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5. New Puget Sound Discharge in Thurston
County: Find a new marine discharge lo-
cation in Thurston County.

6. Puget Sound Discharge in Pierce County:
Use an existing Pierce County marine dis-
charge (Tatsolo Point or Chambers Creek).

7. Freshwater Discharge: Find a suitable
river discharge location (Deschutes,
Black/Chehalis or Nisqually).

8. Combination: Use more than one program
direction.

9. No Action.

The Program Directions and a Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement that evaluated
each of them. They were the focus of extensive
public information and involvement activities
through 1996. In January 1997, study of two
directions (No.6 and No.7) stopped due to
strong public opposition and adverse features
identified in the Programmatic EIS. For the
next few months, efforts focused on combining
the remaining action directions into a coordi-
nated program to meet defined wastewater
needs. On May 30, 1997, the LOTT Advisory
Committee defined a “Preferred Program Direc-
tion,” a non-traditional approach to a combina-
tion of the first four Program Directions. The
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Preferred Program — presented in this Plan as
The Highly Managed Alternative — is a direct
result of public comment received throughout
the planning process.

1.3 PLANNING DATA

1.3.3 LOTT Planning Area

During public processes conducted from 1990
through 1994, the City of Lacey, City of Olym-
pia, City of Tumwater, and Thurston County
developed their respective comprehensive plans
for the north Thurston Urban Growth Manage-
ment Area (UGMA). The UGMA boundary is
determined by local jurisdictions and approved
by the state. One of the requirements includes
provision of urban services within the UGMA,
including wastewater management.

The LOTT study area is coincident with the
North Thurston County UGMA and represents
the ultimate limits of the LOTT service area.
The ultimate UGMA boundary and the current
incorporated jurisdictional boundaries (which
are contained within the UGMA boundary) are
shown in Figure 1-1. As of 1996, the combined
UGMA includes approximately 51,000 acres
equally split between incorporated and unincor-
porated areas.
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Wastewater Collection System

Collection systems are the sewer lines tributary
to the LOTT conveyance system. These pipes
are the retail service lines owned and operated
by individual LOTT Partners that connect to
homes and businesses. Collection facilities in-
clude gravity sewers, manholes, pump stations,
force mains, inverted siphons, and septic tank
effluent pumping (STEP) pressure mains. The
collection systems are fully discussed in the
comprehensive sewer plans of each jurisdiction.

1.5 OTHER WASTEWATER
MANAGEMENT
CONSIDERATIONS

Other planning and policy considerations influ-
ence LOTT’s wastewater management choices,
including issues related to level of sewering and
the role of individual on-site treatment systems
(such as septic tanks and graywater systems).
Factors include current LOTT Partner policies
regarding on-site systems, the degree to which
the jurisdictions can depend upon use of on-site
systems in the future, and protection of public
health.

Growth Management Act Consistency

The Growth Management Act (GMA) mandates
“concurrency.” This means that adequate public
facilities must be available when the impacts of
development occur or a financial commitment
must be in place to complete the improvements
within six years of development approval.
“Adequate public facilities” are facilities that
have the capacity to serve development without
decreasing levels of service below locally es-
tablished minimums. If suitable sewage dis-
posal facilities are not available, building per-
mits cannot be approved.

The GMA also requires that cities and counties
coordinate their land use plans and capital facil-
ity plans, and ensure that those plans are finan-
cially feasible and realistic. Of the three alter-
natives being evaluated for the LOTT Waste-
water Resource Management Plan, the Tradi-
tional Facilities Alternative offers the typical
and well-known response to this type of plan-
ning requirement, relying on the construction of
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a large treatment facility. The Highly Managed
Alternative, however, offers an unusual, incre-
mental approach.

On-Site Systems, Public Health and Growth
Decisions regarding future use of on-site sys-
tems influence the extent of sewering within the
LOTT service area, the number and size of
treatment facilities required, and the cost of the
long-range wastewater management program.

Less than one percent of Thurston County soils
are ideal for on-site sewage system use, and
about 12 percent of the soils offer only moderate
on-site system limitations.

An analysis of current land use plans and on-site
lot requirements suggests that up to 28 percent
of the residential population can be served by
on-site systems in the year 2020 with ideal soil
and groundwater conditions. Thus, a minimum
sewering level of 72 percent would be required
to support the adopted plans. This means LOTT
should be prepared to serve at least 88,000 ad-
ditional people, generating roughly 8.0-mgd of
base wastewater flow, excluding allowances for
inflow and infiltration.

