EIS COMMENTS AND EIS PROCESS
Issuance of Scoping Notice
Publication of the Scoping Notice for the EIS was printed in the Tuesday, January 21, 1997 issue of the Chronicle newspaper. An Affidavit of Publication is contained in the city's Comprehensive Plan file. In addition a newsletter prepared as a Notice of Determination of Significance and Request for Scoping Comments on the EIS was mailed to affected jurisdictions and parties of record consistent with WAC 197-11-408. The scoping period ended February 20, 1997.

Public Scoping Meeting
A public meeting to accept comments on the proposed scope of the Comprehensive Plan EIS occurred on February 10, 1997 at 7:00 PM in the Activity Building.

City staff, GMA Advisory Committee, Planning Commissioners and affected property owners and citizens attended the scoping meeting. The attendance was moderate. A summary of comments provided at that meeting is contained in the city's file records on the comprehensive plan.
Comment Letters
The city of Chehalis received written correspondence from two agencies within the deadline for comments. Letters were received from the city of Napavine and Twin Transit. A copy of the letters is contained in the city's Comprehensive Plan file.

Major Issues of the EIS

Major issues evaluated in the Draft EIS include:

· impacts from new development storm water runoff;

· protection of the Chehalis and Newaukum rivers and Dillenbaugh Creek basin area water quality and wildlife habitat;

· land needed to accommodate the growth forecast for households and jobs for 2018, and how the city's targets and allocation population relate to the IUGA size;

· compliance with the Growth Management Act, Countywide Planning Policies and other regional land use and environmental plans;

· economic opportunities for "family-wage jobs";

· providing a mix of single family housing and multifamily housing;

· traffic congestion and needed road improvements; and

· adequacy, costs and timing of public services and facilities (schools, parks, water, stormwater, wastewater, police and fire).

MAJOR CONCLUSIONS

The comprehensive plan update would not directly change the desirable small-town character of most of the city. The significant change would occur in areas that are located outside environmentally sensitive features and within the Urban Growth Area. The city projected growth would result in a population of about 8,668 in Chehalis by the year 2018. In 2018, about 647 new households (housing units) would provide housing for various incomes within the community. City services and facilities (roads, wastewater, water, parks, police and fire service) would be expanded to serve the new residents and workers. A plan for financing and implementing needed facilities has been prepared (see Capital Facilities Element).

The Comprehensive Plan would result in numerous changes to the natural environment within the developed areas of the city. However, depending on the alternative selected, 5% to 32% of the city would be designated open space or parks. The review of development in sensitive areas for revised Alternative A or Alternative B would direct new growth in the suitable undeveloped areas and away from the worst environmental hazards by use of critical areas and open space. In each of the alternatives, infill residential development would occur to add density closest to commercial areas.

According to this analysis, adverse impacts are anticipated due to:

· alteration of undeveloped land to compact residential and employment development;

· increases in storm water runoff generated by developed areas and potential impacts on storm water runoff quality;

· cumulative increase in traffic volumes and congestion (see Transportation Element). Road improvements would be required to accommodate anticipated volumes in 2018);

· new development and state regulations requiring upgrades to utilities as necessary to correct existing deficiencies; and

· expansion of the city utility capacity (water, wastewater, and storm drainage) and city services (parks, administration, police and fire) required by new development.

ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED

Interim and Final Urban Growth Area

The Growth Management Act designates counties to identify the Urban Growth Area (UGA) within each county. Each county is to work cooperatively with the cities within the county in identifying the UGA. Until Lewis County completes their County plan, the cities within Lewis County have identified their Interim Urban Growth Areas (IUGA). The boundary for the city of Centralia and Chehalis IUGA abut each other. To the south, the Chehalis IUGA extends south of Bishop and Hamilton roads. The cities of Chehalis and Napavine have established a mutually agreed IUGA boundary that has been adopted by Lewis County. Lewis County will determine the final UGA sometime after the adoption of this comprehensive plan.
Flood Hazard Planning

The city has abundant water resources in or near its boundaries. The Chehalis and Newaukum Rivers and Dillenbaugh Creek form the major rivers and tributaries in the planning area. Approximately two-thirds of the land area within the current city is within the floodplain. In the last few years the city has purchased properties that frequently flood to retain them as open space. The established development of the city between the Chehalis River and the eastern hillsides raises the issues of how best to protect existing structures from future flood damage.

