CHAPTER 7: RECOMMENDED PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

7.1. PLAN ADOPTION AND REVISION

The basin plan must be adopted by Thurston County, Lacey and Olympia in order to work
effectively, because the plan recommendations span all three jurisdictions. The county
commissioners and city councils will take public testimony on the plan at public hearings
publicized through the media. Each jurisdiction may adopt the plan as written or direct the
staff to prepare changes. Any revisions proposed by one jurisdiction must gain the support of
the other jurisdictions so that all three jurisdictions adopt the same version of the plan. The
basin plan may also be adopted by reference in the jurisdictions' Comprehensive Plans, which
would give the basin plan additional authority. Comprehensive Plan revisions are reviewed by
the appropriate Planning Commission, then forwarded to the commissioners or city councils
with a recommendation.

The plan will also be submitted to the Department of Ecology for approval. The Department
may also approve or request revisions. Approval by the Department of Ecology will make the
recommendations eligible for a variety of state grant and loan programs.

Adoption by the county and cities does not commit actual dollars to specific recommendations.
Each recommendation must then go through a separate implementation process, depending on
the nature of the recommendation. The cost estimates will be refined and the details of each
recommendation will be fleshed out at that time. Each recommendation will be subject to
further public review through the implementation processes.

Some recommendations of the Regional Nonstructural Stormwater Management Plan, adopted
in previous basin plans (see appendix G), still require revisions to local ordinances or
regulations. For instance, the nonstructural management plan recommends restricting
development in the floodplain. The recommendation has already been adopted by the county
commissioners in the county's critical areas ordinance, but county flood regulations must still
be revised to be consistent with the critical areas ordinance and fully implement the
recommendation. Revising the flood regulations would require additional actions by the
county commissioners and more opportunities for public comment. The cities must also revise
their flood regulations to implement this recommendation.

All city and county capital facilities must be included in the jurisdictions' capital facilities
plans, which are adopted as part of the Comprehensive Plans. The capital facilities plans must
support projected population growth for 20 years, and identify sources of funding for 6 years.
The capital facilities plans cover all capital projects including sewer, roads,, etc, and,
depending on the funding source, they may need to balance the stormwater projects against
other public needs, which could result in some stormwater projects receiving lower priority
(Olympia stormwater projects are funded exclusively from stormwater utility funds, so they do
not compete with other capital needs). The capital facilities plans may be updated once a year.
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The capital recommendations must also be coordinated between jurisdiction so that the correct
project share is budgeted in the appropriate year for joint projects.

The county and cities currently have a general interlocal agreement on stormwater projects,
which provides the basis for shared participation on projects. Specific agreements attached to
the general agreement detail the actual cost shares for various projects. For instance, the
ambient monitoring agreement details the annual water quality monitoring budget and specifies
the financial contribution of each jurisdiction. Some of the basin plan recommendations would
require development of new interlocal agreements and/or revision of existing ones. These
agreements must be approved by the county commissioners and city councils.

Each recommendation must be incorporated into the appropriate agencies' annual work plans
and budgets. The annual planning process usually begins in early summer for the local
jurisdictions, leading eventually to budget approval by the end of the year. Coordination
between jurisdictions begins early in the planning process, which insures that each
jurisdiction's budget allocation reflects their correct share for joint projects.

The commissioners and city councils review and approve the annual plans and budgets, with
opportunities for public comment. No actual funds are committed to any project or program
until this time. Each jurisdiction has its own specific process for adopting the annual budget.
The cities accomplish most of the initial review and revision in subcommittees. The county
commission requests input from the Storm and Surface Water Advisory Board, prior to
approving the stormwater budget.

Many recommendations identify a "lead agency". The lead agency for capital projects is
usually the jurisdiction where the project will be constructed. The lead agency is responsible
for making sure that all the needed interjurisdictional coordination occurs. The lead agency
for capital projects and some nonstructural projects usually does the work, pays for the project,
and bills the other participating jurisdictions. Some recommendations would be implemented
separately by each jurisdiction, but planned cooperatively. The Stream Team program is an
example of how the local jurisdictions plan and coordinate a program together, even though it
is funded separately. Many drainage basin recommendations require this kind of close
coordination because the basins cross city and county boundaries.

