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Section 1 | Introduction 

1.1 SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND 
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to assess the anticipated environmental effects 
resulting from the acquisition by the U.S. Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) of a 174-acre property into federal 
trust status for the benefit of the Nisqually Indian Tribe (Tribe) (Proposed Action) and the subsequent 
development of a mixed-use project by the Tribe (Proposed Project). The approximately 174-acre 
property is comprised of eight parcels and is referred to as the “Project Site” throughout this document. 
The Project Site is located within the City of Lacey (City), Thurston County (County), Washington (State). 
Figure 1 and Figure 2 show the regional location of the Project Site. 

This document has been completed in accordance with the requirements set out in the National 
Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] Section 4321 et seq.); the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) Guidelines for Implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
Section 1500 et seq.); and the BIA NEPA Handbook (59 Indian Affairs Manual 3-H). This document provides 
a detailed description of the Proposed Action and analyses of the potential environmental consequences 
associated with development of the Proposed Project. This document also includes a discussion of 
alternatives, impact avoidance, and mitigation measures. 

The BIA is the Lead Agency for NEPA compliance and will use this EA to determine if the Proposed Action 
would result in an adverse effect to the environment. The EA will be released for a 30-day comment 
period. Comments will be considered by the BIA, and either a Finding of No Significant Impact will be 
prepared, or additional environmental analysis will be conducted in the form of an Environmental Impact 
Statement. After the NEPA process is complete, the BIA may issue a determination on the Proposed 
Action. 

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to facilitate tribal self-sufficiency, self-determination, and economic 
development, thus satisfying both the Department of the Interior’s (Department) land acquisition policy 
as articulated in the Department’s trust land regulations at 25 CFR Part 151. The need for the Department 
to act on the Tribe’s application is established by the Department’s regulations at 25 CFR Section 151.10(h) 
and 151.12. 

1.3 BACKGROUND 
The Tribe is a federally recognized Indian tribe with approximately 834 enrolled members. The Nisqually 
Indian Reservation (Reservation) is located on the Nisqually River in rural Thurston County, approximately 
15 miles east of Olympia, Washington and 4 miles southeast of the Project Site. In 1854, the Tribe signed 
the Medicine Creek Treaty that ceded all rights and title of the Tribe’s Usual and Accustomed (U&A) 2.2-
million-acre homeland, including the Project Site, to the United States (U.S.) government in exchange for 
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Introduction 

federal recognition and all fiduciary duties associated with recognition, as well as the right to hunt, fish, 
and gather resources in the U&A territories. The Tribe’s U&A territories encompassed parts of three 
Washington counties—Thurston, Pierce, and Lewis. Their 4,717-acre Reservation has been enormously 
diminished through allotment, and, more significantly, through the condemnation of 3,353 acres in 1917 
for the Department of War (now the Department of Defense) as part of the creation of the Ft. Lewis 
military base. 

The Boldt Decision, or U.S. vs. Washington, reaffirmed several rights of the Tribe, including their rights to 
off-Reservation fishing; however, because of the Boldt Decision, the Tribe has taken on a lead role in the 
management and protection of fishery resources in the Nisqually River Basin. Consequently, the Tribe 
currently contributes 10-15% of the income currently generated by the Red Wind Casino to natural 
resource management. As with many other self-governance tribes, the income needed to fund the tribal 
government services, including healthcare, natural resource management, and others, is entirely derived 
from economic enterprises operated by the Tribe, and grant funding, which the Tribe would prefer to 
minimize its dependance on. The Tribe needs a secure, long-term revenue stream to meet the unmet 
needs of the tribal community now and into the future, including housing for tribal members, community 
facilities and tribal programs to meet member needs, and programs to reduce the impacts from climate 
change. 

1.4 LOCATION AND SETTING 

1.4.1 Project Site Location 

The approximately 174-acre Project Site is currently owned in fee by the Tribe and is located within the 
boundaries of the City of Lacey, in Thurston County, Washington (Figure 1 and Figure 2) directly north of 
Interstate 5 (I-5), and west of the Marvin Road / I-5 interchange. The Project Site is located adjacent to a 
1-acre parcel currently in federal trust for the Tribe and developed with the Nisqually Markets Tobacco 
Outlet store. The parcels that make up the Project Site are listed in Table 1.4 1 and shown in Figure 3. The 
Project Site is located within Sections 10 and 11, Township 18 North, Range 1 West, Willamette Meridian, 
Lacey, Washington. 

Table 1.4-1: Project Site Parcels 

Assessor Parcel Number 
(APN) 

Approximate Acreage 

11811210200 16.63 

11810101101 53.54 

11810101103 5.90 

11810101000 62.34 

11811201000 2.41 

11811210402 7.96 

11811210400 19.40 

11811210404 5.89 

Total 174.07 Acres 
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Regional access to the Project Site is provided by I-5, which runs in an east-west direction immediately 
south of the Project Site, from the existing I-5/State Route (SR) 510/Marvin Road interchange. Local access 
to the Project Site is currently provided through Marvin Road Northeast (NE) via Main Street NE east of 
the Project Site, and Britton Parkway NE via Gateway Boulevard NE west of the Project Site. A frontage 
road with right-in-right-out ramps for southbound traffic on I-5 has been constructed adjacent to the 
southeast corner of the Project Site; however, the ramps are not currently open to traffic. 

1.4.2 Land Use Planning and Previous Environmental Review 

The Project Site has been identified as a high priority area for retail, commercial and mixed-use 
development in the City’s Comprehensive Plan for more than 20 years. Currently, it is designated as part 
of the Hawks Prairie Business District Element in the City’s 2016 Comprehensive Plan and is a part of the 
Hawks Prairie Planning Area, and Northeast Area Subarea Plan adopted by the City in 1992. The Project 
Site is zoned a combination of Hawks Prairie Business District – Business/Commercial (HPBD-BC) and 
Hawks Prairie Business District – Commercial (HPBD-C). The Project Site is within an approximately 250-
acre potential commercial development node of the Comprehensive Plan identified as the “Lacey 
Gateway Town Center,” which is recognized as having a high potential for economic development due to 
the proximity to I-5 and the availability of infrastructure and utilities, including sewer and water. The 
Gateway Town Center, including the Project Site, was envisioned to consist of both a destination retail 
center and an intensely developed mixed-use district with commercial, retail, and up to 500 residential 
units (City of Lacey, 2016a). Utilities were extended to the area after the Northeast Planning Area Plan 
was completed and transportation corridors throughout the area have been primarily completed, 
including Britton Parkway and Gateway Boulevard which provide direct access around and into the Project 
Site (City of Lacey, 2016b). 

On January 26, 2010, the City issued the Lacey Gateway Town Center Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (2010 FSEIS) (City of Lacey, 2010) in accordance with the State Environmental Policy 
Act (SEPA) to analyze the environmental consequences of future development of the Lacey Gateway Town 
Center, including the Project Site, and surrounding areas. The 2010 FSEIS supplemented the SEPA 
Environmental Impact Statement originally prepared for the City and Lacey Urban Growth Area 
Comprehensive Plan in 1994. The 2010 FSEIS was intended to assess the impacts from Phase I of the Lacey 
Gateway Town Center site because future phases of the project were uncertain at the time of the writing 
of the document. Components of the Phase I, Future Phases, and total build out for the 2010 FSEIS are 
included in Table 1.4-2. The 2010 FSEIS included numerous environmental studies in the following 
environmental topic areas: geology and soils, grading and erosion control, reclaimed water, stormwater, 
plants and animals, cultural resources, transportation, and sanitary and sewer1. 

Examples of specific studies prepared for the development include Lacey Gateway Transportation Analysis 
by Shea, Carr & Jewell, Inc. (April 2009); Cultural Resource Assessment of the Proposed Lacey Gateway 
Project by Historical Research Associates (August 31, 2006), and the Geotechnical Report Lacey Gateway 
Project by Shannon & Wilson (April 10, 2007) (City of Lacey, 2010). After the publication of the 2010 FSEIS, 

1 Examples of specific studies prepared for the development include Lacey Gateway Transportation Analysis by Shea, 
Carr & Jewell, Inc. (April 2009); Cultural Resource Assessment of the Proposed Lacey Gateway Project by Historical 
Research Associates (August 31, 2006), and the Geotechnical Report Lacey Gateway Project by Shannon & Wilson 
(April 10, 2007) (City of Lacey, 2010). 
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Introduction 

a series of EAs2 and studies were completed that included various parts of the Project Site and surrounding 
areas However, construction of Phase I of the Lacey Gateway Town Center project that was analyzed in 
the 2010 FSEIS was ultimately not initiated, and the parcels remain undeveloped. 

Table 1.4-2: Lacey Town Gateway Center Plan Components 

Land Use Component Phase I Future Phases Total Build-Out 

Retail & Commercial 983,000 square feet (sf) 809,000 sf 1,792,000 sf 

Gaming 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 

Office Space 100,000 sf 900,000 sf 1,000,000 sf 

Housing Units 500 units 2,000 units 2,500 units 

Hotel 270 rooms 375 rooms 645 rooms 

Civic Uses 30,000 sf 50,000 sf 80,000 sf 

Open-Space and Recreation 13.5 acres 14.5 acres 28.0 acres 

Parking 6,430 spaces 11,440 spaces 17,870 spaces 

1.4.3 Adjacent Land Uses 

Land uses immediately surrounding the Project Site consist of mixed residential uses along Britton 
Parkway and south of I-5, commercial uses along Marvin Road and Britton Parkway, a gravel mining 
operation to the west, and a Cabela’s sporting goods store south of the Project Site and north of I-5. As 
shown in Figure 2, the Tribe owns property contiguous to the south-central border of the Project Site and 
intends to submit a separate fee-to-trust application for a future gaming development in this area. 
Additional discussion of this separate and independent project is provided in Section 3.1.1, Cumulative 
Setting. 

1.5 AGREEMENTS 

1.5.1 Cooperation Agreement between Tribe and City of Lacey 

On September 21, 2023, the Tribe and the City of Lacey entered into cooperation with respect to the 
Tribe’s development of the Project Site and adjacent land owned by the Tribe, and mitigation of potential 
impacts that are caused by future development of the Tribe’s properties (Appendix A). Among other 
items, the Agreement outlines that the City Tribe will consult and cooperate on 1) the provision of 
emergency services to the development, including future discussions on mutual aid, 2) creating interlocal 
agreement(s) for the actual cost of City services, such as law enforcement, prosecution, public defense, 
court administration, jail services, etc., 2) possible connections to City utilities and infrastructure, to 
include water, wastewater, and sewer, 3) mitigation of transportation impacts and any other 
governmental issues pertaining to the development of the Tribe’s. 

2 This included preliminary grading assessments, a preliminary tree protection report, biological and cultural 
resource assessments, wetland reports, and hazardous materials assessments cleanup/remediation reports, and a 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessments (Phase I ESA). 
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1.5.2 Tribe and Lacey Fire District #3 Agreement 

On January 19, 2017, the Tribe and the Lacey Fire District #3 executed a Memorandum of Agreement 
regarding the provision of fire protection and related medical services on the Tribe’s land located within 
Lacey Fire District #3’s service area excluding the Red Wind Casino and facilities. On July 24, 2019, the 
agreement was amended and extended to cover the Red Wind Casino and facilities. The agreement 
obligates Lacey Fire District #3 (Lacey FD#3) to provide fire and emergency medical services to the 
Reservation and Tribal trust lands, including visitors and employees on those lands that are within their 
service area. In exchange, the Tribe is obligated to pay compensation to Lacey FD#3 per incident 
responded to at a rate of $1,025 per incident and call, which is paid quarterly. The Tribe and Lacey FD#3 
have the right to review conditions of this agreement annually. In addition, both parties can review the 
rate paid per incident every two years and adjust accordingly through mutual agreement. In a letter dated 
November 21, 2022, included in Appendix A, Lacey FD#3 indicated that the existing agreement has been 
effective and could serve as a model for a future agreement between the Tribe and Lacey FD#3 for the 
provision of fire protection services to the Project Site. Lacey FD#3 indicated its ability and willingness to 
provide the necessary fire, rescue, and emergency medical services to the Proposed Project pending the 
execution of a mutually acceptable intergovernmental agreement. The Tribe intends to meet with Lacey 
FD#3 per the conditions of the agreement to address the Proposed Project.  

1.6 REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS AND APPROVALS 
The Proposed Action and alternatives, as described in Section 2.0, may require the federal, State, and 
local permits and approvals, as identified in Table 1.6-1. 

Table 1.6-1: Potential Permits and Approvals Required 

Agency Permit or Approval Alternatives 

Federal 

Bureau of Indian 
Affairs 

Transfer of the 174-acre Project Site into federal trust status for the 
Tribe 

1, 2 

Potential approval of timber cutting permits for the clearing of 
trees. 

1, 2 

U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency 

(USEPA) 

Verification of project coverage under the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Construction General Permit for 

Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activities as required by the 
Clean Water Act (CWA) 

1, 2 

Potential issuance of a Minor New Source Review (NSR) Permit for 
boilers and emergency generators that may be required in accordance 

with new regulations under the federal Clean Air Act (CAA) 
1, 2 

If an on-site wastewater treatment option is implemented (Option 2), 
registration of the sub-surface drainage system with the Underground 

Injection Control (UIC) program as a Class V injection well 

1, 2: 
Wastewater 

Option 2 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) 

Informal consultation under Section 7 of the federal Endangered 
Species Act regarding the potential for effects to endangered species. 

1, 2 

National Oceanic and 
Atmosphere 

Administration 
(NOAA) Fisheries 

Service 

Informal consultation under Section 7 of the federal Endangered 
Species Act regarding the potential for effects to endangered aquatic 
species, and under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and 

Management Act for effects to Essential Fish Habitat. 

1, 2 
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Agency Permit or Approval Alternatives 

State 

Washington State 
Department of 
Transportation 

(WSDOT) 

Approval of off-site road commercial access improvements, mitigation, 
and issuance of encroachment permits. 

1, 2 

Local 

Thurston County Approval of off-site road improvements/mitigations. 1, 2 

City of Lacey 
If an off-site water and wastewater treatment option is implemented 

(Option 1), approval of water and sewer connections. 

1, 2: 
Water and 

Wastewater 
Option 1 

Issuance of encroachment permits for frontage and access 
improvements, and traffic mitigations. 

1, 2 

Lacey, Olympia, 
Tumwater, Thurston 
(LOTT) Clean Water 

Alliance 

If an off-site wastewater treatment option is implemented (Option 1), 
approval of wastewater connection. 

1, 2: 
Wastewater 

Option 1 
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Section 2 | Proposed Project and Alternatives 

This section describes the alternatives that are analyzed within this EA. A reasonable range of alternatives 
has been selected based on consideration of the purpose and need of the Proposed Action and 
opportunities for potentially reducing environmental effects. These alternatives include: a commercial-
heavy mixed-use development (Alternative 1); a recreation-heavy mixed-use development (Alternative 
2), and the No Action Alternative (Alternative 3). These alternatives are described briefly below, and a full 
description is provided in Appendix B. Consistent with CEQ guidelines (40 CFR Section 1502.14), Section 
3 summarizes and compares the potential environmental consequences, benefits, and/or detriments of 
the project alternatives. 

The timing for development of the Subject Property will be subject to future market conditions and other 
factors, such as the cost and availability of building materials; therefore, it is important to note the 
conceptual nature of the alternative site plans. The configuration of land uses, heights, alignment, and 
relative mixes of uses could vary somewhat within the limits analyzed in this EA. Within the site 
boundaries, limits of overall square footage and types of land uses addressed within the EA, specific 
internal road alignments, utility infrastructure, development mix, and building height and bulk for specific 
buildings could vary from what is shown on the site plans; however, connection points to the adjacent 
public rights-of-way and utilities are expected to be fixed. 

2.1 ALTERNATIVE 1 – COMMERCIAL-HEAVY MIXED-USE 
DEVELOPMENT 

2.1.1 Proposed Land Uses 

Proposed land uses under Alternative 1 consist of a mix of over 900,000 sf of commercial uses and 320 
residential units and are outline in Table 2.1-1. A breakdown of the building components and square 
footage of the proposed land uses under Alternative 1 is provided in Table 2.1-2 and Table 2.1-3. An 
example of how buildings could be arranged within the Project Site is illustrated in Figure 4. During 
operation, Alternative 1 would provide approximately 2,466 new full-time equivalent jobs. Alternative 1 
would be constructed per the Nisqually Building Code, which is generally consistent with the 2018 
International Building Code (IBC) (Nisqually Tribal Code Section 54.01.200). An architectural rendering of 
Alternative 1 facing west near the intersection of Marvin Road and Main Street is included as Figure 5. 
The exterior lighting of Alternative 1 would be integrated into components of the architecture and would 
be strategically positioned to minimize off-site lighting and any direct sight lines to the public. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Table 2.1-1: Land Use Summary – Alternative 1 

Land Use Total Development 

Commercial and Retail 929,500 square feet (SF) 

Recreational Facilities 7.4 acres 

Lodging Facilities 200 rooms 

Housing 320 units 

Fuel Pumps 10 diesel / 16 gasoline 

Total Parking 4,655 spaces 

Source: HBG, 2022 

Table 2.1-2: Summary of Development – Alternative 1 

Project Use Description of Use 

Commercial 

Commercial areas within the Project Site would include: 

▪ Upscale grocery and neighborhood serving retail uses along Marvin Road. 
▪ Family Entertainment complex, including movie theater, bowling alley, adult 

arcade, restaurants, brewery/bar, and a golf entertainment facility. 
▪ General commercial/retail uses, including big box store, grocery, and retail/dining 

facilities in the northwest quadrant of the site. 
▪ 200-room hotel. 
▪ Car dealership. 

Multi-family 
Residential 

High-density, multi-family apartment buildings with up to 300 units are proposed along 
Britton Parkway, adjacent to the family entertainment and complex and near the grocery 
and neighborhood serving retail areas. 

Cultural Village 
The Cultural Village would be a live-work neighborhood with retail space, art studio space, 
office space, and 20 live/work housing units. 

Travel Center 
The proposed Travel Center would include full-convenience retail, food, and beverage 
space; a carwash; a travel lounge with shower and laundry facilities; tobacco outlet; 16 
gasoline fuel pumps; 10 diesel fuel pumps; and a service center. 

Parking 

There would be approximately 4,655 parking spaces provided by several surface parking 
areas within the Project Site. Of the 4,655 parking spaces, twenty percent will be electric 
vehicle (EV) capable, approximately 931 spaces, and of the EV capable spaces, twenty-five 
percent will be EV equipped, approximately 233 spaces. 

