As described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS and as expanded in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS,
proposed SCSMAP Phase 1 projects are conceptual and the Draft EIS provides the foundation only for
project‐level review. Phased environmental review to include the projected downstream benefits of
project implementation would be conducted in association with final project design. As described in
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Section 2.1.3 of this Final EIS, Whatcom County is working with other agencies to determine how
several agencies will work together to implement strategies included in the SCSMAP to the benefit of
residents of the Swift Creek alluvial fan and the Sumas River floodplain.
6. If it is determined that all or a portion of the Nooksack UGA Reserve should be de‐designated based
on potential impacts from Swift Creek, then it will be essential that any area removed be replaced
with other areas not impacted by Swift Creek sediment to ensure that the Nooksack UGA can
accommodate future projected populations.
Comment noted. Whatcom County intends to work with the City of Nooksack to balance the potential
for exposure to Swift Creek‐source sediment while accommodating projected future growth and
maintaining consistency with the Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan.

3.1.3 City of Sumas
1. On page 3‐89, the Draft EIS states that the Sumas River flows through industrial areas and areas
zoned industrial. This is not correct. The Sumas Industrial District is entirely located on the west
side of the Burlington Northern railroad main line, which is well away from the Sumas River.
Comment noted. The industrial land referenced in the EIS is located along Johnson Creek, not along
the Sumas River. The language related to industrial land and the Sumas River included in the Draft EIS
is hereby amended to state, “The Sumas River flows through the city of Sumas past agricultural fields
and residential areas.
2. Figure 3‐16 fails to show an area south of the Sumas City limits that has been designated Urban
Growth Area (UGA). The same figure also fails to show the area both east and west of Hovel Road
that has been designated UGA Reserve. Please refer to the current Whatcom County
comprehensive plan designation map, which identifies both the Sumas UGA and UGA Reserve.
The Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan designation of UGA Reserve has been has been added to
Draft EIS Figure 3‐16. This figure is included in this Final EIS as Figure 2‐8. Refer to Section 2.2.1 of this
Final EIS for discussion of the UGA Reserve designated area.
3. The table on page 1‐12 incorrectly states that the City of Sumas has annexed its UGA. An area south
of the City limits is currently designated UGA, with a future zoning designation of commercial.
This statement has been amended as described in Section 2.2.1 of this Final EIS. The table in Section
1.5 of this Final EIS has been amended accordingly.
4. The City does not concur with the mapping of the Swift Creek / Sumas River floodplain as depicted
on Figure 3‐16, which shows a large area south of Front Street (between the State Highway and
Hovel Road and some areas east of Hovel Road) as being within the Sumas River floodplain.
As described in Figure 2.2.1, the Whatcom County calibrated base flood mapping and modeling using
2009 actual flood data. The resulting map shows the potential Swift Creek sediment impact area
associated with Swift Creek/Sumas River flood events. Though there may not be concurrence with the
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impact area mapping, Whatcom County’s position is that the mapped areas may be susceptible to
inundation with Swift Creek sediment and area residents potentially exposed to Swift Creek‐source
asbestos.
5. The City does not concur with the mapping of the Sumas River floodplain as including the full
downtown central business area. The City’s commercial area has never been impacted to this
extent by floodwaters from the Sumas River.
Please refer to Section 2.2.1 of this Final EIS and to the response to the previous comment. Whatcom
County believes that its mapping is correct based on 2009 flood calibration. Whatcom County will,
however, work with Sumas to re‐calibrate mapping in conjunction with ongoing Swift Creek sediment
analyses associated with SCSMAP implementation to include updated map components including
FEMA D‐FIRM maps and associated models.
6. The City does not agree that the County should work with jurisdictions, such as the City of Sumas,
to reduce densities in the areas shown as being potentially impacted, but where the jurisdictions do
not agree on the extent of impact based on erroneous or unsupported mapping.
Whatcom County fully understands that, at the point in which expansion of the City of Sumas is
required to accommodate future growth, examination of the UGA Reserve with respect to Swift Creek‐
source asbestos will be required. Whatcom County intends that, prior to need for or initiation of such
discussions, additional Swift Creek‐based study in association with the SCSMAP strategies would be
complete that would verify the potential sediment impact area shown on Figure 2‐6 in relation to the
Sumas UGA Reserve.
7. The EIS fails to address the differences between the proposed alternative and the no action
alternative in terms of risks posed to development in specific areas, such as the Sumas UGA and
UGA Reserve. We would conclude that implementation of the Phase 1 projects has the potential to
reduce the risks posed to development in these areas to within acceptable levels such that
prohibiting or limiting future urban development would no longer be deemed necessary.
The Draft EIS examines potential impacts based on mapping described in Section 2.2.1 of this Final EIS.
The No Action Alternative is Whatcom County’s current sediment management practices, which
primarily involve localized dredging and repair to prevent bank overtopping, avulsion potential, and
infrastructure damage (refer to Section 2.4.1 of the Draft EIS). SCSMAP Phase 1 projects, as described
in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS are preliminary project level reviews and will be subject to phased
environmental review in conjunction with final project designs (refer to Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS).
Analysis of final project design would likely include the effect (disadvantage or benefit) of project
implementation throughout the Swift Creek and Sumas River systems. Until such review is complete,
the appropriate location for future growth cannot be determined. As described in Section 2.1.1,
Whatcom County will review the potential for impacts associated with Swift Creek sediment in
conjunction with review of UGA Reserves.
8. If it is determined that all or a portion of the Sumas UGA or UGA Reserve should be de‐designated
based on potential impacts from Swift Creek, then it will be essential that any area removed be
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replaced with other areas not impacted by Swift Creek sediment to ensure that the Sumas UGA
contains sufficient usable land area to accommodate the population and employment allocations
established in the County comprehensive plan.
Comment noted. As described in Section 2.2.1 of this Final EIS, Whatcom County intends to work with
the City of Sumas to maintain appropriate usable land area to accommodate projected future growth.

3.1.4 Northwest Clean Air Agency
1. The Northwest Clean Air Agency review found the Draft EIS to be very thorough and
comprehensive, utilizing all available known sources of information to come up with feasible
management options that only lack appropriate funding.
As described in Section 2.1.3, Whatcom County is working with other agencies to develop a multi‐
agency agreement for managing Swift Creek sediment. Funding specific to the identified SCSMAP
Phase 1 projects, which may be identified through inter‐agency cooperation, is outside of the purview
of this EIS process

3.1.5 Great Western Lumber Company
1. The draft EIS is very vague when it comes to the land that you propose using for the sediment
collection, and would like the EIS to specify the exact parcels, land acquisition, and property owner
compensation.
The Draft EIS, in Section 2.4.2, describes the sediment basins identified for development in the Swift
Creek Goodwin Reach. It is noted in Section 2.4.2 that the basin design is conceptual and that the
development phase would include final structure design, additional site analysis as necessary, and
phased environmental review. Phased environmental review is further defined in Section 2.1.1 of this
Final EIS.
While the preliminary project‐based design for the sediment basins includes two large basins on 70
acres, final sediment basin design may be somewhat different. The SCSMAP, in discussing the
sediment basin strategy, notes that, “Either large or smaller sediment collection ponds placed in series
would be effective sediment traps.” Until Whatcom County completes final structure design, noted in
the EIS to occur in a discrete development phase when funding has been made available (refer to
Section 2.1.3 of this Final EIS for discussion of interagency cooperation), exact parcel location and
property owner compensation cannot be determined.