The basin plan must be revised and updated in the future, as the basin changes and additional
information becomes available. Monitoring will be critical to revising the basin plan.

Ambient monitoring would indicate the overall trends in the condition of the watershed. If
monitoring detects continued declines in water quality or habitat, additional measures may be
needed to protect the basin's resources. Project-specific monitoring would provide essential
information for determining the most effective actions.
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Project-specific monitoring would be incorporated in the funding and operation of each capital
project and would include pre-construction (baseline) and post-construction data collection.
Project-specific monitoring plans must be designed to portray as accurately as possible the
effectiveness of each management measure under a range of environmental conditions, which
would take several years.

The results of monitoring would be interpreted for management implications and fed back into
the basin planning process. As the basin develops, the conditions will change and the basin
model would need to be updated to reflect the changes. The model would be revised and the
original predictions would be checked periodically. Sufficient time must elapse between model
runs to implement and monitor plan measures and land use changes.

Between model runs, the jurisdictions would continue to monitor and report on the basin's
water resources through ambient water quality monitoring, stream flow and precipitation
monitoring, habitat surveys and citizen reports. The plan would be revised to reflect the
additional knowledge, and the revisions would go through an adoption process similar to the
original adoption. In this way, the basin plan would be a dynamic document that evolves in
response to changing conditions.

7.2 IMPLEMENTATION PHASES

The citizen advisory task force strongly recommended that the basin plan should address the
top priority problems first and make the best use of existing programs and scarce funds. The
task force emphasized that local government should not build expensive capital facilities
without well-documented need. Task force members and basin planning staff developed a 3-
stage implementation strategy to insure that the plan responds to community needs as
efficiently as possible. The plan implementation would be staged based on the following
criteria:

1. The top priority problems should be addressed first.

2. Initial water quality improvement actions should reduce known contamination at the
sources, rather than building treatment facilities at outfalls.

3. An educational approach to solving water quality problems should be emphasized, rather

than a regulatory approach.

Existing water resource programs should be improved instead of starting new programs.

. Problem sites should be monitored for water quality improvements following

implementation of the initial remedial actions.

6. Contamination sources should be clearly identified for sites that continue to show

problems.
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7. Constructing water quality treatment facilities should be a last resort after all identified
sources of contamination have been reduced as much as possible.

7.2.1 PRIORITIZATION

Each individual recommendation was ranked to develop the basis for each stage of

- implementation. The initial ranking was based on criteria developed by the Thurston County
Storm and Surface Water Advisory Board (SSWAB), a citizen board that advises the Board of
County Commissioners. The cities of Lacey and Olympia were not directly involved in the
ranking process, and may choose to revise the project rankings to reflect their priorities, when
they adopt the plan. The initial criteria included: ability to implement; environmental
sustainability; effectiveness; property damage; public health and safety; and vision statement
compliance (the "vision statement" is a plan for comprehensive, coordinated water resources in
Thurston County, developed by the SSWAB). The basin task force's criteria, described
above, were added to the initial ranking worksheet, including: staging prerequisite; problem
priority; cost; and source reduction.

Table 7-1 presents the worksheet used to rank the recommendations, and table 7-2 presents the
results, in order from highest to lowest rank. The ranking process resulted in three groups of
projects: highest rated (130-171 points), medium rated (110-129 points) and lowest rated (62-
109 points). :

The three phases of implementation described below were based on the prioritized list of
recommendations. Several recommendations appear under more than one phase, because they
would implemented in stages. For instance, the stormwater treatment recommendations for
the lakes are listed in all three phases, because source reduction and education would occur in
phase 1, followed by monitoring in phase 2, and finally, treatment facilities as a phase 3 last
resort.

7.2.2 PHASE1

The first phase of implementing the recommended plan would address the worst problems in
the basin, including flooding on Boulevard Road, Wiggins Road and Chambers Ditch, and
water quality degradation in Chambers Ditch and Ward and Hewitt Lakes. Phase 1 would
emphasize increased stormwater maintenance, reduction of known pollution sources, and
limited drainage system improvements.