Source: HBG, 2022 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Table 2.1-3: Project Components – Alternative 1 

Master 
Plan Area 

# 
Development Components Lot Area 

Proposed 
Development Area or 

Units 
Parking Spaces 

01 General Commercial/Retail 40.5 acres 395,000 SF 2,000 

Big Box Store - 185,000 SF -

Large Grocer - 100,000 SF -

Retail and Dining - 110,000 SF -

02 & 04 Golf Entertainment Facility 7.4 acres 93 stations 160 

03 Car Dealership 2.0 acres 30,000 SF 10 

06 Hotel (4-Story) 5.0 acres 200 rooms 207 

07 Family Entertainment 19.5 acres 179,000 SF 720 

Theater and Dining - 45,000 SF -

Bowling Alley - 40,000 SF -

Adult Arcade Facility - 27,000 SF -

Food, Beverage, and Retail - 47,000 SF -

Brewery - 20,000 SF -

08 & 09 High Density Multi-Family Apartments 14.6 acres 300 units 450 

10 Cultural Village - Live-Work 8.2 acres 110,000 SF 185 

Retail and Studios - 80,000 SF -

Office - 30,000 SF -

Live/Work (Housing) - 20 units -

11 Upscale Grocery 4.8 acres 30,000 SF 210 

12 & 13 Neighborhood Retail 17.2 acres 149,500 SF 488 

14 Travel Center 28.0 acres 36,000 SF 75 car/150 truck 

Convenience Center - 36,000 SF -

Diesel Pumps for Trucks - 10 pumps -

Gasoline Pumps - 16 pumps -

Source: HBG, 2022 

2.1.2 Water Supply 

A Water Supply and Wastewater Feasibility Study was prepared and is attached as Appendix C and the 
estimated average daily water demand for Alternative 1 is shown in Table 2.1-4. On-site water distribution 
would be provided through a network of 8-inch to 16-inch diameter pipes as needed to serve the proposed 
development. Water supply under Alternative 1 would be provided via connections to the City’s water 
distribution system (Water Supply Option 1) or through the development of on-site wells and treatment 
facilities (Water Supply Option 2). Existing water lines and proposed connections are shown in Figure 6 
and outlined in Table 2.1-5. These options, including the potential use of reclaimed water, are described 
in more detail in the expanded description of the project alternatives in Appendix B. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Table 2.1-4: Estimated Average Water Usage – Alternative 1 

Facility Units 
Demand per 

Unit (gpd) 
Quantity 

Average Daily 
Water Usage 

(gpd) 

Apartments Apt 150 300 45,000 

Theater SF 0.12 41,200 4,944 

Entertainment Center SF 0.08 17,500 1,400 

Retail SF 0.011 541,740 5,959 

Grocery SF 0.022 130,000 2,860 

Retail Parking Factor Spot 2 3,430 6,860 

Office SF 0.021 30,000 630 

Hotel Room 73 200 14,600 

Golf Entertainment 
Facility 

SF 0.08 55,500 4,440 

Car Dealership SF 0.011 30,000 330 

Travel Center SF 0.016 31,000 496 

Restaurants SF 1 87,060 87,060 

Bowling Alley SF 0.16 30,500 4,880 

Live/Work Units EA 200 20 4,000 

Heating, Ventilation, and 
Air Conditioning (HVAC) 

Ton 30 1,989 59,670 

Landscape Irrigation Acre 4,000 30 120,000 

Total 363,129 

Source: Appendix C 
Note: gpd = gallons per day 

Table 2.1-5: Proposed Connections to Existing Water Lines 

Onsite Facilities 

Proposed Connection Connection Site 

16-inch water lines Gateway Boulevard NE 

16-inch water line Main Street NE 

12-inch water line Western Parkway NE on the western portion of the Project Site 

14-inch water line Main Street NE on the eastern portion of the Project Site 

Off-site Facilities 

Proposed Connection Connection Site 

16-inch water lines Britton Parkway NE to the north 

14-inch water lines Marvin Road NE to the east 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

2.1.3 Wastewater Treatment 

Appendix C includes an assessment of the wastewater flow generated under Alternative 1 and feasible 
options for treatment and disposal. Table 2.1-6 shows the average daily and peak wastewater generation 
for Alternative 1, both with and without the use of recycled water. Wastewater treatment under 
Alternative 1 would be provided via connections to the City’s wastewater collection system (Wastewater 
Treatment Option 1) or through the development of on-site wastewater treatment facilities (Wastewater 
Treatment Option 2). These options are described in more detail in the expanded description of the 
project alternatives in Appendix B. 

Potential off-site wastewater utility improvements are shown in Figure 6 and on-site improvements are 
shown in Figure 7. As described in more detail in Section 3.13, upgrades already planned by the City would 
be made to Pump Station #49 during construction of Alternative 1 to increase its capacity to accommodate 
wastewater generated by Alternative 1. For the sewer line that intersects the eastern portion of the 
Project Site, downstream sewer lines along Martin Way East (south of the Project Site) may require 
upgrades depending on the timing of other development projects in the area. These potential 
improvements and associated impacts are discussed in further detail in Section 3.13 and Section 3.15.2. 

Table 2.1-6: Estimated Wastewater Flow and Discharge – Alternative 1 

Facility 
Average Daily 
Wastewater 
Flow (gpd) 

Peak 
Wastewater 
Flow (gpd) 

Average Daily 
Wastewater Flow with 

Reclaimed Water Usage 
(gpd) 

Peak Wastewater 
Flow with 

Reclaimed Water 
Usage (gpd) 

Apartments 45,000 91,350 40,500 82,215 

Theater 4,944 10,036 3,708 7,527 

Entertainment Center 1,400 2,824 1,050 2,132 

Retail 5,959 12,097 4,469 9,072 

Grocery 2,860 5,806 2,517 5,110 

Retail Parking Factor 6,860 13,926 5,145 10,444 

Office 630 1,279 472 958 

Hotel 14,600 29,638 10,950 22,229 

Golf Entertainment 
Facility 

4,440 9,013 3,330 6,760 

Car Dealership 330 670 247 501 

Travel Center 496 1,007 372 755 

Restaurants 87,060 176,732 87,060 176,732 

Bowling Alley 4,880 9,906 3,660 7,430 

Live/Work Units 4,000 8,120 3,600 7,308 

HVAC 29,835 60,565 29,385 60,565 

Landscape Irrigation 0 0 (120,000) (120,000) 

Total 213,294 432,987 76,915 279,737 

Sludge Retained 1,800 3,650 1,800 3,650 

Net Discharge 211,494 429,337 75,115 276,087 

Source: Appendix C 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

2.1.4 Law Enforcement, Fire Protection, and Emergency Medical Services 

The Lacey Police Department (LPD) provides law enforcement services to the City and is currently the 
primary agency responsible for law enforcement within the Project Site. The Tribe operates its own justice 
system, which includes a comprehensive Public Safety Department composed of three major divisions – 
Police, Corrections, and Fish and Wildlife. The Nisqually Police Department is responsible for enforcing 
the law on the Reservation. Following the acquisition of the Project Site into trust, the Tribe intends to 
hire new Tribal Police officers to provide law enforcement services to accommodate Alternative 1, and 
Tribe-managed security cameras would provide surveillance of proposed structures, parking areas, and 
ancillary facilities. The Tribe intends to enter into an agreement with the City for the coordination of law 
enforcement, prosecution, and court administration, which will identify the scenarios when cases would 
be referred to the City and address the payment of actual costs for investigation, prosecution, and court 
administration. 

The Project Site is within the service area of Lacey FD#3, which provides fire protection and emergency 
services in the vicinity of the Project Site. In a letter dated November 21, 2022 (Appendix A), Lacey FD#3 
expressed its ability and willingness to provide services to Alternative 1 and indicated that the existing 
agreement (see Section 1.5.2) has been effective and could serve as a model for a future agreement 
between the Tribe and Lacey FD#3 for the provision of fire protection and emergency services to the 
Project Site. The Tribe intends to meet with Lacey Fire District #3 per the conditions of the agreement to 
address development on the Project Site. 

2.1.5 Electricity and Natural Gas 

Puget Sound Energy (PSE) provides electricity and natural gas to the County and City, including the Project 
Site. The nearest electricity transmission line to the Project Site, a 345-volt transmission line, is 
approximately 0.65 miles west, along with an electric substation (Energy Information Administration, 
2023). While no natural gas lines are near the Project Site, a high-pressure gas line and gate station are 
proposed near the closest electrical transmission line and electric substation to the Project Site (City of 
Lacey, 2016b). For wastewater treatment Option 2, there would be one 250kW diesel generator for 
emergency uses at the wastewater treatment plant (WWTP). The emergency back-up generator is 
estimated to operate up to 84 hours per year. 

2.1.6 Grading and Drainage 

Site Preparation and Grading 

Site preparation will be conducted in compliance with the Cleanup Action Plan (Appendix E) approved by 
the WDOE for soil contamination associated with the Tacoma Smelter Plume (known regionally as the 
TSP) that has contaminated the region with aerially deposited lead and arsenic (refer to Section 3.6.2 for 
additional discussion). As described in more detail in the Cleanup Action Plan, soil testing within the 
Project Site was conducted in 2012 and confirmed that while most of the site has not been impacted by 
the TSP, there are slightly elevated levels of arsenic and lead in the surficial duff layer on the western 
portion of the Project Site and a southern strip along I-5 (Figure 8). The WDOE-approved clean-up 
procedure consists of diluting lead and arsenic concentrations by blending the shallow surficial soils with 
the underlying native soils in impacted areas during the grading and site preparation process. Refer to the 
expanded description of site preparation and grading activities in Appendix B. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

The ground surface at the Project Site is gently to moderately sloping with localized small hills, ridges, and 
depressions. Construction would involve grading and excavation for building pads and parking lots on the 
Project Site. The slopes and low areas associated with the valley in the northwestern portion of the Project 
Site will require extensive grading to enable the proposed uses to be constructed. A preliminary grading 
plan for Alternative 1 is shown in Figure 8. Approximately 370,000 cubic yards (cy) of material would be 
excavated and subsequently used as fill within the Project Site, resulting in balanced cut and fill (Appendix 
D). Therefore, no import or export of fill material is anticipated. 

Drainage 

As described further in Section 3.7.2, all stormwater within the Project Site currently infiltrates into the 
ground and no stormwater currently leaves the Project Site. Under Alternative 1, runoff from roads, 
sidewalks, roofs, and landscape areas will be collected and routed to different water quality and/or flow 
control facilities depending on the surface type or use and infiltrated into the ground. Like the existing 
conditions, no stormwater runoff will leave the Project Site. 

The Project Site has been divided into nine different catchment areas for stormwater retention, 
treatment, and infiltration (see Figure 9). Runoff from approximately 118.32 acres of hard surfaces with 
the potential for pollutants that could contaminate stormwater, such as roads and parking areas, and 
from approximately 26.10 acres of adjacent landscaping that will be collected and routed to a bioretention 
treatment facility prior to an infiltration facility. The size of the bioretention areas for each catchment 
area can be seen in Table 2.1-7. Additional details regarding stormwater treatment and infiltration 
facilities are provided in Appendix B and Appendix D. As part of the stormwater treatment system, the 
Tribe intends to create an interactive display of how the on-site stormwater is being treated to protect 
salmon and other stream life. This will include, but not be limited to, descriptions of the best management 
practices (BMPs), what they remove from the runoff, how they operate, the path of the runoff from the 
sky to the streams, and descriptions of plants and other fauna being used to enhance the natural 
environment. 

Table 2.1-7: Alternative 1 Bioretention and Infiltration Areas 

Catchment 
Number 

Catchment Area 

(acre) 

Impervious 
Area (acre)* 

Landscape Area 
(acre) 

Bioretention 
Area Required 

(sf) 

Infiltration Area 
Required (sf) 

C101 22.60 19.21 3.39 25,700 35,800 

C102 22.98 19.53 3.45 26,100 36,400 

C103 18.53 15.75 2.78 21,100 29,400 

C104 32.42 27.56 4.86 36,800 51,400 

C105 8.61 7.32 1.29 9,800 13,700 

C106 28.47 24.20 4.27 32,300 45,100 

C107 6.51 5.53 0.98 7,400 10,300 

C108 24.92 21.18 3.74 28,300 39,500 

C109 8.96 7.62 1.34 10,200 14,200 

Totals 174.00 147.90 26.10 197,700 275,800 

Source: Appendix D 
* Includes 29.58 acres of roof areas in addition to 118.32 acres of paved area, but roof areas do not require treatment and 

would be routed directly to the infiltration facilities. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

2.1.7 Roadway Access, Network, and Parking 

The Project Site currently has nine access points and two more would be constructed as part of Alternative 
1, for a total of 11 access points. These proposed and existing access points can be seen in Figure 10 and 
are listed and described in Table 2.1-8. Currently, the I-5 frontage road and its associated access points 
are closed by WSDOT. To gain WSDOT approval of the I-5 frontage road access point, the Tribe will comply 
with conditions specified in the 2018 Memorandum of Understanding between the City and WSDOT, 
which will include establishing local roadway network conditions to Access Locations 1 and 2 (Figure 10), 
completion of a traffic analysis, and the installation of signage3 The indirect effects of these off-site 
improvements and the others described in Table 2.1-8 are discussed in detail in Section 3.15.1. 

Table 2.1-8: Proposed Access Points for Alternative 1 

Access Point 
Name 

Location Proposed Access Improvement 

Access 1 
Existing I-5 frontage road right-in that is located 
on the southwestern boundary of the Project Site. 

Extension of a tribally owned public access 
roadway to the frontage road. 

Access 2 
Existing I-5 frontage road right-in/right-out that is 
located on the southeastern boundary of the 
Project Site. 

Extension of a tribally owned public access 
roadway to the right-in right-out along the 
frontage road. 

Access 3 

Existing limited access right-in/right-out entrance 
located at the intersection of Marvin Road NE and 
Nisqually Markets Tobacco Outlet and on the 
southeastern corner of the Project Site. 

New tribally owned limited access right-
in/right-out side street stop-controlled 
intersection driveway directly adjacent to 
the existing Nisqually Markets Tobacco 
Outlet entrance on its norther boundary. 

Access 4 
Existing entrance located at the Marvin Way NE 
and Main Street NE roundabout and on the 
eastern portion of the Project Site. 

Extension of Main Street NE from its 
current termination on the eastern portion 
of the Project Site to connect with a new 
on-site intersection near Gateway 
Boulevard NE. 

Access 5 

Existing limited access right-in/right-out entrance 
located at Britton Parkway NE and 7-Eleven 
entrance intersection that is immediately west of 
the Britton Parkway NE and Marvin Road NE 
roundabout and adjacent to the northern 
boundary of the Project Site. 

No additional access required. Only minor 
maintenance required (e.g., repaving). 

Access 6 

Existing full-access entrance located on Britton 
Parkway NE and Eastern Parkway NE (Twin Oak 
Road NE) that is immediately west of Access 5 and 
on the northern boundary of Project Site. 

Extension of a tribally owned access road 
to the existing driveway. The right-turn to 
access the driveway for west-bound traffic 
is already present. 

Access 7 

Proposed limited access right-in/right-out side 
street stop-controlled intersection entrance 
located on Britton Parkway NE that is immediately 
west of Access 6 and on the northern boundary of 
the Project Site. 

New tribally owned right-in right-out side 
street stop-controlled intersection on 
Britton Parkway NE. 

3 For additional information regarding the 2018 Memorandum of Understanding and associated requirements, see 
Section 3.12.2 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Access Point 
Name 

Location Proposed Access Improvement 

Access 8 

Existing full access with the exception of 
northbound left-turns entrance located on Britton 
Parkway NE and Central Parkway NE (Callison 
Road NE) that is immediately west of Access 7, 
east of the Britton Parkway NE and Gateway 
Boulevard roundabout, and on the northern 
boundary of the Project Site. 

Extension of a tribally owned access road 
to the existing driveway. The right-turn to 
access the driveway for west-bound traffic 
is already present. 

Access 9 
Existing entrance located at the Britton Parkway 
NE and Gateway Boulevard roundabout and on 
the northern boundary of the Project Site. 

No improvement proposed due to access 
exists. 

Access 10 

Proposed limited access right-in/right-out side 
street stop-controlled intersection entrance 
located immediately west of the Britton Parkway 
NE and Gateway Boulevard roundabout and on 
the northern boundary of the Project Site. 

Creation of a new right-in right-out side 
street stop-controlled intersection 
entrance on Britton Parkway and extension 
of a tribally owned public access road. 

Access 11 

Existing limited access right-in/right-out entrance 
located at the Britton Parkway NE and Western 
Parkway intersection and the northern boundary 
of the Project Site. 

A tribally owned access road would be 
extended from the current termination of 
Western Parkway. 

As shown in Figure 10, Alternative 1 would construct an internal road network to connect the proposed 
access points to each other and to the various proposed land uses and parking lots. The proposed roadway 
network would extend Main Street NE west through the Project Site and other tribally owned lands to 
Gateway Boulevard NE; extend Western Parkway south then east to connect to the existing Main Street 
NE road segment south of Gateway Boulevard; and would connect the two access points to the existing I-
5 frontage road to Main Street NE. Other internal roadways would be constructed from the various access 
points to Main Street NE or parking lots. Under Alternative 1, bicycle and sidewalk facilities would be 
extended from existing facilities along the surrounding road network to allow for pedestrian access to and 
through the Project Site. 

Parking for the Alternative 1 would be provided through 4,655 surface parking spaces located in surface 
parking lots throughout the Project Site, with approximately 931 spaces constructed as EV capable and 
approximately 233 equipped with EV supply (Table 2.1-2 and Figure 4). 

2.1.8 Construction 

Construction activities associated with Alternative 1 are anticipated to commence in 2026. Although 
buildout of the site will likely take place over a time span of three to eight years, depending on market 
conditions and other factors, this EA conservatively assumes construction of the site will occur over a 
period of 24 months. Over the course of construction, Alternative 1 would directly employ approximately 
2,090 workers locally. Construction employee parking and staging areas for equipment and materials will 
occur within the Project Site boundaries. The proposed facilities would conform to applicable Nisqually 
Tribal Building Codes, which are generally consistent with the IBC and related codes, including fire, 
electrical, energy, mechanical, plumbing, and safety. Indoor sprinkler systems would be installed to 
provide fire protection. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

2.1.9 Protective Measures and Best Management Practices 

Protective measures and BMPs, including regulatory requirements and voluntary measures that would be 
implemented by the Tribe, have been incorporated into the design of Alternative 1. Where applicable, 
these measures would be incorporated into any design or construction contracts to eliminate or 
substantially reduce environmental consequences from Alternative 1. These measures are discussed 
below in Table 2.1-9. 

Table 2.1-9: Alternative 1 Protective Measures and Best Management Practices 

Resource Area Protective Measures and Best Management Practices 

Air Quality 

The following dust suppression measures shall be implemented during construction to 
control the production of fugitive dust (particulate matter 10 microns in size [PM10]) 
and prevent wind erosion of bare and stockpiled soils. 
▪ Exposed soil shall be sprayed with water or other suppressant twice a day or as 

needed to suppress dust. 
▪ Non-toxic chemical or organic dust suppressants shall be used on unpaved roads 

and traffic areas. 
▪ Dust emissions during transport of fill material or soil shall be minimized by wetting 

truckloads of soil, ensuring adequate freeboard (space from the top of the material 
to the top of the truck bed) on trucks, cleaning the interior of cargo compartments 
on emptied haul trucks before leaving a site, and/or covering loads. 