Chehalis participates in the Chehalis River Flood Hazard Reduction project to address flooding as a regional issue. The project, lead by Lewis County, has developed alternatives that could reduce flooding in the Centralia-Chehalis area, including the I-5 corridor. Alternatives developed address a full range of measures for structural, non-structural and natural drainage solutions for minimizing damage from floodwaters. All measures could come with a dollar cost to achieve flood hazard reduction. This programs is ongoing. A preferred alternative for flood hazard reduction will be developed and evaluated for funding. A regional strategy toward flood hazard reduction will not be resolved with the completion of the Draft Comprehensive Plan.

In the meantime, revised Alternative A would use open space corridors to allow flooding to occur naturally in critical areas that are not intensely developed. Alternative B would use open space in a similar way. Alternative C would use structural solutions to address flooding.

Water Quality of the Chehalis from Discharges at the Wastewater Treatment Plant

The city continues to find a solution to the discharges from the city's Wastewater Treatment Plant and its affect on water quality on the Newaukum/Chehalis Rivers. The conceptual solutions to correct treatment plant deficiencies include making corrections to the existing plant, relocating the plant or creating a combined wastewater treatment facility to accommodate both Centralia and Chehalis. Issues at the Wastewater Treatment Plant will not be resolved with the completion of the draft Comprehensive Plan. However, the Capital Facilities Element identifies projects that may provide solutions. In addition, the city's Wastewater Master Plan discusses this issue in greater detail.

Sewage flows will increase with increased population and certain improvements to the collection system will be required. Presently, improved properties within the city are provided with sewer service and all new construction must connect to the wastewater system. The additional population projected by the Comprehensive Plan would increase the need for the wastewater plant water quality improvements and capacity expansion.

Transportation

Transportation issues examine improved circulation (movement of people and goods in a variety of transportation modes). The EIS examines the need for additional circulation routes through and across the center of town, to serve residents and business planned for the area. Improved roads and circulation would be needed to address traffic associated with anticipated growth. The Transportation element examines ways to provide bikeways connecting an inter-city trail system, and upgrades to streets, using limited funding. The Transportation element provides an overall transportation system strategy. In the future, amendments to the Plan may look closer at specific traffic solutions and projects to serve the growing areas of the city.

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS, MITIGATING MEASURES AND UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACTS

This matrix describes the significant impacts, required mitigating measures and unavoidable significant adverse impacts of the Draft Comprehensive Plan. For each element there are additional recommended mitigation measures that are provided for consideration of the "decision makers" or for use during development review. The recommended mitigating measures are included in the text of the EIS.

	Natural

Environment
	Revised Alternative A
	Alternative B
	Alternative C

	Impacts

Air

Water Drainage

Geology, Soils and Topography

Critical Areas & Resource Lands


	Policies for air quality appropriately address pollution sources. Temporary air quality impacts would result from construction related activities from future development. Long-term, but minor impacts will result from transportation, open burning, wood burning in homes and from individual industrial operations.

Revised Alternative A policies support avoiding impacts to sensitive water bodies using setbacks and retaining natural vegetation. This alternative would provide additional natural drainage protection by limiting land use intensity closest to the natural drainage system with the open space corridors. Clustered development would be used to minimize impervious surface. Much of the city's existing development does not have stormwater detention and stormwater release is immediate and unconstrained as a way to avoid prolonged flooding. Projected development over the 20-year period would add about 746 acres of new impervious surface, a 30% increase. Revised Alternative A could potentially add 63% more impervious surface at full buildout. Storm water runoff would increase as runoff concentrates more quickly. The areas of new development are primarily in the valley where creeks are low gradient and flow into wetlands close to the Newaukum and Chehalis Rivers. These creeks and wetlands would have a better capacity to absorb increased flow of stormwater. Projected growth over the 20-year period would have minor impact on the Chehalis and Newaukum Rivers. Runoff would enter the rivers in advance of peak flooding, and would not be a significant contributing factor in future flooding. The extent of water quality impacts associated with urban development would depend on existing natural condition of the area, amount and maturity of vegetation, the type and density of proposed development and the performance standards of drainage facilities to be implemented by future development. The series of low gradient streams and wetlands would help with natural biofiltration of the runoff.

Future development would potentially disturb erosion prone soils or soils subject to geologic instability. Permits and critical area review would be required prior to clearing vegetation or grading. Soils in the southern IUGA are erosion prone. Disturbance of these soils during the wet season should be limited or erosion control measures strictly enforced because of its muddiness and potential for sedimentation. 

