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CHAPTER 1.   INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Overview 

Pierce County Department of Public Works and Utilities (County) is developing a Facilities Plan 
to guide design and construction of future upgrades and expansion of the Chambers Creek 
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (Plant) over the next 30 years.  The Facilities Plan is being 
developed in accordance with the County’s adopted Sewerage General Plan (known as the 2001 
Unified Sewer Plan).  

Implementation of the adopted Facilities Plan would be phased to meet needed Plant capacity 
improvements until full development (or build-out) under the 2001 Unified Sewer Plan and 
Facilities Plan occurs.  The County estimates that the Plant would be fully developed in 2040. 
Upgrades to address requirements for effluent water quality could occur at any time during this 
timeframe.  

The Facilities Plan is primarily a planning-level document. In addition to the general 
“programmatic” strategies in the Facilities Plan, this Draft EIS includes near-term “project-
specific” actions. These include site preparation and perimeter development, and Phase 1 
expansion. Future project-specific actions (location and configuration of new or expanded 
facilities) will be subject to subsequent environmental analysis (WAC 197-11-443). 

The primary purpose of the Chambers Creek Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant is to treat 
sewage flows from the approved sewer service basin. The Plant is operated by the Pierce County 
Sewer Utility, which is funded solely through connection fees and monthly payments made by 
the users or ratepayers. No funds are derived from Pierce County’s General Fund. This makes 
the County’s Sewer Utility a wholly self-supporting entity within Pierce County government. 
Individual commercial, industrial, and residential ratepayers are the Sewer Utility’s primary 
stakeholders.   

1.2 Project Location 

The Chambers Creek Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant is located at 10311 Chambers Creek 
Road West in the City of University Place. The Plant serves more than 250,000 Pierce County 
residential, commercial, and industrial customers located in the cities of University Place, 
Lakewood, DuPont, the Town of Steilacoom, portions of the city of Tacoma, and areas of 
unincorporated Pierce County, including Parkland, Spanaway, Frederickson, and Graham. 

The current Plant occupies a 49.75-acre campus on the 930-acre Chambers Creek Properties, 
which includes approximately 610 acres adjacent to Puget Sound in University Place (Figure 1-
1). The Chambers Creek Properties are part of the former Lone Star Gravel Mine property, 
which was purchased by the Sewer Utility in 1992 “to provide property for present and future 
public uses and purposes of a wastewater utility” (Pierce County Council, Resolution No. R92-
91). The adopted Chambers Creek Properties Master Site Plan (Pierce County, 1997) and 
Chambers Creek Properties Master Site Plan Update (Pierce County, 2007) were developed to 
define those other “public uses” and also designated 180 acres of the property as the location of 
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the current Plant (49.75 acres), with an area of approximately 130 acres reserved for future 
expansion. The Plant is situated in the east section of this 180-acre area, allowing for expansion 
to the north, south, and west.  
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1.3 Description of Chambers Creek Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant 

1.3.1 Current Operations 

The Plant began operating in 1984 with a peak-month rated treatment capacity of 12 million 
gallons per day (mgd). Since that time, wastewater flows have increased by approximately 7.5 
percent each year.  The Plant has undergone several expansions and upgrades. The last 
substantial expansion and upgrades in 1992-1995 and 1998-1999 brought the Plant to the present 
28.7 mgd peak-month capacity. Peak-month flows at the Plant reached 26.4 mgd in 2006 and 
24.5 mgd in 2007.  In 2008, the annual average daily flow rate was 18.6 mgd.   

In addition to major capital projects to expand and upgrade facilities, there are continuous 
improvements to treatment processes and equipment to meet water quality standards. The Plant 
consists of influent screens, grit removal tanks, raw sewage pumps, primary clarifiers, aeration 
basins, and secondary clarifiers. The liquid is further processed through ultraviolet (UV) 
disinfection. Solids, after undergoing initial processing as Class B biosolids, are further 
processed at the Fertilizer Manufacturing Facility (located on site), which produces ‘Exceptional 
Quality’ Class A dry pelletized fertilizer (‘SoundGRO’) available for residential and commercial 
use.  

Treated effluent is discharged in the Gordon Point zone of South Puget Sound at a depth of 120 
feet below mean lower low water (MLLW). The outfall consists of one 60-inch outfall line that 
extends 750-feet offshore, terminating into a diffuser section. The nominal capacity of the 
effluent pipeline is 100 mgd and the capacity of the outfall is 100 mgd. 

The overall plant process flow is summarized in Figure 1-2.   
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Figure 1-2.  Plant Process Flow Schematic 

 

1.3.2 Current Permitted Facilities 

The Plant is currently permitted for continued development of certain facilities previously 
approved through City of University Place land use permits1. Appendix A includes a complete 
listing of facilities that have been previously approved. 

1.3.3 Current NPDES Permit 

Like all municipal discharges, the Plant discharge is regulated by the Washington Department of 
Ecology (Ecology) through a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. 
The County’s current NPDES permit (Permit No. WA0039624) was last updated by Ecology in 
May 2008. This permit establishes maximum limits for effluent quality and flow volumes. These 
limits may be established for year-round compliance, or they may include specific requirements 
based on the season. Effluent quality requirements for the Plant are set on a year-round basis for 
biochemical oxygen demand (BOD), total suspended solids (TSS), fecal coliform bacteria, pH, 
and acute toxicity.  

The current permit also limits annual maximum month daily average flow to 28.7 mgd. The most 
stringent operating conditions determine the reliable capacity of the Plant, including peak hourly 
and monthly flows, loads (influent strength), and colder temperatures.  The Plant has generally 

                                                 
1 PFPM01-003, Major Amendment Chambers Creek Regional WWTP [1/7/02]; PFPM02-0003-VAR02-0006 
Variance for Fertilizer Manufacturing Facility [3/03]; and Minor Amendment PFm05-0001 and SEP05-
0008[11/1/05].  
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development and flow volumes, and planning and permitting for sewer facilities, including the 
Chambers Creek Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant, are accomplished through the Unified 
Sewer Plan. 

The Unified Sewer Plan recommended a centralized approach to wastewater treatment at the 
Plant, with the purchase of the former Lone Star Northwest Gravel Mine to provide room for 
future expansion. The ordinance authorizing the purchase of the property and the adopting 
ordinance of the 1991 General Sewerage Plan Update required that Pierce County plan for buffer 
areas around the Plant and that the balance of the site must be developed in “a park like manner.”  

The next required update of the Unified Sewer Plan will address continued centralized treatment 
of wastewater at the Plant site with a possible expansion of the established boundary of the 
service area. The plan as adopted in November 2001 should remain largely unchanged with this 
next update; however, new policies incorporating Class A biosolids fertilizer production and 
future reclaimed water production at the Plant site will be included. (Both Class A biosolid 
fertilizer and reclaimed water production were listed in Sections 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 of the original 
Unified Sewer Plan as Reclamation and Reuse goals.) 

1.6.2 Chambers Creek Properties Master Site Plan 

In April 1995, the County began a two-year effort to develop a Master Site Plan (MSP) for the 
930-acre Chambers Creek Properties. The Chambers Creek Properties MSP is a single, 
coordinated long-term plan for the County’s Chambers Creek Properties. The plan addresses the 
continuation of existing public uses of the property and identifies the approximate location, 
amount, and timing for each future site use. The primary goal of the MSP as adopted was “to 
define and provide public access and uses on the site that are compatible with the further 
development of the County’s existing regional services” (Pierce County, 1997 and 2007). Project 
objectives and assumptions for both the 1997 MSP and the 2005 update included: 

 Create compatible land uses around the Plant to buffer nearby communities from the 
Plant site and mitigate the impacts of future expansions. 

 New uses must be compatible with existing and future expansions of the Plant. 

The MSP divided the Chambers Creek Properties into eight development areas. The MSP 
designated 180 acres of the 227.5 acre Area 2 (termed the “Site” in this EIS) as a reserve for 
existing and future Plant facilities and uses. Because the eventual build-out of the Site was 
unknown at the time the MSP was developed, identification of facility needs within the Site was 
specifically excluded from the MSP.  Uses identified in the Site included a production nursery 
(interim use) and soils manufacturing, for mine reclamation and County landscaping purposes. 
The MSP identified the Soundview Trail as paralleling the existing railroad tracks and the Site, 
with linkages to other areas of the Chambers Creek Properties. The MSP specifies that the trail is 
to be integrated into the buffer area west of the Site, which would create a physical and visual 
separation between the Plant and public use areas. In general, public access to the Plant is 
restricted for safety and security reasons.  

Elements of the Chambers Creek Regional Wastewater Treatment Facilities Plan (site perimeter 
activities described in Chapter 2) were measures included in the Chambers Creek Properties 
Master Site Plan to specifically mitigate the expansion of government services on the Chambers 
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Creek Properties.  These measures are incorporated into the Facilities Plan and will serve to 
implement the Master Site Plan. 