3.1.6 Tom Westergreen, Resource Manager, Great Western Lumber
Company
1. The Draft EIS did not seriously address why Whatcom County has proposed only two alternatives
and not additional suggestions by the community.
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As described in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS and as shown on Figure 2‐2, the SCSMAP and SCSMAP
Phase 1 Project Plan Draft EIS includes the nonproject proposal of adoption of the SCSMAP, which
incorporates 13 active sediment management strategies and 8 passive sediment management
strategies for possible future implementation. As described in the SCSMAP Phase 1 project plan, the
SCSMAP strategies of flood hazard management (4.1B) and sediment management (4.2A and 4.2B)
have been identified for implementation under the SCSMAP. These strategies are proposed for
implementation as the projects described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS. These projects are reviewed
at the preliminary project level based on available information and will be subject for phased
environmental review associated with final project design. The Draft EIS, therefore, includes both
nonproject review of the SCSMAP (and its incorporated strategies), with the alternative of No Action
(not adopting the SCSMAP) and project‐level review of the SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects, with the
alternative of No Action (not moving forward with the identified Phase 1 projects but moving toward
implementation of other SCSMAP strategies or other projects under the strategies under which Phase 1
projects were identified).
2. We request that EPA’s assumptions be further evaluated instead of taken as fact, without adequate
effort put into ways they could be adapted to fit the unique Swift Creek circumstance and
community.
EPA’s activity‐based sampling results, as well as sampling results from other EPA sampling events and
sampling and research by Whatcom County and area scientists are detailed in Draft EIS Appendix B,
which is incorporated into the Draft EIS as appropriate. Data gaps associated with Swift Creek‐related
research and sampling are also detailed in Appendix B. Section 2.1.4 of this Final EIS further discusses
the cancer risk associated with Swift Creek sediment as a result of sampling conducted by EPA and
others.
3. The community, county and contractors concern over liability has limited most practical options.
Whether legislation, rule change or some agency giving assurances from the potential liability of
the Swift Creek asbestos hazard, something has to change so a reasonable plan can be developed.
Whatcom County understands the issues of liability and the potential ramifications of Swift Creek
sediment accumulation below the Swift Creek landslide. The first step in managing the sediment
beyond dredging the maintain infrastructure and the prevent overbank flooding, as occurs today, has
been development and subsequent implementation of the SCSMAP. Whatcom County believes that
the SCSMAP is a reasonable plan for Swift Creek sediment management into the future.
4. This is a natural occurring event beyond any of our control. The community and Whatcom County
have historically removed accumulations of streambed sediment to protect public infrastructure
and private property.
While it is true that the community and many agencies, including Whatcom County, have historically
removed Swift Creek sediment from aggradation areas and removed the sediment from the watershed,
this practice has ceased. As described in Sections 2 and 3 of the SCSMAP, sediment may not be
removed from the watershed, nor may it be handled by the public or Whatcom County employees not
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properly protected from asbestos exposure. SCSMAP strategy identification and subsequent
implementation are intended to address sediment accumulation and reduce flood‐related damage to
agricultural, residential, and public assets and protect public health.
5. EPA “activity based sampling” results were below what was considered unsafe, but the conclusion
seems to be that any possible public exposure should be eliminated, no matter how low the risk.
We understand the seriousness of long‐term asbestos fiber inhalation, but also realize all the other
risks life brings that we evaluate daily.
Draft EIS Appendix B and Section 3.2.1 show that asbestos fibers were measurable using air monitors in
the breathing zone of sampling personnel for several activities. The conclusion of EPA, the Washington
State Department of Health (WDOH), and Whatcom County, based on EPA’s cancer risk estimates and
WDOH’s health consultations, is that activities within the Swift Creek watershed that disturb sediment
such that asbestos fibers could become airborne create a potential avenue of asbestos exposure and is
an inhalation risk. These issues are further discussed in Section 2.1.4 of this Final EIS.
6. Solutions like dilution, covering, using for fill and other community ideas were all dismissed without
the relative health risk fairly evaluated. The levels of unsafe asbestos exposure seems to differ
between the EPA, Labor and Industries, Health Departments, Clean Air Agencies and DOE, with the
default decision going to EPA and thus most of our Swift Creek Management options being
eliminated.
Many strategies for Swift Creek sediment management that have been discussed over the years have
been incorporated into the strategies included in the SCSMAP. These strategies are included in Section
4 of the SCSMAP and are included in Table 2‐1 of this Final EIS. Strategies that were previously
examined but not included in the SCSMAP were determined by Whatcom County to not meet the
standard of protection of public health and welfare and the environment, based on accumulated health
information compiled for Swift Creek, as enumerated in Appendix B of the Draft EIS.
7. The EIS needs to answer questions about the relative asbestos exposure risk from different Swift
Creek sediment types and locations, in order for impacts of the proposed action and the no‐action
alternatives to be properly compared.
Asbestos exposure risk is discussed in detail in Appendix B to the Draft EIS. Refer to Section 2.1.4 of
this Final EIS for further discussion of cancer risk based on exposure and incorporation of Appendix B
into the Draft EIS.
8. Will the EIS use the opinions of other scientist and regulators that have experience with naturally
occurring asbestos instead of the same EPA experts? It appears that Canadian researchers also
have a lot of good, practical research to offer. What are the actual relative health risks from
asbestos exposure under different controlled handling and use options?
Appendix B to the Draft EIS, the health impact assessment (HIA) includes a comprehensive discussion
of research that has been conducted on Swift Creek‐source contaminants, including both asbestos and
metals. The research referenced in the HIA includes both the work of Washington State agencies,
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including Whatcom County, but also incorporates the extensive research conducted by Professor Hans
Schreier. The information included in the HIA and referenced in the main body of the Draft EIS is fact‐
based and intended to provide information to decision‐makers, in this case the Whatcom County
Council, on adoption of the SCSMAP and subsequent implementation of SCSMAP strategies (SCSMAP
Phase 1 projects). Health risks are detailed in the HIA and cancer risk associated with Swift Creek‐
source asbestos is further discussed in Section 2.1.4 of this Final EIS.
9. Can Swift Creek asbestos fiber properties be changed so the health risks are reduced?
No data or research has been provided to Whatcom County or other agencies that shows that asbestos
fiber properties can be changed.
10. Background air sampling is finally being taken at the Parker property, but apparently the
information is not being analyzed or made available. Basic asbestos background levels and
exposure risk has to be part of this EIS or all recommendations will just be based on unconfirmed
assumptions. If this is a life‐threatening situation, then the EIS should recommend the community
needs to be evacuated?
As discussed in response to Question 8 of this letter, Appendix B to the Draft EIS discusses potential
exposure risk associated with Swift Creek sediment. This risk is further discussed in Section 2.1.4 of this
Final EIS. Background air sampling is being conducted in the lower Swift Creek area; budgeting
constraints, however, have slowed data analysis. In the absence of monitoring results, the Draft EIS
notes, based on studies and results of many researchers, that activities that disturb Swift Creek
sediment pose a potential risk of airborne asbestos exposure and suggests that these conditions be
avoided.
11. One community proposal was to use this adjacent agriculture land for a place to safely store, on
site, the finer sediments and then cover with topsoil and/or organics, so they could be productively
farmed again. The EIS should explore mitigation options so these wet soils can be used to store
sediment and then be farmed again.
As described in Section 2.4.1 of the Draft EIS, the SCSMAP includes a strategy (Strategy 4.2D) for safe