Revised Alternative A provides increased protection of critical areas. Future development would have the potential to reduce native plants that serve as part of local habitat, due to clearing and grading. Wildlife using the planning area might be impacted by some small gaps in habitat resulting from new development. Wetlands and habitat areas would be protected under the city's critical area policies and review. Revised Alternative A includes open space corridors that provide a way to preserve critical areas along the natural drainage system. No impacts to resource lands would occur. 
	New development activities would generate the same types of emissions and would have to meet the same air quality technical requirements as revised Alternative A.

Alternative B would provide an added measure of protection by limiting land uses and intensity within the open space designated land use areas. Open space land use would recognize the natural function and value of the waterways. As a desig-nated land use, more use restrictions would occur than in the open space corridor area of revised Alternative A. The plan-ning area of Alternative B would extend to the Jackson Highway hill-side. In the hillside areas, prolonged drain-age could result in downcutting or widening of the stream channel, and erosion. Alternative B would add the same 30% increase of impervious surface over 20 years. At full buildout Alternative B would increase impervious surface by 49%. The use of regional detention to hold storm water for slow release during a 100-year storm would aggravate local flooding conditions. The design of such a system would need to be coordinated with flood hazard prevention efforts. Otherwise, Alternative B would create no additional impacts to surface water drainage, water quality would beyond those described for revised Alternative A.

Alternative B would experience the same types of impacts to soils as revised Alternative A, except where growth would extend develop-ment to the hillside. This area could experience increased impacts re-sulting from erosion of the soils combined with the slopes and removal of vegetation, if not properly developed.

Alternative B would provide the same level of policy protection for critical areas. Additional benefit for critical areas would derive from the open space land use areas. These areas would have more stringent land use restrictions and limi-tations than revised Alternative A or C. Alternative B would have no impact on resource lands.
	The impacts on air quality would be slightly greater for Alternative C, but new development and its associated impacts on air would be spread over a 40-year period.

More residential and industrial land would be developed under Alternative C and thus runoff entering the waterways would be greater. Growth pro-jections would add the same impervious sur-faces to Alternative C over 20 years, but at full buildout there would be a 91% increase in imper-vious surface. Altern-ative C also would have the potential to also impact hillside streams, resulting in downcutting widening of the channel and  erosion. The quantity of stormwater run-off produced from Alternative C would increase the potential for erosion and urban pollutants to enter the waterways.

Alternative C would experience the same type of impacts as Alternative B, but over a larger area. New urban develop-ment would have the potential to occur in areas of hazardous soils and topographic limitations.

Alternative C would have the least protec-tions for critical areas. Although critical area policies would apply, Alternative C would not recognize critical areas as open space. Impacts on habitat would be greatest in the hillside stream and wet-land areas. Alternative C would have no impact on resource lands.

	Mitigating Measures

Required

Measures

 
	· Project specific air quality impacts should be dealt with at project review with analysis of new development/permits for uses that involve exhaust and discharges. These permits would be issued by SWAPCA or DOE and coordinated with the city. 

· Develop a policy that provides guidance for cleansing of water discharges (from point and non-point sources), consistent with the GMA requirements of the Land Use element. 

· Erosion control measures will be strictly enforced for new developments where soil is highly susceptible to erosion. 


	Same
	Same

	Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts
	Continued population growth and development would: increase pollutants that may decrease ambient air quality slowly; increase the amount of impervious surface area resulting in greater volumes of stormwater runoff; increase risk of erosion and sedimentation.
	Same
	Same

	Land Use


	Revised Alternative A
	Alternative B
	Alternative C

	Impacts

Growth Management Act Requirements

Land Use


	Based on the year 2018 population projection of 8,668 person, revised Alternative A could accommodate the projected population and housing units. The residential development density would meet the GMA interpretations for urban area density by providing an average 5.6 dwelling units (du) per acre. This alternative proposes a 2,314-acre IUGA to provide economic growth from additional industrial and commercial development. There would be no IUGA conflicts with the neighboring cities of Centralia and Napavine. Revised Alternative A would be consistent with the Lewis County countywide planning policies. GMA allows open space areas to be used as urban separators. The open space system would retain natural amenities along creek and river corridors. Revised Alternative A would provide surplus residential and commercial land for projected 20-year growth, and a deficit of land for projected industrial growth.