Because Plant uses and future expansion of the Plant are not determined through the MSP, they 
are exempt from the MSP Design Guidelines as specified in Section 9, Exemptions of the MSP 
Joint Procedural Agreement (JPA).  Plant facilities that are related to MSP uses in public areas 
outside of the Site must be designed in accordance with the Design Guidelines. All Plant 
facilities are designed and constructed according to Pierce County and City of University Place 
standards.  

1.7 Environmental Review (SEPA) 

This Draft EIS was prepared in compliance with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA, 
Chapter 43.21C, RCW) and the state SEPA rules (Chapter 197-11, WAC). The Final EIS will be 
used to assist decision-makers in assessing the environmental costs and benefits associated with 
the implementation of each of the alternatives developed for the Facilities Plan.  

1.8 Programmatic Review 

The Facilities Plan is primarily a planning-level document designed to guide Plant upgrade and 
expansion over the next 30 years. As a planning-level document, it is considered a “non-project 
proposal” under SEPA. Non-project review allows consideration of the “big picture” and will 
form the basis for subsequent project-specific review. Site-specific analyses are not required for 
non-project proposals; however, they are included where appropriate.  

In addition to the general “programmatic” strategies, the Draft EIS includes certain near-term 
“project-specific” actions. These include site preparation and perimeter development, and Phase 
1 expansion. Future project-specific actions not included in this EIS (location and configuration 
of new or expanded facilities under future phases) will be subject to subsequent environmental 
analysis (WAC 197-11-443).  

1.9 Project Scoping 

The Draft EIS is being prepared to comparatively evaluate alternatives for future Plant upgrades 
and expansion, including probable adverse environmental impacts and possible mitigation 
measures. Scoping, the first step in the SEPA process, is designed to seek out concerns, ideas, 
and opinions of individuals, agencies, tribes, businesses, and interest groups who could be 
affected by the proposed action. In accordance with the purpose and general requirements of 
SEPA, the information obtained in scoping is used to focus the EIS upon those issues of primary 
concern and the most probable environmental impacts.  

Scoping of the impacts to be covered in the Draft EIS began with stakeholder interviews in April 
2007.  Stakeholder interviews were held with representatives from cities, towns, County 
organizations, tribes, regulatory agencies, and others to assess current understanding of the Plant, 
planning priorities, and issues of concern. This information was used in development of 
alternatives for the Facilities Plan. On December 29, 2008, the City of University Place and 
Pierce County issued a Determination of Significance and Request for Comments on the Scope 
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of the Draft EIS. Comments from the public were accepted at two public scoping meetings held 
at the locations listed below: 

January 27, 2009 Pierce County Public Works & Utilities 
Environmental Services Building 
9850 64th Street W 
University Place, WA 

January 28, 2009 Pierce County Central Maintenance Facility 
196th Street East 
Elk Plain Meeting Room  
Spanaway, WA 

At these meetings, Pierce County described its long-term facility needs and reviewed the 
possible alternatives that are being considered to meet future needs. Four interested citizens 
attended the meetings; three individuals commented on record. These comments are summarized 
in Table 1-3. 

Written scoping comments were received by the City of University Place and Pierce County 
through February 9, 2009. Six written comments were received and are also summarized in 
Table 1-3.  

Responses to scoping comments are addressed throughout the text of the Draft EIS. 

Table 1-3.  Summary of Scoping Comments 

Issue Comments 

Consider the proximate impacts to shellfish from the marine discharge. Concerned with current 
health decertification of shellfish (geoduck) beds in the discharge zone and advocate for the 
elimination of the marine discharge. (Squaxin Island Tribe) 
Consider more than one alternative that reduces or eliminates discharge to Puget Sound. (Squaxin 
Island Tribe) 
Any alternative that would increase discharge to Puget Sound is unacceptable – eventual 
elimination of marine discharge must be incumbent. (Squaxin Island Tribe) 
Address commercial geoduck tracts affected by the Plant outfall and the potential for additional 
impacts as a result of Plant expansion. (Squaxin Island Tribe) 
Intertidal shellfish resources on the Steilacoom shore, which are impacted by this use or the 
alternative treatment options are unknown and should be quantified for this analysis. (DNR) 
Impacts to Treaty Shellfishing rights, both intertidal and subtidal, and State harvesting activity, 
should be included in the EIS. (DNR) 

Aquatic 
Resources 

Focus on aquatic resources and how treatment options will benefit them. (DNR) 
Discuss Washington State Department of Ecology’s Dissolved Oxygen study in southern Puget 
Sound and address nutrient loading caused by the project. (Squaxin Island Tribe) 

Water 
Quality 

Include impacts of viral and bacterial loads on the nearshore for wading, swimming, and scuba 
diving. (DNR) 

Stormwater Look for opportunities to include stormwater and surface water runoff in treatment. (DNR) 
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Issue Comments 

Provide an extensive analysis of avoidance of impacts and reduction of impacts. (Squaxin Island 
Tribe) 
Include well-reasoned and thoroughly analyzed compensatory mitigation proposals along with 
cost analysis for their implementation. (Squaxin Island Tribe) 
Feasibility of replacement of impacted resources (shellfish) is unlikely, but could be investigated. 
(DNR) 

Mitigation 

Any shellfish harvest closure zone created by effluent discharge will result in natural resources 
damages being assessed to Pierce County on an annual basis until the closure zone is lifted. 
(DNR) 
The only treatment option to avoid significant impacts is LOS 4. (DNR) 
LOS Alternative 3 may avoid significant impacts if marine effluent discharge levels are limited to 
below current levels. Also depends on Plant’s capacity to handle “wet weather” conditions where 
the majority of discharge will go to Puget Sound. Would need to know: expected number of 
overflow events; volume of discharge; recovery time for shellfish beds associated with these 
events (per DOH modeling); modeling results for impacts to Fox Island, McNeil Island and 
Anderson Island Shellfish; how increased impervious surface with increased development on 
uplands would be accounted for. (DNR) 
LOS 2 is not acceptable. Treatment is upgraded to remove nitrogen but marine discharge effluent 
levels would increase with increased growth in the area. This option would expand shellfish 
closures. (DNR) 
LOS 1 is not acceptable. There is no improvement in treatment and marine discharge levels 
would increase with increased growth in the area. This option would expand shellfish closures. 
(DNR) 
Include an alternative that extends or relocates the existing outfall to deeper water to minimize or 
avoid a shellfish decertification (closure) zone and reduce potential impacts to shellfish and other 
nearshore aquatic habitat. (DNR) 

Alternatives 

Investigate water reuse and reclamation opportunities available by partnering with the 
neighboring Chambers Bay golf course, other surrounding Chambers Creek facilities, and the 
Town of Steilacoom. (DNR) 
A goal of the Plant upgrades should be to improve the health of Puget Sound and reclaim 
important shellfish resources previously lost to pollution thereby increasing the swimmable, 
diggable, and fishable resources – the goal should be noted in the EIS.  (DNR) 

General 

The “Elements of the Environment” for analysis should include a look at effects of effluent 
discharge on all potentially impacted shellfish and marine vegetation resources. (DNR) 

1.10 Summary of Alternatives 

Chapter 197-11-440(5) WAC requires that an EIS discuss the proposal and reasonable 
alternatives including the “No Action” alternative.  The reasonable alternatives must include 
actions that could feasibly attain or approximate a proposal’s objectives, but at a lower 
environmental cost or decreased level of environmental degradation.   

This EIS evaluates four action alternatives and a No Action Alternative representing different 
treatment approaches to constructing future upgrades and expansion on the Plant site.  These 
approaches, or levels of service, are characterized according to treatment levels and performance 
standards. A preferred alternative will not be selected until completion of the SEPA review 
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process, after the environmental impacts of the range of the alternatives have been identified and 
the costs of the alternatives are known.  

The level of service alternatives considered in the Draft EIS are briefly summarized below. Near-
term or project-specific actions would be required to implement the adopted level of service 
alternative.  These actions include (1) site preparation and perimeter development, and (2) Phase 
1 expansion. The level of service alternatives are summarized below. A detailed description of 
the level of service alternatives and their near-term actions are included in Chapter 2.   

No Action Alternative (LOS 0) 
The No Action Alternative allows continued expansion under existing land use permits and 
within the previously approved treatment plant campus.  Plant capacity would continue to be 
expanded to keep pace with increased flows and loadings, up to a maximum 48 mgd as currently 
permitted under existing land use permits. Under the No Action Alternative, no Facilities Plan 
would be adopted by the County, and the current level of service could not be maintained over 
time as flows to the Plant increase.   

Alternative 1: Maintain Existing Level of Service – Marine Discharge (LOS 1) 

Under LOS 1, the existing level of service would be maintained. The Plant would be expanded to 
provide needed capacity using existing treatment processes. No new technologies or processes 
would be introduced.  This level of service preserves the status quo in terms of treatment, while 
accommodating increased future flows under the approved 2001 Unified Sewer Plan. This 
alternative provides limited flexibility to address future regulatory requirements.   

Alternative 2: Augment Existing Level of Service – Marine Discharge (LOS 2) 

Under LOS 2, the Plant would be expanded to keep pace with increased flows and loadings from 
the sewer service area.  In addition to facility expansion, treatment processes would be upgraded 
to provide an enhanced level of treatment to remove nitrogen.  Non-process facilities would be 
expanded or upgraded to keep pace with state regulations and NPDES permit requirements, 
industry norms, and applicable building codes. Additional improvements would be made to 
address regulated odor sources.  