Additional analyses conducted based on virus
mortality and migration suggests that separation
distances between on-site systems of up to 400
feet are necessary to reduce virus concentrations
below safe drinking water standards in the
groundwater. This requires a lot size somewhat
larger than the minimum 12,500 square feet dis-
cussed under Sewering Scenarios later in this
section. (See Chapter Five for a detailed de-
scription of these analyses.)

Personal Responsibility

LOTT’s public opinion research suggests that,
while not large, there is a segment of the popu-
lation willing to take on higher levels of respon-
sibility for personal wastewater management.
These individuals face several impediments,
including the requirement to pay a full monthly
sewer bill despite their efforts to send less
wastewater down the drain. Also, permitting
procedures for systems requiring high levels of
personal responsibility are cuambersome since
they are infrequently utilized.
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period. Based on current regional on-site system
management policies, it is unlikely that this
sewering level will be reached within the plan-
ning period.

Scenario B represents sewering 87 to 90 per-
cent of the UGMA by the end of the planning
period. This scenario recognizes that several
areas in the UGMA are experiencing difficulties
with on-site system management and will likely
be required to connect to sewer. Scenario B
assumes that the Tanglewilde area will be 100
percent sewered by the year 2010 and the nu-
merical equivalent of 50 percent of the existing
on-site systems will be converted to sewer.

Scenario C represents the minimum sewering
level, 72 percent, that can meet the land use
densities contained in the comprehensive plans.

Increased Winter Discharges Into Budd Inlet
Both The Highly Managed Alternative and the
Traditional Facilities Alternative can be imple-
mented without obtaining additional wet
weather discharge capacity in Budd Inlet. How-
ever, this would continue to allow wet weather
conditions to dictate the location and timing of
new facilities. This is not desirable since LOTT
has limited ability to anticipate the wet weather
conditions from year to year. Consequently,
LOTT will need to increase the reserve capacity
retained in the system and it would require that
satellite reclamation and regional treatment
plants be designed for wet weather capacity in-
stead of average annual capacity. This increases
the amount of new treatment capacity required
through the planning period by 4.5 mgd (70 per-
cent). Furthermore, LOTT will need to have
this new capacity in place as early as 2001 since
wet weather flows may exceed permit limits by
that time.

Dry weather flows are more predictable than
wet weather flows. Consequently, facility needs
based on dry weather capacity needs can be
planned for and constructed more economically.
Relief from winter flow pressures would enable
refocusing of attention on dry weather condi-
tions.
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1.6 THE HIGHLY MANAGED
ALTERNATIVE

The Highly Managed Alternative is an environ-
mentally based system for building small units
of capacity responding just in time to actual
measured conditions. This approach offers mul-
tiple benefits -- it integrates public values identi-
fied early in LOTT’s planning, responds to flow
reduction results, permits LOTT to take advan-
tage of technological developments, enables
flexible response to future regulations, and al-
lows LOTT to match new capacity closely with
occurring growth at a cost substantially below
traditional approach costs.

This new approach is far different from tradi-
tional wastewater facilities plans which typi-
cally result in a single, new, large treatment
plant. Without the availability of federal and
state grants, capital formation is largely the re-
sponsibility of local governments. This reality,
coupled with the commitment to incorporate
public values and follow the orderly develop-
ment process established in the Growth Man-
agement Act, allowed LOTT to consider this
unconventional approach to wastewater facili-
ties planning.

1.6.1 Highlights of The Highly Man-
aged Alternative

Uses Wastewater as a Resource

The Highly Managed Alternative begins a shift
toward using wastewater to sustain water re-
sources through reclamation and groundwater
recharge. Although these methods have been
used in dry climates for many years, they are
very new to the Pacific Northwest. Use oppor-
tunities could increase with concerns about
maintaining stream flows for fish.

Optimizes Existing Facilities

The transition to use of wastewater as a resource
will be aided by optimizing use of LOTT’s ex-
isting facilities. This helps “buy time” to de-
velop, test, and gain local experience with initial
reclamation and groundwater recharge facilities.
Optimum use includes aggressive pursuit of re-
duced per capita wastewater flows, continuing
cost-effective removal of stormwater inflow and
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commercial/industrial purposes within Thurston
County. Class A reclaimed water is safe for
human contact and most uses except drinking.
Since most reclamation opportunities in
Thurston County currently consist of seasonal
irrigation (up to an approximate total of 10
mgd), reclamation will not fully satisfy all of
LOTT’s resource use capacity needs.