This alternative would provide 1,243 acres of residential land use. Revised Alternative A would meet the city's goal for a mix of low and high-density residential use. By the year 2018, 647 new residential dwelling units are projected. If revised Alternative A would develop to full buildout, the city and IUGA could contain 7,040 dwelling units with a potential population of 19,030. Low density residential would include residential development from 4 to 10 du per acre. High density residential would range from 11 to 24 du per acre. Revised Alternative A would have the least high-density residential acres. Revised Alternative A would recognize the need to limit further residential expansion in the floodplain. This is expressed with critical area protection and establishment of open space corridors (Figure NE-3). PUD and clustering would be used to minimize impacts from new development. Mixed use of residential, commercial and office will be allowed in the city. Revised Alternative A would provide 2,139 acres of commercial land and 1,874 acres of industrial land, to encourage development that will add "family wage" jobs to the city. The IUGA expansion extends into the Port of Chehalis and beyond. To achieve the new jobs acres within 20 years will require an average of 25.5 commercial acres and 23.75 industrial acres to be developed annually. Over time land for commercial and industrial would be developed with greater intensity and more efficiently. Under revised Alternative A, there would be excess capacity for commercial growth beyond 2018. Impacts on historic resources would be minimal, provided the policies are supported at the time of development. No cultural resource areas are identified by the Land Use element.
	Alternative B would also accommodate the pro-jected population and housing units by 2018. The residential develop-ment density would average 6.2 du per acre. Alternative B includes a smaller IUGA of 1,877 acres. The smaller IUGA would encourage more compact and higher density development. It might also encourage sprawling low-density development in the city's IUGA fringe, where city utilities already exist.

Alternative B would take a similar approach to open space as Alternative A, but it would make open space a land use designation. By doing so it would increase the land use limitations for those areas. Alternative B would require severe limits on new building within the floodplain. Avoiding flood area development would take priority over develop-ent with flood diversion measures. Alternative B would provide 1,447 acres for residential use. It would convert more acres of land in the city for low-density (single family) use. Even with a smaller IUGA, Alter-native B would provide an excess of residential land to meet population growth. At full build-out, Alternative B could contain 6,227 dwelling units and a potential population of 16,602. At full buildout, Alternative B would exceed the 2018 population project-ions by 75%. Alternative B would provide 591 acres of commercial land and 1,107 acres of industrial land. To use the new land would require 10.1 acres of commercial and 13 acres of industrial land to be developed annually for 20 years. Some of the land within the port of Chehalis would be outside of the IUGA.

 
	Alternative C would provide residential land in excess of what is needed for the 2018 population growth. The residential devel-opment density would average 4.8 du per acre. Alternative C in-cludes an IUGA of 2,928 acres. This alternative utilizes a 40-year planning period, which is inconsistent with GMA.

Alternative C would not provide an open space corridor or open space designation. This alternative would provide 2,240 total acres for residential land use. Nearly 1,400 acres would be for new low-density residential use. Most new devel-opment would be low-density residential. At full buildout Alter-native C would contain 9,827 dwelling units and a population of 26,579. This would exceed the projection for 2018 by 293%. A longer planning period (40 years) would be used to absorb that much residential land use. Alternative C would provide 823 acres of commercial land and 1,903 acres of industrial land. To use the new land would require 13.2 acres of commercial and 21 acres of industrial land to be developed annually for 40 years. Alternative C would designate 691 acres of urban reserve land that would convert into low-density residential and industrial land after 20 years. The urban reserve is inconsistent with Lewis County planning.

	Mitigating Measures

Required Measures
	· Monitor the use of vacant or redeveloped land to match the demand and supply. Establish a process that will be triggered when the land supply becomes inadequate, so that annexation of land within the IUGA would be considered in a timely and orderly fashion to meet projections. Use monitoring, to assure that new development is meeting the planned densities and concurrent facilities.

· Amend the Land Use or Natural Environment elements to include policies for the quality and quantity of groundwater, and protection of ground and surface water from non-point pollution, as required by the GMA.
	Same
	Same

	Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts
	Population will increase with or without the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan. As a result of population increases, more resources will be consumed and land developed for residential, commercial and industrial uses will be unavailable for other uses. Growth and development will reduce the urban supply of land. The economic base will continue to shift away from natural resource industries in favor of service and industrial manufacturing jobs.