1. Increase stormwater maintenance

The Chambers Drainage District would expand to encompass all of the drainage area that
contributes to the ditch, and would increase maintenance for Chambers Ditch, with assistance
from the county. Stormwater system maintenance would be increased for Ward, Hewitt and
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Table 7-1 R Jati ki -
Criteri Poi
A. Ability to Implement - 60 points
Al Public Cost: Availability of Outside Funds 0 - not available

3 - medium

S - high grant availability
A2 Public Cost: Effect on the Tax Base 0 - no change in tax base
_ 3 - will increase tax base
A3 Public Cost: Private Costs vs. Public Costs 0 - no private cost

2 - at least 25% privately funded
A4 Public Cost: Operations and Maintenance Costs 0 - high cost
' 3 - medium cost
5 - low cost
AS Technical Feasibility 0 - unproven technology
10 - proven technology/unknown site conditions
20 - proven technology on site

A6 Equity 0 - local benefit/regional cost
.5 - costs borne equally by beneficiaries
A7 Legal Mandate 0 - not mandated
20 - mandated

B. Environmental Sustainability - 60 points

Bl Agquatic/Riparian Resources 0 - no impact
7 - protects/preserves
15 - improves/restores

B2 Water Quality same as B1, above
B3 Channel Stability same as Bl above

B4 Minimum Flows 0 - no impact
' 3 - protects/preserves
5 - improves/restores
B5S Maximum Flows same as B4 above
B6 Aquifer Recharge same as B4 above

C. Effectiveness - 40 points

Cl Completeness of Solution - 0 - totally dependent on other projects to work
7 - partial solution without other projects
15 - solves problem by itself

C2 Accommodation of Future Growth 0 - no accommodation
5 - at least someé accommodation

C3 Solves Regional Problem over Local Problem 0 - primarily local benefits
5 - some local, some regional benefits
10 - mostly regional benefits

C4 Multiple Use Capability 0 - single use only
5 - potential for limited multiple uses
10 - multiple use
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Table 7-1 continued
D. Property Damage - 40 points

D1 Jurisdictional Liability 0 - low risk if project not done
: 7 - medium risk if project not done
15 - high risk if project not done
D2 Property Loss or Inconvenience 0 - no or minor prevention
15 - moderately prevents property loss
25 - prevents property loss
E. Public Safety - 60 points

El Public Health Hazard 0 - does not solve a public health hazard
15 - solves a suspected problem
30 - solves a documented problem
40 - solves declared public health hazard

E2 Transportation Interruption- 0 - minor problem/partial solution

Safety Considerations 5 - medium problem/partial solution or minor

problem/complete solution
10 - major problem/partial solution or medium
problem/complete solution
20 - major problem/complete solution

F. Vision Statement* - 30 points

F1 Comprehensive Approach 0 - addresses one water resource locally
5 - addresses one water resource regionally
10 - addresses multiple water resources locally
15 - addresses multiple water resources regionally

F2 Promotes Interjurisdictional 0 - only one jurisdiction
Solutions/Cooperation . 10 - involves multiple jurisdictions
F3 Concurrency 0 - not needed to meet 6-year growth projection

5 - needed to meet 6-year growth projection

G. Supplemental Criteria - 45 points

Gl Staging Prerequisite 0 - last resort measure
7 - other measures hinge on this but other measures also must
precede it
15 - necessary first step that must precede other measures

G2 Problem Priority 0 - low priority

7 - medium priority
15 - high priority

G3 Budgetary Constraints 0 - cannot do within existing budget
, 5 - Can do entirely within existing budget
G4 Watershed Source Reduction 0 - Does not reduce a problem source

10 - Reduces or eliminated a problem source in the watershed

* "Vision Statement"” is a philosophy developed by the Thurston County Storm and Surface Water Advisory Board for
a county-wide coordinated water resources management program.
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Table 7-2 Project Ranking Plan Implementation