Groundwater Recharge

Groundwater recharge offers a year-round strat-
egy to supplement the demand for reclaimed
water. It uses even more highly treated waste-
water to replenish groundwater supplies. While
the costs of pursuing recharge may be higher
than other alternatives, LOTT will seek oppor-
tunities to strategically add incremental recharge
facilities that position LOTT to rely upon re-
charge as a primary, long-term program compo-
nent. Groundwater Recharge will begin by cir-
culating Class A Reclaimed water through a se-
ries of constructed wetlands for additional pol-
ishing. Then the water will enter an infiltration
pond which allows it to soak through the ground
to the aquifer, gaining final treatment from the
soil.

Additional Wintertime Discharge in Budd
Inlet

Additional wintertime discharge in Budd Inlet
offers comparatively low cost reserve capacity
that LOTT needs to gradually shift to reclama-
tion and groundwater recharge. Increased dis-
charge to Budd Inlet in the winter enables
LOTT to more efficiently manage high flows
caused by heavy rains. Centrally located, this
reserve capacity is also necessary to bridge be-
tween the times when new increments of recla-
mation and groundwater recharge capacity are
added.

New Puget Sound Marine Discharge
Additional marine discharge, beyond that in
Budd Inlet, is not the focus of The Highly Man-
aged Alternative. However, if unforeseen con-
ditions slow or stop LOTT’s ability to shift to
reclamation and/or groundwater recharge, it is
important to have the possibility of a marine
discharge under consideration. The Highly
Managed Alternative, therefore, includes con-
tinuing study of new marine discharges.
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Service Area Management

The Highly Managed Alternative is a resource-
based approach. It relies upon matching areas
acceptable for groundwater recharge and poten-
tial demand for reclaimed water with the waste-
water supply.

Implementing The Highly Managed Alternative
1s made easier by dividing the LOTT service
area into smaller units that correspond to drain-
age basins, opportunities to use reclaimed water.
and opportunities to recharge groundwater. The
Highly Managed Alternative divides the LOTT
service area into five geographical areas called
Resource Management Basins (RMBs). These
are shown on Figure 1-4.

The intent is to manage supply and demand
largely within a basin and rely upon the existing
Budd Inlet treatment plant to handle all solids.
In this manner, projected wastewater flows are
balanced with opportunities to recycle treated
effluent within a geographic area. This process
reduces dependence upon elaborate distribution
systems. It also maximizes the use of existing
facilities, minimizes up front capital costs, and
enables support facilities to be more easily inte-
grated into community areas, all while providing
greater environmental protection. To be sustain-
able, facilities in the RMBs must support year-
round water recycling; seasonal recycling alone
will not resolve capacity limitations at the ex-
isting plant.

To meet identified new treatment capacity
needs, small satellite reclamation plants will be
built with capacities ranging from 0.5 to 3.0
mgd, depending upon demand. These plants
(not including associated ponds) will occupy 0.5
to 2.0 acres of land and provide liquid treatment
only. To assure full use and minimal cost, they
need to be located in areas that offer three key
features: 1) existing sources of wastewater to be
treated, 2) users for the reclaimed water pro-
duced, and 3) sites where soil conditions are
suitable for groundwater recharge. New pipe-
lines will largely follow roadways and estab-
lished rights-of-way.

Reclaimed water produced will be used for irri-
gation of large green belts, parks, golf courses
and agriculture, and for consumptive industrial
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A Program of Projects

Just-in-time capacity involves a series of
wastewater management facilities made
available the moment each is needed. Each
identified facility need is translated into an
individual project, with its own series of
planning, design and construction steps.
Each project progresses through a series of

development stages that cover a project’s
entire life from earliest concept to opera-
tional wastewater treatment facility. Each
stage moves the project closer to imple-
mentation. Table 1-6 lists The Highly Man-
aged Alternative project stages in chrono-
logical order.

Table 1-6. LOTT Project Stages

Stage

Description

Floating

The very early concept which leads to creation of an identified
project. An idea or ideas which need evaluation. No sites are
identified.

Emerging

Facility concepts are developed and potential sites are identi-
fied. Programmatic evaluation is initiated and early cost esti-
mates are made.

Defining

Preliminary financing plan identified, environmental recon-
naissance work done, preliminary design and permit needs
established and property rights secured.