	Same
	Same


	Housing


	Revised Alternative A
	Alternative B
	Alternative C

	Impacts
	Revised Alternative A supports a balanced housing stock through a variety of residential densities. The Housing element does not identify whether sufficient land would be available for special needs or affordable housing. However, Lewis County has not established an affordable housing goal for Chehalis. Revised Alternative A would meet the required housing projection (647 new units) for 2018. Single family housing at densities of 4 to 10 du/ac would predominate the residential land use. It would increase the density of housing and would make new development more efficient, which would be consistent with GMA. Revised Alternative A would not provide the desired ratio of single family to multifamily housing (70% single family/30% multifamily). The ratio would be 84% low density residential units and 16% high density residential units. At full buildout, revised Alternative A could produce 7,040 housing units in the city and IUGA. This would exceed the 2018 housing projection by 101%. Revised Alternative A contains a more realistic growth scenario which assumes that current urban density patterns would continue.
	Alternative B would use the same goals and policies as Alternative A. The Housing element would also need to identify adequate land for affordable and special needs housing. The growth in housing to 2018 would be the same for Alternative B as revised Alternative A (647 new units). Full buildout of Alternative B could produce 6,227 housing units in the city and IUGA. This would exceed the 2018 housing projection by 75%. Alternative B would produce a larger propor-tion of low density residential than Revised Alternative A. It would nearly meet the city's desired ratio for single family to multifamily housing.
	Alternative C would also use the same goals and policies as Alternative A. The special needs and affordable components of the Housing element would be lacking in Alternative C. Full buildout of Alternative C could produce 9,827 housing units in the city and IUGA. The full build-out would exceed the 2018 projection by 176%. However, Alternative C would plan for growth over a 40-year period. This 40-year period is inconsistent with GMA. Alternative C could produce up to 5 ½ times more single family units than multi-family units.

	Mitigating Measures

Required Measures
	· Identify in the Housing element whether there would be sufficient land for special needs and affordable housing, once such a goal has been established by Lewis County.
	Same
	Same

	Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts
	The demand for affordable and specialty housing, as well as other housing types, will continue.
	Same
	Same

	Transportation


	Revised Alternative A
	Alternative B
	Alternative C

	Impacts

Traffic Volumes & Congestion

Other Transportation Modes


	The Transportation element would incorporate key transportation links between existing and future neighborhoods and business areas to accommodate future growth. The capacity improvement plan would assure that roads are improved or new roads are constructed concurrent with new development. Lewis County land uses and other regional land use would affect traffic volumes in Chehalis. Additional routes for cross-town traffic are not emphasized in the policies, but might be needed during the 20-year planning period. Phased arterial construction would accomplish the needed improvements. The port of Chehalis would add new circulation roads that would improve the south part of the IUGA and a new I-5 interchange at LaBree Road. Interstate 5 would be impacted if the local arterial streets become so congested that it is faster to use I-5 as a cross-town expressway. Revised Alternative A provides no guidance for separating commercial traffic from non-commercial traffic. The policies support the airport for general aviation use.

The projection of traffic volumes from 1998 to 2018 would result in moderate to substantial increases of the existing volumes on many local roads. Major arterial roads entering and leaving I-5, and at the southern portion of the city would experience a lower level of service (LOS) because they would receive the greatest growth in traffic. Screen lines would be used to measure traffic growth along several corridors. Screen line 4 includes State Ave., National Ave., Market Blvd., and Prindle Street (Figure T-5). By the year 2018, traffic volumes along screen line 4 will be about 22% higher than 1998 volumes. The most significant area of traffic growth will be at screen line 7, which would be about 87% higher than in 1998. Screen line 3 is at LOS F and would need action in the next 6 years to meet the minimum LOS standard. By 2004 screen lines 6 and 7 would exceed LOS D and need improvements. The Transportation element identifies Market Boulevard expansion and the LaBree interchange as a strategy for increasing capacity and improving the LOS. The projects to accomplish this would need to be identified and added to Figure CF-9.2. By 2018, the traffic resulting from industrial and business growth would exceed the transportation system's capacity on major and secondary arterial roads unless capacity improvements are made. The improvements in the Capital Facilities element would minimize the impacts of the anticipated growth for the short term, but not improve the LOS at the screen line points.

The bicycle route map would provide for the long-term non-motorized transportation improvements. The routes provide recreation connections west of I-5 and citywide connections along arterial streets. Cyclists would be able to reach employment and commercial areas too. Revised Alternative A could support a series of pedestrian facilities that would be located in the open space corridors. By 2018 there would be sufficient demand for ride sharing in Chehalis to develop a park-and-ride facility. Transit would benefit from the concentration of residential use at the core of the city. Revised Alternative A provides policies to protect the airport from incompatible land uses.


	Alternative B uses the same goals and policies as revised Alternative A. The potential network of roads and non-motorized facilities would apply to Alternative B, except that urban level improvements would not extend beyond the smaller IUGA. This would reduce the quantity of urban road improvements needed south of the city, but would increase those needed to the east on the hillside area. No trail system is identified, but the different land use in Alternative B could coordinate pedestrian trails with the open space designated areas.