▪ Spills of transported fill material on public roads shall be promptly cleaned. 
▪ Traffic speeds on the Project Site shall be restricted to 15 miles per hour to reduce 

soil disturbance. 
▪ Wheel washers shall be provided to remove soil that would otherwise be carried 

offsite by vehicles to decrease deposition of soil on area roadways. 
▪ Dirt, gravel, and debris piles shall be covered as needed to reduce dust and wind-

blown debris. 

The following measures shall be implemented to reduce emissions of criteria air 
pollutants (CAP), greenhouse gases (GHG), and diesel particulate matter (DPM) from 
construction. 
▪ The Tribe shall control criteria pollutants and GHG emissions from the facility by 

requiring all diesel-powered equipment be properly maintained and minimize 
idling time to five minutes when construction equipment is not in use, unless per 
engine manufacturer’s specifications or for safety reasons more time is required. 
Since these emissions would be generated primarily by construction equipment, 
machinery engines shall be kept in good mechanical condition to minimize exhaust 
emissions. The Tribe shall employ periodic and unscheduled inspections on site to 
accomplish the above measures. 

▪ All construction equipment with a power rating of greater than 50 horsepower 
shall be equipped with diesel particulate filters, which would reduce approximately 
85% of DPM. 

▪ The use of low reactive organic gases (150 grams per liter or less) shall be required 
for architectural coatings to the extent practicable. 

▪ Environmentally preferable materials, including recycled materials, shall be used to 
the extent readily available and economically practicable for construction of 
facilities. 

The Tribe shall reduce emissions of CAPs, hazardous air pollutants (HAPs), and GHGs 
during operation through the following actions. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Resource Area Protective Measures and Best Management Practices 

▪ The Tribe shall use clean fuel vehicles in the vehicle fleet where practicable, which 
would reduce CAPs and GHG emissions. 

▪ The Tribe shall provide preferential parking for employee vanpools, carpools, and 
or other rideshare vehicles which would reduce CAPs and GHGs. 

▪ Twenty percent of parking spaces will be constructed as EV capable spaces. Twenty-
five percent of the EV capable spaces will be provided with EV supply equipment (i.e., 
chargers). 

▪ The Tribe will use electric boilers and appliances in lieu of natural gas or propane 
units to the greatest extent practicable. 

▪ Shuttle service to and from population centers shall be provided as feasible, which 
would reduce CAPs and GHGs. 

▪ Water consumption shall be reduced through low-flow appliances, drought 
resistant landscaping, and the incorporation of “Save Water” signs near water 
faucets throughout the development. 

▪ The Tribe shall control CAPs, GHG, and DPM emissions during operation by 
requiring that all diesel-powered vehicles and equipment be properly maintained 
and minimizing idling time to five minutes at loading docks when loading or 
unloading food, merchandise, etc. or when diesel-powered vehicles or equipment 
are not in use, unless per engine manufacturer’s specifications or for safety 
reasons more time is required. 

▪ The Tribe shall use energy efficient lighting and appliances, which would reduce 
energy usage, thus, reducing indirect CAP and GHG emissions from the project. 

▪ The Tribe shall install recycling bins throughout the facility for glass, cans, and 
paper products. Trash and recycling receptacles shall be placed strategically 
outside to encourage people to recycle. In addition, the Tribe shall promote the 
use of non-polystyrene take-out containers and encourage food waste composting 
programs at all restaurants that serve more than 100 meals per day. The Tribe shall 
reduce the solid waste stream of the facility by at least 50%. 

▪ The Tribe shall prohibit buses from idling for extended periods. 
▪ Adequate ingress and egress at entrances shall be provided to minimize vehicle 

idling and traffic congestion. 

Geology and Soils 

▪ A registered design professional shall prepare a project-specific design-level 
geotechnical report conducted in accordance with standards no less stringent than 
the IBC, including for seismic shaking. The Tribe shall adhere to the recommended 
measures within the report. 

Hazardous Materials 

The following measures shall be followed for the design and construction of the Travel 
Center: 
▪ Underground storage tanks (USTs), piping, and fuel dispensers shall be designed, 

built, installed, tested, and certified to prevent fuel leaks, as required by 40 CFR Part 
280. Leak prevention measures required under 40 CFR Part 280 include corrosion 
resistant and double walled tanks and piping, inclusion of spill and overflow 
prevention equipment, and use of leak detection equipment. 

Personnel shall follow BMPs for filling and servicing construction equipment and 
vehicles. BMPs that are designed to reduce the potential for incidents/spills involving 
hazardous materials include the following. 
▪ Fuel, oil, and hydraulic fluids shall be transferred directly from a service truck to 

construction equipment to reduce the potential for accidental release. 
▪ Catch-pans shall be placed under equipment to catch potential spills during 

servicing. Servicing should take place off site when practical. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Resource Area Protective Measures and Best Management Practices 

▪ Refueling shall be conducted only with approved pumps, hoses, and nozzles. 
▪ All disconnected hoses shall be placed in containers to collect residual fuel from 

the hose. 
▪ Vehicle engines shall be shut down during refueling. 
▪ No smoking, open flames, or welding shall be allowed in refueling or service areas. 
▪ Service trucks shall be provided with fire extinguishers and spill containment 

equipment, such as absorbents. 
▪ Should a spill contaminate soil, the impacted soil shall be segregated, covered, 

and/or placed into containers not exposed to rainwater, the containers shall be 
disposed of in accordance with local, State, and federal regulations. All containers 
used to store hazardous materials shall be stored/equipped with secondary 
containment pans or structures capable of fully containing a potential lead and 
inspected at least once per week for signs of leaking or failure. 

Personnel shall implement the following BMPs to reduce the potential for fires during 
construction: 
▪ Construction equipment shall contain spark arrestors, as provided by the 

manufacturer. 
▪ Staging areas, welding areas, or areas slated for development using spark-producing 

equipment shall be cleared of dried vegetation or other materials that could serve 
as fire fuel. 

▪ Prior to initiating excavation at the work site, the Tribe shall contact the Utility 
Notification Center to notify the utility service providers to mark or stake the 
horizontal path of underground utilities, provide information about the utilities, 
and/or give clearance to dig. 

▪ The site shall be cleaned daily of trash and debris to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

The Tribe shall implement the following BMPs consistent with federal guidelines to 
ensure worker safety related to exposure to existing arsenic and lead in the soil: 
▪ During onsite work with the potential for dermal exposure to arsenic and lead 

contaminated soil, workers will be provided with and required to use chemical 
protective clothing, gloves, and other appropriate protective clothing necessary to 
prevent skin contact with inorganic arsenic. 

▪ Clothing which is contaminated with inorganic arsenic will be removed 
immediately and placed in sealed containers for storage until it can be discarded or 
until provision is made for the removal of inorganic arsenic from the clothing. If the 
clothing is to be laundered or cleaned, the person performing the operation will be 
informed of inorganic arsenic's hazardous properties. Reusable clothing and 
equipment will be checked for residual contamination before reuse or storage. 

▪ Workers who are exposed to inorganic arsenic will be required to wash their faces, 
hands, and forearms thoroughly with soap and water before eating, smoking, or 
using toilet facilities. 

▪ If determined to be needed, respirators will be provided to workers in compliance 

with Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Safety and Health 
Standards 29 CRF 1910.134. 

Hydrology and 
Floodplain 

For construction site runoff on the Project Site prior to the start of construction 
activities, the Tribe shall apply for coverage under the NPDES General Construction 
Permit from the USEPA under the CWA. A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) shall be prepared, implemented, and maintained throughout the construction 
phase of the development, consistent with General Construction Permit requirements. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Resource Area Protective Measures and Best Management Practices 

The SWPPP prepared for the Project Site would include, but would not be limited to, 
the following BMPs to minimize storm water effects to water quality during 
construction: 
▪ To the extent feasible, grading activities shall be limited to the immediate area 

required for construction. 
▪ Temporary erosion control measures (such as silt fences, fiber rolls, vegetated 

swales, a velocity dissipation structure, staked straw bales, temporary re-
vegetation, rock bag dams, erosion control blankets, and sediment traps) shall be 
employed for disturbed areas. 

▪ Construction activities shall be scheduled to minimize land disturbance during peak 
runoff periods. 

▪ Disturbed areas shall be paved or re-vegetated following construction activities. 
▪ Construction area entrances and exits shall be stabilized with large-diameter rock. 
▪ A spill prevention control and countermeasure plan shall be developed which 

identifies proper storage, collection, and disposal measures for potential pollutants 
(such as fuel, fertilizers, pesticides, etc.) used on site. 

▪ Petroleum products shall be stored, handled, used, and disposed of properly in 
accordance with provisions of the CWA (33 USC Section 1251 to 1387). 

▪ Construction materials, including topsoil and chemicals, shall be stored, covered, 
and isolated to prevent runoff losses and contamination of surface and 
groundwater. 

▪ Fuel and vehicle maintenance areas shall be designed to control runoff. 
▪ Sanitary facilities shall be provided for construction workers in accordance with 

OSHA Standard 1926.51 sanitation requirements for job sites. 
▪ Disposal facilities shall be provided for soil wastes, including excess asphalt during 

construction. 
▪ Solid waste storage containers will be stored in a roofed enclosure so that runoff 

cannot contact contents of waste storage containers. The storage area will be 
paved with the area’s grading to prevent uncontaminated stormwater from 
flowing into the waste storage area. 

▪ To minimize dust generation during construction, soil will be wetted down with 
water prior to ground disturbance. All generated waste must be properly disposed 
of. 

▪ Loose aggregate chunks and dust will be swept or shoveled and collected (not 
hosed down a storm drain) for recycling or proper disposal. 

▪ Wheel wash or rumble strips and sweeping of paved surfaces shall be used to 
remove all tracked soil. 

▪ Low impact development (LID) methods (i.e., bioswales) shall be implemented that 
would help store, infiltrate, evaporate, and detain stormwater runoff. 

To be implemented if utilizing the Water Supply Option 2: 
▪ The Tribe shall contract with a registered design professional/groundwater resource 

specialist to design a site-specific filtration and treatment system to ensure water 
quality meets the standards set forth in the Safe Drinking Water Act. This includes 
assessing the potential of chlorinated solvents entering the project’s groundwater 
supply. The system shall also be designed to prevent contamination from entering 
the groundwater table from the proposed on-site potable drinking water system. 

BMPs to be implemented during operation: 
▪ To reduce water usage, low-flow toilets, faucets, and other water-using appliances 

shall be installed. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Resource Area Protective Measures and Best Management Practices 

BMPs to be implemented during operation of the truck stop to prevent runoff 
contamination: 
▪ Source control BMPs related to service stations will be implemented, including but 

not limited to correcting illicit discharges to storm drains, formation of a pollution 
prevention team, preventive maintenance, spill prevention and cleanup, employee 
training, and record keeping. 

Noise 

BMPs to be implemented during construction for noise: 
▪ Construction activities shall be limited to daytime hours between 7:00 a.m. and 

10:00 p.m. 
▪ All construction vehicles or equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be equipped with 

properly operating and maintained mufflers and acoustical shields or shrouds in 
accordance with manufacturers’ specifications. 

▪ Haul trucks shall be operated in accordance with posted speed limits. 
▪ Maintenance of construction equipment and machinery, including noise reducing 

components such as mufflers, silencers, covers, guards, vibration isolators, etc., shall 
be performed regularly to reduce excess noise. 

▪ Construction equipment and machinery shall only be operated by trained and 
qualified personnel. 

BMPs to be implemented during operation: 
▪ Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning equipment shall be shielded to reduce 

noise. 

Public Services 

BMPs to be implemented during operation: 
▪ Parking areas shall be well lit and monitored by parking staff, and/or roving security 

guards at all times during operation. This will aid in the prevention of auto theft and 
other similar criminal activities. 

▪ Facilities shall have “No Loitering” signs in place, be well lit, and be patrolled 
regularly by roving security guards. 

▪ Security cameras would provide surveillance of Project Site to both lessen and 
apprehend criminal activity onsite. 

Utilities 

BMPs to be implemented during construction: 
▪ The Tribe shall contact the Utility Notification Center to notify the utility service 

providers of excavation at the work site. In response, the utility service providers 
will mark or stake the horizontal path of underground utilities, provide information 
about the utilities, and/or give clearance prior to digging. 

▪ The site shall be cleaned daily of trash and debris to the maximum extent 
practicable. 

BMPs to be implemented during construction and operation: 
▪ A solid waste management plan shall be developed and adopted by the Tribe that 

addresses recycling and solid waste reduction and proper disposal onsite during 
construction and operation. These measures shall include, but not be limited to, the 
installation of a trash compactor for cardboard and paper products, the installation 
of ample and visible trash bins to encourage proper disposal, recycling, and periodic 
waste stream audits. 

Transportation and 
Circulation 

The Tribe shall work with the City to implement necessary transportation technology 
measures and travel demand management strategies to reduce and manage trips in the 
vicinity of the Project Site. These potential measures could include the following: 
▪ Install commuter information center in multiple locations where appropriate. 

Nisqually Tribe Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use and Fee-to-Trust Project 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 2-21 



  

  
   

  

  
 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  

   

 

 
    

 
  
   

   
  

  
      

     
   

  
   

 
 

 

    
    

 
     

   
 

       
      

       
    

 

 

   
  

       
         

      
           

   
           

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Resource Area Protective Measures and Best Management Practices 

▪ Construct infrastructure improvements related to the transit, bike, and pedestrian 
environment. 

▪ Provide weather -protected bicycle storage and amenities. 
▪ Provide onsite commuter shower and locker facilities for onsite employees. 
▪ Prioritize parking for carpool and vanpool parking. 
▪ Provide or require tenants to offer transit pass subsidy to onsite employees. 
▪ Provide shuttle services to the Project Site. 
▪ Provide shared vehicle/bicycle fleets for tenant use. 
▪ Offer incentive for onsite employee commuters who bicycle or walk to work. 

▪ Allow for flexible working hours for employees to avoid peak commute times. 

Visual Resources 

BMPs to be implemented during operation for exterior lighting across the Project Site: 
▪ Exterior lighting on buildings shall be designed to not cast significant light or glare 

into the public right-of-way or any surrounding residential areas. 
▪ Outdoor light fixtures shall be fully or partially shielded and filtered. 
▪ The exterior lighting of the development would be integrated into components of 

the architecture and would be strategically positioned consistent with the 
International Dark-Sky Association’s Model Lighting Ordinance to minimize light or 
glare off-site, and to minimize any direct site lines to the public. 

▪ Lighting will consist of pole-mounted lights up to a maximum height of 25 feet and 
use high pressure sodium or light-emitting diodes (LEDs) with cut-off lenses and 
downcast illumination unless an alternative light configuration is needed for security 
or emergency purposes. Additionally, no strobe lights, spotlights, or flood lights will 
be used, and shielding will be used consistent with the International Dark-Sky 
Association’s Model Lighting Ordinance. 

BMPs to be implemented during operation for structures visible from I-5: 

▪ Follow BMPs in the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Guidelines for the 
Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects (2015) to minimize glare to motorists 
on I-5, which include but may not be limited to: 
o Structures will be constructed with low-sheen and non-reflective surface 

materials to reduce potential for glare. Unpainted metal surfaces will not be 
permitted. 

o At a minimum, finishes will be matte and roughened and concrete will be 
painted or will use concrete colored integrally with a shade that is two to three 
shades darker than the general surrounding area. Paints will be of a dull, flat, 
or satin finish only to reduce potential for glare, and the use of glossy paints 
for surfaces will be avoided. 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE 2 – RECREATION-HEAVY MIXED-USE 
DEVELOPMENT 

Alternative 2 is like Alternative 1 but would have less commercial development and more recreational 
facilities, plus the addition of a K-8 school and open space. Table 2.2-1 through Table 2.2-3 provide a 
breakdown of the building components and proposed land uses under Alternative 2. An example of how 
buildings could be arranged within the Project Site under Alternative 2 is illustrated in Figure 11. 
Approximately 1,594 direct employment opportunities would be generated during the construction of 
Alternative 2 and approximately 1,308 new full-time equivalent jobs would be generated during 
operation. Architecture, signage, lighting, and landscaping design, water supply (Options 1 and 2), 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

wastewater treatment and disposal (Options 1 and 2), grading and drainage, roadway access and 
circulation, fire protection, law enforcement, emergency services, and electrical and natural gas utilities 
under Alternative 2 would be similar to those described for Alternative 1 (refer to Appendix B Section 1 
for details) but designed to meet the demand for services described below. The construction methods, 
protective measures, and BMPs for Alternative 2 would be identical to those described for Alternative 1 
(Sections 2.1.8 and 2.1.9). 

Table 2.2-1: Land Use Summary – Alternative 2 

Land Use Total Development 

Commercial, Retail, and Office 588,500 SF 

Educational Facilities 30,000 SF 

Recreational Facilities 53.1 acres 

Lodging Facilities 200 rooms 

Housing 320 units 

Fuel Pumps 10 gasoline 

Parking 3,186 spaces 

A preliminary grading plan for Alternative 2 is shown in Figure 12. Approximately 362,000 cy of material 
would be excavated and subsequently used as fill within the Project Site, resulting in balanced cut and fill 
(Appendix D); therefore, no import or export of fill material is anticipated. Drainage facilities would be 
like Alternative 1 as shown in Figure 13. The size of the bioretention and infiltration facilities dimensions 
are shown in Table 2.2-4. 

While water demand and wastewater generation for Alternative 2 would be more than Alternative 1, the 
facilities and required improvements would be similar for both on-site and off-site options. However, in 
Option 2 of Alternative 2 the location of the WWTP would be in the central portion of the Project Site in 
the open space area (see Figure 14). Alternative 2 would require approximately 493,667 gallons per day 
(gpd) of water on an average daily basis (see Table 2.2-5) with peak maximum water demand of 
approximately 1,002,144 gpd (see Appendix B Section 1.2, Water Supply Option 1 for City supply 
availability). 

Daily average wastewater flows would be approximately 246,862 gpd while peak wastewater flow would 
be approximately 501,130 gpd. If reclaimed water is utilized, then the volume of wastewater discharge 
would decrease to approximately 640 gpd under average flow conditions and 227,899 gpd under peak 
wastewater flow conditions (see Table 2.2-6). 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Table 2.2-2: Summary of Development - Alternative 2 

Land Use 
Approximate 

Size 
Description of Uses 

Commercial 550,000 sf 

Includes a grocer, dining facilities, movie theater and bowling alley, artist 
studios and office, regional and neighborhood retail, four-story 200-room 
hotel, a car dealership, and a convenience store. 

The proposed convenience store would include 10 gasoline fuel pumps 
for passenger vehicles (no truck fueling stations are proposed), EV 
charging stations, and full-convenience retail, food, and beverage space. 

Residential 320-units 
Approximately 300 high-density multi-family units and 20 live/work units 
in the Cultural Village for a total of 320 housing units. 

Educational 
facilities 

30,000 sf K-8 School with capacity for up to 200 students. 