Clarifying

Environmental process completed and key permits secured.
Property is acquired and financing secured. Moving from this
stage assures completion of the project unless there are dra-
matic shifts in treatment plant requirements

Blueprint

construction.

Final engineering design. Plans, specifications and estimates
completed, bids requested and all permits secured to allow

Achieved

Construction contract awarded, construction completed, facil-
ity(s) commissioned.

Although The Highly Managed Alternative en-
visions only two years to prepare final design
and construct a single project, several years of
preliminary planning and permitting are needed
before the two year final design and construc-
tion period can begin. The time between project
conception and operating reality can be man-
aged to provide completion certainty and cost
control. However, this requires an organized
approach and timely decision making. To suc-
cessfully respond to changing capacity needs,
this means The Highly Managed Alternative will
require a suite of projects under various stages
of development simultaneously. Management of
projects will involve regular reviews of the
monitored data and projected needs, and devel-
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opment of an annual Capital Improvement Pro-
gram (CIP). Review of this data may cause
projects to migrate to different stages of devel-
opment. A quarterly review of measured data
and predictions is proposed to assure adequate
time to adjust to any rapidly emerging trends. A
regular revision of the Capital Improvement
Program also serves as an opportunity for public
review.

Four types of “capacity” projects, in order of
importance, are involved in implementation of
The Highly Managed Alternative:

e Resource Use Capacity — These are facili-
ties for distribution and end use of the
treated effluent. There are two distinct cate-
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The Highly Managed Alternative’s 22-year an-
ticipated capital program is based on a sewering
scenario (Scenario B), which assumes 87 per-
cent of the structures in the LOTT service area
will be connected to the LOTT system by 2020.
Revenue from connections and associated
monthly rates is based on 75 percent sewering
(Scenario C). This conservative approach to
financing leads to a higher certainty that actual
costs will not exceed estimates.

1.7 THE TRADITIONAL
FACILITIES ALTERNATIVE

The second of the LOTT Wastewater Resource
Management Plan alternatives is the Traditional
Facilities Alternative. A traditional facilities
plan includes construction of large-scale waste-
water management facilities to serve estimated
needs for a fifteen to twenty year period. This
approach historically has offered the best op-
portunity to achieve maximum benefit from
economies of scale and assure coordinated de-
velopment of a wastewater system. Since fa-
cilities are constructed in anticipation of de-
mands over the next 15 to 20 years, this ap-
proach provides substantial reserve capacity
once new facilities are constructed. This has
repeatedly proven to be a highly cost-effective
wastewater management approach when grants
and low interest loans are available to mitigate
high up front capital costs.

Water recycling will play only a small role in
the Traditional Facilities Alternative since the
system required to distribute all or most of the
plant’s highly treated water would be too costly
(about $3 million per mile). LOTT currently
operates a marine discharge into Budd Inlet.
Based on the results of the 1998 Budd Inlet Sci-
entific Study, it is unreasonable to expect that
any additional Budd Inlet discharges will be
permitted in the summertime. Consequently, to
gain new treatment capacity, LOTT will need to
consider a new regional treatment facility with
discharge to a new marine location. Preliminary
studies indicate that within the LOTT service
area, the Devil’s Head zone south of Anderson
Island is the best location. This suggests locat-
ing a treatment plant between Marvin and Me-
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ridian Roads north of Interstate 5 so it can be
close to the discharge point and able to intercept
flows in the growing areas of eastern Olympia
and north Lacey. Extensive evaluation would be
required prior to establishing a new outfall lo-
cation in Puget Sound. The new discharge lo-
cation would need to meet stringent water qual-
ity standards near the outfall and at far field lo-
cations. These standards will affect actual
treatment levels and the precise outfall location.

For development of the Traditional Facilities
Alternative, an advanced secondary treatment
facility with nutrient removal similar to the
LOTT Budd Inlet plant has been assumed.
While initial development would include con-
veyance, plant, and outfall sized to their maxi-
mum planned use, treatment plant construction
1s projected to be in two stages about ten years
apart. Since the Traditional Facilities Alterna-
tive relies upon a new, large treatment plant and
new marine discharge, permitting issues sur-
rounding the construction of the new marine
outfall and siting the new wastewater treatment
facility will control the implementation sched-
ule.

The Traditional Facilities Alternative addresses
the following public values:

= Maximizes the use of existing facilities by
continuing to pursue flow reduction and in-
creased winter discharge in Budd Inlet.

= Meets current and future demands.