Alternative 3: Augment Existing Level of Service – Partial Recycling (LOS 3) 

LOS 3 includes expansions and upgrades similar to LOS 2. The main difference relates to the 
discharge of treated effluent. While a majority of the treated effluent would continue to be 
discharged to Puget Sound during the wet weather season, a portion of the treated wastewater 
would be diverted for reclaimed water production. Reclaimed water could be used in a number of 
ways, such as process water for the Plant, on-site irrigation, on-site groundwater recharge, or 
other off-site uses during the dry weather season. 

Alternative 4: Best Practice Level of Service – Full Recycling (LOS 4) 

LOS 4 would expand the Plant to keep pace with wastewater flow and loadings, as well as to 
produce a superior quality effluent suitable for water reclamation up to indirect potable reuse. 
Advanced processes and best management practices would be used in all areas (liquids 
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treatment, solids treatment, odor control, site development, and non-process facilities).  This 
level of service allows for zero marine discharge of treated wastewater.  All Plant effluent would 
be reclaimed or reused.   

1.11 Actions Requested 

The proposed action addressed in this EIS is the approval of a selected alternative for the 
Facilities Plan, including all necessary administrative actions. It is likely that the final alternative 
selected may be a “hybrid” or mix of elements from the alternatives. It is also anticipated that the 
project would be phased by adding upgrades and expanding Plant facilities over time.   

The proposal also includes several related actions that would occur under any of the action 
alternatives. These related actions include: 

 Approval of a Conditional Use Permit by the City of University Place for the eventual 
build-out under the adopted Sewerage General Plan (2001 Unified Sewer Plan) and 
Facilities Plan, which would establish the expansion area (reserve) for the Plant and 
facility footprint. 

 Approval to allow the construction of the initial projects (site preparation and perimeter 
development, and Phase 1 expansion) by the City of University Place. 

1.12 Summary of Major Conclusions 

Table 1-4 provides a summary of the impacts associated with the alternatives considered for the 
Chambers Creek Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant Facilities Plan.
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Table 1-4.  Comparative Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures for Level of Service Alternatives Considered in the Chambers Creek Regional Plant Facilities Plan EIS.   
 LOS 0 – No Action 

Alternative 

Alternative 1: Maintain 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge (LOS 1) 

Alternative 2: Augment 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge(LOS 2) 

Alternative 3: Augment 
Existing – Partial 
Recycling (LOS 3) 

Alternative 4: Best 
Practice – Full Recycling 

(LOS 4) 
Mitigation Measures 

Potential impacts to earth 
resources would be the 
lowest of the alternatives 
considered.  

Potential impacts would 
include exposed soils and 
erosion during earth 
disturbing activities required 
to construct within 
previously approved Plant 
site.  

Increased impervious surface 
area would result in the 
potential for impacts to 
erodible soils.   

Potential impacts to earth 
resources would be the lowest of 
the action alternatives.  

Earth-disturbing activities within 
21.3 acres of the Expansion Area 
would result in potential impacts 
from exposed soils and erosion. 
Standard erosion control 
measures would be required 
during construction.  

Stormwater management 
measures would avoid impacts to 
erodible soils.  

Impacts on the Site would be 
the same as LOS 1, except that 
slightly more area of earth-
disturbing activity would occur 
(33.3 acres).  

Impacts on the Site during 
construction would generally 
be the same as LOS 1 and 2, 
except that additional area of 
earth-disturbing activities 
would occur (41.3 acres).  

Use of treated effluent would 
require construction of 
infiltration basins for recharge 
and transmission pipelines for 
off-site use.  These activities 
would include earth 
disturbance and therefore 
potential impacts to earth 
resources. More specific 
assessments of these impacts 
would be completed at future 
stages of design, when more 
specific plans are developed.  

Potential impacts to earth 
resources would be the highest of 
the alternatives considered.  

Earth-disturbing activities within 
61.4 acres of the Expansion Area 
would result in potential impacts 
from exposed soils and erosion.  

Potential impacts from use of 
treated effluent would be 
generally the same as LOS 3, 
though more earth disturbance 
would be required as all effluent 
would be reclaimed or reused 
under LOS 4.  

A geotechnical investigation will be conducted prior to construction to determine the 
presence of geologic hazard areas, to ensure compliance with the City of University Place 
regulations and to ensure that proper consideration is given to facility design in the fill 
area. 

Compliance with state and local erosion control measures and permit conditions 
including Pierce County and City of University Place requirements.   

Compliance with conditions of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) stormwater permit for construction. 

A temporary erosion and sediment control plan (TESC) will be developed for projects 
during the design phase. Specific construction BMPs will be identified in the TESC Plan 
and will include the following measures at a minimum 

 Maintain vegetation in areas outside designated construction clearing areas. 

 Revegetate or pave disturbed areas as soon as possible after completion of 
construction. 

 Place straw, mulch, or commercially available erosion control blankets on 
slopes that require protection. 

 Use straw bales or silt fences to reduce runoff velocity in conjunction with 
collection, transport, and disposal of surface runoff generated in the construction 
area. 

 Use only clean fill material. 

 Provide dust control. 

 

Phase 1 Similar to above, though less 
earth-disturbance (2.9 acres). 

Similar to above, though less 
earth-disturbance (4.8 acres). 

Similar to above, though less 
earth-disturbance (5.6 acres). 

Similar to above, though less 
earth-disturbance ( 9.9 acres).  

Same mitigation measures as above. 

Earth, Soils, 
Geology 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Significant amount of onsite fill 
for Plant expansion area (470,000 
cubic yards (cy) and for perimeter 
development (250,000 cy). 

Potential for differential 
settlement in fill area as a result 
of soft silt material. Further 
geotechnical study would be 
required to determine the extent 
of the soft silt material and to 
develop mitigation for potential 
settlement.  

Impacts would be the same as 
LOS 1. 

Impacts would be the same as 
LOS 1.  

Impacts would be the same as 
LOS 1. 

Under any of the action alternatives, a geotechnical report will be prepared, which will 
include an assessment of surface and subsurface conditions, potential impacts, and 
recommended mitigation measures. Possible mitigation for fill area soils could include 
extra excavation at the fill area and a preloading period before construction.  Mitigation 
will comply with City of University Place regulations and permit conditions. 

A TESC plan will be prepared and standard erosion control measures will be required 
during construction (see measures above). 
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 LOS 0 – No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 1: Maintain 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge (LOS 1) 

Alternative 2: Augment 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge(LOS 2) 

Alternative 3: Augment Alternative 4: Best 
Existing – Partial 
Recycling (LOS 3) 

Practice – Full Recycling Mitigation Measures 
(LOS 4) 

Minimal potential for 
construction-related impacts: 
all construction would occur 
within existing footprint 
(49.75 acres).   

Continued discharge to Puget 
Sound under previously 
permitted levels and existing 
treatment technology. 
Concerns about nutrients, 
metals and microconstituents 
and impacts to marine water 
quality could increase and 
would constitute a 
significant unavoidable 
adverse impact. 

No additional stormwater 
treatment provided. 
Stormwater will continue to 
drain to Chambers Creek. 

Increased discharges to 
ground water associated with 
increased on-site septic 
system use could result in 
minor impacts to ground 
water. 

Potential erosion and 
sedimentation impacts during 
construction of Plant expansion 
(21.3 acres) on an intermittent 
basis for a combined total of 4 
years.  Extension of the outfall 
pipeline would result in short-
term increases in turbidity in 
marine environment. 

Potential long term impacts to 
marine water quality from 
increased discharge to Puget 
Sound using existing treatment 
technology. Concerns about 
nutrients, metals and 
microconstituents and impacts to 
marine water quality could 
increase with increased flows and 
would constitute a significant 
unavoidable adverse impact. 

Improved stormwater treatment 
would result in beneficial impacts 
to Chambers Creek. Retention 
ponds to be provided to capture 
runoff from impervious areas of 
the Plant expansion area. Existing 
conveyance enhanced with 
bioswales and phytoremediation. 

Potential erosion and 
sedimentation impacts during 
construction of Plant expansion 
(33.3 acres) on an intermittent 
basis for a combined total of 9 
years.  Construction-related 
impacts to marine environment 
are the same as LOS 1. 

Reduced potential for long 
term impacts to marine water 
quality from increased 
discharge (compared to LOS 1) 
due to better treatment 
technology with increased level 
of nutrient removal. Reductions 
in nutrient loading, potential 
reductions in other constituents 
could be beneficial to marine 
water quality. 

Improved stormwater treatment 
(sane as LOS 1). 

Potential erosion and 
sedimentation impacts during 
construction of Plant expansion 
(41.3 acres) on an intermittent 
basis for a combined total of 10 
years. Construction-related 
impacts to marine environment 
are the same as LOS 1. 