Golf 
Entertainment 

7.4-acres The facility will have 93 stations. 

Open Space 14.6-acres 
The northern boundary would remain as open space as this area of the 
Project Site contains the highest concentration of trees. Unpaved trails 
may be established within the open space area and a playground. 

Indoor Recreation 200,000 sf 
Used for flat-floor sports (e.g., volleyball, basketball, wrestling, track) and 
non-sporting events. Event projections are 93 annual events and 129 
event days per year4 . 

Athletic Complex 26.5-acres 

Sport fields, including up to eight (8) softball and/or baseball fields and 
four soccer fields for use by the proposed school and other youth/adult 
recreational teams. The athletic complex on the eastern portion of the 
Project Site will have nighttime sports lighting to accommodate evening 
practices5. Evening events requiring sports lighting are not expected to 
regularly go past 10 p.m. 

Table 2.2-3: Project Components – Alternative 2 

Master Plan 
Area # 

Development Components Lot Area 
Proposed Development 

Area or Units 
Parking 
Spaces 

01 School 4.0 acres 200 K-8 students; 30,000 sf 48 

02 & 03 Athletic Complex 26.5 acres 12 fields 566 

Baseball/Softball - 8 fields -

Soccer - 4 fields -

04 & 06 Golf Entertainment Facility 7.4 acres 93 stations 160 

05 Car Dealership 2.0 acres 10,000 sf 10 

07 Indoor Recreation 19.5 acres 200,000 sf 570 

08 Hotel (4-Story) 5.0 acres 200 rooms 207 

09 Cultural Village - Live-Work 8.2 acres 110,000 sf; 20 units 185 

4 Attendance at these events is anticipated to be approximately 125,000 per year (HBG, 2022c). 
5 Sports lighting will be shielded, downcast, and directed away from Britton Parkway NE and surrounding residences. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Master Plan 
Area # 

Development Components Lot Area 
Proposed Development 

Area or Units 
Parking 
Spaces 

Retail and Studios - 80,000 sf -

Office - 30,000 sf -

Live/Work (Housing) - 20 units -

10 & 11 
High Density Multi-Family 
Apartments 

7.4 acres 300 units 450 

12 Upscale Grocery 5.08 acres 40,000 sf 175 

Grocery Store - 30,000 sf -

Retail - 10,000 sf -

13 Family Entertainment 20.0 acres 159,000 sf 492 

Theater and Dining - 54,000 sf -

Bowling Alley - 37,000 sf -

Adult Arcade Facility - 16,000 sf -

Retail and Dining - 52,000 sf -

14 Neighborhood Retail 7.7 acres 59,500 sf 245 

15 Convenience Store Gas Station 8.0 acres 10,000 sf; 10 pumps 54 

16 Undeveloped/Passive Park 14.6 acres 14.6 acres 24 

Gravel Trails - 1 mile -

Playground and Lawn - 23,000 sf -

Source: HBG, 2022 

Table 2.2-4: Alternative 2 Bioretention and Infiltration Areas 

Catchment 
Number 

Total Catchment 

(acre) 

Impervious 
Area (acre)* 

Landscape 
Area (acre) 

Bioretention 
Area Required 

(sf) 

Infiltration Are 
Required (sf) 

C201 22.6 5.19 17.41 18,500 35,900 

C202 22.98 19.53 3.45 27,900 42,100 

C203 18.53 3.71 14.82 15,800 29,000 

C204 32.42 27.56 4.86 39,400 59,400 

C205 8.61 7.32 1.29 10,500 15,800 

C206 28.47 24.2 4.27 34,600 52,200 

C207 6.51 5.53 0.98 7,900 12,000 

C208 24.92 4.98 19.94 21,200 38,900 

C209 8.96 7.62 1.34 10,900 16,400 

Totals 174.00 105.64 68.36 186,700 301,700 

Source: Appendix D 
* Includes 19.16 acres of roof areas in addition to 86.41 acres of paved area, but roof areas do not require treatment and would 

be routed directly to the infiltration facilities. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Table 2.2-5: Estimated Average Water Usage – Alternative 2 

Facility Units 
Demand per 

Unit (gpd) 
Quantity 

Average Daily Water 
Usage (gpd) 

Apartments Apt 150 300 45,000 

Theater SF 0.12 50,200 6,024 

Entertainment Center SF 0.08 10,375 830 

Retail SF 0.011 138,000 1,518 

Grocery SF 0.022 30,000 660 

Retail Parking Factor Spot 2 1,000 2,000 

Office SF 0.021 30,000 630 

Hotel Room 73 200 14,600 

Golf Entertainment Facility SF 0.08 55,500 4,440 

Car Dealership SF 0.011 10,000 110 

Convenience Store SF 0.016 10,000 1,600 

Restaurants SF 1 85,425 85,425 

Athletic Complex 
Restroom 

Stalls 
250 24 6,000 

Indoor Recreation SF 0.1 200,000 20,000 

School SF 0.75 30,000 22,500 

Bowling Alley SF 0.16 29,500 4,720 

Live/Work Units EA 200 20 4,000 

HVAC/Cooling Ton 30 1,787 53,610 

Landscape Irrigation Acre 4,000 55 220,000 

Total 493,667 

Source: Appendix C 

Table 2.2-6: Estimated Wastewater Flow and Discharge – Alternative 2 

Facility 
Average Daily 

Wastewater Flow 
(gpd) 

Peak Wastewater 
Flow (gpd) 

Average Daily 
Wastewater Flow 
with Reclaimed 

Water Usage (gpd) 

Peak Wastewater 
Flow with 

Reclaimed Water 
Usage (gpd) 

Apartments 45,000 91,350 40,500 82,215 

Theater 6,024 12,229 4,518 9,172 

Entertainment Center 830 1,685 623 1,264 

Retail 1,518 3,082 1,139 2,311 

Grocery 660 1,340 581 1,179 

Retail Parking Factor 2,000 4,060 1,500 3,045 

Office 630 1,279 473 959 

Hotel 14,600 29,638 10,950 22,229 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Facility 
Average Daily 

Wastewater Flow 
(gpd) 

Peak Wastewater 
Flow (gpd) 

Average Daily 
Wastewater Flow 
with Reclaimed 

Water Usage (gpd) 

Peak Wastewater 
Flow with 

Reclaimed Water 
Usage (gpd) 

Golf Entertainment 
Facility 

4,440 9,013 3,330 6,760 

Car Dealership 110 223 83 167 

Convenience Store 1,600 3,248 1,200 2,436 

Restaurants 85,425 173,413 85,425 173,413 

Athletic Complex 6,000 12,180 4,500 9,135 

Indoor Recreation 20,000 40,600 15,000 30,450 

School 22,500 45,675 16,875 34,256 

Bowling Alley 4,720 9,582 3,540 7,186 

Live/Work Units 4,000 8,120 3,600 7,308 

HVAC/Cooling 26,805 54,414 26,805 54,414 

Landscape Irrigation 0 0 (220,000) (220,000) 

Total 246,862 501,130 640 227,899 

Sludge Retained 2,050 4,160 2,050 4,160 

Total Discharged 244,812 496,970 (1,410) 223,739 

Source: Appendix C 

2.3 ALTERNATIVE 3 – NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
Under Alternative 3, neither of the development alternatives (Alternatives 1 and 2) would be 
implemented. No land would be placed in federal trust for the benefit of the Tribe. Alternative 3 assumes 
that the Project Site would continue to remain in its current undeveloped state for the foreseeable future. 

2.4 COMPARISON OF THE ALTERNATIVES 
A comparison of the land uses proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2 are provided in Table 2.4-1, while a 
comparison of the environmental effects of each alternative is provided below. 

▪ Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development. Among the project alternatives 
considered, Alternative 1, which is fully evaluated in Section 3, would provide the greatest 
socioeconomic benefit to the Tribe and surrounding community. Alternative 1 would generate more 
traffic and have greater potential impacts to public transportation systems but would result in less 
water demand and wastewater generation than Alternative 2. The social cost of greenhouse gas 
emissions would be higher for Alternative 1 due to the larger number of vehicle trips associated with 
the more intensive commercial development. 

▪ Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development. This alternative would result in similar 
effects to the environment as Alternative 1 but would provide the Tribe and the community with less 
economic benefit than Alternative 1. Most potential effects associated with most environmental issue 
areas would be less due to the smaller sized development that would be constructed under 
Alternative 2, but the water demand would be higher due to the additional irrigation requirements. 
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Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Impacts to natural communities would be lessened due to retaining some area as open space, but the 
lower density of Alternative 2 would be less consistent with the land uses long envisioned in local 
planning documents for the Gateway Town Center area. Alternative 2 would eliminate air quality and 
hazardous materials impacts associated with the diesel fueling stations in the convenience store area. 

▪ Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative. Under Alternative 3, the Project Site would remain in its 
existing condition and would not be taken into trust. No environmental effects would occur. Under 
Alternative 3, the Tribe would not achieve any of the economic benefit that would be achieved with 
development of Alternative 1 or Alternative 2. Moreover, the Tribe would not be able to utilize its 
landholdings in a manner that would most benefit its members. This alternative would be less 
preferable than Alternative 1 and Alternative 2 since it would not meet the stated purpose and need 
of facilitating tribal self-sufficiency, self-determination, and economic development. 

Table 2.4-1: Comparison of Land Uses 

Land Use 
Alternative 1 
Development 

Alternative 2 
Development 

Land Use Differences 

Commercial and 
Retail 

929,500 SF 588,500 SF 341,000 SF 

Educational Facilities – 30,000 SF 30,000 SF 

Recreational Facilities 7.4 acres 53.1 acres 45.7 acres 

Lodging Facilities 200 rooms 200 rooms 0 rooms 

Housing 320 units 320 units 0 units 

Fuel Pumps 
10 diesel 

16 gasoline 
10 gasoline 

10 diesel 

6 gasoline 

Parking 4,655 spaces 3,186 spaces 1,469 spaces 

2.5 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM 
CONSIDERATION 

The intent of the analysis of alternatives in the EA is to present to decision-makers and the public a 
reasonable range of alternatives that are both feasible and sufficiently different from each other in critical 
aspects. Section 1502.14 of the CEQ’s Regulations for Implementing NEPA states that lead agencies are 
required to evaluate all reasonable alternatives and discuss the reasoning as to why additional alternatives 
were eliminated from detailed study. Alternatives considered must include those that offer substantial 
environmental advantages over Alternative 1, and which may be feasibly accomplished in a successful 
manner considering economic, environmental, social, technological, and legal factors. 

Prior to formally submitting an application requesting the Project Site be taken into trust, the Tribe 
considered a number of other sites in the State of Washington for the Proposed Project. These sites were 
evaluated based on size, proximity to transportation corridors, cost, availability for purchase, 
environmental constraints, revenue potential, proximity to competing tribal facilities, and location within 
traditional homelands. There are no other known available lands either owned by the Tribe or that can 
feasibly be purchased by the Tribe that would fulfill the Tribe’s purpose and need for the Proposed Action, 
and that would provide substantial environmental advantages over the Project Site. Therefore, alternative 
locations for the trust acquisition are not evaluated within the EA. 
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Section 3 | Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 
This section describes the existing environment of the area affected by the project alternatives as well as 
the environmental consequences for each project alternative. Additional details on the regulatory setting 
summarized below are included within Appendix F. Indirect and growth-inducing effects are identified in 
Section 3.15. Measures to mitigate for adverse impacts identified in this section are presented in Section 
4. Note that, consistent with 40 CFR Section 1508.8, the term “effects” is used synonymously with the 
term “impacts.” 

3.1.1 Cumulative Setting 

In addition to a discussion of direct effects, this chapter assesses the potential for the project alternatives 
to contribute to “cumulative” environmental impacts within each environmental issue area category. 
Cumulative impacts are defined by the CEQ as effects “on the environment which result from the 
incremental effect of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions” (40 CFR Section 1508.7). For the purposes of this analysis, the cumulative setting includes growth 
and development envisioned in the Thurston County Comprehensive Plan (Thurston County, 2019) and 
the City of Lacey 2016 Comprehensive Plan (City of Lacey, 2016b; see Section 1.4.2). The cumulative 
setting also includes known development projects that are proposed, planned, and/or currently being 
constructed within two miles of the Project Site (Thurston County, 2023a and City of Lacey 2023a). 

Proposed Nisqually Quiemuth Casino-Resort and Fee-to-Trust Project 

As described in Section 1.4.3 and shown in Figure 15, the Tribe owns approximately 74-acres of land to 
the south of the Project Site which is entirely within the Lacey Gateway Town Center as described above. 
The Tribe intends to apply to the BIA to acquire the 74-acre property into trust on behalf of the Tribe, and 
to subsequently develop the property with a casino-resort, cultural center/museum, and associated 
facilities. Table 3.1-1 outlines the proposed casino-resort facilities and fee-to-trust project elements. 

Other Cumulatively Considerable Projects 

Table 3.1-1 provides a list of development projects proposed within a two-mile radius of the Project Site. 
In addition to the projects listed below, there are numerous residential development projects occurring 
within a 10-mile radius of the Project Site. These development projects include, but are not limited to, the 
620 single family homes and multi-family units of the Manor House Subdivision. For evaluating potential 
transportation impacts, the WSDOT planning horizon is 2040. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.1-1: Proposed Cumulative Development Projects Within 2.0-Mile Radius 

Project Name 
Project 

Location 

Approximate 
Distance to Project 

Site 
Project Description Project Status 

Proposed 
Nisqually 
Quiemuth 

Casino-Resort 
and Fee-to-

Trust Project 

Adjacent to the 
Project Site 

<100-feet from 
Project site 

Proposed gaming development. 
Casino-Resort would include 

58,200 sf gaming floor, 18-story 
hotel with 350 rooms, and 

event/multipurpose center. 
Cultural museum is also 

proposed. Approximately 3,040 
parking spaces through surface 
lots and 7-level parking garage. 

Under review by 
BIA. Separate 

NEPA process was 
initiated through 
Notice of Intent 
to prepare EIS. 

Hickory 7770 Britton 200-feet from Site plan for a 6-lot parcel Application 
Binding Site Parkway Northeastern submitted 

Plan Northeast, City 
of Lacey 

portion of Project 
site 

Hogum Bay 
Town Center 

2420 Marvin 
Road 

Northeast, City 
of Lacey 

400-feet from 
Eastern portion of 

Project site 

Site plan to divide two existing 
parcels into 8 lots for a 

previously approved commercial 
and multifamily development. 

Application 
submitted 

Marriott Hotel 2565 Marvin 300-feet from Construction of a 136-room Application 
at Britton Road Northeastern hotel with associated parking submitted 

Plaza Northeast, City 
of Lacey 

portion of Project 
site 

Quinault Self 
Storage 

8324 Quinault 
Drive NE, City 

of Lacey 

1,700-feet from 
Southeastern 

portion of Project 
site 

Construction of a two-story self-
storage facility on an 

approximately 3-acre parcel 

Application 
submitted 

The Landing at 
Hawks Prairie 
Retail Building 

1120 Galaxy 
Drive NE, City 

of Lacey 

2,700-feet from 
Southeastern 

portion of Project 
site 

Construction of a shelled 
commercial retail building 

Application 
submitted 

2022 
Carpenter 

Road 
Improvements 

Carpenter Road 
at Diamond 

Drive, City of 
Lacey 

2,000-feet from 
Western portion of 

Project site 

Installation of water main and 
street reconstruction 

Approved, 
pending 

construction 

Ecology 300 Desmond 1.25-miles from Site plan for the installation of a Application 
Hazardous Drive Southwestern hazardous materials storage submitted 
Materials Southeast, City portion of Project structure 
Storage of Lacey site 

Martin Way 5400 Martin 1.3-miles from Site plan for facility Application 
Park and Ride Way East, City Southwestern improvements supporting submitted 
Improvements of Lacey portion of Project 

sire 
Intercity Transit service at the 

Martin Way Park and Ride 

Greg Cuoio 
Park Phase 1A 

2720 Carpenter 
Road NE, City of 

Olympia 

1-mile from 
Northwestern 

First phase of the approved 
Greg Cuoio Park and Greenways 

Master Plan 

Approved, 
pending 

construction 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Project Name 
Project 

Location 

Approximate 
Distance to Project 

Site 
Project Description Project Status 

portion of Project 
site 

Bradley Park 
Subdivision 

4200 6th 

Avenue NE, City 
of Lacey 

2-miles from 
Western position 

of Project site 

Subdivision of an approximately 
16-acre parcel into 82 lots for 

single family residential 
development 

Application 
submitted 

15th Avenue 
Duplexes 

4101 15th 

Avenue NE, City 
of Lacey 

2-miles from 
Western position 

of Project site 

Site plan for construction of four 
duplexes 

Application 
submitted 

At Home 
Woodland 

District Design 
Review 

651 Sleater 
Kinney Road SE, 

City of Lacey 

2.5-miles from 
Southwestern 

position of Project 
site 

Building addition to the former 
Sears building at South Sound 

Center 

Application 
submitted, review 

in progress 

Hogum Bay 
Building Site 
Plan Review 

8401 Hogum 
Bay Lane NE, 
City of Lacey 

4,000-feet from 
Northeastern 

portion of Project 
site 

Construction of a building for 
growing and processing 

marijuana 

Application 
submitted 

NC Machinery 
Site 

Amendment 

8411 31st 

Avenue NE, City 
of Lacey 

4,000-feet from 
Northeastern 

portion of Project 
site 

An amendment to an existing 
site plan for the installation of 
an above-ground fueling tank 

and propane tank 

Planning stages, 
application not 
yet submitted 

Lift Station 19 
Replacement 

2631 
Willamette 

Drive NE, City 
of Lacey 

8,800-feet from 
Eastern portion of 

Project site 

Decommissioning of an existing 
wet well/dry well wastewater 

lift station and construction of a 
new submersible wastewater lift 

station 

Approved, 
pending 

construction 

Tilden 
Apartments 

Short 
Subdivision 

3200 
Willamette 

Drive NE, City 
of Lacey 

1.2-miles from 
Eastern portion of 

Project site 

Division of an approximately 
11.5-acre parcel into two 

neighborhood-commercial and 
one multifamily lot 

Application 
submitted 

Campus 
Springs Final 

Condominium 

8808 Corona 
Street NE, City 

of Lacey 

1.2-miles from 
Eastern portion of 

Project site 

Construction of a 28-unit 
condominium complex 

Preliminary 
approval issued, 

pending final 
approval 

Monarch 
Children’s 
Justice and 
Advocacy 

Center 

3020 
Willamette 

Drive NE, City 
of Lacey 

1-mile from 
Eastern portion of 

Project site 

Construction of an office space 
addition and pet therapy patio 

Application 
submitted 

Campus 
Reserve Final 
Condominium 

3315 Juno 
Court NE, City 

of Lacey 

1.2-miles from 
Eastern portion of 

Project site 

Construction of a 39-unit 
condominium complex 

Preliminary 
approval issued, 

pending final 
approval 

Source: Thurston County, 2023a; City of Lacey, 2023a 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3.2 AIR QUALITY 

3.2.1 Regulatory Setting 

The air quality regulatory setting is summarized in Table 3.2-1, and additional information on the 
regulatory setting can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 3.2-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Air Quality 

Regulation Description 

Federal 

Clean Air Act of 1970 

▪ The CAA created the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six CAPs: 
ozone, carbon monoxide, particulate matter, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, and lead. 