6.2.15 SW maintenance program H TC
6.1.1 Ditch maintenance 160 H TC,0.L.DD|
6.2.4 Conservation plans for farms 147 H CD
6.2.1 Septic surveys 144 H TC
6.2.7 Homeowner nonpoint education 138 H TC,O.L
6.2.5  WQ monitoring 137 H TC,O.L
6.2.13 Ward Lk SW 137 H TC,0
6.1.4 Boulevard Rd pond 135 H TC,0
6.2.12 Hewitt Lk SW 135 H TC
6.1.3  Wiggins ditch improvements 134 H TC,0
6.2.2 Septic maintenance workshops 134 H TC
6.3.4 Lakes education 121 M TC,L,O
6.3.1 Riparian planting 120 M TC,CD
6.1.2 Yard waste education 117 M TC,DD
6.2.11 Implement Lacey Chambers Lake plan 115 M . L
6.1.6 _ Misc SW upgrades 115 M TC
6.2.14 Smith Lk SW : 112 M TC
6.2.3 Herman Rd SW treatment 111 M L
6.2.9  Sediment investigation 102 L TC
6.2.8  Wiggins ditch treatment 102 L 1C.0
6.2.10 Monitor Yeim Hwy outfall 99 L TC
6.1.7 Ferndale Ct pond 93 L TC
6.3.3  Habitat monitoring 90 L TC,CD
6.1.8  South trib model 85 L TC
6.2.6  Goose control 73 L TC,L,O
6.3.2 Rich Rd gravel 70 L TC
6.1.5 Limerick St pond 62 L TC
TC=Thurston County

O=0Olympia

L=Lacey

CD=Thurston Conservation District
DD=Chambers Drainage District
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Smith Lakes and Wiggins Ditch. Basin-wide stormwater maintenance would be evaluated and
improved. These steps would implement part or all of the following recommendations:

6.1.1-Chambers Ditch maintenance
6.1.3-Wiggins Ditch maintenance
6.2.12-Hewitt Lake stormwater
6.2.13-Ward Lake stormwater
6.2.14-Smith Lake stormwater
6.2.15-Basin-wide stormwater maintenance

Increased maintenance would help to reduce flooding and water quality degradation from
sediment build-up in drainage systems. Better maintenance would also increase the life of
existing drainage system and reduce the need for costly future improvements.

2. Reduce sources of nonpoint pollution

The plan would employ multiple strategies to reduce pollution sources. Suspect septic systems
near water bodies would be monitored and failing systems would be repaired. Septic system
owners would be offered free training on system care and maintenance. Conservation plans
for farms would be developed and implemented. Homeowners in targeted areas would be
offered free training in common sense gardening, least-toxic household products, and
hazardous materials disposal. Education efforts would expand on existing programs. These
steps would implement all or part of the following recommendations:

6.2.1-Septic surveys and repairs

6.2.2-Septic maintenance training
6.2.3-Herman Road ditch stormwater treatment
6.2.4-Conservation plans for farms
6.2.7-Homeowner nonpoint pollution education
6.2.8-Wiggins Road ditch stormwater treatment
6.3.6-Lake user education

Septic system monitoring and repairs would reduce fecal coliform contamination at several
problem sites. Better septic system maintenance would prevent additional fecal coliform
contamination from new failures in the future. Conservation planning would help reduce fecal
coliform and nutrient loading in runoff from agricultural sites. Homeowner education would
reduce nutrient loading and contamination from a range of household products.

3. Make limited capital improvements to drainage systems

Phase 1 would include the top priority drainage improvements on Boulevard Road and Wiggins
Road, where flooding poses a high risk to significant arterial roads. Boulevard Road
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improvements would include culvert enlargements, ditch improvements, and enlargement and
connection of the ponds east and west of Boulevard Road. The under-sized culverts on
Wiggins Road ditch would be enlarged, some of the ditch would be piped, and additional
stormwater storage would be provided upstream of the ditch, if possible. These steps would
implement part or all of the following recommendations:

® 6.1.3-Wiggins Road ditch improvements
® 6.1.4-Boulevard Road drainage improvements
® 6.2.8-Wiggins Road ditch stormwater treatment

Boulevard Road drainage improvements would substantially reduce the frequency of flooding
on Boulevard Road near Wilderness. Wiggins Road ditch improvements and upstream
stormwater detention would reduce flooding and make the culverts less prone to clogging. The
cost of responding to flooding emergencies would be reduced.