The year 2018 volumes daily traffic volumes will be the same for each alternative. The land uses, which would produce the largest change in traffic volumes, would be commercial and low- density residential. Many of the local intersections would operate at or in excess of capacity along most screen line sections of the city without improvements. Some of the improvements identi-fied would mitigate for impacts, but would not necessarily improve the LOS at impacted screen lines.

The bicycle routes would provide needed non-motorized improve-ments for Alternative B. Alternative B could support a series of pedestrian facilities that would be located in the open space areas. Implementation of trails along the open space areas would have a positive impact on a multi-modal system by giving residents more walking and biking options. Transit would benefit from more compact development. With less multifamily than Revised Alternative A, achieving housing density for transit would be more difficult.

 
	The goals, policies and network of roads would apply to Alternative C, except that urban level improvements would extend south to the Newaukum River and to the east to the hillside. Major im-provements to streets would be implemented over the 40-year planning period. Only a few road corridors would be needed to complete an adequate road system for 2018, because the planning period would extend to 40-years.

The year 2018 daily traffic volumes and congestion would be the same as Alter-native A. The land uses producing the largest change in volumes would be low density residential, commercial and indus-trial. Traffic from the residential, industrial and commercial growth will exceed, by 2018, the major arterial road capability until improvements are made in the areas along I-5 and the northern and southern edges of the city. Im-provements identified in the Capital Facilities element would not account for the 40-year planning period.

The same non-motorized improve-ments found in revised Alternative A would apply to Alternative C, except for the 40-year planning period. Ride sharing in Chehalis may have sufficient demand for a park and ride facility, but may be delayed by Alternative C's longer planning period.

	Mitigating Measures

Required Mitigation
	· Prepare an annual update to the transportation improvement plan as part of the Capital Facilities element.
	Same
	Same

	Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts


	Projected industrial and commercial growth and development will increase traffic, but at a relatively rapid pace. Employment traffic would appear to be a large portion of the increase.
	Same
	Same


	Capital Facilities
	Revised Alternative A
	Alternative B
	Alternative C

	Impacts

Municipal Administration

Police & Municipal Court

Fire & Emergency Medical

Parks & Open Space

Schools


	The largest segment of city employees is the general municipal employees, which employs 37.4 full time equivalent (FTE) staff. The current service level for administrative staff is 5.36 employees per 1,000 persons in Chehalis. Over the long term, new development would require the city to increase its staff, or reallocate responsibilities. By the year 2004, 1.2 new staff members and by 2018, 9.1 new staff members would be needed, based on current service levels. Services related to building activities, such as building and utility permits, zoning, construction inspection, and park, street and utility maintenance would be most impacted by new development. The services would increase in direct proportion to new development activity.

Revised Alternative A would expand the police service area from 5.4 miles to 9.05 miles. The service area would extend more than two miles south and up to one half mile west of I-5 to serve future development. However, the compact residential development pattern and potential clustering would allow efficient provision of police services. No new police officers would be needed by 2004 with the growth anticipated by Revised Alternative A. By 2018 2.3 new police would be needed if the LOS standard were maintained. Population and employ-ment growth would eventually place pressure on the ability of the police to continue to adequately serve the city. Additional office space would be needed for the police department sometime after 2004. Construction of a new public safety building addresses that need.

The service area would change as it expands into the IUGA. Population and employment growth would place pressure on the ability of the fire department and fire districts to respond to increased calls for service. Costs for staff and equipment would increase over the 20 years. No new employees would be needed to meet the LOS standard through the year 2004. By 2018, the projected population could require 2.9 additional fire/EMS staff if the LOS were maintained. A new public safety building would be built during the later years of the planning period to address the impacts of growth.

The park service area would expand from 5.4 to 9.05 square miles. A six-year improvement program identifies capital improvements at five parks, which would be funded by property taxes, grants and donations. The port of Chehalis would also provide a park within the IUGA. The LOS for parks would be 18 acres of parks and 18 acres of open space per 1,000 people in Chehalis. By this standard the city would need 130 acres each of parks and open space. The 345 acres of parks and open space facilities exceed the total acres needed for 2004 and 2018. The policies address better access to parks and impacts from new growth. No adverse impacts to parks would occur from implementation of Revised Alternative A.

The projected population growth would continue to place pressure on the Chehalis School District to provide adequate staff and classroom facilities. The school district has not developed a factor for new students or a LOS standard for schools. Based on growth factors from another similar school district, new residential growth through 2018 would add 394 new students. This would not exceed the school capacity.