sediment disposal which incorporates the concept of underground storage on adjacent agricultural
lands.
Section 7 of the SCSMAP includes a protocol for strategy implementation based on identified problems
and potential threats to human health and welfare and the environment. Whatcom County, in
following the SCSMAP protocol, ranked the safe sediment disposal strategy as “medium” for
implementation, based on immediate problems and threats of the Swift Creek system.
As noted in section 2.1.3 of this Final EIS, Whatcom County is working on an interagency agreement
that includes examination of safe sediment disposal, which may change the ranking of this strategy for
more immediate implementation.
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12. Similar dredge and farmland restoration projects could be done on the Sumas River, just like it has
been done in Canada. This EIS needs to review the Canadian model of a practical management
program. Not enough effort has been made to evaluate the cost of this alternative to the “large
basin” or to negotiate a practical mitigation agreement with the Army Corp. of Engineers.
As described in the response to the previous comment, Whatcom County examined the safe sediment
disposal strategy in relation to the strategies proposed for implementation in the first phase of
SCSMAP implementation. While being ranked as “medium” in comparison to the strategies included in
the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan, an interagency agreement, described in Section 2.1.3 of this Final
EIS, may change this ranking.
13. The EIS also refers to the having the Department of Natural Resources avoiding logging permits in
the area that contributes water to the landslide and showed a picture of a permitted helicopter
harvest. Forest Practice activities are strictly permitted and enforced by the DNR. Comments in
this document that are unsubstantiated should not be included without complete scientific
justification. DOE has also imposed unofficial forest practice moratoriums without the proper
justification and authority. Forestry and other private property land uses that follow regulatory
procedures should not be restricted and compensation given if property is taken.
Comment noted. As described in Section 3.1.5 of the Draft EIS, there is a hydrogeologic basis for
maintaining forest cover over the landslide’s contributing groundwater area. The Draft EIS‐referenced
Benda 1992 report provides the relationship between increased landslide movement, increased
development of slump areas, and deforestation of contributing groundwater areas. Whatcom County
has a well‐documented history of objecting to logging the Swift Creek landslide contributing
groundwater area and continuation of this policy is reasonable in conjunction with adoption of a
sediment management action plan.
14. The Swift Creek landslide presents a natural geologic phenomenon that is mostly beyond human
control. Again the question would be an issue of liability for any and all parties involved in
developing and carrying out any management on Swift Creek.
Refer to the response to Comment 3 of this comment letter.
15. Who will be responsible and liable for any of this management work? Who will own, operate and be
liable for the large proposed basin? What are the ways liabilities can be minimized?
As described in Section 2.1.3 of this Final EIS, Whatcom County is working with EPA and Ecology on an
interagency agreement that will provide a framework for joint management of Swift Creek sediment.
Whatcom County, regardless of such an agreement, is proposing adoption and subsequent
implementation of the SCSMAP to move forward with Swift Creek sediment management as described
in the Draft EIS. As described in Section 2.1.3 of this Final EIS, the issue of liability is outside of the
purview of this EIS process.
16. Presently the working forestland near the top of the alluvial fan provides some protection to
residences and businesses from a large landslide event. This forest also shelters neighbors from
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possible commercial gravel operation in the vicinity of the grade controls. What will be the impacts
if portions of these working forests are removed by the proposed alternative or completely
inundated if no‐action is taken?
No commercial gravel operation can or will occur near the grade controls based on current and
foreseeable Whatcom County policies. Swift Creek sediment may not be manipulated without legal
authorization and appropriate personal protective equipment (PPE).
The described forest may be removed, as described in Draft EIS Section 3.1.5, in conjunction with
development of basins for Swift Creek sediment settling. As described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS,
the proposed SCSMAP Phase 1 projects would be developed sequentially with the goal of preventing
potential avulsion and overbank flooding threats identified in the SCSMAP and as described in Section
2.4.1 of the Draft EIS. The protection that the forest provides would be replaced by protective
sediment management structures, with the added benefit of capture and subsequent removal of Swift
Creek sediment from the system.
The No Action alternative, as described in Section 2.4.1 of the Draft EIS, would include baseline
conditions in which Whatcom County conducts dredging and associated sediment management
activities to protect public health, welfare, and the environment, as well as public infrastructure to the
extent possible with available funding. This annual work attempts to address overbank flooding,
including along the right bank of Swift Creek, where flooding can lead to avulsion and the potential for
contamination of the adjacent Breckenridge Creek watershed.
17. To my knowledge no background levels of air borne asbestos have ever been taken for the Swift
Creek area. Likely weather conditions when air borne asbestos exposure might occur needs to be
considered in relative risk calculations. Presently, conclusions for management have been
implemented from limited EPA studies. A broad‐based analysis of cancer risk to those living and
working near Swift Creek and the Sumas River needs to be done.
Refer to Appendix B to the Draft EIS and Section 2.1.4 of this Final EIS. Refer also to the response to
Comment 2 of this comment letter.
18. This analysis should also look at the risk of different disposal options including the large basin, piles
along the stream edge, farmland restoration, off site use as fill at both large projects and scattered
small ones. After that, reasonable BMP’s should be recommended and supported by all
government agencies.
Refer to the response to Comment 1 of this comment letter. Many strategies are included in the
SCSMAP. Strategies that address immediate problems and threats in the Swift Creek watershed have
been forwarded for implementation as Phase 1 projects. Other strategies for Swift Creek sediment
management will be examined in the future. BMPs for proposed SCSMAP Phase 1 projects are included
in the Draft EIS and will be further examined in association with phased environmental review for these
projects (refer to Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS).
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19. Ground water impacts from stored sediment on the land surface seem to have little or no
contamination from leaching. However the excavated basin nearer the water table, with
concentrated sediment, needs to be evaluated further.
Comment noted. As described in Section 3.1.4 of the Draft EIS, while potential groundwater mounding
beneath the sediment basins does not appear to result in impacts, further examination of this issue is
suggested in association with final project design.
20. What other contaminants, like arsenic, might be introduced to the ground water. Canadian
researchers are examining the theory that asbestos fibers change as they move downstream. Again
dilution reduces risk and impacts. This needs to be looked at as an option where the undesirable
elements of Swift Creek can be diluted and flushed safely into the Fraser River like occurs presently.
As described in Section 3.1.4 of the Draft EIS, arsenic is present in groundwater in the Swift Creek area,
but appears to be a background condition and not associated with Swift Creek sediment. Swift Creek‐
source contaminants are well documented in Appendix B to the Draft EIS, as well as Draft EIS Sections
3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.1.3, and 3.1.4, with potential health effects discussed in Section 3.2.1. Contaminants have
been studied my many agencies, as well as by Canadian researchers. Swift Creek‐source contaminants
have not been found to be diluted and safely flushed to Canadian drainage systems. Research and
sampling show that contaminants are found throughout the Sumas River, Vedder Canal, and in the
Frasier River. Flushing these contaminants to another jurisdiction for management and removal is not
an option that has been or will be examined by Whatcom County.
21. The abandoned farmlands along the Oat Cole Road, which has been taken over by invasive non‐
native species are protected by national wetland rules and have not been considered in
