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Meeting Summary 
Bob Geddes, Pend Oreille Public Utility District #1 (PUD), and Rick Brazell, United States Forest 
Service (USFS) both gave opening remarks. Mark Cauchy (PUD) and Glen Koehn (USFS) gave a brief 
PowerPoint presentation expressing the agencies’ interest in the project.  
 
Lori Isenberg, facilitator, went over the handout that explained the collaborative process. She explained 
that by the end of the meeting they would be starting the third block.  
 

 
 
 

Key Discussion Points  

The 12 topics of concern identified at the first meeting were reviewed 

 Water 
 Elevation 
 Tourism 
 Recreation Facilities 
 Water Quality 
 Restoration 
 Timeline/Process 
 Recreational Residences/Cabins 

 Financial Costs/Economics 
 Fisheries/Fish Habitat including Bull 

Trout and Native Fish 
 Storage/Quantify 
 Liability 
 Wetlands/Wildlife 

 
As the group discussed these items in more depth to get a better understanding of the deeper interests of 
each (Why is this important to you?) it became obvious that all the responses related back to the 
question of the dams being left as is or removed, and how that would impact the community and the 
resources. During Q&A the PUD and FS briefly answered questions related to the limited number of 
options for consideration-- leave the dams in as is, modify the dams, or remove the dams.  
 
 
 



 

 
The vast majority of the attendees voiced strong support for leaving the dams in – sample reasons given:  

 economy is dependent on tourism for income and jobs 
 multi-generation use of the resources and how their quality of life connects to the resources 
 need for water storage; flood control 
 removing dams and stabilizing the water level would encourage milfoil to grow in lake 

 
It was also noted that many people who care about and use the resources were not at the meeting and 
that there are other interest to be considered, such as: 

 free flow allows natural migration of fish.  
 stabilizing the level will improve spawning 
 return to natural state 
 cost more to remove them 50 years from now 
 other types of recreation and fishing would benefit 

 
 
Following that discussion, the facilitator asked the group what they would like to have happen at the 
next meeting. The participants offered the following suggestions: 

 Use a survey for gathering opinions from the public.  
 Present options and challenges at the next meeting. 
 Have a panel discussion related to the pros and cons of the options.  

 
The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for June 24, 2008 from 5:00-7:00 p.m. with the location yet to 
be determined.  