= Enables efforts to protect groundwater
through sewering.

=  Controls long-range capital costs, due to
economies of scale.

= (Can be designed and constructed to offer
multiple community benefits.

Under the Traditional Facilities Alternative,
LOTT would continue to manage wastewater
services as it does at present. With a second
regional treatment plant, LOTT will need to bal-
ance the efforts of the partner jurisdictions dur-
ing extension of wastewater collection services
to balance available conveyance and treatment
capacity reserves between the existing Budd
Inlet and new facilities. New facilities are re-
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quired to be planned and constructed once the
existing facilities reach 85 percent of the rated
design condition. Since treatment facilities will
be largely independent of one another under the
Traditional Facilities Alternative, each facility
will be required to independently maintain re-
serve capacity.

Based on the Traditional Facilities Alternative
planning assumptions and the modeling results,
several sections of the existing LOTT convey-
ance network will need to be expanded. Addi-
tional capacity will be provided by constructing
new pipes parallel to adjacent sections. The av-
erage dry weather daily flow reaching the Budd
Inlet treatment plant in 2010 is estimated to be

24.3 mgd, and 75.6 mgd during 10-year peak
day wet weather conditions. These conditions
require flow to be redirected to another treat-
ment facility as early as the year 2005 but no
later than 2010.

Using pump stations, flow can be diverted to a
new regional treatment plant from two different
locations as shown in Figure 1-5.

e Martin Way pump station

e Intersection near Indian Creek and the Un-
ion Pacific Railroad (UPRR)

Table 1-8 contains a summary of the capital fa-
cilities requirements for the planning period.
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Table 1-8. Estimated Capital Cost Summary —Traditional Facilities Alternative *

i g Estimated Capital Cost
Facilities Type Description Gn 0001')5)
New Treatment Regional treatment plants to $131,163
meet new demands

Water Recycling Reclaimed water distribution, $1,905
polishing ponds and ground-
water recharge basins (in-
cludes land)

New Conveyance Regional sewers and pump $55,039"
stations to serve new custom-
ers

System Upgrades Improvements to existing $52,950
treatment and conveyance fa-
cilities to correct existing de-
ficiencies.

TOTAL $241,057

") Costs shown in 1998 dollars.

" Includes $2,000,000/yr for shellfish mitigation and the new marine outfall into the Devil’s Head region of

South Puget Sound.

1.8 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

The No Action Alternative assumes no major
capital facilities would be constructed to in-
crease LOTT wastewater collection, convey-
ance, or treatment capacity. Collection systems
would continue to be operated and maintained
by each individual jurisdiction. All wastewater
treatment within the LOTT service area would
be treated at the existing LOTT treatment facil-
ity located in downtown Olympia, similar to
current practice, up to the maximum allowable
average monthly discharge of 22 mgd. As the
22-mgd capacity limit is reached, greater use of
on-site septic systems would be expected to oc-
cur inside and outside the UGMA.

The No Action Alternative addresses the fol-
lowing public values expressed by LOTT
stakeholders:

e Uses existing facilities up to maximum per-
mit limits.

e Results in the lowest capital costs.
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e Assures an equitable distribution of costs
among existing and future ratepayers for
existing facilities.

Flow reduction measures already implemented
by individual jurisdictions and LOTT would
continue. Measures to recycle wastewater
would be limited to discharges from on-site
systems. Reserve capacity within the system
would be optimized to extend the system limits
as far as regulatory agencies will allow. The
permitted capacity will be exceeded between the
years of 2003 and 2012, depending upon the
number of connections. Under this alternative,
growth would be accommodated on a first-
come, first-served basis until the permitted ca-
pacity limit is reached. Decisions about allo-
cating remaining capacity will be determined in
accordance with existing inter-jurisdictional
agreements.

The No Action Alternative represents the lowest
capital cost option. However, additional opera-
tional costs are associated with this alternative.

Fines and penalties totaling over $3,500,000 per
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Alternative a sustainable option for the Waste-
water Resource Management Plan.

1.9 POTENTIAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

NOTE: A more complete summary of environ-
mental impacts can be found in Chapter Nine,
Section 9.3, page 11.