4. Continue to monitor water quality

Ambient water quality monitoring would be continued and a few of the monitoring sites from
the basin plan study would be added to the ongoing monitoring program. This would
implement part of the following recommendation:

® 6.2.5-Water quality monitoring

Continued monitoring would provide the background information needed to detect additional
. sources of water quality degradation.

7.2.3 PHASE?2

The second phase of implementing the recommended plan would follow-up on phase 1
improvements and would also address medium priority flooding problems and habitat
degradation. Phase 2 would emphasize follow-up monitoring of water quality and flooding
problems and include additional drainage system improvements, if needed. Phase 2 would
also include limited riparian planting and improved enforcement of shoreline regulations.

1. Conduct follow-up monitoring at problem sites

Additional monitoring would be conducted at problem sites following implementation of phase
1 source control and flood control measures. Monitoring would determine the effectiveness of
phase 1 and the need for additional measures. This would implement part or all of the
following recommendations:

® 6.1.5-Limerick Street pond



Plan Implementation

6.1.6-Chambers Ditch vicinity ponds
6.1.7-Ferndale Court pond
6.2.3-Herman Road stormwater treatment
6.2.5-Long-term water quality monitoring
6.2.8-Wiggins Road ditch stormwater treatment
6.2.12-Hewitt Lake stormwater treatment

" 6.2.13-Ward Lake stormwater treatment
6.2.14-Smith Lake stormwater treatment

The staged approach to flooding and water quality would insure that known sources are
addressed first, and no capital facilities are built unnecessarily. All possible sources would be
reduced or controlled, which could eliminate the need for expensive treatment facilities.

2. Implement additional source control measures

Phase 2 source control measures would include yard waste education and new target audiences
for homeowner nonpoint pollution control efforts. Yard waste education would be targeted at
homeowners who live along Chambers Ditch or near stormwater ponds. Homeowner
education would be provided for Smith Lake area residents. These measures would implement
all or part of the following recommendations:

® 6.1.2-Chambers Ditch homeowner yard waste disposal
® 6.2.7-Homeowner nonpoint pollution education

® 6.2.14-Smith Lake stormwater treatment

® 6.3.4-Lake user education

The phase 2 source control measures would provide additional water quality improvements and
reduce flooding along Chambers Ditch.

3. Protect and improve key habitat areas

Selected sites along lower Chambers Creek would be revegetated with native plants. This
step would implement the following recommendation:

® 6.3.1-Riparian revegetation

4. Install medium priority drainage improvements and Chambers Lake treatment facilities

The stormwater facilities identified by the city of Lacey in the Chambers Lake Stormwater
Management Plan would be installed in Lacey neighborhoods along the lake. Improvements
would be made on several stormwater facilities in the vicinity of Chambers Ditch,
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Improvements and mitigating measures would be made on Chambers Ditch, if needed. These
steps would implement all or parts of the following recommendations:

® 6.1.1-Chambers Ditch maintenance
® 6.1.6-Chambers Ditch vicinity stormwater upgrades
® 6.2.11-Lacey Chambers Lake Stormwater Management Plan implementation

Additional Chambers Ditch improvements and mitigating measures would insure that the ditch
has enough capacity to prevent flooding. The improvements to stormwater facilities in the
Chambers Ditch vicinity would reduce local flooding problems and help reduce flooding in
Chambers Ditch. Implementing Lacey's Chambers Lake plan would reduce stormwater
contamination of Chambers Lake and help slow down eutrophication of the lake.

7.2.4 PHASE3

The third phase of implementing the recommended plan would address additional measures
identified through follow-up monitoring, and lower priority habitat problems. Phase 3 would
include additional drainage system improvements if needed, limited habitat and stormwater
monitoring, and miscellaneous lower priority recommendations.