management plan strategy. This EIS should weigh the impacts of these wetlands being disturbed
compared to eliminating functioning forest habitat that sequesters carbon and contains a large
distribution of species.
The impacts associated with removal of the forest and with potential wetland impacts are discussed in
Section 3.2.4 of the Draft EIS. Impacts to either forested areas or wetlands will be further examined in
phased environmental review processes (refer to Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS).
22. Several low costs alternatives are available through directing and hardening a Swift Creek crossing
over the pipelines. The existing crossing needs to be widened to accommodate larger storm
events.
Comment noted.
23. The EIS should take fresh new looks at the actual relative risk to public health from the controlled
use and movement of the Swift Creek sediment. Other handling and use options should be
evaluated so we will have management alternatives. This has not been done in the Draft EIS.
As described in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS, the SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan Draft EIS
examines both adoption of the SCSMAP and proposed Phase 1 projects associated with the first phase
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of SCSMAP implementation. Neither the SCSMAP nor the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan include a
proposal for controlled use and movement of Swift Creek sediment, except for use of sediment for
development of sediment management structures such as levees. The Draft EIS examines only the
proposals and their alternatives; No Action is both the nonproject alternative and the project‐level
alternative. The impacts, including potential health impacts, associated with use of Swift Creek
sediment as sediment management structures is examined primarily in Sections 3.1.1, 3.1.2, 3.1.3, and
3.2.1 of the Draft EIS. BMPs associated with use of sediment in levee construction are also provided.
24. Swift Creek sediments could be an available supply of gravel resource for any local construction
projects. Active management of the sediment will be necessary so roads and other infrastructure
are protected. We may be a small community, but still provide substantial employment and critical
connectivity to the rest of the county and Canada.
Refer to the response to Comment 16 of this comment letter. No commercial gravel operation can or
will occur in association with Swift Creek‐source sediment based on current and foreseeable Whatcom
County policy. Swift Creek sediment may not be manipulated without legal authorization and
appropriate personal protective equipment (PPE). Swift Creek sediment is proposed for management
according to SCSMAP strategies examined in Section 2.4.1 of the Draft EIS.
25. The “no action” alternative will destroy existing transportation facilities.
Refer to response to Comment 16 of this comment letter. The No Action alternative, as described in
Section 2.4.1 of the Draft EIS, would include baseline conditions in which Whatcom County conducts
dredging and associated sediment management activities to protect public health, welfare, and the
environment, as well as public infrastructure to the extent possible with available funding. Whatcom
County is mandated to maintain its transportation facilities and public access on area roadways.
26. The “no action” alternative will mean a gradual death of this area and no means to protect
ourselves.
Refer to previous comment response.
27. The proposal for a large 70 acre basin has too many unanswered questions. What risk of air borne
asbestos or ground water contamination might result from this proposed alternative? Although the
proposal is getting support as a way to eliminate most of the downstream asbestos issues, it needs
to be evaluated with a sense of reality. It would be so easy if this was the solution, but has not been
fairly and fully evaluated in the EIS. Most of the no‐action questions being asked will apply to this
proposed alternative also.
As described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS and as clarified in this Final EIS, the initial project‐level
review for the SCSMAP Phase 1 projects, including the proposed sediment basins, will be augmented in
a phased environmental review process in conjunction with final project designs. The potential for
asbestos to become airborne and travel beyond the sediment basin area is discussed in Section 3.1.2 of
the Draft EIS. Groundwater in association with the potential sediment basins is discussed in Section
3.1.4 of the Draft EIS.
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28. Other issues are those of liability, who will be responsible to manage the site and where will the
money come from?
Refer to response to Comment 15 of this Final EIS.
29. It could take years for all the agencies and governments to answer these questions and then more
time to excavate the site. Is it reasonable for us to assume that it will take 10‐15 years to have the
project functional for a life span of 20‐40 years? The questions of what we do with Swift Creek in
the mean time to protect the community still go unanswered.
The proposals described in Section 2 of the Draft EIS and Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS will be
forwarded to the Whatcom County Council for review and possible adoption and approval. Once
approved, Whatcom County intends to begin the process of implementation. Section 2.1.3 of this Final
EIS describes Whatcom County’s efforts related to interagency participation in Swift Creek
management for solutions that may be implemented immediately.
30. Our preferred alternative would be on going removal of sediment from behind upstream traps, to
be washed and the gravel used in controlled construction projects. Just above the Oats Cole Road
and in key places along the Sumas River, finer sediment could be excavated and used for farmland
restoration. Overall costs for managing Swift Creek could be reduced by the use of private
management, with practical agency oversight and verification.
Refer to the response to Comment 16 of this comment letter. No private, commercial gravel operation
can or will occur in association with Swift Creek‐source sediment based on current or foreseeable
Whatcom County policy. Swift Creek sediment may not be manipulated without legal authorization
and appropriate personal protective equipment (PPE). Swift Creek sediment is proposed for
management according to SCSMAP strategies examined in Section 2.4.1 of the Draft EIS.
31. We would ask that the EIS look at the 2.2 Objectives bullet two and examine why flushing (diluting)
asbestos‐laden sediment through the Sumas River to the Fraser River as is being done now cannot
be a viable alternative.
Refer to the response to Comment 20 of this comment letter.
32. We would ask that the EIS look alternatives where Swift Creek sediment could be moved in a
controlled program for commercial uses such as fill and roadbeds and possibly diluted with other
products.
Refer to the responses to Comments 16 and 20 of this comment letter.
33. We would ask that the EIS look possible major engineering and construction projects where
contaminated sediment would be hauled or piped to a disposal location.
Refer to the responses to Comments 11 and 20 of this comment letter.
34. Flooding, access issues, and potential asbestos exposure and cleanup problems would impact Great
Western Lumber neighboring homeowners and other businesses with the No‐Action Alternative.
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The nonproject No Action alternative, described in Section 2.4.1 would be Whatcom County’s current
maintenance program. Whatcom County, using available resources, maintains Swift Creek through
dredging and associated projects to prevent bank overtopping, infrastructure damage, and roadway
closures. As noted in the Draft EIS (Figure 2‐3), Great Western Lumber is located in an alluvial fan
hazard area and is subject to overbank flooding. While Whatcom County controls Swift Creek sediment
as its resources allow, periodic flooding events occur that are beyond Whatcom County’s control.
35. Timberland conversion, large landslide events that could overtop sediment basins, and extra tax
burdens would impact Great Western Lumber neighboring homeowners and other businesses with
the Large Basin Alternative.
Refer to Section 2 of the Draft EIS and Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS for discussion and clarification of
proposals examined in the Draft EIS. The SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan is examined at the preliminary
project level and will be subject to phased environmental review in conjunctions with final site designs.
As final project designs are incomplete, exact acreage of proposed sediment basin location is not yet
known, property purchase alternatives for Whatcom County or another agency through interagency
agreement (refer to Section 2.1.3 of this Final EIS) have not yet been determined, and a funding source
has not been identified. Funding sources and tax structures or burdens related to the proposals
examined are beyond the purview of the Draft EIS.