▪ To determine conformance with the National NAAQS, states are responsible for 
providing ambient air monitoring data to the USEPA. The USEPA then determines, 
using the violation criteria, if the results of the monitoring data indicate compliance 
with the NAAQS. The USEPA classifies areas in compliance with the NAAQS as being in 
"attainment". Areas that do not meet the NAAQS are classified as being in 
"nonattainment" by the USEPA. 

▪ States are required to have State Implementation Plans for areas that are not achieving 
the NAAQS (nonattainment areas). 

▪ General Conformity Rule requires demonstration that a proposed federal action will 
conform to the applicable State Implementation Plans. 

▪ Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program protects Class I areas. 
▪ Tribal minor new source review permits are required if emissions would exceed 

certain standards. 

NEPA Guidance on 
Consideration of 
Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions and Climate 
Change (2023) 

▪ The CEQ issued interim guidance to assist agencies in analyzing GHG and climate 
change effects under NEPA. 

▪ Agencies should consider potential effects of a proposed action on climate change and 
the effects of climate change on a proposed action and its environmental impacts. 

▪ Agencies should provide context for GHG emissions, including using best available 
social cost of GHG estimates. 

▪ Agencies should mitigate GHG emissions associated with their proposed actions to 
the greatest extent possible, consistent with national, science based GHG reduction 
policies established to avoid the worst impacts of climate change. 

Secretarial Order 3399 

▪ Secretary Order (SO) 3399 was issued to prioritize action on climate change 
throughout the Department and to restore transparency and integrity in the 
Department’s decision-making processes. SO 3399 specifies that when considering 
the impact of GHG emissions from a proposed action, Bureaus/Offices should use 
appropriate tools, methodologies, and resources available to quantify GHG emissions 
and compare GHG quantities across alternatives. 

State 

State Agency Climate 
Leadership Act 

▪ Codifies GHG emission reduction goals for lands under State jurisdiction, including the 
reduction of GHG emissions 15% below 2005 baseline by 2020, 45% below 2005 by 
2030, 75% below 2005 by 2040, and 95% below 2005 by 2050. 

Climate Commitment 
Act 

▪ Establishes a "cap and invest" program for lands under State jurisdiction that sets a 
limit on the amount of greenhouse gases that can be emitted and then auctions off 
allowances for companies and facilities that emit greenhouse gases until that cap is 
reached. 

Local 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Regulation Description 

Thurston County 
Climate Mitigation 

Plan 

▪ Provides strategies and actions for the County, and the Cities of Lacey, Olympia, and 
Tumwater to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. 

▪ Identifies emission reduction targets of 45 percent by 2030 and 85 percent by 2050. 

Thurston Climate 
Adaptation Plan 

▪ Identifies actions to help the region prepare for and remain resilient to climate 
change. 

Thurston County 
Comprehensive Plan 

▪ Details policies and goals for zoning and development regulations in the 
unincorporated portions of the County. 

▪ Includes objectives and policies to address climate change impacts. 

3.2.2 Environmental Setting 

The Project Site is currently within the jurisdictional area of the Olympic Region Clean Air Agency (ORCAA). 
The ORCAA regulates air pollutant emissions from stationary sources within the County. However, once 
the Project Site is taken into trust, air quality would be under the jurisdiction of the USEPA with their 
technical assistance. As shown in Table 3.2-2, Thurston County meets the federal standards or is 
unclassifiable for all criteria air pollutants. The City is within a portion of the County which is designated 
by the USEPA as a maintenance area for PM10. The USEPA approved the second 10-year PM10 maintenance 
plan in 2013 (USEPA, 2013). 

Table 3.2-2: County NAAQS Attainment Status 

Pollutant NAAQS 

Ozone (8-hour) Attainment 

PM10 (24-hour, annual) 
Attainment 

(Maintenance)* 

PM2.5 (annual) Attainment 

Carbon Monoxide (8-hour, 1-hour) Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide (annual, 1-hour) Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide (24-hour,1-hour) Attainment 

Lead (30-day average) Attainment 

Source: USEPA, 2000; USEPA, 2023a 
PM10: Particulate matter with diameters that are generally 10 micrometers and smaller. 
PM2.5: Particulate matter with diameters that are generally 2.5 micrometers and smaller. 
*Maintenance status applies to the Cities of Olympia, Tumwater, and Lacey only. 

The nearest air quality sensitive receptors in the Project Site vicinity include an apartment complex that 
abuts the western site boundary and apartment complexes and single-family houses to the northwest 
that are approximately 150 feet from the site boundary. There is also residential housing across I-5 to the 
south that is approximately 450 feet from the site boundary. The nearest school is approximately 1,300 
feet to the south of the Project Site boundary. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3.2.3 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

Significant impacts to ambient air quality could result if either construction or operation would result in 
violations of the CAA provisions, or if emissions would impede the ability of the State to meet NAAQSs. 

Methodology 

Project emissions from construction and operation were estimated as follows: 

▪ Construction: Construction emissions of CAPs from earth-moving, fine grading, and equipment due 
to diesel combustion and on-road vehicle operations were calculated using the USEPA MOVES3 
model, assuming construction begins in 2026 and lasts 24 months. Details are in Appendix G. 

▪ Operation: Operational emissions from vehicles driven by patrons, employees, and delivery drivers 
were estimated using trip generation estimates in the Traffic Memorandum (Transpo Group, 
Appendix H) and emission factors from the MOVES3 model, which accounts for stricter tailpipe 
emission standards. Site-specific input data and results are in Appendix G. 

In addition, the categories detailed in Table 3.2-3 were also analyzed. 

Table 3.2-3: Additional Analysis Categories for Assessing Air Quality Effects 

Analysis 
Category 

Details 

Hazardous Air 
Pollutants 

Emissions of HAPs mainly come from gasoline pumps at the Travel Center 
(Alternative 1) or Convenience Store Gas Station (Alternative 2). Gasoline fueling 
stations release benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, xylenes, and naphthalene 
during gasoline transfer, venting, and refueling. Gasoline vapor HAPs are 
quantified within the volatile organic compounds (VOCs) emission estimates for 
construction and operation. Other HAP sources include DPM emissions from 
trucks, generators, and construction equipment, quantified within PM2.5 

estimates. 

Stationary 
Source Emissions 

A diesel generator was assumed to provide emergency power for the on-site 
WWTP under Wastewater Option 2 to account for the worst-case scenario for 
potential emissions. It is assumed to require maintenance testing once per month 
for a runtime of 0.5 to 1 hours. natural gas will be used for space heating, water 
heaters, and cooking. Annual natural gas usage is based on similar commercial 
and residential developments. Emissions from natural gas combustion are 
calculated using AP-42 factors (USEPA, 1995). Stationary-source emissions are 
combined with mobile emissions for total operation emissions. 

Federal General 
Conformity 

Conformity regulations apply to federal actions causing CAP emissions above 
certain levels in nonattainment/maintenance areas. The Project Site is in 
attainment for all NAAQS but is in a maintenance area for PM10, with a de minimis 
level of 100 tons/year. If emissions are below this level, no conformity analysis is 
needed. 

Climate Change 
The EA considers project emissions' individual and cumulative effects on climate 
change. Project impacts are addressed as cumulative air quality effects in Section 
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Analysis 
Category 

Details 

3.2.3. GHG emissions were calculated using the MOVES3 model and AP-42 
factors. The social cost of GHG emissions was estimated using Interagency 
Working Group on Social Cost of GHG (IWG) (2021) cost estimates, consistent 
with CEQ Guidance on Consideration of GHG Emissions and Climate Change 
(2023). 

Federal Class I 
Areas 

Class 1 areas are significant natural spaces that include all international parks, 
national wilderness areas and national memorial parks larger than 5,000 acres, 
and national parks larger than 6,000 acres. Emissions exceeding the PSD 
threshold of 250 tons/year of any CAP from stationary sources require a best 
available control technology analysis. The Olympic National Park, Mount Rainier 
National Park, and Alpine Lakes Wilderness are all within the preconstruction 
review distance of the Project Site. 

Tribal New 
Source Review 

NSR is a preconstruction permitting program for stationary sources under the 
CAA. The Tribe would be required to apply for coverage under the NSR for the 
diesel backup generator and fueling stations. Stationary source operational 
emissions are quantified and compared to NSR thresholds in Table 3 of Appendix 
F. 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Construction Emissions 

Construction of Alternative 1 would result in emissions of CAPs and HAPs (primarily in the form of DPM) 
from the use of construction equipment, tree removal/hauling, and grading activities. Neighboring areas 
could be impacted by dust generated during construction and potentially other construction-related 
emissions if not properly managed. The nearest residential development, Britton Place, directly abuts the 
Project Site to the west. Construction is anticipated to begin in 2026 and last 24 months. The construction 
emission totals for Alternative 1 are shown in Table 3.2-4. 

Emissions estimates assume the implementation of construction BMPs described in Table 2.1-9. 
Implementation of construction BMPs is expected to control the production of fugitive dust (PM10 and 
PM2.5) and to reduce emissions of CAPs and DPM. This would reduce the overall quantity of these 
emissions and dust that could disperse off-site and negatively affect neighboring areas. As shown in Table 
3.2-4, emissions of individual CAPs from the construction of Alternative 1 would not exceed applicable de 
minimis levels; therefore, a conformity determination is not required and construction would not result 
in significant adverse effects associated with the regional air quality environment. 

Operation Emissions 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

Operation of Alternative 1 would result in the generation of mobile emissions from patron, employee, 
and delivery vehicles, as well as stationary-source emissions from combustion of natural gas in stoves, 
heating units, and other equipment. Estimated mobile and stationary emissions from operation of 
Alternative 1 are provided in Table 3.2-5. Detailed calculations of vehicle and area emissions are included 
in Appendix G. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.2-4: Construction Emissions of Criteria Pollutants – Alternative 1 (tons/year) 

Construction Year NOx VOC CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

2026 7.98 0.75 5.50 0.01 3.66 0.93 

2027 6.38 10.15 7.72 0.02 0.29 0.28 

Total Emissions 14.37 10.90 13.22 0.04 3.95 1.52 

De minimis Level N/A N/A N/A N/A 100 N/A 

Source: Appendix G. 
Notes: N/A = Not Applicable. De minimis levels are not applicable because the project area is in attainment, except for PM10. 

Because the Project Site is in a PM10 maintenance area, the associated de minimis level is 100 tons per year. 

Table 3.2-5: Operation Emissions of Criteria Pollutants – Alternative 1 (tons/year) 

Sources NOx VOC CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Stationary 0.54 7.12 0.39 0.05 0.18 0.09 

Mobile 28.01 2.15 148.64 0.43 8.62 2.15 

Total Emissions 28.55 9.27 149.03 0.48 8.80 2.24 

De minimis Levels N/A N/A N/A N/A 100 N/A 

Minor NSR Threshold 10 5 10 10 5 3 

Source: Appendix G 
Notes: N/A = Not Applicable. De minimis levels are not applicable because the project area is in attainment, except for PM10. 
Because the Project Site is in a PM10 maintenance area, the associated de minimis level is 100 tons per year. 
Minor NSR Thresholds only apply to stationary sources. 

The Tribe would be required to apply for coverage under the NSR program for the operation of any 
stationary sources, including the Travel Center fueling stations. Compliance with the NSR program would 
require emission limitations and monitoring and reporting requirements. As shown in Table 3.2-5, the 
emissions of PM10 would not exceed the federal de minimis level; therefore, a conformity determination 
is not required, and operational emissions do not have the potential to violate any air quality management 
plans. In addition, BMPs provided in Table 2.1-9 would minimize CAP emissions resulting from operation 
of Alternative 1. Emissions of CAPs would be less than significant. 

Hazardous Air Pollutants 

Operation of Alternative 1 would generate HAPs associated with gasoline vapors from the proposed Travel 
Center and DPM emissions from mobile and stationary sources. Gasoline fueling stations release HAPs 
including benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, xylenes, and naphthalene from gasoline vapors. These vapors 
are emitted during the transfer of gasoline from tanker trucks to underground storage tanks, venting of 
underground storage tanks, and refueling vehicles (including assumed/estimated spillage). VOC emissions 
from the proposed Travel Center were estimated at 6.9 tons per year using the USEPA’s gasoline 
dispensing calculator6 (Appendix G). 

The gas pumps at the proposed Travel Center would be permitted by the USEPA under the minor NSR 
program. Compliance with this program will require the use of emissions control technology that controls 

6 This calculator uses worst-case “potential to emit” assumptions that are based on a maximum operation scenario 
rather than a typical operation scenario, so actual emissions are expected to be less than this reported amount. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

emissions from underground storage tanks (Stage I). Vapors from vehicle refueling are addressed by 
onboard refueling vapor recovery systems, which have been required for gasoline motor vehicles since 
the late 1990s. In addition, minor NSR permits require gas stations to operate in a manner that minimizes 
vapor releases, conduct UST performance testing and inspections, maintain records, and meet reporting 
requirements. Compliance with vapor recovery requirements for vehicles and USTs would reduce 
potential impacts from VOC emissions to a less-than-significant level. Although there are no known federal 
or state policies related to distances between residential land uses and gas stations, the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) has recommended in guidance documents that sensitive land uses should not be 
located within 300 feet of a large gasoline dispensing facility (CARB, 2005). The proposed Travel Center 
would be located over 500 feet from the closest on-site residence and over 1,000 feet from the closest 
off-site residence, which is south of I-5. These buffer distances exceed CARB’s recommendations and 
would allow for the dispersal of the minor VOC emissions that are not already captured by the vapor 
recovery systems. 

With implementation of BMPs and adherence to the NSR permitting program, Alternative 1 would not 
result in significant adverse impacts associated with the regional air quality environment. Operation of 
Alternative 1 would not affect public health and safety and it would be compliant with federal mandates 
for operational vehicle and area emissions. 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Construction emission totals for Alternative 2 would be less than the emissions resulting from Alternative 
1 because less site infrastructure development is proposed. Additionally, BMPs are provided in Table 2.1-
9 to reduce project-related construction CAPs and DPM. Therefore, emissions of individual CAPs from 
construction of the Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development would not exceed de minimis levels. A 
conformity determination is not required, and project-related emissions would be less than significant. 

Buildout of Alternative 2 would result in the generation of operational emissions lower than Alternative 1 
as less site development is proposed. The gas station proposed under Alternative 2 would have no diesel 
fueling stations and fewer gasoline fueling stations than the Travel Center proposed under Alternative 1 
and consequently fewer VOC emissions. BMPs provided in Table 2.1-9 would minimize CAP, HAP, and 
DPM emissions resulting from operation of Alternative 2. With implementation of BMPs and adherence 
to the tribal NSR permitting program, impacts associated with the regional air quality environment would 
be less than significant under Alternative 2. 

Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative 

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Project Site would remain undeveloped and none of the construction 
or operational air quality impacts identified for Alternative 1 would occur. 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 

Air Quality 

Past, present, and future development projects contribute to a region’s air quality conditions on a 
cumulative basis; therefore, by its very nature, air pollution is largely a cumulative impact. If the individual 
emissions of a project contribute toward exceedance of the NAAQS, then the cumulative impact on air 
quality would be significant. In developing attainment designations for criteria pollutants, the USEPA 
considers the region’s past, present, and future emission levels. The Project Site and vicinity are in 
attainment for all criteria pollutants. Emission estimates for Alternative 1 in the cumulative year 2048 are 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

provided in Table 3.2-6. Detailed calculations of mobile and stationary source emissions are included in 
Appendix G. The MOVES3 air quality model was used to estimate emissions in the year 2048. 

Table 3.2-6: 2048 Operation Emissions of Criteria Pollutants – Alternative 1 (tons/year) 

Sources NOx VOC CO SO2 PM10 PM2.5 

Stationary 0.54 7.12 0.39 0.05 0.18 0.09 

Mobile 23.70 2.15 116.33 0.43 8.62 2.15 

Total Emissions 24.24 9.27 116.72 0.48 8.80 2.24 

De minimis Level N/A N/A N/A N/A 100 N/A 

Source: Appendix G 
Notes: N/A = Not Applicable. De minimis levels are not applicable because the project area is in attainment, except for PM10. 
Because the Project Site is in a PM10 maintenance area, the associated de minimis level is 100 tons per year. 

Increased gas mileage from trucks and vehicles in future years is accounted for in the MOVES3 air quality 
model. The increase in future gas mileage is attributed to improved fuel efficiency technology and stricter 
federal and state regulations. Therefore, under future year conditions, emissions resulting from the 
development alternatives are expected to be less than the opening year emissions (2026) and would 
continue to be below applicable de minimis thresholds. Alternative 1 would not cumulatively adversely 
impact the region’s air quality, and BMPs listed in Table 2.1-9 would further reduce project-related 
emissions. 

Climate Change 

Climate change has global impacts, such as more erratic weather patterns, more frequent droughts, and 
rising sea levels, as well as regional and local impacts. Climate change for Washington State has the 
potential to reduce the snowpack in mountainous regions, increase drought periods, increase wildfire 
frequency and intensity, and reduce water availability in general. Development of Alternatives 1 and 2 
would result in an increase in GHG emissions from construction, mobile sources (trips generated), 
stationary and area sources (components that directly emit GHG), and indirect sources related to energy 
production. Table 3.2-7 shows the direct construction and stationary GHG emissions and annual indirect 
operation GHG emissions in metric tons (MT) of carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e) from the alternatives. 

Table 3.2-7: Construction and Operational GHG Emissions (MT of CO2e) 

Emission Source Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Construction (Total) 2,523 1,934 

Operation (Annual) 

Mobile 68,075 49,016 

Energy 3,780 3,023 

Stationary 2,700 2,214 

Solid Waste 92 73 

Water/Wastewater 84 67 

Operation Total 74,730 54,393 
Source: Appendix G 
Notes: CO2e = carbon dioxide equivalent; MT = metric tons 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

The calculation of the one-time loss of sequestered carbon is the product of the converted acreage value 
and the carbon content value for each land use type (vegetation community). The one-time reduction in 
sequestration capacity from the removal of trees associated with the development of Alternative 1 was 
calculated at 10,222 MT CO2e, or 511 MT of CO2e/year over a typical 20-year growing period, as shown in 
Table 3.2-8. By comparison, the removal of trees associated with the development of Alternative 2 was 
calculated at 8,668 MT CO2e, or 433 MT of CO2e/year. 