1. Monitor fish habitat and the Yelm Highway outfall

The fish habitat on Chambers Creek would be monitored, probably using the state’s Timber-
Fish-Wildlife method. The stormwater outfall at Yelm Highway and Chambers Ditch would
be sampled. This would implement some or parts of the following recommendations:

® 6.2.5-Long-term water quality monitoring
® 6.2.10-Yelm Highway stormwater outfall
® 6.3.3-Chambers Creek fish habitat monitoring

The stormwater monitoring would determine if the Yelm Highway stormwater system was
causing contamination of Chambers Ditch. The habitat monitoring would provide baseline
information on the health of the creek's ecosystem, and would help determine the effectiveness
of habitat protection and enhancement efforts.

2. Implement additional capital improvements if needed

Additional stormwater system improvements would be installed, based on the results of phase
2 monitoring. Facilities would be constructed only if previous measures proved inadequate.
This step would implement some or parts of the following recommendations:

® 6.1.5-Limerick Street pond
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6.1.7-Ferndale Court pond

6.2.3-Herman Road ditch stormwater treatment
6.2.8-Wiggins Road ditch stormwater treatment
6.2.10-Yelm Highway stormwater treatment
6.2.12-Hewitt Lake stormwater treatment
6.2.13-Ward Lake stormwater treatment
6.2.14-Smith Lake stormwater treatment

These stormwater facilities would help reduce water quality contamination at several problem
sites in the basin.

3. Miscellaneous lower priority recommendations
The remaining basin plan recommendations would be implemented, including:

® 6.1.8-South Tributary modeling

® 6.2.6-Goose control program

® 6.2.9-Chambers Creek sediment tracking

® 6.3.2-Rich Road & Chambers Creek gravel enhancement

These measures would help improve habitat in Chambers Creek, reduce nonpoint pollution and
provide information to help prevent future stormwater impacts in the southern basin.

7.3 FUNDING

Revenues for financing the basin plan recommendations can be grouped into two categories:
local sources and grants. Existing local sources include stormwater utility fees, road funds,
city and county general funds, various building fees, and development charges. Each local
source generates money from a different mix of residents. Other potential mechanisms for
generating local revenues include shellfish districts, aquifer protection areas and local
improvement districts. Grants include a variety of federal and state programs. Historically,
stormwater needs have been funded by a mix of utility fees, road funds and grants.

7.3.1 LocAL REVENUE SOURCES
Stormwater Utility Fees

Thurston County, Olympia, Lacey and Tumwater all have stormwater utilities that collect fees
from property owners within their boundaries (Thurston County only collects fees in the
northern county). The charges are based primarily on the amount of impervious area (as
measured, estimated or averaged) and the type of property use. Each jurisdiction's utility has
a unique rate structure. Table 7-3 compares the local jurisdictions' utility rates.
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Some of the local stormwater utilities' current rate revenues may not be sufficient to finance
‘the basin plan recommendations. One possible source of revenues for basin plan
recommendations would be increasing the stormwater utility rates.

Single-Family $72.00/60.00° $54.00 $63.00 $20.00 + 1.00 per
Residential acre’
Duplex $144.00/120.00° $108.00 $126.00 $13.00 per unit +
1.00 per acre*

Multi-Family $102 + 9.00 + (45.00 per $26.64 to $618.12 $6.00 per unit
Residential (28.80/53.28/79.20 | gross impervious area per gross

per gross impervious + 3250 sq.ft.) acre®

area +2528 sq. ft.?
Commercial, | Same as multi-family | Same as multi-family Same as multi- $5.56 per 1,000 sq
Industrial, family ft impervious area
and Schools :
Streets, 30% of commercial 30% of commercial 30% of commercial 30% of
Roads, and charge charge charge (no charge commercial charge
State to WDOT)
Government

Notes:

'Olympia, Lacey and Tumwater charge monthly rates and offer various incentives for improved facilities. Contact the
local Public Works Department for complete details. Lacey rates effective 4/1/95.

Olympia's rates vary according to the date of development, in order to reduce rates for developments which meet
higher standards. The higher rate is the base rate which most parcels pay.

3Lacey sets 7 nonresidential rates on a scale according to the % of impervious area. Parcels which mitigate their
stormwater impacts receive a one-step rate reduction.

“Thurston County surcharges residential parcels $1.00/acre for each additional acre over one-half acre. The duplex
rate also applies to triplex and fourplex.