In 1996 LOTT issued a Final Programmatic EIS
(Final PEIS) in which the nine broad wastewa-
ter treatment alternatives, or "Program Direc-
tions" were analyzed. The preferred program
direction, The Highly Managed Alternative, was
developed as a result of findings and input re-
ceived during the previous Programmatic EIS
process. The Supplemental Environmental Im-
pact Statement (SEIS) prepared for this plan
provides additional analyses that build on the
information provided in the Final PEIS. It also
identifies more site-specific environmental im-
pacts associated with the siting of wastewater
facilities in generalized locations throughout
north Thurston County.

The SEIS comparatively evaluates the impacts
on various elements of the environment, to en-
able reviewers to accurately evaluate the relative
feasibility of the alternatives under considera-
tion. The SEIS focuses upon implementation of
The Highly Managed Alternative, the Tradi-
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tional Facilities Alternative, and the No Action
Alternative. Potential locations of facilities
shown in the SEIS are preliminary, and gen-
erally include areas much larger than needed
for the proposed facility’s footprint and
buffer zone. Under The Highly Managed Al-
ternative LOTT would need to use up to ap-
proximately 120 acres, distributed over several
sites, during the 22-year planning period.

The SEIS is supplemented by several other
technical studies, including a scientific study of
water quality and circulation issues in Budd In-
let, investigations of soils and groundwater re-
sources suitable for groundwater recharge, and
other studies.

The objective of the proposal is to manage
wastewater service in a manner consistent with
adopted plans and regulations and projected
growth. LOTT has incorporated public values
in its development of this plan, which aims to be
environmentally sensitive and cost effective
over the long term.

The following table provides a summary of the
potential environmental impacts by element as-
sociated with each alternative evaluated in the
SEIS. Information used to identify and evaluate
potential impacts has been collected through
extensive studies and previous environmental
analyses, as well as comments from agencies
and the public.
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The Traditional Facilities Alternative

Construction-related impacts to earth will be associated largely with the regional

Earth treatment plant and new outfall. Overall, the area affected will be lesser than that
associated with The Highly Managed Alternative; however, depending on the align-
ment, slope stability may be of concern associated with the new outfall.

’ Potential for odor generation, and accompanying complaints, will be focused at the

Air/odor

regional treatment plant site.

Surface water re-
sources

This alternative would require constructing a new outfall in Puget Sound. Water
quality impacts, including increased nutrient and bacteria loading, would be of con-
cern. Extensive studies would be required prior to selecting an outfall site to deter-
mine the optimal location for dilution/dispersion of effluent, and to minimize bio-
logical impacts. Studies include feasibility level or siting analyses, and site-specific
evaluations once an outfall location is selected. These studies are estimated to re-
quire a period of five to eight years to complete, and would result in an outfall loca-
tion that minimizes water quality impacts in Puget Sound. There is minimal potential
to enhance freshwater resources through this alternative.

Groundwater re-
sources

Under this alternative, most wastewater resources will be discharged to marine wa-
ters; thus, this alternative provides minimal opportunity to augment groundwater
aquifers in the region through recharge of reclaimed wastewater, or through use of
reclaimed wastewater for irrigation or commercial/industrial uses.

Fish/shellfish

Prior to implementing a new outfall in Puget Sound, it will be necessary to demon-
strate that impacts to fish will be negligible. As described above, this will require
several years of site-specific studies. Implementation of a new outfall will result in
immediate decertification of commercial shellfish beds in the vicinity of the new
outfall up to a 1-mile radius. Mitigation could include financial reimbursement as
well as habitat enhancement efforts.

Land Use

Up to an approximately 20-acre site will need to be acquired for the treatment plant,
as well as construction easement or right-of-way for the new outfall. It will be neces-
sary to acquire the property in the near future to ensure its availability when the ad-
ditional capacity is needed. A conditional use permit would be required, as well as
consistency with the Thurston County Shoreline Master Program, which does not
allow degradation of water quality or decertification of aquaculture areas.

Public services and
utilities

Planning for and permitting a new outfall will require an extensive commitment of
legal and scientific resources, and may not be achievable within the time frame
needed for new capacity. Implementation difficulties are greater than with The
Highly Managed Plan, but once constructed, operational commitment would likely
be lower.

No Action Alternative

Surface water re-
sources

There would be no direct impacts outside of Budd Inlet, where effluent from the
Budd Inlet Treatment Plant would continue to be discharged in accordance with

permit limitations. There is limited potential to enhance freshwater resources
through this alternative.

Groundwater re-
sources

Groundwater recharge would occur through discharge from on-site sewage systems.
Potential for groundwater contamination, particularly from nitrates, bacteria, and
viruses, could increase with increased use of on-site sewage systems.
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