3.1.7 Jean Melious, Western Washington University
1. A critical mitigation measure to protect the public health, safety, and welfare would be to work with
EPA and the Northwest Air Pollution Authority to adopt dust control measures and mitigation
procedures for soil and rock areas that are disturbed by construction or other activities.
Dust control and mitigation procedures are integral to the SCSMAP (Appendix B). As discussed in the
SCSMAP and the Draft EIS, Whatcom County has adopted a Public Works Asbestos Policy (PWAP) to
manage Swift Creek sediment using wet methods. Wet method management is intended to prevent
dust generation to protect worker safety, as well as those who may live or recreate in the Swift Creek
area.
2. It is extremely difficult to figure out what, exactly, constitutes the “Proposed Action.” Section 1.1
states that there is an Action Plan (non‐project) and Phase 1 projects. The “four primary projects”
referred to in Section 1.1 should be identified within that section. From Section 1.3, it appears that
the four projects are: one setback levee, one debris deflection levee, in‐stream sediment traps, and
sediment basins (or a second setback levee). Section 2.2.2, however, states that these projects are
“conceptual.” The difference between the Action Plan, which includes conceptual sediment
management recommendations such as setback levees and debris deflection, and the “conceptual”
Phase 1 projects, including setback levees and debris defection, is not clear.
Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS is a summary of the proposed actions. This section specifically refers the
reader to the SCSMAP and the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan. Neither the 21 strategies outlined in the
SCSMAP nor the four projects outlined in the SCSMAP Phase 1 project plan are enumerated in this
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summary. Both the SCSMAP and the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan are discussed in detail in Section
2.4.1 and 2.4.2, the sections of the Draft EIS that describe the proposed actions.
Both Section 1.1.1 and Section 2.2.2 introduce the proposed actions and the concept of phased
environmental review. Refer to Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS for clarification of the proposed actions
addressed in the SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects Draft EIS, as well as the concept of phased
environmental review.
3. Sections 1.4.2 (Areas of Controversy and Uncertainty) and 1.4.3 (Issues to be Resolved) should
discuss the availability of funding for the Proposed Action. It is important for the EIS to identify
clearly the extent to which these projects can actually be implemented. If the projects are entirely
speculative, decision makers need to understand the importance of developing a robust No Action
alternative.
WAC 197‐11‐450 states, “For the purposes of complying with SEPA, the weighing of the merits and
drawbacks of the various alternatives need not be displayed in a monetary cost‐benefit analysis and
should not be when there are important qualitative considerations.” Whatcom County, in presenting
the alternatives (refer to Section 2.2 of the Draft EIS and Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS for descriptions
of the alternatives) determined that, in the case of both the SCSMAP proposal and the SCSMAP Phase
1 Projects proposal, there are factors more important to the decision‐making process. The primary
factors considered for both proposals include effectiveness of managing sediment to prevent flooding,
effectiveness at reducing extent of sediment deposition on the Swift Creek alluvial fan and Sumas River
floodplain, and the potential to protect human health and welfare and the environment based on
prioritized problems of the Swift Creek watershed. In addition, Whatcom County has been assessing
funding mechanisms and working with appropriate agencies outside of the plan adoption and
implementation process (refer to Section 2.1.3 of this Final EIS).
4. Appendix G includes the Swift Creek Short to Mid‐Term Sediment Management Alternatives
Assessment, Oct. 2008‐DRAFT 1/12/2011 (“Alternatives Assessment”), which briefly assesses a
broader range of alternatives than is addressed in the DEIS.
As described in Section 2 of the Draft EIS and as clarified in Section 2.1.2 of this Final EIS, many years of
strategy analysis preceded completion of the SCSMAP. Many alternatives were examined in previous
years that were not included in the SCSMAP and were not forwarded for environmental review.
Strategies that were not included in the SCSMAP are outside of the purview of this environmental
review process.
5. The alternative of land acquisition was not included in the DEIS. This alternative should be included
in order to provide the option of planning for a longer‐term solution that would not cost appreciably
more than the short‐ to mid‐term solutions proposed in the DEIS.
The SCSMAP, as described in Section 2.4.1, includes a strategy for developing a floodplain acquisition
program (SCSMAP Passive Management Strategy 4.6A). This strategy is examined at the plan level
throughout the Draft EIS under the topic of flood hazard management. Phase 1 projects were
forwarded for review at the project level to address immediate Swift Creek problem areas, primarily the
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potential for avulsion along Swift Creek’s right bank, identified in the SCSMAP and discussed in Section
2.4.1 of the Draft EIS. The passive management strategy of development of a floodplain acquisition
program, while ranked as high priority by Whatcom County, was not identified as an immediate
solution to high priority Swift Creek problem areas.
6. The Proposed Action itself is unfunded, as indicated on page 2‐20, and all of the costs have not
been calculated. For example, page 2‐26 states that sediment removal from sediment traps would
be required every two to five years. The DEIS does not address mitigation measures for sediment
removal, which would require the handling of sediment and disposal, presumably in a hazardous
waste disposal site, all at a considerable cost.
Refer to response to comment 3 of this comment letter for discussion of funding in relation to this
environmental review process. Sediment storage is a component of the nonproject proposed action,
adoption of the SCSMAP. As noted in Section 2.4.1 of the Draft EIS, “Stockpile management is of
ongoing concern; the SCSMAP includes a plan for identification of future stockpile areas, integration of
safe sediment handling procedures for stockpile development, access exclusion to promote public
safety, monitoring, and final stabilization……Sediment management also includes the possibility for
further analysis of off‐site sediment storage, or storage outside of the Swift Creek watershed.” As
discussed in Section 2.1.3 of this final EIS, Whatcom County is working with other agencies, primarily
Ecology and EPA, to develop an interagency agreement on Swift Creek sediment management.
7. For decision makers to reach this conclusion on an informed basis, they must be provided with
sufficient information to determine (1) the feasibility of alternatives in the long run (why should the
County fund short‐term alternatives that are as expensive as long‐term alternatives?), and (2)
whether the alternatives will meet the project objective of reducing risk to the public.
As described in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS and as shown on Figure 2‐2, the nonproject proposal is for
adoption of the SCSMAP. The project‐level proposal includes preliminary review of SCSMAP Phase 1
projects. The Draft EIS provides decision‐makers with information related to impacts of nonproject
plan adoption and with project‐level project development. The Draft EIS also provides information at
the level commensurate with the detail in the SCSMAP and the preliminary detail of the SCSMAP
Phase 1 Project Plan for analysis what would occur if the SCSMAP were not adopted and, subsequently,
what would happen if Phase 1 projects are not pursued. There is no discussion in the SCSMAP, the
SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan, or the Draft EIS on funding short‐term or long‐term alternatives, as
neither the SCSMAP nor its Phase 1 Plan present strategies as short or long term. Please refer to
Section 2.1.2 of this Final EIS for contents of documents included in this environmental review process.
8. The Land Acquisition Alternative appears to be a reasonable long‐term approach to addressing the
problem, but it may be that the No Action Alternative can achieve the same goals more cheaply.
As described in the response to comment 5 of this comment letter, the “land acquisition alternative” is
not an alternative examined in this environmental review process. Development of a floodplain
acquisition program is a strategy included in the SCSMAP and is discussed in the Draft EIS as part of the
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nonproject proposed action. Whatcom County may, subsequent to SCSMAP adoption, implement the
floodplain acquisition strategy in a future phase of SCSMAP implementation.
9. The potential for liability under CERCLA and MTCA does not depend on designating the area as a
“cleanup site,” contrary to the statement on page 3‐94. The trigger for liability is transportation,
disposal, or arranging for transportation or disposal, of asbestos, regardless of whether the site has
been designated a “cleanup” site.
Refer to Section 2.1.3 of this Final EIS.
10. The first full bulleted item on page 1‐4 could create unnecessary confusion. It states that the “risk of
exposure to naturally‐occurring asbestos compared to asbestos associated with manufactured
products remains a public controversy.” Based on this statement, readers could be led to believe
that Swift Creek asbestos is not “the type that has caused lung problems,” when there is no
controversy over the fact that asbestos can cause disease.
The discussion referenced on page 1‐4 is merely stating that there is public controversy related to
occupational asbestos exposure in relation to naturally‐occurring asbestos. The reader is not led to
believe that Swift Creek asbestos does not cause lung problems, as the very next sentence states,
“Appendix B to this Draft EIS describes studies that conclude that there is risk of lung‐related disorders
associated with asbestos exposure, regardless of the asbestos source.”
11. It would be helpful if the EIS made it clear that asbestos is a potentially harmful substance, whether
it occurs in the environment or in the workplace, but that it is more difficult to determine whether
asbestos will be harmful when it occurs in the environment because of questions regarding the
degree of exposure.
Section 3.2.1 of the Draft EIS discusses Swift Creek contaminants in relation to health. The Draft EIS
specifically states, “As opposed to workplace air quality, potential human health issues related to
exposure to respirable dusts from natural in‐place asbestos deposits are not well documented; medical
consensus, however, is that exposure to asbestos, regardless of source, results in the same risks to
health.”
Section 2.1.4 of this Final EIS summarizes information included in the Draft EIS related to cancer risk
associated with Swift Creek‐source asbestos.
12. With respect to the “zoning designations,” Whatcom County has the authority to designate the
Swift Creek and Sumas River floodplains as geologically hazardous areas. RCW 36.70a.030 This
mitigation measure should be applied both to the Proposed Action and the No Action alternative.
There is no reason that the County should ignore its land use planning authority under any scenario
(Proposed Action or No Action).
As noted in Section 3.1.1, the Swift Creek area has been designated an alluvial fan hazard area. While
Whatcom County could, under RCW 36.70a.030, designate the Swift Creek area and Sumas River
floodplains as geologically hazardous areas, Whatcom County determined that designation as an
3‐21