Road Funds

Funding for drainage improvement and maintenance in Thurston County is largely the
responsibility of the Roads and Transportation Services Department. Road drainage
improvements such as culverts and ditches are constructed as a part of road projects because
they are necessary to accommodate transportation needs. Road funds currently support only
minor capital improvements. Thurston County's stormwater system is largely comprised of
ditches and culverts. Minimal additional funds can be expected from this source. Olympia
and Lacey use a variety of sources for street repairs and construction, including grants and
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general funds. Lacey road funds could probably be used to partially fund facilities designéd to
treat road runoff.

Other Local Revenue Sources
Other existing local revenue sources that could be used for stormwater programs include:

General Funds

Plan Review and Inspection Fees

Connection Fees (General Facilities Charges)
Latecomer Fees

State law permits local governments to create a variety of districts and jurisdictions to fund
specific types of projects. None of these mechanisms have been created in Thurston County,
or Olympia, but they could theoretically be used to fund stormwater projects. Lacey has used
LIDs to fund stormwater projects. Potential mechanisms for generating local revenues
include:

Shellfish Protection Districts
Aquifer Protection  Areas

Impact Fees

Street Utility Fees

Fee-in-Lieu of Construction

Local Improvement Districts (LIDs)
Flood Control Zone Districts

7.3.2 GRANTS

Adopting the basin plan will improve the local jurisdictions' ability to compete for increasingly
limited grants. Local governments have been highly successful in obtaining state and federal
grants in the past. Most state-administered grants target either existing water quality or
flooding problems, but not both, which sometimes causes problems for combined facilities.
Problems which cause property damage or present public health or safety hazards usually rate
highly for grant eligibility. Public involvement and education programs are also eligible for
limited grant funding. Funds targeted at historical problems may also address potential future
problems, or they may free up other funds for the prevention of potential problems.

Most grants require some amount of local matching funds, which may sometimes take the
form of services-in-kind. Grant sources have dried up in recent years as government has
reduced spending at all levels. Grants help bolster finite local funds, but they are highly
uncertain and cannot be relied on for long-term planning. Grant sources for stormwater
projects include: ‘
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Centennial Clean Water Fund Grant Program

Flood Control Assistance Account Program

Puget Sound Water Quality Authority Public Involvement and Education Fund
Washington State Ecosystems Conservation Project

EPA Clean Water Act Section 319 Grants

7.3.3 DEBT FINANCING MECHANISMS

Local government's ability to pay for the basin plan recommendations is limited by the
existing revenues described above. These revenue sources might be able to pay for gradual
implementation of basin plan recommendations with available funds over several decades.
This "pay-as-you-go" approach could not implement the basin plan recommendations in time
to prevent or repair the damage they are intended to address. Local governments have two
basic debt financing mechanisms for obtaining additional, up-front funds in excess of current
revenues: loans and bond sales.

Local jurisdictions have historically used loans for smaller capital projects and sold bonds to
finance major improvements such as new schools or bridges. Thurston County, Olympia and
Lacey have never sold bonds to finance stormwater projects because past projects have been
small enough to fund from existing revenues. However, as local governments proceed with
comprehensive facilities planning for stormwater and other infrastructure projects, bonds have
become a more realistic approach.

Major capital improvement projects often require large sums of capital for construction, but
they have low operating costs and long life spans. Debt financing offers a method for
spreading out the impact of high-cost construction over a long period of time. Mechanisms
such as bonds and low-interest loans have long been used to ease the immediate burden of
financing capital construction, but they add financing charges to the total cost of the projects.

The basin plan recommends a combination of ongoing and one-time activities. The ongoing
activities such as monitoring, maintenance and education constitute the base work programs of
the stormwater utilities or other local agencies. The capital facilities would be one-time
expenditures for facilities with finite life spans. Existing or projected revenues must be
sufficient to fund ongoing activities because debt-financing of basic work programs would be
financially risky.