Further reduction in potential 
for long term impacts to marine 
water quality due to better 
treatment technology (same as 
LOS 2) and reduced discharge 
to Puget Sound. Reduction of 
discharge during summer 
months and reductions in 
nutrient loading, potential 
reductions in other constituents 
could be beneficial to marine 
water quality. 

Improved stormwater treatment 
(sane as LOS 1). 

Potential for impacts to ground 
water would be minimal with 
the discharge of approximately 
5 mgd of highly treated 
effluent to ground water.  
Water quality would meet or 
exceed all applicable standards.

Greatest potential for erosion and 
sedimentation impacts during 
construction of all the 
alternatives. Plant expansion 
(61.4 acres) would occur on an 
intermittent basis for a combined 
total of 12 years.  

No discharge to Puget Sound. 
This alternative represents the 
highest level of protection for 
marine water quality. 

Stormwater treatment would be 
the same as LOS 1 plus 
constructed wetlands to provide 
additional treatment. 

Potential for impacts to ground 
water would be minimal with the 
discharge of up to 43 mgd of 
highly treated effluent to ground 
water. The highest level of 
treatment would occur with this 
alternative. 

Erosion and sedimentation controls to minimize the impacts resulting from construction 
are described above for Earth Resources. Spill and erosion prevention and sediment 
control plans, as well as observance of all applicable safety and environmental 
regulations for handling chemicals, will be in place to minimize risks.   

In accordance with the County’s operational policies, effluent quality will be monitored 
and, if permit standards are not being met, treatment will be augmented to remove 
additional pollutants to meet the standards. Highly treated water discharged from the 
Plant will be strictly regulated by Ecology through the facility’s NPDES operating 
permit. Development of these permit conditions will be in accordance with state water 
quality standards, which have been developed to ensure that the beneficial uses of the 
receiving waters are maintained to protect human health and welfare, in addition to 
protecting aquatic life. Compliance with the permit conditions will ensure that no 
significant impacts to water quality occur.  

Water quality monitoring and reporting will be conducted in order to ensure that the 
discharge of highly treated water meets or exceeds all water quality standards. This 
monitoring will include effluent monitoring and monitoring of the environment receiving 
the discharge based on requirements determined by the applicable regulatory agency. It is 
anticipated that monitoring requirements will be adjusted with each permit renewal cycle, 
and that future monitoring requirements may include additional pollutants of concern.  

The treatment approaches for the LOS alternatives represent different levels of service 
for mitigating operation-related impacts of discharging treated effluent.  Mitigation 
measures specific to each alternative are included in  Section 3.2.3.2, of this Draft EIS. 

Phase 1 Same types of construction-
related erosion and sedimentation 
impacts as above, but shorter 
duration of impact (2 years). 

Same types of construction-
related erosion and 
sedimentation impacts as 
above, but shorter duration of 
impact (2.5 years). 

Same types of construction-
related erosion and 
sedimentation impacts as 
above, but shorter duration of 
impact (2.5 years). 

Same types of long term 
impacts as above except that 
less reclaimed water 
production and discharge 
would occur under Phase 1. 

Same types of construction-
related erosion and sedimentation 
impacts as above, but shorter 
duration of impact (3 years). 

Substantially reduces discharge 
to Puget Sound under Phase 1. 

Same mitigation measures as above. 

Water 
Resources 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Potential for construction-related 
leaks/spill, erosion and 
sedimentation impacts. 

Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1 Same as LOS 1 Same erosion and sedimentation control measures as above. 

Air Quality and 
Odor 

Dust and exhaust impacts 
from construction lasting 2 
years. Potentially noticeable 
at nearby public use areas, 
including Chambers Bay golf 
course.  

Existing odor control 
treatment, which treats 
facilities with the highest 

Dust and exhaust impacts 
occurring over several phases of 
construction (intermittently 
occurring for a combined total of 
4 years). Potentially noticeable at 
nearby public use areas during 
peak construction periods, 
including Chambers Bay golf 
course. 

Dust and exhaust impacts 
occurring over several phases 
of construction (intermittently 
occurring for a combined total 
of 9 years). Potentially 
noticeable at nearby public use 
areas during peak construction 
periods, including Chambers 
Bay golf course. 

Dust and exhaust impacts 
occurring over several phases 
of construction (intermittently 
occurring for a combined total 
of 10 years). Potentially 
noticeable at nearby public use 
areas during peak construction 
periods, including Chambers 
Bay golf course. 

Dust and exhaust impacts 
occurring over several phases of 
construction (intermittently 
occurring for a combined total of 
12 years). Potentially noticeable 
at nearby public use areas during 
peak construction periods, 
including Chambers Bay golf 
course. 

The odor control approaches for each of the alternatives represent different levels of 
service that will mitigate operations-related odor emissions at the Plant. In addition, any 
Plant expansion under any of the alternatives will comply with all applicable air quality 
regulations. The air permitting process will include an evaluation of best available control 
technology (BACT).  Further, as its primary purpose, the Chambers Creek Properties 
Master Plan serves as mitigation for the expansion of the Plant. In conjunction with the 
proposed odor control approaches, implementation of the Master Site Plan serves to 
further mitigate odor impacts by providing a large open space buffer in which odors can 
dissipate and by preventing encroachment by incompatible uses. Impacts associated with 
trucking materials to and from the site during construction will be substantially 
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 LOS 0 – No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 1: Maintain 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge (LOS 1) 

Alternative 2: Augment 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge(LOS 2) 

Alternative 3: Augment Alternative 4: Best 
Existing – Partial 
Recycling (LOS 3) 

Practice – Full Recycling Mitigation Measures 
(LOS 4) 

intensity odor sources, would 
be maintained. Odor would 
remain the same as existing 
conditions (low levels and 
frequency of odor perceived 
offsite).  

Air emissions would be similar to 
existing levels, though potential 
for increased emissions from 
expanded Plant and additional 
vehicular trips. 

Greater potential for odor impacts 
than existing conditions. Highest 
concentrations of odor and 
highest frequency of odor 
predicted of all alternatives 
(significant unavoidable adverse 
impact). 

 

Air emissions would be similar 
to LOS 1. 

Potential for odor impacts 
would be less than existing 
conditions. Similar odor levels 
predicted, but frequency of 
odor reduced by 50 percent 
over existing conditions.   

Air emissions would be similar 
to LOS 1. 

Odor impacts would be the 
same as LOS 2.  

Air emissions would be similar to 
LOS 1, though additional 
vehicular trips under this 
alternative would potentially 
result in more emissions. 

Lowest concentrations of odor 
and lowest frequency of odor 
predicted of all the alternatives. A 
70 percent reduction in odor 
frequency predicted.  

minimized by obtaining fill materials from on-site sources (eastern hills). The following 
additional measures (from the Unified Sewer Plan) will be used to minimize 
construction-related air or odor emissions for all the alternatives: 

 Cover trucks transporting soil, sludge, or other material that could become 
airborne. 

 Dust control during construction (frequent watering). 
 Reduce emissions from construction equipment and trucks by using properly 

sized and well-maintained equipment. 
 Avoid prolonged periods of vehicle idling. 
 Application of asphalt, water, or suitable chemicals on dirt roads, materials, 

stockpiles, and other surfaces to minimize airborne dust. 
 Existing buffers required along Grandview Drive W and the northern site 

boundary will remain where possible and would be maintained to continue to 
control noise and dust. 

 To the extent possible trucking of other construction materials to and from the 
site will be scheduled to minimize traffic congestion during peak travel times. 

 Enclose the treatment processes that produce the most odors. 
The treatment approaches for the LOS alternatives represent different levels of service 
for mitigating operations-related odor emissions.  Mitigation measures specific to each 
alternative are included in Section 3.3.3.1 of this Draft EIS. 

Phase 1 Same types of construction-
related dust and exhaust impacts 
as above, but shorter duration (2 
years). 

Odor impacts similar to above, 
though predicted odor levels and 
frequency of odor occurrence 
would be slightly lower than 
would occur under full build-out.  

Same types of construction-
related dust and exhaust 
impacts as above, but shorter 
duration (2.5 years). 

Odor impacts similar to above, 
though predicted odor levels 
and frequency would be 
considerably lower than would 
occur under full build-out.  

Same types of construction-
related dust and exhaust 
impacts as above, but shorter 
duration (2.5 years). 

Odor impacts similar to above, 
though predicted odor levels 
and frequency would be 
considerably lower than would 
occur under full build-out. 

Same types of construction-
related dust and exhaust impacts 
as above, but shorter duration (3 
years). 

Odor impacts similar to above, 
though predicted odor levels and 
frequency would be slightly 
higher than would occur under 
full build-out.  

Same mitigation measures as above. 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Dust and exhaust impacts during 
1.5 year construction period 
potentially noticeable at nearby 
public use areas of the Chambers 
Creek Properties. 

Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same mitigation measures as above. 

Plants and 
Animals 

All construction would occur 
within existing Plant 
footprint (49.75 acres) 
resulting in no disturbance to 
terrestrial or marine 
environments. 

Continued discharge to Puget 
Sound under previously 
permitted levels and existing 
treatment technology.  
Concerns about nutrients, 
metals and microconstituents 
and their impacts to aquatic 
life could increase. 