Swift Creek Sediment Management Action Plan (SCSMAP) Final EIS

2013

alluvial fan hazard area, coupled with development restrictions managed through the comprehensive
planning process, and development and subsequent implementation of the SCSMAP, sufficiently
manage the Swift Creek and Sumas River areas. Refer also to Section 2.2.1 of this Final EIS.
The Draft EIS, in Sections 2.4.1 and 2.4.2, describes the No Action alternatives. The nonproject No
Action alternative would result in the SCSMAP not being adopted and existing Whatcom County
maintenance activities continuing. The project‐level No Action would assume that the SCSMAP is
adopted, but SCSMAP Phase 1 projects are not pursued. Both No Action alternatives, as prescribed
under WAC 197‐11‐440(5)(ii), are evaluated and compared to their respective nonproject and project‐
level alternatives and environmental impacts compared (WAC 197‐11‐440(5)(c)(vi). Mitigation for
baseline conditions, however, is not provided as it is Whatcom County’s current approach to the Swift
Creek problems identified in the SCSMAP. If the No Action alternative were to be chosen over
SCSMAP adoption, no change would occur to baseline conditions; as such, no mitigation is called for
under SEPA.
13. During the 2016 update to its Comprehensive Plan, Whatcom County has the authority to
determine that urban growth areas (“UGAs”) should not be located in the floodplains of Swift Creek
or the Sumas River. This mitigation measure should be applied both to the Proposed Action and to
the No Action alternative.
As described in Section 2.2.1 of this Final EIS, UGARs for Nooksack and Sumas include a safety clause in
relation to Swift Creek‐source asbestos that must be examined prior to reserve areas being adopted as
UGAs.
Refer to the discussion of mitigation measures in relation to the No Action alternative in the previous
comment response.
14. Under the No Action alternative, the County should mitigate impacts by planning for the ultimate
inability to use South Pass Road within the floodplain. For example, modeling may show that a
north‐south route from Sorenson Road to South Pass Road east of Goodwin Road will be necessary.
Refer to the response to comment 11 of this comment letter in relation to mitigation for the No Action
alternative. In addition, Whatcom County’s imperative in relation to Swift Creek sediment and flooding
is to provide public access and maintain plans for alternate routes when and where necessary. In the
event that the No Action alternative is chosen, Whatcom County would continue to manage Swift
Creek sediment as it does today to protect public health and welfare within its abilities and to maintain
public access.
15. Because the Proposed Action is not fully funded, and the effectiveness of proposed measures is
uncertain in any event, a mitigation measure requiring such planning should also be adopted for the
Proposed Action.
The SCSMAP provides basic planning‐level costs for implementing the strategies of the plans and notes
that specific costs and funding mechanisms would be identified in final project design phases.
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Adoption of the SCSMAP, the nonproject proposal examined in the Draft EIS, would adopt this
measure in association with final design phases for projects identified under SCSMAP strategies.

3.1.8 Joseph Knight
1. At the outset, I believe the No Action option is not acceptable. Some version of the Action Plan is
the only practical solution to the Swift Creek avulsion problem since damage to property is likely to
occur around Goodwin Road and Oat Coles Road if the current condition of Swift Creek is not
remediated.
Comment noted. Whatcom County’s purpose in developing the SCSMAP is to frame a comprehensive
approach to manageing Swift Creek sediment. The No Action alternative applies Whatcom County’s
Swift Creek‐allocated resources to dredging, bank hardening, and sediment stockpiling to protect
public health, welfare, and the environment, as well as public infrastructure to the extent possible given
those resources. In developing the SCSMAP, Whatcom County acknowledges that more support in the
Swift Creek watershed is necessary for overall protection.
2. Concerning the metals in the sediment, I’ve been told that if some flood were to spread Swift Creek
sediment over the agricultural land below the alluvial fan, the heavy metals would make the soil
infertile for decades. I I saw nothing in the Draft document that defined the risk of flooding to
nearby agricultural lands.
Metals associated with Swift Creek‐source sediment and overbank flooding are discussed in section
3.1.3 of the Draft EIS, and contaminated floodwaters in relation to agricultural lands are discussed in
Section 3.2.2 of the Draft EIS. Section 2.1.3 notes that the metals chromium, nickel, and manganese
exceed water quality standards below the landslide during discharge events and decrease with distance
from the slide. Section 2.1.3 also notes that, “During flood events…Swift Creek sediment can be spread
throughout the alluvial fan and throughout the Sumas River floodplain as far as flood momentum
allows.”
Section 3.2.2 describes these metals in relation to calcium‐to‐magnesium (ca:mg) ratios optimum for
growing crops. Swift Creek sediment contaminated land is known to alter the ca:mg ratio from an
acceptable range of 2.3 or higher to a measured value of 0.02, creating a soil sterility that area residents
have noted takes many years of amendment to return agricultural lands to acceptable crop production
levels.
3. These 70 acres are likely to be largely dry in the summer and consequently will they present a
greater risk of airborne exposure to asbestos than the piles of sediment that currently line the
creek? Please evaluate the health risks of this 70 acre veneer of sediment on the nearby
population.
Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIS notes that, depending on conditions conducive to asbestos entrainment,
coupled with windy conditions, those living and working near the lower Goodwin Reach could be
exposed to airborne asbestos from trapped sediment associated with the sediment basins. Sediment
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basins are of particular concern because it is unknown, based on infiltration and groundwater
conditions, the length of time each season that fine sediment trapped within developed basins would
be dry and subject to air entrainment. The preliminary project‐level review included in the Draft EIS, as
described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS and Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS, will be subject to phased
environmental review in conjunction with final sediment basin design. Phased environmental review
will, based on details included in final designs, include complete air quality analysis and a mitigation
plan.
4. What risks to wildlife do these ponds present either as dry, flat, soft sediment or as wet, marshy
ponds? Will these sediment ponds concentrate the asbestos and heavy metals in such a way as to
make removal of the sediment more risky to the equipment operators, nearby residents, and
livestock? Please evaluate this in the final report.
As described in the response to the previous comment, the preliminary project‐level review included in
the Draft EIS, as described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS and Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS, will be
subject to phased environmental review in conjunction with final sediment basin design. Phased
environmental review will, based on details included in final designs, include analysis of the potential
impacts to wildlife.
As discussed in the Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS, Whatcom County Public Works has instituted a
worker safety and sediment handling policy to minimize occupational health risk in managing Swift
Creek Sediment. This policy, the Public Works Asbestos Policy (PWAP), included in the SCSMAP as
Appendix B, includes using “wet methods” for removal and subsequent handling of Swift Creek
sediment during maintenance activities to prevent entrainment of asbestos fibers into the air to protect
workers and residents from potential asbestos exposure. Final project design for the sediment basins
will include a maintenance schedule and plan that will be subject to phased environmental review. Any
such maintenance under such a schedule and plan would be subject to the PWAP.
5. Where will the sediment spoils be located once they are removed? I think this phase of the project
needs to be in the final EIS as well since that site must be evaluated for compatibility and safety.
Also the route along which the spoils will be transported needs to be identified.
As described in the SCSMAP and in Section 2.1.3 of this Final EIS, an off‐site repository for Swift Creek
sediment has not been identified. Until such time as an interagency agreement has been formalized or
Whatcom County develops an off‐site repository and associated transportation plan, Swift Creek
sediment will continue to be stockpiled as has been Whatcom County’s practice since 2007.
Impacts and mitigation associated with stockpiling are included in the Draft EIS. In addition, general
impacts of safe sediment disposal (SCSMAP Strategy 4.2D) are discussed in the Draft EIS. SCSMAP
Strategy 4.2 D for safe sediment disposal is a strategy that may be implemented in the future, but is not
included in the first phase of SCSMAP implementation.
6. No mention is made of landscaping either for levees or retention ponds. I am concerned that the
overall site, regardless of the final design, not look like a giant gravel pit. The ponds should be set
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back far enough from Goodwin Road to allow a forested buffer and the levees covered in some kind
of natural vegetation.
Comment noted. As discussed in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS, project level review for the levees and
sediment basins is preliminary. Final designs will include finished surfaces and will be subject to phased
environmental review. Mitigation included in the Draft EIS to prevent scour includes vegetating levees
(Draft EIS Section 3.1.3). It should be noted, however, that the extreme ca:mg ratios (refer to response
to Comment 2 of this comment letter) found in Swift Creek sediment render soils essentially sterile and
would require capping with stabilized topsoil prior to revegetation.
7. Some part of the EIS should comment on the socio‐economic impact of the project. Will property
values go up or down? Will the promise of greater protection increase the value of nearby
properties or will the ponds and levees themselves cause a decline in the value of real property?
The Elements of the Environment included in WAC 197‐11 that require discussion in an EIS do not
include socioeconomic analysis. Socioeconomic impacts, including property values, therefore, are
outside of the purview of this EIS.