Table 3.2-8: Vegetation Removal – Estimated Loss of Sequestered Carbon 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Vegetation 
Land Use 

Vegetation 
Sub-Type 

CO2 Emissions 
Factor 

(MT CO2/acre) 

Net Loss 
(acres) 

Loss of 
Sequestered 

Carbon (MT CO2) 

Net Loss 
(acres) 

Loss of 
Sequestered 

Carbon (MT CO2) 

Forest Land Trees 111 92.09 10,222 78.09 8,668 

Source: Appendix G 

The IWG has developed estimates of the social cost of GHGs (SC-GHG)7 (IWG, 2021). In principle, it includes 
the value of all climate change impacts, including (but not limited to) changes in net agricultural 
productivity, human health effects, property damage from increased flood risk natural disasters, 
disruption of energy systems, risk of conflict, environmental migration, and the value of ecosystem 
services. 

Discount rates are used to account for the present value of future costs. Using a low discount rate 
increases the present value of future costs, whereas using a high discount rate decreases the present 
value of future costs. The IWG cost estimates are provided for 2.5, 3, and 5 percent discount rates. The 
cost estimates for carbon dioxide (CO2) used in this analysis are based on the 3 percent discount rates 
provided by IWG (2021). Table 3.2-9 presents the social cost of the GHG emissions from construction, 
annual operations, and the lifetime of the alternatives (lifetime costs include construction and 30 years of 
operation). Alternative 2 would have approximately 27 percent fewer GHG emissions and associated 
social cost than Alternative 1. 

As shown in Table 3.2-7, approximately 90 percent of the operational GHG emissions from the alternatives 
would come from indirect mobile emissions from delivery, patron, and employee vehicles. The federal 
government has enacted measures that would reduce GHG emissions from mobile sources. These include 
increasing fuel efficiency of vehicles and providing incentives for transitioning to EVs. To reduce project-
related mobile source GHG emissions, BMPs have been provided in Table 2.1-9, including utilizing clean 
fuel vehicles for vehicle fleets (where practical), preferential parking (employee vanpools, carpools, 
and/or other rideshare vehicles), EV capable and equipped spaces, shuttle services as feasible, prohibiting 
buses from idling for extended periods, and providing adequate ingress and egress at entrances to 
minimize vehicle idling and traffic congestion. In addition, mitigation measures in Section 4, identified for 
transportation impacts, requires that the Tribe coordinate with local transit providers to ensure adequate 
transit service to the Project Site, and participate in the Regional Commute Trips Reduction programs 
already in place in Thurston County, including employee trip reductions programs, employee shuttles and 
other similar means of achieving commute trip reduction. 

7 The SC-GHG is the monetary value of the net harm to society associated with adding an amount of that GHG to the 
atmosphere each year. 
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Table 3.2-9: Social Cost of GHG Emissions 

GHG/Cost per metric ton Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Tons Cost Tons Cost 

Construction (2026-2027) 

CO2/$58 2,523 $146,334 1,934 $112,172 

Loss of Sequestered Carbon 

CO2/$83 10,222 $848,426 8,668 $719,444 

Operation (2028) 

CO2/$60 74,730 $4,483,800 54,393 $3,263,580 

Operation (2048) 

CO2/$83 70,892 $5,884,036 51,756 $4,295,748 

Lifetime 

CO2 2,139,505 $177,515,840 1,563,282 $129,704,056 

Notes: Social Cost of GHG emissions from IWG, 2021. Construction costs based on linear interpolated values 
for 2027. Operation costs (2028, 2048) based on linear interpolated values. Lifetime GHG emissions include 
construction emissions and 30 years of 2048 operational emissions. GHG emissions quantities are from 
Appendix G. 

In addition to mobile sources, the alternatives would generate GHG emissions through stationary sources 
and area sources, such as water heaters, cooking appliances, and landscape equipment, and would 
contribute to indirect sources of GHG emissions through energy usage and solid waste. BMPs identified 
in Table 2.1-9 would be implemented by the project alternatives to reduce and minimize GHG emissions 
from stationary, area, and indirect resources. Examples of those BMPs include utilizing electric boilers and 
appliances over gas and propane to the greatest extent practicable, reducing water flow through utilizing 
low-flow appliances, drought resistance landscaping, and incorporating “Save Water” signs throughout 
the development, utilizing energy efficient lighting and appliances, and placing recycling bins throughout 
the facility. This approach is consistent with the CEQ Guidance, which directs agencies to quantify direct 
and indirect emissions of project alternatives and to consider GHG reduction measures that are 
reasonable and consistent with achieving the purpose and need for the proposed action. Additionally, the 
implementation of project BMPs, including the provision of EV charging stations, installing energy efficient 
lighting, and promoting waste reduction, is consistent with the intent of SO 3399 and State strategies to 
reduce GHG emissions and contribute to the global effort to reduce climate change impacts on 
disadvantaged communities. Alternative 1 would not result in cumulatively considerable impacts 
associated with GHG emissions and climate change. 

The project alternatives include components that would lessen their vulnerability to the impacts from 
climate change. On-site heating and air conditioning will lessen the effects of increasing temperatures and 
frequency of extreme heat days or extreme weather conditions. The Project Site is not located near the 
sea and is therefore not susceptible to sea level rise risks from melting glacial ice. Emergency services 
sufficiently service the Project Site and surrounding area due to being in a developed region with paved 
roads. While wildfire risk exists and would be exacerbated by climate change, the project alternatives 
have incorporated BMPs and mitigation measures to reduce their susceptibility to this risk (refer to 
Section 3.6 for further discussion of wildfire risks). 
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3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

3.3.1 Regulatory Setting 

The regulatory setting for biological resources is summarized in Table 3.3-1 and additional information on 
regulations can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 3.3-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Biological Resources 

Regulation Description 

Federal 

Federal Endangered 
Species Act (FESA) 

▪ Enforced by the USFWS and the NOAA. USFWS generally manages land and 
freshwater species, and NOAA generally manages marine and anadromous species. 

▪ Protects federally listed wildlife and their habitat from take through provisions. 
▪ Requires consultation under Section 7 of the FESA for federal agencies if take of a 

listed species is necessary to complete an otherwise lawful activity. 
▪ Considers habitat loss an impact to the species. 
▪ Defines Critical Habitat as specific geographic areas within a listed species range that 

contain features considered essential for the conservation of the listed species. 

Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA) 

▪ Protects migratory birds and requires project-related disturbances to be reduced or 
eliminated during the nesting season. 

▪ Migratory birds are protected under the federal MBTA of 1918 (16 USC §§ 703 712). 
▪ The MBTA makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, attempt to take, 

capture, or kill, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird listed under 
50 CFR §10. This includes feathers or other parts, nests, eggs, or products, except as 
allowed by implementing regulations (50 CFR § 21 

Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act 

▪ Prohibits take, possession, and commerce of bald and golden eagles and associated 
parts, feathers, nests, or eggs with limited exceptions. 

▪ The bald eagle was federally delisted under the FESA in 2007; however, provisions of 
the act remain in place for bald and golden eagles. 

Magnuson-Stevens 
Fisheries Conservation 
and Management Act 

(MSFC) 

▪ Mandates that the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) must identify Essential 
Fish Habitat (EFH) for federally managed marine fish. 

▪ Requires federal agencies to consult with NMFS on activities that may adversely 
affect EFH. 

Clean Water Act 
Section 404 and 401 

▪ Defines qualities of aquatic habitats considered “Waters of the United States” subject 
to jurisdiction of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). 

▪ Affords for the regulation of filling or dredging of Waters of the U.S. under the 
authority of Section 404 of the CWA by USACE or the USEPA. 

▪ Projects requiring a 404 permit under the CWA also require a Section 401 certification 
from the USEPA. 

State 

Washington 
Administrative Code 

220-610-110 

▪ Provisions protect wildlife species designated by the Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (WDFW) as endangered, threatened, or candidate, as well as their 
habitat. 

Washington Wildlife 
Commission 

Permanent Rules 

▪ Provide for the protection of fish and wildlife resources on land under State 
jurisdiction. 

▪ The rules become part of the WAC. 

Washington State 
Wetland Rating 

▪ Designed to help agencies make decisions about standards for protecting wetlands. 
▪ Categorize wetlands based on rarity, sensitivity to disturbance, and functionality. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Regulation Description 

Systems for Western 
Washington 

▪ There are two wetland rating systems: one for the west side of the state and one for 
east of the Cascade Range. 

Washington State 
Growth Management 

Act 

▪ Requires the state to identify urban growth boundaries and to classify and conserve 
natural resource land outside of urban growth boundaries. 

▪ Requires local regulations to protect “Critical Areas,” which includes wetlands and 
fish and wildlife conservation areas. 

▪ Requires counties within the state to designate natural resource land, such as 
timberland, agricultural land, and mining land, and identify measures to protect such 
resources. 

Local 

Chapter 14.32 of the 
City’s Municipal Code 

▪ Serves as the Tree and Vegetation Protection and Preservation requirements in the 
City. 

▪ Requires a land clearing permit for land clearing activities on private land. 
▪ Sets vegetation standards for commercial and land division developments. 

Chapter 14.28 of the 
City’s Municipal Code 

▪ Defines the City’s wetland preservation and protection policies. 
▪ Sets development buffer areas surrounding wetland habitats. 
▪ Provides standards for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating wetland impacts. 

Thurston County 
Habitat Conservation 

Plan 

▪ The County’s response to the federal FESA listing of animals in Thurston County. 
▪ It saves building permit applicants the extra step of getting federal permits in addition 

to county permits if their building project impacts listed species. 

3.3.2 Environmental Setting 

This section summarizes findings from the following: 1) A Biological Assessment (BA) prepared to facilitate 
consultation with the USFWS pursuant to Section 7 of the federal FESA (Appendix I-1); 2) A BA and EFH 
Assessment for the NOAA Fisheries Service addressing federally listed anadromous fish, Critical Habitat 
designated by NOAA Fisheries Service, and EFH protected by the MSFC (Appendix I-2); 3) A Technical 
Memorandum addressing the potential for species protected under Washington State law to be present 
on the Project Site (Appendix I-3). 

Habitat Types 

Two terrestrial habitat types were identified within the Project Site: ruderal/disturbed (approximately 
82.11 acre) and mixed conifer – hardwood forest (approximately 92.09 acres) (Figure 16). The majority of 
the Project Site is heavily disturbed because of historical logging and timber thinning, but the majority of 
the site is forested. Ruderal/disturbed areas are a mixture of barren gravelly soils, shrubs, and weedy 
herbaceous cover, usually in areas heavily impacted by human habitation, industry, and commerce. Trees 
and shrubs within the Project Site may provide habitat for migratory birds during the general nesting 
season (February 15 through September 15), but no nesting birds were observed during the biological 
surveys. Onsite species observed are listed in Appendix I-1. Background review of the National Wetland 
Inventory (NWI) database did not indicate the presence of wetlands, Waters of the U.S. (WOTUS), or other 
aquatic features in the Project Site (Appendix I). No aquatic features were observed during the biological 
surveys. For additional water feature information, refer to Section 3.7.2 with Figure 20 showing surface 
water features. 
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Critical Habitat 

There is no designated critical habitat for federally listed species within the Project Site. Critical habitat 
located near the Project Site is summarized in Table 3.3-2. Killer whales, pelagic fish, and groundfish were 
dismissed from study due to the distance and lack of connectivity to Puget Sound and Nisqually Reach 
from the Project Site (Attachment E of Appendix I-1), the unlikelihood of the species to travel downstream 
into Woodland Creek or McAllister Creek, and the need for deeper waters. 

Table 3.3-2: Nearby Critical Habitat 

Critical Habitat Species Name Distance from Project Site 

Woodland Creek Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) 0.66 miles west 

Nisqually Reach, within 
Puget Sound 

bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) 2.6 miles east 

McAllister Creek 

Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus 
tshawytscha), Steelhead 

(Oncorhynchus mykiss), and the Killer 
Whale (Orcinus orca). 

1.7 miles east 

Source: Appendix I-1 

Essential Fish Habitat 

The Project Site does not contain aquatic features and thus does not contain EFH; however, it is identified 
as within a watershed which affects EFH for coho/Puget Sound steelhead, and pink salmon species. Puget 
Sound and Nisqually Reach are designated EFH for Chinook, coho, Puget Sound pink salmon, groundfish, 
and coastal pelagic species. A map of designated EFH in the project is provided as Figure 10 of Appendix 
I-2. 

Federally Listed Species 

For the purposes of this assessment, “federally listed species” has been defined to include those species 
that are listed as Endangered or Threatened under FESA or formally proposed candidates for listing. A BA 
for terrestrial species (Appendix I-1) and a BA/EFH Assessment for fish species (Appendix I-2) were 
prepared to assess the potential for federally listed species to occur in the project area. Based on the 
analysis within the BA (see Section 3.6 of Appendix I-1), the federally listed wildlife species in Table 3.3-3 
have the potential to occur within the Project Site. The Project Site contains marginal habitat to support 
these species. Pertinent data and information such as habitat preference and distribution of each species 
in the Project Site are briefly summarized in Appendix I-1. 

Based on the analysis presented in the BA/EFH Assessment (see Section 3.5 of Appendix I-2), the federally 
listed fish species in Table 3.3-3 have the potential to occur within the Project Site watershed. 
Furthermore, Puget Sound pink salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha) are not federally listed; however, this 
species is considered due to the presence of EFH. Pertinent data and information such as habitat 
preference and distribution of each species in the Project Site are briefly summarized in Appendix I-2. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

State-Listed Special Status Species 

A Biological Memorandum was prepared to assess the potential for state-listed special status species to 
occur in the project area and is included in Appendix I-3. Based on in the analysis presented in the 
Biological Memorandum (see Table 1 of Appendix I-3), the state special-status species listed in Table 3.3-
3 have the potential to occur within the Project Site. Pertinent data and information such as habitat 
preference and distribution of each species in the Project Site are briefly summarized in Appendix I-3. 

Table 3.3-3: Potentially Occurring Federal and State Special-Status Species 

Category Species Name 

Federal Special-Status Species 

Animal Species ▪ Yelm Pocket Gopher (Thomomys mazama yelmensis) 

Bird Species 
▪

▪

Marbled Murrelet (Brachyramphus marmoratus) 
Streaked Horned Lark (Eremophila alpestris strigata) 

Aquatic Species (within 
broader watershed) 

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus) 
Chinook Salmon (Oncorhynchus tshawytscha) 
Steelhead (Oncorhynchus mykiss) 
Coho Salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) 
Groundfish 
Coastal Pelagic Species 
Killer Whales (Orcinus orca) 
Puget Sound Pink Salmon (Oncorhynchus gorbuscha)1 

State Special-Status Species 

Plant Species 

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

▪

Tall bugbane (Actaea elata var. elata) 
Tall agoseris (Agoseris elata) 
Western wahoo (Euonymus occidentalis var. occidentalis) 
Large St. Johns’wort (Hypericum majus) 
Pacific peavine (Lathyrus vestitus var. ochropetalus) 
Puget groundsel (Packera macounii) 
Salmon Jacob’s-ladder (Polemonium carneum) 
Scouler’s catchfly (Silene scouleri ssp. scouleri) 
Small-flowered trillium (Trillium albidum ssp. parviflorum) 
Whipplevine (Whipplea modesta) 
Narrow-leaf mule's-ears (Wyethia angustifolia) 

Bird Species 
▪

▪

Streaked horned lark (Eremophila alpestris strigata) 
Oregon vesper sparrow (Pooecetes gramineus affinis) 

Animal Species 
▪

▪

Yelm pocket gopher (Thomomys mazama yelmensis) 
Western gray squirrel (Sciurus griseus). 

Source: Appendix I-3 
1Not federally listed but considered due to the presence of EFH. 

3.3.1 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

A project would have a significant adverse impact if the development or operation would result in the loss 
of sensitive or critical habitat; have a substantial adverse effect on species with special status under the 
FESA; have a substantial adverse effect on habitat necessary for the future survival of such species, 
including areas designated as critical habitat by the USFWS and areas designated as EFH by NOAA Fisheries 

Nisqually Tribe Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use and Fee-to-Trust Project 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 3-18 



 

  
   

         
  

        
      

 

   

 

     
   
      

         
        

    
  

 

    
     

 

  

    
       

         
      

 
     

    
           
     

    
       

     
    

   
   

    

 

             
           

   
    

   

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Service; result in a take of migratory bird species as defined by the MBTA; results in take of bald or golden 
eagles as defined under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act; and/or have a substantial adverse effect 
on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the CWA through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means. Consideration is also given to State-listed special-status 
species. 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Habitats 

The terrestrial habitats of ruderal/disturbed areas and mixed conifer-hardwood forests are not considered 
priority habitats by WDFW and lack federal protection, rendering them non-sensitive. Ruderal/disturbed 
habitat, previously altered by activities like logging, offers little wildlife value due to its modified state. 
Mixed conifer-hardwood forests are scattered throughout the Project Site, with the densest areas in the 
north and along Britton Parkway NE. These forests consist of hardwood stands interspersed with relatively 
young conifers, fragmented by past logging and development. No old-growth stands are present. As a 
result, Alternative 1 would not impact sensitive habitats, as none are present within the Project Site. 

Wetlands/Waters of the US 

Background review of the NWI database and biological surveys conducted in 2021 (Appendix I-1) did not 
indicate the presence of wetlands, WOTUS., or other aquatic features in the Project Site, therefore there 
would be no impact to wetlands/waters of the US. 

Nesting Migratory Birds 

The Project Site and vicinity provides potential nesting habitat for migratory birds and other birds of prey 
including, but not limited to, the special status species identified in Section 3.3.2. The federally listed 
threatened and state listed endangered marbled murrelet is not likely to nest within the Project Site due 
to the lack of old growth trees (Appendix I-1) . However the federally listed threatened and state listed 
endangered streaked horned lark and the state listed endangered Oregon vesper sparrow may occur in 
the open grassy areas of the Project Site, primarily in ruderal habitat. Grasses are short and there are 
areas of bare and sparsely vegetated ground suitable for nesting. The forest in the Project Site is even-
aged young forest that was previously harvested old growth. Overall, habitat quality for these species is 
marginal due to site disturbance, limited native vegetation, and ongoing human activity. There would be 
no effect on marbled murrelets. If nesting migratory birds were to be present in the area impact area at 
the time of construction of the Alternative 1, construction-related activities have the potential to cause 
mortality or nest abandonment. Potentially occurring nesting migratory birds (including streaked horned 
lark and Oregon vesper sparrow) within 500 feet of the Project Site could be affected if vegetation removal 
or loud noise-producing activities associated with construction occur during the general nesting season 
(February 15 - September 15). This is a potentially significant impact. Potential adverse effects would be 
avoided or minimized to less-than-significant levels with the implementation of mitigation measures 
identified in Section 4. With the implementation of these measures, Alternative 1 would have a less-than-
significant impact on nesting migratory birds or any migratory birds protected under the MBTA. 