Impacts during construction 
include noise and disturbance in 
the terrestrial environment on an 
intermittent basis for a combined 
total of 4 years (lowest 
construction impacts of all the 
action alternatives).  Impacts from 
extension of the outfall would 
result in short-term increases in 
turbidity and noise in the marine 
environment. 

Concerns about nutrients, metals 
and microconstituents and their 
impacts to aquatic life could 
increase with increased flows. 

Impacts during construction 
would generally be the same as 
LOS 1, except construction 
would occur over a larger area 
and longer timeframe.  

Reductions in nutrient loading 
and potential reductions in 
other constituents could be 
beneficial to aquatic life. 

Impacts during construction 
would generally be the same as 
LOS 1 and 2, except 
construction would occur over 
a larger area and longer 
timeframe.  

Reduction of discharge during 
summer months and reductions 
in nutrient loading and 
potential reductions in other 
constituents could be beneficial 
to aquatic life. 

Impacts during construction 
would generally be the same as 
LOS 1, 2, and 3, except 
construction would occur over a 
larger area and longer timeframe 
(highest construction impacts of 
all the action alternatives). 

With the elimination of marine 
discharge, this alternative 
represents the highest level of 
protection for aquatic life. 

Conduct all construction activities in accordance with all applicable permit requirements; 

Conduct activities in accordance with the Bald Eagle Management Plan for the Chamber 
Creek Properties. 

Time in-water construction activities (for outfall extension) under LOS 1, 2, and 3 to 
accommodate salmonid migration schedules and tribal fishery uses.  Marine waters, 
including the area surrounding the existing marine outfall, will be closed to construction 
activities according to approved in-water work windows designated by NOAA. 

Comply with all state Hydraulic Project Approval and federal Section 404 permit 
conditions, including consultation with NOAA Fisheries and USFWS in compliance with 
the Endangered Species Act, and the City of University Place critical areas ordinance 
regulations, for in-water construction activities associated with LOS 1, 2, and 3. 

Develop a shellfish mitigation plan in compliance with WDNR requirements if required 
as a result of any determination by WDNR to expand the prohibited area under any of the 
action alternatives. 

October 2009  1-19 



Chambers Creek Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant Facilities Plan Draft EIS 
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Alternative 

Alternative 1: Maintain 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge (LOS 1) 

Alternative 2: Augment 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge(LOS 2) 

Alternative 3: Augment Alternative 4: Best 
Existing – Partial 
Recycling (LOS 3) 

Practice – Full Recycling Mitigation Measures 
(LOS 4) 

Phase 1 Impacts of Phase 1 would 
generally be the same as above, 
except construction would occur 
over a smaller area and shorter 
timeframe.  

Impacts of Phase 1 would 
generally be the same as above 
except construction would 
occur over a smaller area and 
shorter timeframe. 

Impacts of Phase 1 would 
generally be the same as above 
except construction would 
occur over a smaller area and 
shorter timeframe. 

Impacts of Phase 1 would 
generally be the same as above 
except construction would occur 
over a smaller area and shorter 
timeframe. 

Same mitigation measures as above. 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Impacts would be similar to those 
described above for programmatic 
and Phase 1 impacts. 
Construction disturbance will 
primarily impact weedy plant 
species. Some wildlife species 
using the site could be 
temporarily displaced.   

Perimeter landscaping would 
provide increased native plant 
diversity and terrestrial habitat as 
buffer plantings mature.  

Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Remove invasive and nonnative plant species (e.g., Himalayan blackberry, tansy ragwort, 
Scot’s broom) in conjunction with site landscaping activities. 

Use native plant species indigenous to western Washington for perimeter landscaping and 
vegetative buffers; 

 

Temporary construction-
related impacts to 
surrounding areas including 
noise and dust (2 years). 

No direct change in land use 
expected. Without expansion 
of capacity, development in 
other parts of the service area 
would likely be limited or 
constrained by lack of 
concurrency with wastewater 
treatment services.  

The limitation in growth 
imposed by lack of 
wastewater treatment 
capacity would be in conflict 
with the City and County’s 
Comprehensive Plans. The 
inability to enact adopted 
comprehensive plans would 
constitute a significant 
unavoidable adverse impact 
to land use.  

Temporary construction-related 
impacts to surrounding areas 
including noise and dust 
(intermittently occurring for a 
combined total of 4 years). 
Intensification of land use would 
occur on the site, but no changes 
in land use would occur. 
Compliance with City CUP 
criteria and recommended 
mitigation measures would ensure 
no significant long-term impacts. 
 

Similar impacts as LOS 1, but 
longer duration (intermittently 
occurring for a combined total 
of 9 years). 
Similar long-term impacts as 
LOS 1 though slightly more 
intensification of land use on 
the site.  
 

Similar impacts as LOS 1, but 
longer duration (intermittently 
occurring for a combined total 
of 10 years). 
Same long-term impacts as 
LOS 2. 
 

Greatest temporary impacts and 
longest duration (intermittently 
occurring for a combined total of 
12 years). 
Greatest intensification of land 
use on the site.  
 

No long-term adverse land use impacts are anticipated with the implementation of the 
proposed Facilities Plan. As its primary purpose, the Chambers Creek Properties Master 
Site Plan serves as mitigation for the intensification and expansion of the Plant. 
Implementation of the Master Site Plan serves to mitigate land use impacts by providing 
a large open space buffer and preventing encroachment by incompatible land uses. 
Compliance with development standards and associated permit conditions will mitigate 
the short-term and temporary construction impacts.  In addition, compliance with the 
City’s CUP criteria as well as compliance with mitigation measures listed in the Air and 
Odors, Noise, and Aesthetics Section will further mitigate potential land use impacts.  
 

Phase 1 Same as above, but shorter 
construction duration (2 years). 

Same as above, but shorter 
construction duration (2.5 
years). 

Same as above, but shorter 
construction duration (2.5 
years). 

Same as above, but shorter 
construction duration (3 years). 

Same mitigation measures as above. 

Land Use 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Similar impacts as above. 
Temporary impacts to 
surrounding area would occur for 
approximately 1.5 years. 

Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same mitigation measures as above. 
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Alternative 

Alternative 1: Maintain 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge (LOS 1) 

Alternative 2: Augment 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge(LOS 2) 

Alternative 3: Augment Alternative 4: Best 
Existing – Partial 
Recycling (LOS 3) 

Practice – Full Recycling Mitigation Measures 
(LOS 4) 

Construction-related impacts: 
vehicle/equipment noise 
related to construction; 
shortest duration (2 years). 

Potential short-term impacts 
to off-site receptors in 
residential area to the east 
(~1,300 feet from the Plant) 
and recreational users in 
Chambers Creek Properties. 

No long-term, operational 
impacts anticipated. Noise 
levels not anticipated to 
increase above existing 
levels. 

Construction-related impacts 
include vehicle/equipment noise 
related to construction; shortest 
duration of the action alternatives 
(intermittently occurring for a 
combined total of 4 years). 
Similar to LOS 0, construction-
related noise would be audible at 
offsite properties. Noise would be 
noticeable on the Chambers 
Creek Properties including the 
golf course and at some nearby 
residential areas.  

While some noise from activity at 
the expanded Plant may be 
audible at varying times of the 
day, no significant noise impacts 
from the expanded Plant are 
anticipated because noise-
generating equipment would be 
enclosed or enclosed in sound-
attenuation structures. Noise 
sources and receivers are also at a 
distance that noise would 
decrease substantially. 

Construction-related impacts: 
would be generally the same as 
LOS 1, except that construction 
would occur over a longer 
timeframe (intermittently for a 
combined total of 9 years).  

Long-term, operational noise 
impacts would generally be the 
same as LOS 1, though the 
expanded Plant would be closer 
to public use areas of the 
Chambers Creek Properties and 
activities at the expanded Plant 
may be audible in some areas. 

Construction-related impacts: 
would be generally the same as 
LOS 1, except that construction 
would occur over a longer 
timeframe (intermittently for a 
combined total of 10 years).  

Long-term, operational noise 
impacts would generally be the 
same as LOS 1 and 2, though 
the expanded Plant would be 
closer to public use areas of the 
Chambers Creek Properties and 
activities at the expanded Plant 
may be audible in some areas. 

Construction-related impacts: 
would be the greatest of all the 
alternatives – occurring over a 
longer timeframe (intermittently 
for a combined total of 12 years).  

Long-term, operational noise 
impacts would be the highest 
under LOS 4 as the expanded 
Plant would be closest of all the 
alternatives to public use areas of 
the Chambers Creek Properties. 
While some noise from activity at 
the expanded Plant may be 
audible at varying times of the 
day, no significant noise impacts 
from the expanded Plant are 
anticipated because noise-
generating equipment would be 
enclosed or enclosed in sound-
attenuation structures. Noise 
sources and receivers are also at a 
distance that noise would 
decrease substantially. 