3.1.9 Shirley Gelwicks
1. Removing the culvert on South Pass Road that connects to Breckenridge Creek would flood the
entire area, such as occurred in 1977 when the County allowed Swift Creek to flood my property,
leaving 6 to 18 inches of silt on my entire farm. This must not happen again.
The South Pass Road culvert removal associated with potential development of the South Pass setback
levee would require rerouting of existing flows that would ordinarily enter the culvert to prevent
flooding. Mitigation included in Section 3.1.3 of the Draft EIS note the need for further analysis of the
potential adverse effect of culvert removal on the tributary channel, and suggests that appropriate
mitigation be identified for the road modification design (to include rerouting the flow).
Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS and Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS note that the South Pass Setback Levee,
as well as other projects included in the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan are included in the Draft EIS as
preliminary project level review and will be subject to phased environmental review in conjunction with
final project designs. This means that further analysis will be conducted of the culvert removal and its
effects, including accommodating the flow elsewhere (not flooding neighboring lands).
Historic Swift Creek flooding has been the result of over‐sedimentation of the creek as a result of
landslide‐generated sediment. Whatcom County manages the sediment as its resources allow. Alluvial
fan and floodplain properties are prone to flooding and mapped as such by the federal government.
2. In Arkansas Game & Fish Commission vs. Unites States (Case 11‐597, decided 12/4/2012),
temporarily flooding land is considered taking, for which the Constitution requires compensation.
Whatcom County has not and does not intend to intentionally flood private properties. The referenced
case was an intentional flooding and has no bearing on the Swift Creek SCSMAP which, through
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strategy implementation as shown in the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan, strives to reduce sediment and
associated overbank flooding and avulsion threat.

3.1.10 Justin Adams, Williams Northwest Pipeline
1. Williams Northwest Pipeline Co. will be available to review and approval all designs and work
upstream and downstream of the Swift Creek pipeline crossing right‐of‐way. Pipeline depth and
potential impact will require approval by Williams Northwest Pipeline Co.
Comment noted. The pipeline crossing will be developed in association with final project designs (refer
to Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS).
2. Williams Northwest Pipeline Co. has three pipelines that cross Swift Creek just east of the proposed
sediment basins. It is critical that we maintain cover over our three lines at this crossing. The
sediment basins must be designed to not undercut the pipelines.
Comment noted. Pipeline protection will be developed in association with final sediment basin project
design (refer to Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS).
3. Is the work a phased approach or is the plan to complete everything all at once?
As described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS, SCSMAP Phase 1 projects would be phased based on the
SCSMAP prioritization protocol (refer to SCSMAP Section 7). The Phase 1 project sequence, based on
SCSMAP priority, would be:






Project 1:
Project 2:
Project 3:
Project 4:
Project 5:

South Pass Road Setback/Debris Deflection Levee
Upper Goodwin Reach Setback Debris Deflection Levee
In‐Stream Sediment Traps
Sediment Basins
Lower Goodwin Setback Levee (alternate action to Project 4).

3.1.11 David Knudsen, Ostrom Mushroom Farm
1. What impact might a settlement site just north of our farm have on the health and wellbeing of our
employees?
Section 3.1.2 of the Draft EIS notes that, depending on conditions conducive to asbestos entrainment,
coupled with windy conditions, those living and working near the lower Goodwin Reach could be
exposed to airborne asbestos from trapped sediment associated with the sediment basins. Sediment
basins are of particular concern because it is unknown, based on infiltration and groundwater
conditions, the length of time each season that fine sediment trapped within developed basins would
be dry and subject to air entrainment. The preliminary project‐level review included in the Draft EIS, as
described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS and Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS, will be augmented in
phased environmental review process(es) in conjunction with final sediment basin design. Phased
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environmental review will, based on details included in final designs, include complete air quality
analysis and a mitigation plan to address air quality impacts.
2. Will our employees be exposed to asbestos to a greater degree?
Refer to response to previous comment.
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PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following are public hearing comments.

3.2.1 Joni Hensley
1. I think that a no‐action option should not be considered, and that is written in that document in
case you read it. I agree with the consultants that there will be benefits from dealing with the
sedimentation and the work as far as the sedimentation is upstream as far as possible, which is
really what's been demonstrated in the project.
Comment noted. SCSMAP adoption and subsequent implementation of SCSMAP strategies through
approval of the SCSMAP Phase 1 Project plan will be determined by the decision‐makers, the Whatcom
County Council.
2. I would discourage the recommendation of buying out properties, which is also in that, and unless it
is so heavily impacted that they can't be restored.
Comment noted.

3.2.2 Tom Westergreen
1.

I had trouble finding where questions asked May of 18th of 2011 were answered in the Draft EIS:
a. The relative asbestos exposure risk from different Swift Creek sediments

Asbestos exposure risk is discussed in detail in Appendix B to the Draft EIS. Refer to Section 2.1.4 for
further discussion of cancer risk based on exposure and incorporation of Appendix B into the Draft EIS.
b. Locations for impacts of proposed actions and no‐action alternatives before actions and no‐
action alternatives could be properly compared.
As described in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS and as shown on Figure 2‐2, the SCSMAP and SCSMAP
Phase 1 Projects Draft EIS includes the nonproject proposal of adoption of the SCSMAP, which
incorporates 13 active sediment management strategies and 8 passive sediment management
strategies for possible future implementation. As described in the SCSMAP Phase 1 project plan, the
SCSMAP strategies of flood hazard management (4.1B) and sediment management (4.2A and 4.2B)
have been identified for implementation under the SCSMAP. These strategies are proposed for
implementation as sediment management projects (refer to Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS). These
projects, as described in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS, are reviewed at the project level based on
available information and will be subject for phased environmental review associated with final project
design. The Draft EIS, therefore, includes both nonproject review of SCSMAP (and its incorporated
strategies), with the alternative of No Action (not adopting the SCSMAP) and project‐level review of
the SCSMAP Phase 1 Projects, with the alternative of No Action (not moving forward with the
identified Phase 1 projects and moving toward implementation of other SCSMAP strategies or other
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projects under the strategies on which Phase 1 projects were identified). Locations of the SCSMAP
projects is shown on Figure 2‐5 of the Draft EIS, and reproduced as Figure 2‐3 of this Final EIS.
c. We're within a quarter mile of the creek, are we safe? Are we not safe?
Draft EIS Appendix B and Section 3.2.1 show that asbestos fibers were measurable using air monitors in
the breathing zone of sampling personnel for the activities listed in these sections. The conclusion of
EPA, the Washington State Department of Health, and Whatcom County, based on EPA’s cancer risk
estimates and WDOH’s health consultations, is that activities within the Swift Creek watershed that
disturb sediment such that asbestos fibers could become airborne create a potential avenue of asbestos
exposure and is an inhalation risk. These issues are further discussed in Section 2.1.4 of this Final EIS.
2. I know the local flood control committee and some of the neighbors had proposed some other
possible actions. And, really, you just had the no‐action, which is, you know ‐‐ that needs to be
taken right now, is clean out under the bridges.
Comment noted. Refer to Sections 2.1.1 and 2.1.2 of this Final EIS for discussion of the contents of the
Draft EIS based on SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan contents and their relationship to
proposals and alternatives that provided the basis for the plans under review. The No Action
alternative for the nonproject proposal of SCSMAP adoption is Whatcom County’s ongoing Swift Creek
sediment maintenance program that, as resources allow, maintains Swift Creek to protect public health
and welfare, the environment, and public infrastructure.
3. Some of these other ideas that the neighbors had, really, I didn't see where they were addressed in
there. One of them was the land between the Oat Coles and Goodwin Roads, whether a property
like that could be purchased and sediment be put there. And the issue's been that it’s federally
protected wetlands compared to a hundred acres of our forest land up there can all be graded off to
put in these structures. I didn't see where that was really answered.
Many strategies for Swift Creek sediment management that have been discussed over the years have
been incorporated into the strategies included in the SCSMAP. These strategies are included in Section
4 of the SCSMAP. Strategies that were previously examined but not included in the SCSMAP were
determined by Whatcom County to not meet the standard of protection of public health and welfare
and the environment, based on accumulated health information compiled for Swift Creek (refer to
Appendix B of the Draft EIS).
The impacts associated with removal of the forest and with potential wetland impacts are discussed in
Section 3.2.4 of the Draft EIS. Impacts to either forested areas or wetlands will be further examined in
phased environmental review processes (refer to Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS).
4. We've never really understood, as a community, I don't think, what the background levels are on
the asbestos in the air. If it's in the air, that's the issue.
Appendix B to the Draft EIS discusses potential exposure risk associated with Swift Creek sediment.
This risk is further discussed in Section 2.1.4 of this Final EIS. Background air sampling is being
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conducted in the lower Swift Creek area; budgeting constraints, however, have slowed data analysis. In
the absence of monitoring results, the Draft EIS notes that activities that disturb Swift Creek sediment
pose a potential risk of airborne asbestos exposure and suggests that these conditions be avoided.
5. The large basin they want to put on the Great Western property: It's going to take up that whole
piece of property there. We've got trees there now. That's not what it's going to be later on, and I
don't think the neighbors really understand that. Part of the issue was how that was going to affect
the water table because that's going to be down where it's closer to the water table. I didn't, in the
document, really get that kind of an answer.
The described forest may be removed, as discussed in Draft EIS Section 3.1.5, in conjunction with
development of basins for Swift Creek sediment settling. As described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS,
the proposed SCSMAP Phase 1 projects would be developed sequentially with the goal of preventing
potential avulsion and overbank flooding threats identified in the SCSMAP and as described in Section
2.4.1 of the Draft EIS. The protection that the forest provides would be replaced by protective
sediment management structures with the added benefit of removing accumulated sediment from the
Swift Creek system.
As described in Section 3.1.4 of the Draft EIS, while potential groundwater mounding beneath the
sediment basins does not appear to result in impacts, further examination of this issue is suggested in
association with final project design.