Capital facilities are good candidates for debt-financing, because they require a one-time
expenditure. The cost of capital facilities can be spread across the lifespan of the facilities, or
some shorter period. Spreading the cost over several years reduces the financial burden of any
particular year, but the longer that financing is extended, the greater the additional financing
charges. Debt-financing would probably delay implementation of lower-priority projects,
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because they could not be funded until the debt from the high-priority projects was retired.
Sources of debt-financing include:

Washington Public Works Trust Fund

Department of Ecology Centennial Clean Water Fund Loan Program
Washington State Revolving Fund for Water Pollution Control
Revenue Bonds
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7.3.4 COST SHARING
The following tables show the proposed cost distribution between participating jurisdictions.

Capital facility costs are distributed according to the proportion of contributing area in each
jurisdiction. Nonstructural costs are split evenly between jurisdictions.

NOTE: The tables show the total cost of all recommendations, but the columns for
individual jurisdictions only show costs that would require additional expenditures
beyond existing budgets.

Table 7-4 Phase 1 Implementation Costs
ECT # | Description. . - i :
1. INCREASE STORMWATER MAINTENANCE
6.1.1 | Chambers Ditch Maintenance 193,477 66,990 126,487
6.2.15 | Dedicated maintenance crew 16,325 16,325
2. REDUCE SOURCES OF NONPOINT POLLUTION
6.2.1 | Sanitary surveys 108,000 108,000
6.2.2 |Septic maintenance training 16,067 16,067
6.2.4 |Farm planning 60,000 *
6.2.7 | Nonpoint pollution education 4,802 1,601 1,601 1,601
6.3.6 |[Lake user education 13,732 4,577 4,577 4,577
3. HIGH PRIORITY DRAINAGE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS
6.1.3 | Wiggings Ditch Improvements 238,623 213,056 25,567
6.1.4 |Boulevard Road pond** 454,935 220,974 63,810 66,580
4. WATER QUALITY MONITORING
6.2.5 |Water gualig monitoring 17,300 5,767 5,767 5,767
TOTAL 1,123,261} 11,945! 445,975} 308,70 193.067

* This project can be partially funded from the existing budget
** The county share of R—6.1.4 excludes the cost of land that has already been acquired by the county
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Table 7-5 Phase 2 Implementation Costs

1. FOLLOW-UP MONITORING

6.2.5 |Water quality monitoring | NA] NA[ NA| NA| NA
2. ADDlTl%AL SOURCE REDUCTION MEASURES

46.1.2 Yard Waste Education 1,040 *

|6.2.7 | Nonpoint pollution education - * *

16.3.4 | Lake user education NA NA NA NA
3. PROTECT AND iMPROVE KEY HABITAT AREAS

6.3.1 |Riparian planting I NA] NA| NA| NA| NA
4. MEDIUM PRIORITY CAPITAL FACILITIES

[6.1.1 {Chambers ditch improvements i

6.1.6 _|Chambers facility upgrades 185,000 185,000

6.2.11 |Lacey Chambers Lake projects NA NA NA NA NA_

* These projects can be funded from existing budgets
** Cost to be determined following phase 1 implementation

Table 7-6 Phase 3 Implementation Costs

. MONITOR HABITAT AND YELM HIGHWAY OUTFALL
6.2.10 Yelm Highway runoff treatment 68,185 68,185
6.3.3 Fish habitat monitoring 4,000 4,000
2. CAPITAL FACILITIES IDENTIFIED BY MONITORING
6.1.5 Wildemess Limerick pond 119,039 119,039
6.1.7 Femdale Court pond 233,724 233,724
6.2.3 Herman Road treatment facility 216439 | 216,439
6.2.8 Wiggins ditch treatment facility 437,226 390,380 46,846
6.2.10 Yelm Highway runoff treatment 68,185 68,185
}6.2.12 Hewitt Lake stormwater treatment 390,000 390,000
6.2.13 Ward Lake stormwater treatment 254,600 151,577 103,023
6.2.14 Smith Lake stormwater treatment 222,666 222,666
3. MISCELLANEOUS RECOMMENDATIONS
16.1.8 South Trib hydrologic model 20,000 : 20,000
6.2.6 Geese control 4,583 1,528 1,528
6.2.9 Sediment investigation 1,401 *
6.3.2 Chambers Creek gravel project 590 *
‘OTA| 140,631

* These projects can be funded from existing budgets
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