 
	Alternative B would require the same number of new general muni-cipal employees as revised Alternative A, because the growth in population would be the same over 20-years. The demand for building and construc-tion related city services would increase for Alternative B.

The service area for Alternative B would be slightly smaller than revised Alternative A. A large portion of Alternative B's expan-sion falls within the port of Chehalis. Police services would be supplemented by the port's security. The smaller IUGA and compact development pattern would allow for efficient provision of police services. The same level of police staff would be needed for Alternative B at the years 2004 and 2018. 

With a smaller IUGA, none of Fire District#5 and a smaller portion of Fire District #6 would be affected. Response to calls for service might be delayed in hillside residential areas with steep grades and lack of connecting streets. The Capital Facilities ele-ment is unclear whether the city or districts would provide fire/EMS in the IUGA. The same amount of fire/EMS staff would be needed for Alternative B as revised Alternative A.

The park service area would increase from 5.4 to 8.3 square miles. The economic support for parks would be less because Alternative B would add less commercial and indus-trial development. The same list of park projects would serve Alternative B. Later in the planning period, Alternative B would include projects for park/open space land acquisition, new trails in open space and development of a mini-park or neighborhood park. These potential improvements would result in higher capital costs for Alternative B.

New growth and development from Alternative B would produce the same estimate of new school children, with the same impacts as revised Alternative A.
	Administering a city that increases from 5.4 square mile to 9.9 square miles would require additional effort. The initial growth in the first 20 years should not significantly affect the ability of the city to provide municipal administration ser-vices. The 40-year planning period for Alternative C would produce the largest population of the alternatives and at full buildout could place significantly more de-mands on municipal administration.

The 9.9 square mile service area would be the largest police service area of the alternatives. Police service would be added south to the Newaukum River and east along the hillside. The large low-density residential areas along the hillside would be more difficult to serve because of the lack of connecting streets. The same new employees would be needed through the year 2018.

With Alternative C, the fire service area would be altered significantly. It is not clear whether the fire department of districts would provide fire/ EMS services in the IUGA. With the large service area it could remain with the other fire districts or be managed jointly. Response to calls for service might be delayed in the hillside residential areas with steep grades and lack of connecting streets. The same number of fire/EMS staff would be needed for Alternative C. 

The park service area would increase from 5.4 to 9.9 square miles. This alter-native would have economic support from new industrial and commercial dev-elopment. However, it also has the potential for the largest population at full buildout, and the largest increase in users of park and open space. The park facility list for revised Alternative A would be followed for Alternative C.

New growth and development from Alternative C would produce the same estimate of new school children, by 2018 with the same impacts as revised Alternative A.

	Mitigating Measures
	· Annually update the Capital Facilities element to identify needed city capital facilities in conformance with the Comprehensive Plan.


	Same
	Same

	Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts
	Growth and development would place increased demands on city services (administration, police and fire/EMS) and facilities. School facilities would also experience increased demand for space as the student population grows. 
	Same
	Same

	Utilities


	Revised Alternative A
	Alternative B
	Alternative C

	Impacts

Water

Wastewater

Storm

 Drainage

Essential Public Facilities

Other Non-City Utilities


	A large portion of the IUGA is currently served by the city of Chehalis water or would be near water service (Figure U-1). A waterline that extends along Jackson Highway would serve most of the IUGA with service grids. The projected population and job growth would increase the need for system distribution and storage improvements. By 2018, water consumption would increase from 2.2 million gallons per day (mgd) to 5.9 mgd. The water supply would be adequate for the 20-year period. Water treatment plant capacity would have to be expanded to meet the water demand for 2018. The amount of high-density housing and its location in urbanized areas would provide efficient use of water lines, and would reduce costs. Implementation of the policies would not adversely impact water services.

Wastewater service is largely in place to serve the city and IUGA. Some expansion of the wastewater system would be necessary for growth through 2018. By then, Revised Alternative A would produce an estimated 3.067 mgd of sewage to the treatment plant. The projected growth would require additional capacity and would accelerate the need for upgrades at the wastewater treatment plant. Implementation of the policies would not have an adverse impact on wastewater services. Revised Alternative A would have a beneficial impact of efficient utility usage, as high-density development is located where wastewater lines are currently available. 