As its primary purpose, the Chambers Creek Properties Master Site Plan serves as 
mitigation for the expansion of the Plant. Implementation of the Master Site Plan serves 
to mitigate noise impacts by providing a large open space buffer and preventing 
encroachment by incompatible uses. The following additional measures will be used: 

Conduct noise-intensive construction activities during City of University Place’s 
permitted construction hours: between 7 a.m. and 9 p.m. Monday through Friday, and 
between 8 a.m. and 8 p.m. on Saturdays, Sundays, and holidays. 

Use modern construction equipment, vehicles, and machinery throughout the duration of 
construction. 

Muffle noisy portable equipment such as generators and locate them as far away from 
sensitive receptors as possible.  

Maintain muffler systems on heavy construction equipment in good working order to 
ensure maximum noise attenuation. 

Locate construction haul routes in a manner to minimize impacts on sensitive receptors. 

Maintain facility vehicles and trucks used to transport solids in good working order. 

For noise-producing equipment not located in utility corridors or insulated buildings, use 
noise-attenuating features such as sound insulation on equipment and wall; sound-
attenuating louvers on inlet air; and isolation of noise-producing equipment in separate 
rooms where practicable. 

Place vibration mounts on high-vibrating equipment along with over-vibration cut-out 
controls. 

Schedule emergency generator testing to minimize noise impacts to surrounding 
properties. 

Maintain sound-attenuating structures and features, including utility corridors, in good 
working condition.  

Enhance noise control for units contained within buildings by making sure doors and 
windows remain closed. 

Phase 1 Potential construction impacts 
similar to those described above. 
Construction duration would be 2 
years.  

Potential construction impacts 
similar to those described 
above. Construction duration 
would be 2.5 years. 

Potential construction impacts 
similar to those described 
above. Construction duration 
would be 2.5 years. 

Potential construction impacts 
similar to those described above. 
Construction duration would be 3 
years. 

Same mitigation measures as above. 

Noise 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Noise impacts associated with 
earth moving activities; paving 
operations; truck haul trips for 
equipment and material. 
Construction duration would be 
1.5 years. 

Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same construction-related mitigation measures as above. 

Environmental 
Health 

 

Lowest potential for 
construction-related exposure 
– shortest construction 
period; no expansion 
proposed. 

No additional chemicals 
stored at the Plant. 

Potential for impacts to 
human health is low, as long 

Lowest potential for construction-
related exposure of the action 
alternatives - shortest construction 
period; moderate expansion 
proposed. 

Larger quantities of existing 
chemicals stored, but no new 
chemicals stored at the Plant. 

Potential for impact to human 

Low potential for construction-
related exposure - construction 
period longer than LOS 1; 
moderate expansion proposed. 
Overall risk is comparable to 
other construction projects of 
similar scale. 

Additional chemicals would be 
stored at the Plant. The 
potential for spills and leaks of 

Low potential for construction-
related exposure - construction 
period longer than LOS 2; 
moderate expansion proposed.  
Overall risk is comparable to 
other construction projects of 
similar scale. 

Same as LOS 2, though 
additional chemicals stored for 

Highest potential for 
construction-related exposure, 
but still low – longest 
construction period; largest 
expansion proposed. Overall risk 
is comparable to other projects of 
similar scale. 

Same as LOS 3, though larger 
quantities of chemicals stored for 

Mitigation measures included in the Chambers Creek Properties Master Site Plan Final 
EIS (1997) and Final SEIS (2005) will continue to apply to the production of Class A 
fertilizer. Pierce County’s practice of reducing heavy metals levels in the wastewater 
stream through industrial pretreatment would be continued. Pierce County will also 
continue to monitor metal levels and follow all appropriate state and federal laws to 
ensure proper levels.  

Mitigation measures that will be implemented to minimize risks associated with exposure 
to hazardous chemicals are included in Section 3.7.3, of this Draft EIS. 

Mitigation measures that will be implemented to minimize the risk of and respond to 
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Alternative 1: Maintain 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge (LOS 1) 

Alternative 2: Augment 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge(LOS 2) 

Alternative 3: Augment Alternative 4: Best 
Existing – Partial 
Recycling (LOS 3) 

Practice – Full Recycling Mitigation Measures 
(LOS 4) 

as water quality standards are 
met.   

health is low, as long as water 
quality standards are met. Future 
requirements for 
microconsituents, if promulgated 
may not be met.   

hazardous materials during 
operation would be minor with 
the safety measures 
incorporated into the design of 
the Plant and appropriate 
handling procedures. 

Removal of pathogens and 
microconstituents would be 
greater with higher level of 
treatment. Overall risk to 
human and environmental 
health from discharge of 
treated effluent very low.  
Increased flexibility to meet 
potentially more stringent 
standards in future. 

reclaimed water facility. 

High level of treatment 
expected to remove greater 
percentage of pathogens and 
microconstituents.  Overall risk 
to environmental health from 
discharge of treated effluent 
very low. Higher flexibility to 
meet anticipated future 
requirements than LOS 0 and 
LOS1.  Groundwater 
monitoring and high level of 
treatment would minimize risk 
to groundwater. 

reclaimed water facility. 

Highest level of treatment 
removal; eliminates potential 
environmental health impacts 
from marine discharge.  Potential 
impacts to groundwater very low 
due to high treatment removals.  
Lowest potential risk to 
environmental health of 
alternatives considered. 

accidental leaks or spills during operation of the Plant are included in Section 3.7.3, of 
this Draft EIS. 

To prevent overflows, the Plant expansion will be designed to continue to meet the 
reliability and redundancy standard required by federal and state regulations. Related 
mitigation measures are included in Section 3.7.3, of this Draft EIS. 

 

Phase 1 Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same mitigation measures as above. 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Same as above (construction 
impacts). 

Same as above (construction 
impacts). 

Same as above (construction 
impacts). 

Same as above (construction 
impacts). 

Same construction-related mitigation measures as above. 

Transportation 

 

Construction activity would 
result in minor roadway 
congestion. 

Construction impacts are 
lowest under LOS 0. 

Operation of the Plant would 
include approximately 147 
weekday trips and 20 p.m. 
peak hour trips (essentially 
no increase in the existing 
level of traffic associated 
with the Plant). 

Construction activity could cause 
temporary roadway congestion 
due to delivery trucks, transport 
of construction machinery, and 
worker vehicles. Excavated 
material would be used as fill on-
site, reducing off-site truck trips, 
and the use of haul trucks is not 
anticipated. Off-site truck trips 
estimated at 1,920 trips over 4 
years (with an estimated 10 peak 
daily truck trips). 

Operation of the expanded Plant 
would result in an increase in trip 
generation associated with 
employees and trucks delivering 
materials or hauling solids from 
the Plant, and there would be 
increased use of roadways. The 
largest increase would occur 
along Chambers Creek Road, the 
direct access road to the Site. 

LOS 1 would include 
approximately 210 weekday trips 
and 28 p.m. peak hour trips, an 
estimated 43% increase in 
employee vehicle trips. 

Traffic volumes associated with 
operations would be less than 
projected in the Chambers Creek 
Properties MSP Final SEIS 
(2005).  

Construction impacts would be 
similar to LOS 1, though 
considerably more truck trips 
would be required and over a 
longer construction duration. 
Off-site truck trips estimated at 
4,320 trips over 9 years (with 
an estimated 10 peak daily 
truck trips). 

Operation of the expanded 
Plant under LOS 2 would 
include approximately 243 
weekday trips and 32 p.m. peak 
hour trips, an estimated 65% 
increase in employee vehicle 
trips. 

Traffic volumes associated 
with operations would be less 
than projected in the Chambers 
Creek Properties MSP Final 
SEIS (2005).  

Construction impacts would be 
similar to LOS 2, though 
slightly more truck trips would 
be required and over a longer 
construction duration. Off-site 
truck trips estimated at 4,800 
trips over 10 years (with an 
estimated 10 peak daily truck 
trips).. 

Operation of the expanded 
Plant under LOS 3 would 
include approximately 270 
weekday trips and 36 p.m. peak 
hour trips, an estimated 84% 
increase in employee vehicle 
trips. 

Traffic volumes associated 
with operations would be less 
than projected in the Chambers 
Creek Properties MSP Final 
SEIS (2005).  

Construction impacts would be 
highest under LOS 4. Off-site 
truck trips estimated at 5,760 
trips over 12 years (with an 
estimated 10 peak daily truck 
trips).. 

Operation of the expanded Plant 
under LOS 4 would include 
approximately 315 weekday trips 
and 42 p.m. peak hour trips, an 
estimated 114%increase in 
employee vehicle trips. 

Traffic volumes associated with 
operations would be less than 
projected in the Chambers Creek 
Properties MSP Final SEIS 
(2005).  

Pierce County will ensure compliance with the City of University Place Concurrency 
Management Code (UPMC 22.20) prior to the City’s issuance of permits. Specific 
concurrency requirements will be identified at the time of site-specific environmental 
review. The following measures will be used to minimize construction and operation 
transportation impacts for all of the alternatives: 

• The trucking of materials to and from the site will be substantially minimized by 
obtaining fill materials from on-site sources. 

• To the extent possible, trucking of construction materials to and from the site 
will be scheduled to minimize traffic congestion during peak travel times.  