Critical Habitat 

The nearest critical habitat to the Project Site is described in Section 3.3.2. As described in Table 2.1-9, 
the Tribe would obtain coverage under the NPDES General Construction Permit, requiring a SWPPP and 
BMPs during construction to prevent contaminated runoff from entering off-site waters, thereby 
preventing indirect impacts to critical habitat during construction. Currently, all stormwater within the 

Nisqually Tribe Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use and Fee-to-Trust Project 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 3-19 



 

  
   

      
        

       
     

         
       

  

     
            
      

    
       

 

    
     

  

 

   
     

    
     

       
         

     

 

 
   

 
    

  

  

    
      

         
    

   
    

     
     

       

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Project Site infiltrates into the ground, with none leaving the site. Alternative 1 will increase impervious 
surfaces on the Project Site; however, as described in Appendix B Section 1.6, Alternative 1 includes a 
stormwater system that will collect, treat, detain, and convey runoff to ensure no runoff leaves the Project 
Site. Alternative 1 also includes the installation of an oil/water separation device, dead-end sumps, and 
double-walled tanks. As described in Appendix B Section 1.6, these devices will meet City of Lacey and 
WDOE requirements, with extensive subsurface monitoring and BMPs implemented. These project 
components would prevent indirect impacts to critical habitat during operation. 

The Project Site is within the Woodland Creek Watershed, where groundwater-fed springs maintain base 
flow in Woodard and Woodland Creeks. If Water Supply Option 2 is selected, groundwater pumping could 
impact Woodland Creek. Mitigation and conservation measures in Section 4 will ensure the groundwater 
well development does not adversely affect Woodland Creek's flow. With these measures and the 
inclusion of bioretention and infiltration facilities, Alternative 1 will have a less-than-significant impact on 
critical habitat. 

With the implementation of mitigation and conservation measures listed in Section 4 and bioretention 
and infiltration facilities incorporated into project design, Alternative 1 would have a less-than-significant 
impact on critical habitat. 

Essential Fish Habitat 

The Project Site does not contain aquatic features and thus does not contain EFH; however, it is identified 
as within a watershed which affects EFH for coho/Puget Sound steelhead and pink salmon species. As 
there are no surface waters or aquatic features within the Project Site to provide connectivity to Puget 
Sound, no impacts to related aquatic threatened or endangered species are anticipated as a result of 
Alternative 1 (Attachment E of Appendix I-1). Indirect effects to water supply and quality within aquatic 
habitat for these species are discussed in Appendix I-2 and Section 3.7.3 and would be less than significant 
with the implementation of BMPs (listed in Table 2.1-9) and mitigation measures (listed in Section 4). 

Federally Listed Species 

Three federally listed wildlife species have the potential to occur within the Project Site based on habitat 
requirements (Appendix I-1): Yelm pocket gopher, marbled murrelet, and streaked horned lark. Potential 
impacts to marbled murrelet and streaked horned lark are discussed above under nesting migratory birds. 
With the implementation of mitigation measures in Section 4, Alternative 1 would have a less-than-
significant impact federally listed bird species. 

Yelm Pocket Gopher 

The federally listed threatened Yelm pocket gopher is one of four listed subspecies of the Mazama pocket 
gopher in the State of Washington that are known to occur on federal, State, and private lands east of the 
Black River and south of I-5 on soils that support the burrowing of the Mazama pocket gopher (Thurston 
County, 2022a). Thurston County has a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) as a response to the federal FESA 
listing of several species in the County. It was federally approved in 2022 and will be implemented in 2023. 
The HCP states there are no known soils that support the Mazama pocket gopher in the region of the 
County north of I-5, which includes the Project Site. While some gopher soils are present in this region of 
the County, and mound surveys have occurred, there have not been documented gopher detections in 
this area as of the time of the HCP development. Future natural recolonization of the area of the Mazama 
pocket gopher subspecies is unlikely due to the barrier presented by I-5 (Thurston County, 2022a). With 

Nisqually Tribe Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use and Fee-to-Trust Project 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 3-20 



 

  
   

      
   

  

          
        

   
     

           
         

        
  

 

      
 

       
    

   
 

  
     

 

 

    

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

  
  

 

 

 
 

   
 
 

 
 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

the implementation of mitigation measures listed in Section 4, Alternative 1 would have a less-than-
significant impact on Yelm pocket gopher. 

Aquatic Species 

Suitable habitat for protected fish species does not occur within the Project Site as it lacks aquatic 
features, but federally listed bull trout, Chinook salmon, steelhead, coho salmon, and pink salmon have 
the potential to occur in Woodland Creek, Nisqually Reach, and/or Puget Sound. As described in Appendix 
I-2, Section 3.3.2, and Section 3.7.2, the Alternative 1 could result in indirect effects to off-site water 
quality and quantity in Woodland Creek due to the use of groundwater. With the mitigation and 
conservation measures listed in Section 4, and bioretention and infiltration facilities incorporated into 
project design will reduce water quality impacts, and Alternative 1 would have a less-than-significant 
impact on federally listed fish species. 

State Listed Species 

State listed species are generally not afforded specific protection on trust land; however, they are 
considered in this NEPA document to the extent that potential impacts can be minimized. State special-
status species listed in Table 3.3-4 have the potential to occur within the Project Site. State listed plants 
with the potential to occur on the Project Site were not observed during several biological surveys and 
are likely absent from the Project Site. Potential impacts to the streaked horned lark and Oregon vesper 
sparrow are discussed above under nesting migratory birds. Although Oregon vesper sparrow is not 
afforded protection on trust land, measures taken to avoid impacts to streaked horned lark and nesting 
migratory birds would protect Oregon vesper sparrow as well. The remaining species with potential to 
occur on the project site are discussed in Table 3.3-4. 

Table 3.3-4: State-Listed Species with the Potential to Occur in the Project Site 

Species Habitat Preference Potential to Occur Impact Discussion 

Yelm Prefers well-drained soils Unlikely; no suitable soils that Impacts would be reduced 
Pocket that support burrowing support the Mazama pocket gopher through mitigation measures 
Gopher (Mazama pocket gopher) 

in grasslands and open 
habitats (Thurston 
County, 2022a). 

were identified in the Project Site, 
which is located in an area north of I-
5 lacking known habitats for this 
subspecies; no pocket gophers were 
observed on-site. 

identified in Section 4, which 
will include habitat 
assessments and protective 
protocols. Impacts would be 
less than significant with 
mitigation. 

Western Inhabits mixed conifer- Possible; not observed during the Impacts would be reduced 
Gray hardwood forests and survey but could inhabit the mixed through mitigation measures in 
Squirrel oak woodlands for 

nesting, foraging, and 
food sources. 

conifer-hardwood forests of the 
Project Site; the nearest population 
is approximately 14 miles away in 
Pierce County. WDFW Priority 
Habitats and Species reports 
occasional sightings outside this 
range in Thurston County's oak 
woodlands and conifer forests. 

Section 4. Factors such as 
urbanization, high-volume 
roadways acting as barriers to 
wildlife movement, and the 
low quality of habitat within 
the Project Site limit the 
likelihood of occurrence. 
Impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation. 

Note: The impacts to streaked horned lark and Oregon vesper sparrow are discussed under the section “Nesting Migratory 
Birds” in Section 3.3.1. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Alternative 2 would have similar impacts on biological resources as Alternative 1, but its greater open-
space acreage would preserve more habitat for nesting birds and wildlife and thus reduce impacts 
proportionally to these. The development footprint and general design standards would be unchanged 
from Alternative 1 with the exception of the increases open-space. Therefore, impacted habitats and the 
potential for construction to impact nesting migratory birds or the federally listed pocket gophers under 
Alternative 2 is similar Alternative 1 but proportionally rediced due to the increased open space. With 
implementation of the mitigation measures identified in Section 4, potential adverse effects to biological 
resources would be reduced to a less-than- significant level. 

Alternative 3 – No-Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, no development would occur on the Project Site; therefore, no biological impacts 
would occur. 

Cumulative Biological Resources Impacts 

As described above, the project alternatives are expected to result in a less-than-significant impacts to 
biological resources with the incorporation of mitigation identified in Section 4. Similar to the Project Site, 
the adjacent land owned by the Tribe proposed for development under the proposed Nisqually Quiemuth 
Casino-Resort Project (Casino-Resort Project) does not contain sensitive habitat, critical habitat or aquatic 
habitats, therefore the project alternatives would not contribute to cumulative impacts to these 
resources. The Project Site and adjacent proposed Nisqually Quiemuth Casino-Resort site (Casino-Resort 
Property) both contain soils identified by WDFW and USFWS as some of the most common soil types for 
Yelm pocket gopher; however, both projects occur north of I-5, and thus are out of the known range for 
this species. Although the project alternatives and adjacent proposed Casino-Resort Project both have the 
potential to impact nesting birds protected under the MBTA, Yelm pocket gopher, streaked horned lark, 
Oregon vesper sparrow, and Western gray squirrel, project specific potential impacts would be reduced 
to a less-than significant-level through mitigation (Section 4). Further, compliance with the NPDES 
program, implementation of a stormwater plan including LID features such as bioretention cells followed 
by infiltration, and extensive subsurface monitoring and implementation of BMPs will prevent cumulative 
indirect impacts to water quality in EFH areas. Other development projects in the region, including the 
adjacent proposed Casino-Resort Project, would be required to implement similar mitigation measures to 
protect sensitive biological resources. Cumulative impacts to biological resources would be less than 
significant. 

3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

3.4.1 Regulatory Setting 

The cultural resources regulatory setting information is summarized in Table 3.4-1 and additional 
information on regulations can be found in Appendix F. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.4-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Cultural Resources 

Regulation Description 

Federal 

Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act 

▪ Federal agencies must identify cultural resources that may be affected by 
actions involving federal lands, funds, or permitting actions. 

▪ Significance of the resources must be evaluated for National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP) eligibility. 

▪ If an NRHP-eligible resource will be adversely affected, measures to avoid or 
reduce adverse effects must be taken. 

Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act 

▪ Archaeological resources and sites on public and Indian lands are protected 
resources. 

Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation 

Act 

▪ Includes provisions governing the repatriation of Native American remains 
and cultural items under the control of federal agencies and institutions that 
receive federal funding ("museums"), as well as the ownership or control of 
cultural items and human remains discovered on federal or tribal lands. 

Paleontological Resources 
Preservation Act 

▪ Paleontological resources on federal lands are protected resources. 

State 

Washington State 
Environmental Policy Act, 

Revised Code of Washington 

▪ Archaeological, historical, human remains, and paleontological resources are 
protected resources on lands under State jurisdiction. 

3.4.2 Environmental Setting 

In 2006, Historical Research Associates (HRA) completed background research and a survey of the Project 
Site, with the exception of a 2.4-acre parcel which was later added to the Project Site. HRA’s survey utilized 
pedestrian survey transects and shovel test pits. HRA observed that large portions of the Project Site had 
been disturbed by historic logging, and recreational use (Appendix B of Confidential Appendix J-1). In May 
2021, Analytical Environmental Services (AES) completed additional background research and a field 
survey of the entire Project Site with members of the Nisqually Tribal Historic Preservation staff. This 
survey included a pedestrian survey and shovel testing of the 2.4-acre parcel, which was not included in 
the 2006 HRA study. No resources eligible for listing on the NRHP were found during the 2006 HRA survey 
or the 2021 AES survey (Confidential Appendix J-1). Additional details of the prehistoric, ethnographic, 
historical, and paleontological setting of the Project Site, as well as the findings of the records and 
literature search and field surveys are provided in Appendix F. 

Native American Consultation 

Brad Beach, the head of the Nisqually Cultural Resources Department, and Annette Bullchild, Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer (THPO), were contacted for information regarding tribal cultural resources 
within the Project Site; the Tribe had no information regarding any cultural resources within the Area of 
Potential Effects (APE). AES then completed a combination shovel testing and pedestrian survey 
accompanied by members of the Nisqually Cultural Resources Department. AES completed a Cultural 
Resources Study for Alternative 1 (Confidential Appendix J-1) which was reviewed by the THPO. The THPO 
concurred with the Study’s finding of No Historic Properties Affected (Appendix J-2). BIA has initiated 
consultation with regional Tribes in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA (Appendix J-2). 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3.4.3 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

A significant effect would occur if the implementation of a project alternative resulted in physical 
destruction, alteration, removal, neglect, or change in characteristics or reduction of integrity of historic 
features of a cultural resource. A significant effect to paleontological resources would occur if a project 
alternative resulted in damage or destruction of fossils that provide significant nonrenewable 
taphonomic, taxonomic, phylogenic, ecologic, or stratigraphic information. 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

It is assumed that any portion of the Project Site could be used for development, equipment, or supply 
staging, and therefore the entire 174 acres is considered to be the APE. It is further assumed that 
construction impacts may go up to eight feet below ground surface. 

Archaeological Resources 

A literature review, records search, Native American consultation, pedestrian surveys, and a limited shovel 
testing program were completed as part of the cultural resources study. No historic properties were 
identified as a result of those efforts. Therefore, development of Alternative 1 would not result in impacts 
to known cultural resources. 

Although the potential for buried archaeological deposits is low due to the distance to accessible water 
sources and lack of buried resources discovered during previous ground disturbing activities on the site, 
development may adversely affect previously unknown subsurface prehistoric or historic archaeological 
resources, including human remains. If archaeological features are discovered, this could be a potentially 
significant impact. Mitigation measures for the protection and treatment of unanticipated discoveries of 
archaeological resources and/or human remains are presented in Section 4. Implementation of these 
mitigation measures would reduce impacts on archaeological resources to a less-than-significant level. 

Paleontological Resources 

While indicators of paleontological resources within the Project Site are absent, resources have been 
identified nearby. Therefore, the potential for such resources to be uncovered is moderate. Mitigation 
measures are presented in Section 4 for the protection and preservation of discoveries of paleontological 
resources. Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts on paleontological 
resources to a less-than-significant level. 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Alternative 2 would result in the same potential to impact cultural resources as Alternative 1, although 
slightly reduced due to the smaller footprint of grading. Refer to the discussion for Alternative 1. 

Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, no development would occur within the Project Site. Therefore, there would be no 
impacts to cultural or paleontological resources. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Cumulative Cultural Resources Impacts 

Cumulative effects to cultural resources typically occur when sites that contain cultural features or 
artifacts or paleontological resources are disturbed by development. As these resources are destroyed or 
displaced, important information is lost and connections to past events, people and culture are 
diminished. No cultural or paleontological resources were identified within the Project Site, or within the 
adjacent proposed Casino-Resort Project footprint. Mitigation for impacts to unknown cultural and 
paleontological resources has been specified in Section 4, which would also minimize the potential for 
cumulative impacts. Implementation of these measures would ensure that no cumulatively considerable 
impacts result from construction. 

3.5 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

3.5.1 Regulatory Setting 

The geology and soils regulatory setting is summarized in Table 3.5-1 and additional information on the 
regulatory setting can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 3.5-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Geology and Soils 

Regulation Description 

Federal 

Clean Water Act ▪ Prohibits sediment and erosion discharge into navigable waters of the United 
States and establishes water quality goals. 

International Building 
Code 

▪ Establishes minimum building design requirements to protect public health, 
safety, and general welfare on lands under federal jurisdiction. 

3.5.2 Environmental Setting 

Geological Setting 

The Project Site is located in Washington's Puget Lowland, marked by low-lying terrain between the 
Olympic Mountains and Cascade Range. There are five volcanoes within the Cascade Range that have 
been deemed high to very high threat potential with regards to erupting, the highest risk to the Project 
Site being Mount Rainier. Geological formations include glacial drifts, volcanic rocks, and marine and 
nonmarine sediments. The Project Site and surrounding area are mapped with Quaternary glacial deposits 
like Vashon Stade till, advance outwash, and recessional outwash, with surficial soils typically sandy gravel 
or gravelly sand. For additional geological setting information, please refer to Appendix F and Appendix E 
of Appendix D. 

Topography 

The topography of the Project Site is gently to moderately sloping with localized small hills, ridges, and 
depressions (see Figure 17). The Project Site has a topographic high of 235 feet above mean sea level 
(amsl) near its center with low areas (up to 180 feet amsl) in the southwest, northwest, and southeast 
corners. From the low area in the southeast corner, the Project Site gently slopes up to the north and 
northwest. From the center of the Project Site, a small depression (former gravel pit) is present to the 
west just south of Britton Parkway, which becomes more pronounced moving to the west (Appendix D). 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Soil Types and Characteristics 

The Project Site is comprised of the four soil types listed in Table 3.5-2 and shown on Figure 18. 

Table 3.5-2: Soil Types of the Project Site 

Soil Name 
Linear 

Extensibility 
Drainage 

Class 
Depth to 

Water Table 
Ksat* K Factor 

Corrosion 
of Steel 

Corrosion 
of 

Concrete 

Alderwood 
gravelly 

sandy loam 
Low 

Moderately 
well 

drained 

About 18 to 
37 inches 

Very low to 
moderately 
low (0.00 to 
0.06 in/hr) 

0.10 High Moderate 

Everett 
very 

gravelly 
sandy 

Not rated or 
not available 

Somewhat 
excessively 

drained 

More than 
80 inches 

High (1.98 to 
5.95 in/hr) 

Not rated 
or not 

available 
Moderate High 

Indianola 
loamy sand 

Not rated or 
not available 

Somewhat 
excessively 

drained 

More than 
80 inches 

High to very 
high (5.95 to 
99.90 in/hr) 

Not rated 
or not 

available 
Moderate Moderate 

Spanaway 
gravelly 

sandy loam 
Low 

Somewhat 
excessively 

drained 

More than 
80 inches 

High (1.98 to 
5.95 in/hr) 

0.05 High Moderate 

*Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water. 
Source: National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), 2023 

Seismic Conditions 

The Project Site is in a seismically active area (Thurston County, 2004). As shown on Figure 19, the nearest 
mapped faults include the Olympia Structure faults located approximately 4 miles west of the Project Site. 
In Thurston County, the Seismic Design Category is D2 unless United States Geological Survey Seismic 
Design Maps demonstrate that a site has an Sds 

8 that is less than or equal to 0.83g (Thurston County, 
2023b; see Appendix F regarding Seismic Design Categories). Potential seismic shaking at the Project Site 
was estimated using American Society of Civil Engineers 7-16 as part of the Preliminary Geotechnical 
Report, and it anticipated 0.64g for the site (for additional information, see Appendix E of Appendix D). 
For additional information regarding the seismic conditions in the vicinity of the Project Site, please refer 
to Appendix F. 

Soil Hazards 

A summary of potential soil hazards on the Project Site can be found in Table 3.5-3 with detailed 
information available in Appendix F. 

8 spectral response acceleration parameter at short periods 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.5-3: Soil Hazard Information Summary 

Hazard Type Description Susceptibility at Project Site 

Soil Erosion1 Erosion factor (K Factor9) indicates susceptibility to sheet 
and rill erosion by water. 

Slight erosion susceptibility. 

Corrosion1 Corrosivity to steel and concrete due to potential soil-
induced electrochemical or chemical action. 

Moderate to high risk for steel; 
mostly moderate risk for 

concrete. 

Linear 
Extensibility1 

Indicates shrink-swell potential when subjected to wet 
and dry conditions, related to clay content. 

Low linear extensibility rating; 
values not reported for two soil 

types. 

Liquefaction 2, 3, 4 Temporary transformation of water-saturated, non-
cohesive material to a liquefied condition due to 

shaking. 