Revised Alternative A would require new storm drainage facilities to serve new development. New development would provide an analysis of stormwater impacts for the project proposal. Projected growth would create new areas of impervious surface mostly to the south and southwest. The natural drainage courses in Chehalis follow the low gradient creeks and flow into the valley wetlands before entering the Chehalis or Newaukum Rivers. This low gradient path and wetland passage would slow runoff and allow sediment to settle before entering the rivers. Much of the storm drainage runoff from Revised Alternative A would pass through the open space corridor system. The addition of 746 acres of impervious surface by 2018 would add 275 to 285 cubic feet per second (cfs) of peak flow in the conveyance system during a two-year storm. This added quantity of runoff from a two-year storm would be less than 1% of the peak flood flows for the Chehalis River. Stormwater runoff would be directed to the river before peak flooding begins. The quantity of stormwater added would not significantly impact the creek and river drainage system. Implementation of the policies would not have an adverse impact on the storm drainage system.

Revised Alternative A identifies essential public facilities with all public facilities on Figure LU-1. Revised Alternative A would not impact essential public facilities. A conditional use process would be identified in the city's development regulations.

Revised Alternative A would produce more solid waste, but not at a rate that would significantly impact solid waste services. Increased consumption due to the population and employment growth would incrementally increase the demand for electrical power, but would not a significantly impact the Lewis County PUD. Puget Sound Energy identifies that the existing supply system for natural gas would have adequate capacity to serve the projected 2018 growth. No significant impacts to telephone, cellular phone or cable television services are anticipated from the projected growth.


	The water services area for Alternative B would be smaller than it is today. New service would be extended to the eastern hillside. Alternative B would concentrate urban development in a smaller area and would prohibit additional hook-ups to waterlines outside the IUGA. The same 20-year growth in water use is anticipated by the Alternatives B, but the ultimate demand beyond 2018 for water would be less. Serving new residential development on the hillside would likely require more emergency water storage at the higher elevations. Otherwise the same revised Alternative A improvements, such as filtration and storage, would apply to Alternative B. The water supply would be adequate to serve 20-years growth. Imple-mentation of the water policies would not adversely impact the water system, by limiting the water service area.

The wastewater service area would be reduced from its current service area, to reflect the smaller IUGA. Alter-native B would potentially conflict with Policy U.03.06 to permit hook-ups on wastewater lines beyond the IUGA. Implementation of the policies would have an adverse impact of wastewater services. Demand for wastewater would be less for Alternative B, if the IUGA area is allowed city wastewater service, and outside the IUGA rural densities and use of septic systems prevail. Improvement of the wastewater treatment plan would need to be the same for Alternative B. 

Alternative B would require a smaller area to have urban level storm drainage facilities. This alternative would utilize open space land use area as part of the surface water drainage system. New hillside develop-ment would be required to have stringent erosion control measures in place during construc-tion. The stormwater runoff would not significantly impact the peak cfs flood flows of the Chehalis and Newaukum Rivers. Implementation of the policies would not have an adverse impact on the storm drainage system.

Alternative B would be the same as revised Alternative A.

The other non-city utility providers would be able to provide the needed, solid waste, electric, natural gas and telecommunications services needed to serve Alternative B.
	Alternative C water service area would expand east to the hillside and south to the Newaukum River. Alternative C would develop over a 40-year period, which would extend the time for needed water improve-ments. This alter-native would contain more low-density residential land use. New residential devel-opment would likely require more emer-gency water storage at the higher elevations. Otherwise the same revised Alternative A improvements such as filtration and storage, would apply to Alter-native C.

Alternative C would require expansion of the wastewater service area to the south and to the east. Develop-ment within the city and IUGA would require expansion of the wastewater system capacity and quality improvements. Im-pacts to the treatment plant would be the same for Alternative C during the first 20 years. Alternative C would use the same policies for waste-water. Implementation of the policies would not have an adverse impact on wastewater service.

Alternative C would require extensive ex-pansion of the service area. The large per-centage of industrial land use would add to the impervious sur-face. Alternative C would not have the benefit of an open space system to direct drainage. New hillside development would be required to have stringent erosion con-trol measures in place during construction. Implementation of drainage plans would occur over a 40-year, not 20-year period. Most impacts would be addressed by new development, but older established areas would take longer to receive retrofitted drainage improve-ments with a 40-year planning period.

Alternative C would be the same as revised Alternative A.

The other non-city utility providers would be able to provide the needed, solid waste, electric, natural gas and telecommunications services needed to serve Alternative C.


	Mitigating Measures

Required Measures
	· Establish a conditional use process for the siting of essential public facilities.
	
	

	Unavoidable Significant Adverse Impacts
	Growth and development will increase demand for utility services.
	Same
	Same
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