• To the extent practicable, measures will be taken to protect neighborhoods in the 
transportation study area from arterial traffic impacts (cut-through traffic) 
associated with intersection delays and to promote traffic safety. 
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Practice – Full Recycling Mitigation Measures 
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Phase 1 Similar, though reduced impacts 
from those described above. Off-
site construction truck trips 
estimated at 960 trips over 2 years 
(with an estimated 10 peak daily 
truck trips). 

Operation impacts under Phase 1 
would include approximately 156 
weekday trips and 21 p.m. peak 
hour trips, an estimated 6% 
increase in employee vehicle 
trips. 

Similar, though reduced 
impacts from those described 
above. Off-site construction 
truck trips estimated at 1,200 
trips over 2.5 years (with an 
estimated 10 peak daily truck 
trips).  

Operation impacts under Phase 
1 would include approximately 
177 weekday trips and 24 p.m. 
peak hour trips, an estimated 
20% increase in employee 
vehicle trips. 

Similar, though reduced 
impacts from those described 
above. Off-site construction 
truck trips estimated at 1,200 
trips over 2.5 years (with an 
estimated 10 peak daily truck 
trips).  

Operation impacts under Phase 
1 would include approximately 
186 weekday trips and 25 p.m. 
peak hour trips, an estimated 
27% increase in employee 
vehicle trips. 

Similar, though reduced impacts 
from those described above. Off-
site construction truck trips 
estimated at 1,440 trips over 3 
years (with an estimated 10 peak 
daily truck trips). 

Operation impacts would be the 
same as LOS 3. 

Same mitigation measures as above. 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Impacts include roadway 
congestion associated with 
delivery truck, construction 
machinery, and worker trips over 
the 1.5 year construction period.  

Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same mitigation measures as above. 

Construction-related impacts 
from noise, dust, and traffic 
to adjacent recreational uses 
within the Chambers Creek 
Properties including the golf 
course.  

No impacts anticipated. 
Adjacent uses planned as part 
of MSP to be compatible 
with the Plant. 

Construction-related impacts 
from noise, dust, and traffic to 
adjacent recreational uses within 
the Chambers Creek Properties 
including the golf course. 

Construction impacts would be 
similar to LOS 1, except that 
construction would occur over 
a longer timeframe.  

Construction impacts would be 
similar to LOS 1, except that 
construction would occur over 
a longer timeframe.  

Construction-related impacts 
from noise, dust, and traffic to 
adjacent recreational uses within 
the Chambers Creek Properties 
would be the greatest under LOS 
4. 

Use of modern construction equipment and techniques that minimize noise, dust, and 
odors. 

Publicize construction dates and routes. 

Notify recreational service providers (primarily Pierce County) and appropriate school 
officials about the location and timing of construction activities. 

Coordinate construction activities with Chambers Bay golf course to avoid conflicts 
between significant events and construction projects.  

Incorporate odor and noise control equipment into the design of the expanded Plant.   

In the event of a spill or emergency overflow, the County will provide immediate public 
notice, including posting signs along the shoreline. 
 

Phase 1 Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same mitigation measures as above. 

Recreation 

 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Construction-related impacts to 
recreational facilities would be 
essentially the same as those 
described above, although the 
affected areas may differ.  Site 
preparation activities may be 
visible and audible to recreational 
users in the Chambers Creek 
Properties during the 1.5 year 
construction period.  

No impacts to recreational 
facilities would result from 
operation of the perimeter 
improvements. The perimeter 
fencing and buffer would separate 
the Plant from adjacent 
recreational uses and would be in 
compliance with the MSP.  

Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same mitigation measures as above. 
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 LOS 0 – No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 1: Maintain 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge (LOS 1) 

Alternative 2: Augment 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge(LOS 2) 

Alternative 3: Augment Alternative 4: Best 
Existing – Partial 
Recycling (LOS 3) 

Practice – Full Recycling Mitigation Measures 
(LOS 4) 

Minimal impacts to public 
service and utility services 
are anticipated during 
construction at the Plant. No 
significant adverse impacts to 
energy resources are 
anticipated during 
construction. 

During operation of the Plant, 
levels of energy use would be 
maintained (approximately 
18,000 MWH/year). 

Site utilities such as potable water 
and natural gas would be 
expanded. New systems would 
largely renovate or replace 
existing. The expanded Plant 
would be constructed to all 
applicable code standards at the 
time of construction.  

The expanded Plant would 
increase potential for future 
demand of fire protection or 
emergency services.  

Levels of energy use would 
increase as the Plant is expanded 
to approximately 28,000 
MWH/year at full build-out.  

 

Upgrades would be targeted 
toward reducing energy use 
and improving the carbon 
footprint. LOS 2 would offer 
improved energy efficiency 
and recovery, either through 
use of a cogeneration facility or 
through installation of a 
methane scrubber.  

The expanded Plant would 
increase potential for future 
demand of fire protection or 
emergency services.  

Levels of energy use would 
increase as the Plant is 
expanded to approximately 
71,000 MWH/year at full 
build-out.  

 

Under LOS 3, energy 
efficiency and recovery would 
be similar to LOS 2. Energy 
consumption would be slightly 
higher under LOS 3 due to 
tertiary treatment of a portion 
of the flow for reclaimed water.  

The expanded Plant would 
increase potential for future 
demand of fire protection or 
emergency services.  

Levels of energy use would be 
slightly higher than LOS 2 due 
to tertiary treatment of a 
portion of the flow for 
reclaimed water. Level of 
energy use would increase to 
approximately 73,000 
MWH/year at full build-out.  

 

Under LOS 4, all facilities would 
be constructed with Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental 
Design (LEED) certification as a 
goal. Upgraded facilities would 
employ best management 
practices to limit energy use and 
reduce carbon footprint.  

The expanded Plant would 
increase potential for future 
demand of fire protection or 
emergency services.  

LOS 4 would offer some 
additional energy efficiency by 
utilizing best practice digester 
technology. In spite of the 
anticipated energy savings 
associated with higher levels of 
energy efficiency and recovery, 
LOS 4 would have a much higher 
overall energy requirement due to 
its advanced water treatment 
facility (approximately 135,000 
MWH/year at full build-out) 

The energy conservation and recovery approaches for each of the alternatives represent 
different levels of service that will mitigate operation-related energy usage at the Plant. 
At a minimum (under LOS 0 and LOS 1), all new facilities will be designed to meet the 
applicable energy code requirements. In addition, the mitigation measures described in 
Section 3.6.4.1 of the Unified Sewer Plan Final EIS (1999) for construction, operation, 
and maintenance of facilities also apply to the Facilities Plan, and are expected to be 
applied as appropriate at project implementation.  The following measures will be used to 
minimize construction-related impacts to public services and utilities for all the 
alternatives: 

• Plan construction traffic routing to maintain free-flowing traffic conditions and 
minimize potential increases to response times for emergency vehicles. Develop 
construction traffic plans in accordance with local permitting requirements to ensure 
emergency service providers identify emergency access routes that are to be 
maintained during construction activities.  

• Prior to construction, prepare an Emergency Response Plan addressing construction 
and operation safety issues and response procedures to emergencies.   

• Coordinate with local fire and emergency service providers to ensure they have the 
necessary training and equipment to assist in an emergency related to the treatment 
plant system.   

• Ensure that contractors provide safety personnel at construction sites in accordance 
with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and Washington 
Industrial Safety and Health Act (WISHA) requirements. In case of an emergency at 
a construction site, the contractor would be the first to respond, with local fire and 
emergency service agencies providing backup support if required. 

• Prepare a Hazardous Materials Spill Prevention Plan in accordance with federal, 
state, and local regulations. The plan would outline specific procedures that 
construction and emergency service providers would follow in the event of an 
accidental spill of chemicals.  

• Design new facilities to meet the applicable energy code requirements. 

• Implement energy conservation measures at the Plant to offset increased energy 
usage for advanced treatment. 

Phase 1     Same mitigation measures as above. 

Public Services 
and Utilities 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Impacts would be minor and 
largely related to construction, as 
described above.  

Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same as LOS 1. Same mitigation measures as above. 
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 LOS 0 – No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 1: Maintain 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge (LOS 1) 

Alternative 2: Augment 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge(LOS 2) 

Alternative 3: Augment 
Existing – Partial 
Recycling (LOS 3) 

Alternative 4: Best 
Practice – Full Recycling 

(LOS 4) 
Mitigation Measures 

No impacts anticipated.  No impacts to cultural resources 
from construction activity 
anticipated. Cultural resources 
would also not be affected during 
operation of the expanded Plant. 

Same as LOS 1. Potential for impacts due to 
off-site conveyance facilities 
for reclaimed water; potential 
impact would be determined 
when site-specific designs are 
developed. Cultural resources 
would also not be affected 
during operation of the 
expanded Plant. 

Potential for impacts due to off-
site conveyance facilities for 
reclaimed/reuse water; potential 
impact would be determined 
when site-specific designs are 
developed. Cultural resources 
would also not be affected during 
operation of the expanded Plant. 