3.2.3 Justin Adams, Williams Gas Pipeline
1. We own and operate large natural gas transmission facilities in the area; at this particular crossing
at Swift Creek, we have a 26‐inch diameter line, a 30‐inch diameter line, and also a 36‐inch diameter
line.
Comment noted.
2. I do see our crossing identified on this Swift Creek work plan, but some of the concerns that we do
have, it's critical that we maintain cover over all of our lines, at least two feet. And one of the things
that we'd like considered as part of this is: The sediment basins do not undercut our pipeline, and,
also, that the basins are sufficiently high enough to prevent our lines from being exposed.
Comment noted. The pipeline crossing will be developed in association with final sediment basin
project designs (refer to Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS).
3. We're willing to work with you all as far as depth or any facility information there. But one of the
things looking at this, I saw references to Exhibit F, D, E, and I didn't see any detailed design
information on what was available online.
As described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS and as clarified in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS, project‐
level review of the SCSMAP Phase 1 projects is at a preliminary level based on available information.
Phased environmental review will be conducted for final project designs, which will be conducted
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subsequent to this EIS process. Final project designs will incorporate protections for the pipeline
corridor, as well as appropriate cover depth. Refer also to Section 2.1.2 of this Final EIS.
4. And then I'd like to have some contact information on who to coordinate with regarding design.
We'd have to run that through our tech services department out of Salt Lake City.
Comment noted. The Whatcom County project manager listed in the Fact Sheet to the Draft EIS is the
primary contact for the Swift Creek SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan.
5. Are all of these designs are multiple options or kind of a phased approach?
As described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS, SCSMAP Phase 1 projects would be phased based on the
SCSMAP prioritization protocol (refer to SCSMAP Section 7). The Phase 1 project sequence, based on
SCSMAP priority, would be:






Project 1:
Project 2:
Project 3:
Project 4:
Project 5:

South Pass Road Setback/Debris Deflection Levee
Upper Goodwin Reach Setback Debris Deflection Levee
In‐Stream Sediment Traps
Sediment Basins
Lower Goodwin Setback Levee (alternate action to Project 4).

3.2.4 Rose Schmidt, 8263 Gillies Road, Everson
1. I'd like to see a little bit more brought up with the mitigation program because we're more down on
the flats and we are one of the properties that gets hit pretty good because we've got a big
drainage ditch that's going through there. Right now the ditch is clear up to the top filled with silt,
so that is hitting on our property. It's making our property more susceptible to flooding.
As described in Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS and as clarified in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS, project‐
level review of the SCSMAP Phase 1 projects is at a preliminary level based on available information.
Phased environmental review will be conducted for final project designs, which will be conducted
subsequent to this EIS process. Subsequent environmental review will extrapolation of impacts of
based on final design to the drainage area and will include additional, site‐specific mitigation based on
final project design.

3.2.5 Tom Fenton, 9342 Delta Line Road, Blaine, Washington
1. It's okay to keep digging out the bottom and trying to build ponds, but you're going to have to
address the item up on top of the hill where the water's coming from. If you don't control the water
at the top and get it down through that ravine with, like, HDPE pipe, you'd just as well stay home
than digging it out continually.
As described in Section 4 of the SCSMAP and reviewed in Section 2 of the Draft EIS, the SCSMAP
includes a set of strategies for landslide stabilization. One of the substrategies for landslide
stabilization includes landslide surface drainage. Landslide surface drainage is, however, not included
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in the first phase of SCSMAP implementation. As shown in Section 7 of the SCSMAP, landslide surface
drainage is rated as a low priority because research conducted by KWL (2008) showed that surface
drainage without subsurface drainage would be ineffective; subsurface drainage was shown to be
impractical given the rate of slide movement (refer to SCSMAP Strategy 4.4a). Surface drainage could,
as noted in the discussion of the strategy, be effective with grading and drainage ditches to reduce
infiltration into the slide mass.
In addition, the SCSMAP includes a strategy for rerouting the North Fork of Swift Creek (Strategy 4.2E).
This strategy may be included in a future phase of SCSMAP implementation.
2. One of these days, the whole hill might let go through. You got to do a little more work up on the
top and some exploration and get some people that have done it with some knowledge up there
and been in some tough situations. And I've been in a lot of those and I'm willing to go look at
things and help out a little bit here because it's never going to stop coming because gravity still
works in this earth every day.
Comment noted.
3. It's just going to continue to come, and it's not going to get fixed by building ponds at the bottom.
You got to start with a problem. That's on top of that mountain.
Comment noted. Refer to response to Question 1 of this public hearing comment.

3.2.6 Dave Smith
1. I own property on the creek. It goes through the middle of my property. All we see is study, study,
study, and nothing gets done. When are we physically going to do something?
As noted in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIS, the proposals include adoption of a plan and subsequent
implementation of the first phase of the plan. For first phase of implementation, Whatcom County has
identified four primary projects and one project alternative as immediate solutions to watershed
problems identified in the SCSMAP. It is Whatcom County’s intent, in developing the SCSMAP and
immediately commencing implementation planning, to shorten the time necessary to commence
development of Swift Creek sediment management solutions.

3.2.7 Scott Linneman
A verbal comment provided to Whatcom County staff in response to the Swift Creek Sediment
Management Action Plan (SCSMAP) and SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan Draft EIS included the request
to incorporate a study of the lung tissue of rats from several types of asbestos, including Swift Creek
chrysotile asbestos. The study was conducted by EPA researchers, with consultation by the National
Institutes of Health (NIH). The study exposed individual groups of rats to four types of naturally‐
occurring asbestos: Sumas Mountain chrysotile, Libby amphibole, El Dorado tremolite, and Ontario
ferroactinolite.
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Study results indicate that Swift Creek‐source chrysotile asbestos includes large fiber sizes that directly
correlate with severity of fibrosis. Severity associated with Swift Creek chrysotile asbestos, according
to study results, would be higher than any of the other three asbestos types. While comparison of
asbestos geographically is outside of the scope of the SCSMAP and SCSMAP Phase 1 Project Plan EIS,
the toxicity indicated by the Cyphert, et al. 2012 supports EPA’s conservative coefficient of toxicity
included in its 2007 and 2010 risk assessments. These risk assessments are discussed in Appendix B to
the Draft EIS and clarified in Section 2.1.4 of this Final EIS. EPA’s calculations that include the
coefficient of toxicity are available for review at the offices of Whatcom County Public Works.
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