In the event that any ground-disturbing or other construction activities result in the 
inadvertent discovery of archaeological resources, work will be halted in the immediate 
area and the County will contact the state Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation (DAHP), county officials, and tribal representatives.  Work would be 
stopped until further investigation and appropriate consultation have concluded.  In the 
unlikely event of the inadvertent discovery of human remains, work would immediately 
be halted in the discovery area, the remains covered and secured against further 
disturbance, and communication established with county administrative and law 
enforcement personnel, DAHP, and authorized tribal representatives. 

Impacts to historic or cultural resources from the construction and installation of 
pipelines or other facilities that could occur associated with future reclaimed water 
conveyance facilities under LOS 3 or 4 will be identified as part of site-specific 
environmental review. If potential impacts are identified, alternatives will be developed 
to avoid or minimize the impacts on the designated properties, and steps as described 
above will be undertaken. 

The County will coordinate with a professional archeologist, and area tribes, to ensure 
construction activities that have a potential to disturb unknown historic and cultural 
resources are evaluated prior to construction, monitored and appropriate mitigation 
measures are developed.  

Phase 1 Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same as above. Same mitigation measures as above. 

Cultural 
Resources 

 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Minimal potential to directly 
impact undiscovered cultural 
resources 

No impacts to cultural 
resources are anticipated as 
excavation work (16 acres) 
would occur in areas of 
minimal potential for 
encountering hunter-fisher-
gatherer archaeological 
resources.  

Same as LOS 2.  Same as LOS 2. Same mitigation measures as above. 

Aesthetics Temporary impacts to area’s 
aesthetic characteristics 
associated with site 
construction (2 years). 

Smallest scale facility of all 
the alternatives - minimal 
changes to visual character. 

Least amount of increased 
site lighting and potential 
glare. 

Impacts to area’s aesthetic 
characteristics associated with site 
construction (intermittently 
occurring for a combined total of 
4 years).   

Minimal changes to long term 
visual character. Expanded Plant 
would be visible from 
surrounding properties with 
existing views of the Site. Buffer 
plantings would provide partial 
screening of the Plant from close-
range views. 

Minimal increase in site lighting 
and potential glare associated 
with the expanded Plant. 

Similar impacts to LOS 1, but 
longer duration (intermittently 
occurring for a combined total 
of 9 years).   

Moderate changes to long term 
visual character, as facility is 
expanded. Expanded Plant 
would be visible from 
surrounding properties with 
existing views of the Site. 
Buffer plantings would provide 
partial screening of the Plant 
from close-range views. Mass 
and bulk of clustered buildings 
and structures to north and 
west would be highly visible 
from some viewpoints. 

Moderate increase in site 
lighting and potential glare 
associated with the expanded 
Plant. Offsite impacts not 
expected due to design and 
implementation of lighting. 

Similar impacts, but longer 
duration (intermittently 
occurring for a combined total 
of 10 years).   

Impacts from the expanded 
Plant would be the same as 
LOS 2. 

Greatest impacts during 
construction due to longest 
construction duration 
(intermittently occurring for a 
combined total of 12 years). 

Largest scale facility – substantial 
visual change. Expanded Plant 
would be visible from 
surrounding properties with 
existing views of the Site. Buffer 
plantings would provide partial 
screening of the Plant from close-
range views. Mass and bulk of 
clustered buildings and structures 
to north and west would be 
highly visible from some 
viewpoints. 

Highest amount of site lighting 
and potential glare associated 
with the expanded Plant.  Offsite 
impacts not anticipated due to 
design and implementation of 
lighting. 

As its primary purpose, the Chambers Creek Master Site Plan serves as mitigation for the 
expansion of the Plant. Mitigation measures implemented under the Chambers Creek 
Properties Master Site Plan Final EIS (1997) and Final SEIS (2005) are intended to 
provide a large open space buffer, protect future wastewater facilities and related utility 
uses from encroachment by incompatible land uses, and to assure that future uses are 
compatible with neighbors living near the properties.  Some of these measures would be 
located on the Site and are, thus, included in the Facilities Plan. These measures include 
the provision of a 100-foot vegetated buffer and fencing around the Site’s perimeter. The 
perimeter improvements will be constructed prior to constructing major facilities on the 
Site to minimize visual impacts of facility construction. As the vegetation matures, the 
views of the Site will be partially obscured.  

• Specific measures to mitigate aesthetic impacts include the following: Establish 
an east edge planting buffer composed of dense plantings on regraded landforms 
to provide visual screening from adjacent neighborhoods.  

• Provide a vegetative buffer and fencing on the northern Site boundary. 

• Establish buffers (100 feet of landscaped buffer) between public use areas and 
the Site.  

• Provide vegetation on steep slopes. 

• Develop design guidelines for Site entrances and fencing, landscape and buffer 
materials, structures and facilities, utilities, roadways, and paths to create a site 
identity and guide future on-site development in a coordinated and cohesive 
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 LOS 0 – No Action 
Alternative 

Alternative 1: Maintain 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge (LOS 1) 

Alternative 2: Augment 
Existing – Marine 
Discharge(LOS 2) 

Alternative 3: Augment 
Existing – Partial 
Recycling (LOS 3) 

Alternative 4: Best 
Practice – Full Recycling 

(LOS 4) 
Mitigation Measures 

manner. To the extent possible, incorporate design standards applicable to the 
rest of the Chambers Creek Properties to assure overall consistency. 

• Utilize shielded lighting on expanded facilities so that the illumination footprint 
does not extend beyond the boundaries of the areas where lighting is needed. In 
addition, use directional lighting to concentrate light on-site and avoid spillover 
onto adjacent properties and public use areas. 

• Provide dusk-to-dawn lighting only in areas where it would be required for safe 
egress and operator safety. Reduce light levels after 10 p.m. to the minimum 
levels required for safety and security. 

• Break up large building walls and facades through varied use of materials. 

• Utilize color schemes consistent with a selected image palette coordinated with 
Plant and site elements, including buildings, process facilities, site infrastructure, and on-
site and surrounding landscaping. To the extent possible, incorporate design standards 
applicable to the rest of the Chambers Creek Properties to assure overall consistency. 

Phase 1 Same construction impacts as 
above, except construction would 
be of a shorter duration (2 years). 

Minimal changes to visual 
character (less than full build-
out). Plantings will be 
approximately one-half their 
mature height by Phase 1. 

Same construction impacts as 
above, except construction 
would be of a shorter duration 
(2.5 years). 

Moderate changes to visual 
character though less than full 
build-out. Plantings will be 
approximately one-half their 
mature height by Phase 1. 

 Same construction impacts as 
above, except construction 
would be of a shorter duration 
(2.5 years). 

Moderate changes to visual 
character though less than full 
build-out.  Plantings will be 
approximately one-half their 
mature height by Phase 1. 

 Same construction impacts as 
above, except construction would 
be of a shorter duration (3 years). 

Moderate changes to visual 
character though less than full 
build-out. Plantings will be 
approximately one-half their 
mature height by Phase 1. 

Same mitigation measures as above. 

Site Preparation and 
Perimeter Development 

Temporary visual impacts would 
occur (e.g., stockpiling of 
materials, earthmoving 
equipment, paving).   

Following grading of the eastern 
hills under a separate project to 
mitigate slope instability issues 
(see Section 3.1.2.5), topography 
in this area will be permanently 
changed. The design of the final 
grading and elevations of the 
eastern hills took into account 
existing and future Plant building 
heights under all of the LOS 
alternatives. The design also took 
into account the elevation of 
Chambers Creek Road and view 
lines towards the Site. As a result, 
final grading of the eastern hills 
(berms) to elevations of between 
55 to 80 feet would provide 
complete screening of existing 
and future Plant buildings. 
Landscaping will also be 
provided on the berm to replace 
removed vegetation and to create 
a mixed forest berm. 

Same as LOS 1.  Same as LOS 1.  Same as LOS 1.  Same mitigation measures as above. 

Ch
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1.13 Background Documents 

Environmental information in the following documents was heavily relied upon for this 
evaluation: 

 Chambers Creek Properties Master Site Plan Update Final EIS (Pierce County, 1997);  

 Chambers Creek Properties Master Site Plan Update Final Supplemental EIS (Pierce 
County, 2005); and 

 Pierce County Unified Sewer Plan Alternatives Final Programmatic EIS (Pierce County, 
1999).  

These documents can be reviewed by visiting the project website at 
http://www.co.pierce.wa.us/pc/abtus/ourorg/pwu/sewer/WWTPEIS.htm, or at Pierce County 
Department of Public Works and Utilities, Environmental Services, 9850 64TH Street West, 
University Place.  

1.14 Terminology Used throughout the Document 

The term “Chambers Creek Properties” refers to the 930-acre area owned by Pierce County, 
which includes the Chambers Creek Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

The term “Plant” refers to the existing 49.75 acre area occupied by the existing Chambers Creek 
Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

The term “Site” refers to the 180-acre area reserved for existing and future Plant facilities.  

The term “Expansion Area” refers to the approximately 130-acre area on the Site where Plant 
expansion would occur. 

The term “LOS” refers to “Levels of Service” for wastewater facilities plan alternatives. This 
term refers to the level of treatment, performance standards, and site development standards 
associated with the various alternatives.  
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