Very low susceptibility to 
liquefaction. 

Landslides4 Weak soils on sloping terrain susceptible to landslides 
due to heavy rains or strong seismic shaking. 

No historic landslides reported, 
and based on relatively level 

ground surface topography, no 
landslides are anticipated. 

Sources:: 1 NRCS, 2023; 2 Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR), 2012; 3 Johansson, 2000; 4 WDNR, 2019 

Mineral Resources 

The Project Site does not contain County Designated Mineral Resource Land and is therefore not 
considered a source of mineral resources (Thurston County, 2020). Furthermore, a search of the United 
States Geological Survey (USGS) Mineral Resources Data System found no known mineral resources within 
the Project Site. There are several former mining sites for sand and gravel in the vicinity of the Project Site 
with only the Lacey Pit labeled as a none-past producer to the west of the Project Site (USGS, 2023). There 
is also the Miles Sand & Gravel pit located on the western border of the Project Site. 

3.5.3 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

Impacts to geology and soils would be significant if an EA Alternative considered changes the surface 
topography of the Project Site so that it is noticeable to the casual observer or causes an adverse effect, 
such as landslides. Seismic conditions would be adversely affected if an alternative increases the risks 
from seismic events. Impacts to soils would be significant if the project significantly increases soil erosion. 
Mineral resources would be significantly affected if an alternative reduces the regional availability of 
commercial mineral resources or increases the cost of extracting mineral resources. 

9 K Factor is one of six factors used in the Universal Soil Loss Equation (USLE) and the Revised Universal Soil Loss 
Equation (RUSLE) to predict the average annual rate (in tons per acre per year) of soil loss by sheet and rill erosion. 
K Factor estimates are based primarily on percentage of silt, sand, and organic matter, on soil structure, and 
saturated hydraulic conductivity (Ksat). K Factor estimates range from approximately 0.02 to approximately 0.69. 
Other factors being equal, the higher the K Factor, the more susceptible the soil is to sheet and rill erosion by water 
(NRCS, 2023). 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Topography 

The preliminary site grading (Figure 8) shows the slopes and low areas associated with the valley in the 
northwestern portion of the Project Site that would be graded under Alternative 1. Permanent cut slopes 
on the Project Site would be no steeper than a 3:1 ratio, and fill slopes would be no greater than a 2:1 
ratio; if any fill slopes exceeded a 4:1 ratio, benches would be required. Most of the excavated native soil 
anticipated to be reused along the northern side of the Project Site consists of sandy gravel with trace 
amounts of silt and would be reused as structural fill to raise grades along the southern side of the site. 
Overall, the grading concept would be balanced with no import or export of material. In addition, on-site 
grading would be designed to convey stormwater toward the proposed drainage system (see Section 2.1.6 
for additional details). The changes in topography due to the grading activities would not equate to a 
major change to the existing topography and thus would be less than significant. 

Seismic Conditions 

As described in Section 3.5.2, the Project Site could potentially be exposed to future seismic shaking and 
therefore prone to seismic induced hazards due to the active faults in the region. However, in the seismic 
modeling completed for the Project Site (Appendix E of Appendix D), no significant adverse effects 
regarding potential seismic risk were found. The most probable instance of the Project Site experiencing 
seismic shaking would be from a Magnitude 7.1 quake with an epicenter located at the Cascade 
Subduction Zone. As described in Section 2.1.8, Alternative 1 would adhere to Tribal Building Codes that 
are generally consistent to the IBC, which includes standards regarding seismic protection. Use of these 
standards would allow ground shaking-related hazards to be managed from a geologic, geotechnical, and 
structural standpoint such that risks to the health or safety of workers or members of the public would be 
reduced. Furthermore, as a BMP in Table 2.1-9, a geotechnical professional would assess the Project Site 
prior to construction using no less stringent standards than the IBC, which would include assessing seismic 
shaking. This would further ensure that development on the Project Site would include design measures 
for reducing seismic shaking risk. Therefore, impacts from potential seismic conditions and induced 
hazards would be less than significant. 

Soil Characteristics 

Land clearing and grading activities during construction would result in exposure of soil, increasing the 
risk of erosion and associated hazards. The addition of impervious surfaces to the Project Site would 
increase stormwater runoff volumes and the potential for associated operational erosion to occur. As 
shown in Table 3.5-2, the on-site soils vary in their susceptibility to erosion and, as slopes increase, the 
risk of erosion increases as well. Construction of Alternative 1 would disturb more than one acre of land; 
therefore, the Tribe is required by the CWA to obtain coverage under, and comply with the terms of, the 
NPDES General Construction Permit for construction activities. As part of the NPDES General Construction 
Permit, a SWPPP must be prepared and implemented. The SWPPP must make provisions for (1) erosion 
prevention and sediment control and (2) control of other potential pollutants. The NPDES General 
Construction Permit requirements would reduce any potential impacts to less-than-significant levels. With 
adherence to regulatory requirements and BMPs described in Table 2.1-9, erosion impacts from 
implementation of Alternative 1 would be minimal and, therefore, less than significant. 

Mineral Resources 

As stated in Section 3.5.2, there are no known mineral resources within the Project Site, and it is not a 
current source of mineral resources or the location of any active mining operations. The nearest gravel 

Nisqually Tribe Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use and Fee-to-Trust Project 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 3-31 



 

  
   

  
 

  

   

         
   

         
 

  

  

     
   

 

 

    
     

 
    

     
     
      

      
   

  
       

      
  

    
 

  

  

    
 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

extraction facility is the Miles Sand & Gravel pit directly adjacent to the western border of the Project Site; 
the development and operation of Alternative 1 would not significantly impact this off-site resource. 
Therefore, Alternative 1 would have no impact on mineral resources. 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Alternative 2 would have similar impacts as Alternative 1; however, in comparison to Alternative 1, 
Alternative 2 would disturb less of the site and have reduced impacts, due to the reduced development 
footprint (see Figures 8 and 12). The potential impacts associated with topography, seismic conditions, 
soil characteristics, and mineral resources would be comparable but less than Alternative 1 and less than 
significant with adherence to regulatory requirements and BMPs described Table 2.1-9. 

Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, the land would not be taken into trust and the use of the Project Site as undeveloped 
land would continue into the foreseeable future. No significant alterations to surface topography or soils 
would occur and thus there would be no impacts related to geology and soils. 

Cumulative Geology and Soils Impacts 

Cumulative effects associated with geology and soils could occur because of future development in 
combination with the development of one of the project alternatives. Topographic changes, soil loss, and 
seismic risk may be cumulatively significant even if the developments alone would not result in significant 
alterations to the landscape or increased seismic risk. However, approved developments would be 
required to follow applicable permitting procedures and development codes. Local permitting 
requirements for construction would address regional geotechnical and topographic conflicts, seismic 
hazards, and resource extraction availability. In addition, the project alternatives and all other 
developments that disturb one acre or more, must comply with the requirements of the NPDES 
Construction General Permit. Adherence to this would lessen the probability of significant erosion 
occurring from the development of cumulative projects. For example, the adjacent proposed Casino-
Resort Project would be required to adhere to federal laws and regulations, including the requirements 
of the NPDES Construction General Permit for mitigating adverse erosion effects and developing a project-
specific SWPPP with BMPs for stormwater and erosion to lessen its potential impacts to the area. 
Therefore, implementation of the project alternatives would not result in significant cumulative impacts 
to geology and soils. 

3.6 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

3.6.1 Regulatory Setting 

The hazardous materials regulatory setting is summarized in Table 3.6-1, and additional information on 
the regulatory setting can be found in Appendix F. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.6-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Hazardous Materials 

Regulation Description 

Federal 

Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act 

▪ Grants the USEPA the authority to manage hazardous waste throughout its life 
cycle, including storage, treatment, transportation, production, and disposal. 

▪ Establishes a management framework for non-hazardous solid wastes. 
▪ Authorizes the USEPA to respond to environmental problems related to 

underground hazardous substance storage tanks, including petroleum. 

Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act 

▪ Enables the USEPA to determine the maximum pesticide residue amount on 
food. Maximum limits are based on findings that the maximum limit will be 
reasonably safe in terms of accumulated exposure to the pesticide residue. For 
pesticides without a set maximum residue limit, the USEPA has the authority to 
seize these commodities. 

Federal Insecticide, 
Fungicide, and 

Rodenticide Act 

▪ Mandates that all pesticides sold or distributed be licensed with the USEPA; a 
pesticide cannot be licensed until it is proven that the pesticide will not 
generally cause unreasonable adverse effects on the environment if utilized in 
accordance with its specifications. 

Hazard Communication 
Standard 

▪ Ensures that information about chemical and toxic substance hazards in the 
workplace and associated protective measures are disseminated to workers 
exposed to hazardous chemicals, including labels, safety data sheets, and 
proper handling training for hazardous chemicals. 

▪ Chemical manufacturers and importers that produce and import chemicals are 
required to assess their products for hazards; safety data sheets and labels must 
be created with information that outlines the dangers of the products. 

Federal Hazardous 
Substances Act 

▪ Necessitates that hazardous household products have precautionary labeling to 
alert consumers of hazards, proper storage, and immediate first aid steps in 
case of an accident. 

▪ Enables the Consumer Product Safety Commission to prohibit severely 
dangerous products and products with hazards that cannot be labeled 
accordingly to Hazardous Substances Act standards. 

Toxic Substance Control 
Act 

▪ Authorizes the USEPA with the authority to require record keeping, reporting, 
test requirements, and restrictions associated with certain chemical substances 
and/or mixtures. 

▪ Addresses the production, importation, use, and disposal of certain chemicals 
(e.g., lead paint). 

Emergency Planning and 
Community Right-to-

Know Act 

▪ Requires industry to report on the use, storage, and release of hazardous 
substances to federal, state, and local governments. 

▪ Requires Indian tribes and state and local governments to utilize this 
information to prepare their communities for potential risks. 

3.6.2 Environmental Setting 

Hazardous Materials 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was prepared on July 20, 2022, by Natural Investigations 
Company using ASTM E1527-21 to ascertain if hazardous material risks are present on the Project Site 
(report attached as Appendix K). The Phase I ESA identified one current recognized environmental 
condition (REC) (lead and arsenic soil contamination from the TSP) and one historical REC within the 
Project Site. RECs are defined as the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum 
products in, on, or at a property due to a release to the environment, conditions indicative of a release, 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

or a material threat of a release. A summary of the findings of the Phase I ESA is provided in Table 3.6-2 
while a more detailed discussion can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 3.6-2: Phase I ESA Summary of Findings 

Issue Area Details 

RECs and 1. Evergreen Sportsman Club: Located off-site, this area had lead and polycyclic 
historic REC aromatic hydrocarbon contamination due to trap shooting activities. A remedial 

(HREC) action plan was implemented, which involved concentrating the impacted soils into 
a raised pad that was subsequently paved. An environmental covenant was placed 
upon the pad. In 2015, the WDOE issued a No Further Action letter, indicating that 
the site met remediation standards and no further action was required. This case is 
considered a HREC because it is an environmental issue that has been resolved and 
is no longer a concern. 

2. Tacoma Smelter Plume: Off-site contamination from the former Asarco copper 
smelter in Tacoma (located approximately 20 miles north of the Project Site in the 
City of Tacoma), which operated for about 100 years and caused widespread lead 
and arsenic contamination in soils across several counties, including Thurston 
County. The Project Site is affected by this contamination, with elevated levels of 
arsenic and lead found in the western and southern portions of the site due to 
aerial deposition. This is considered a current REC because the contamination is still 
present and may impact the Project Site, requiring ongoing monitoring and 
remediation efforts. 

Documentation Extensive documentation of past land uses and contamination/remedial activities 
Provided by provided by previous landowner, Wig Properties, LLC. No environmental liens or 
Landowner value reductions were identified. No evidence of heavy industrial uses was found 

from the title review. 

Environmental 
Databases 

The Project Site was not listed in environmental databases but was included in case 
files from the county and WDOE. 

Other Findings Illegal dumping of household waste on-site. This condition is minor and does not 
present significant risks to human health or the environment, thus not requiring 
extensive remediation beyond standard site management practices. It is a de 
minimis condition. 

Source: Appendix K 

With regards to the onsite REC (TSP that covers 1,000-square-miles), a TSP Cleanup Action Plan/Phase II 
ESA (TSP CAP; Appendix E) was prepared by Terra Associates, Inc., and approved by WDOE in 2012. The 
mean levels of arsenic and lead from samples taken onsite as part of this assessment were 12.8 ppm and 
24.8 ppm, respectively. The maximum sample value for arsenic and lead was 37 ppm and 280 ppm, 
respectively. The TSP CAP recommended mixing the upper soil and duff layers to reduce lead and arsenic 
concentrations to acceptable levels, as outlined in the WDOE Tacoma Smelter Plume-Interim Action Plan. 
Other procedures stipulated by the TSP CAP include testing imported soils and implementation of a dust 
control plan and a construction Health and Safety Plan (HSP). The WDOE approved this approach and 
indicated that no further remedial action would likely be needed upon completion. In 2019, WDOE 
published updated remediation guidance, and a 2022 memo from Terra Associates, Inc confirmed that 
the 2012 plan remains appropriate, with additional specific procedures now approved by WDOE. Soil 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

testing conducted in July 2022 for an 8.92-acre area in the northeastern quadrant confirmed that no 
further remedial measures are required for that portion of the site. 

The Phase I ESA determined that following successful implementation of the TSP CAP, the REC will be 
considered an historical environmental condition and requires no further environmental evaluation or 
action, such as further site investigations (Appendix K). For additional information on the TSP CAP, refer 
to Appendix F. 

Wildfire History 

No wildfires have been reported on or in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site. For additional 
information on the wildfire setting, please refer to Appendix F. 

3.6.3 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

Impacts associated with hazardous materials include a release of hazardous materials and improper 
hazardous material management. A project would be considered to have significant hazardous material 
impacts if hazardous materials existed onsite that required remediation or mitigation prior to 
development of a project. Additionally, if a project uses, handles, or generates controlled hazardous 
materials at a volume that is regulated by USEPA, that would increase the potential risk of human 
exposure or the reduction in the quality or loss of life, then the project would have a significant impact. A 
project would be considered to have a significant impact if it were to increase wildfire risk on-site or in 
the surrounding area. 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Hazardous Materials 

Elevated Levels of Lead and Arsenic from TSP 

Based on the Phase I ESA, the Project Site is within the TSP contamination plume, and soil sampling 
confirmed that there are levels of lead and arsenic that exceed their respective State cleanup levels of 20 
mg/kg and 250 mg/kg from the TSP in the western and southern portions of the Project Site (Figure 8; 
Appendices E and K). These levels were as high as 37 ppm and 280 ppm for arsenic and lead, respectfully. 
No other contaminants of concern were found. As described in Section 2.1.6, site preparation will be 
conducted in compliance with the TSP CAP approved by WDOE in 2012 and generally consistent with 2019 
WDOE Remediation Guidance (Appendix E; WDOE, 2019). The remedial procedures identified in the 
Cleanup Plan are common to most development sites within the impacted areas of the TSP and are 
implemented in conjunction with site grading activities. 

Extended exposure of construction personnel to arsenic and lead during earth-moving activities could 
cause health concerns. However, the BMPs listed in Table 2.1-9 would minimize the possible hazards 
associated with existing contamination to less-than-significant levels. 

Hazardous Materials Handling During Construction 

Hazardous materials used during construction may include gasoline, diesel fuel, motor oil, hydraulic fluid, 
solvents, cleaners, sealants, welding flux, various lubricants, paint, paint thinner, and other products. 
BMPs that are designed to reduce the potential for incidents/spills involving hazardous materials are 
included in Table 2.1-9. With the implementation of these BMPs and compliance with federal laws relating 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

to the handling of hazardous materials, no adverse effects associated with the accidental release would 
occur during construction. 

Operation 

Alternative 1 would utilize hazardous materials in varying quantities, and the U.S. Department of Labor’s 
OSHA regulations require documentation of potential risks associated with the handling, use, and storage 
of flammable and toxic substances under the Hazard Communication Standard. OSHA regulations codified 
in 29 CFR Part 1910 are applicable to the Project Site. 

Diesel fuel storage tanks would be located on-site associated with emergency back-up generators for 
Alternative 1. These storage tanks would comply with the National Fire Protection Association standards 
for aboveground storage tanks and have secondary containments systems. Materials used for the 
emergency generators would be handled, stored, and disposed of according to federal and 
manufacturer’s guidelines. They would not require uncommon storage, handling, or disposal that would 
induce issues, and the transportation of the diesel would be infrequent and would not create a potential 
hazard to the public. 

The Travel Center gas station component would be equipped with USTs filled with petroleum products 
that would include gasoline and diesel fuel, and 10 diesel pumps and 16 gasoline pumps for distributing 
these fuels to customers. As stated in Table 2.1-9, the fuel storage tanks would comply with the provisions 
of 40 CFR Part 280, including Part 280.20 Performance Standards for new UST systems, which includes 
requirements for secondary containment for tanks and associated piping, tank design, the installation and 
maintenance of leak detection and prevention systems, and spill and overfill controls to minimize the risk 
of release of petroleum into the environment. The standards are protective of both public health and the 
environment (including soil and groundwater) through the prevention of accidental release which could 
lead to soil and groundwater contamination. Additional discussion regarding the potential for water 
quality impacts is included in Section 3.7. Air quality emissions from USTs on tribal lands are regulated by 
USEPA to minimize the release of volatile organic compounds and other hazardous vapors through vapor 
recovery and leak detection systems that are required to be USEPA-certified and verified through testing 
and reporting. 

Alternative 1 would involve various hazardous materials for the operation and maintenance of the 
commercial, retail, office, housing, and recreational areas. This includes pesticides and fertilizers for onsite 
landscaping and other hazardous materials, such as motor oil, hydraulic fluid, solvents, cleaners, 
lubricants, paint, and paint thinner that will be used for general site maintenance and ancillary 
infrastructure. Additionally, if Wastewater Treatment Option 2 is selected, an on-site WWTP would 
require a limited quantity of chemicals to function, which could include liquid chlorine and liquid muriatic 
acid or dry granular sodium bisulfate. All hazardous materials and waste will be managed according to 
federal regulations with hazardous materials also being handled according to manufacturer’s guidelines 
to minimize risks. With appropriate handling practices and adherence to guidelines, Alternative 1 would 
not result in significant adverse effects related to hazardous materials or waste production. 

Wildfire Risk 

During construction and operation of Alternative 1, the probability of igniting a fire onsite is very low as 
on-site fuel loads would be minimal. BMPs in Table 2.1-9 include measures to prevent fuel being spilled 
during construction and require spark arresters on equipment with the potential to create sparks. With 
adherence to BMPs, the potential for fire ignition during construction is less than significant. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

As described in Section 2.1.8, Alternative 1 would be designed to meet applicable Nisqually Tribal Building 
Codes, which are generally consistent with the IBC, including measures related to fire and structural 
safety. An indoor sprinkler system would be installed in all proposed facilities to provide fire protection. 
Furthermore, the Tribe would continue to take all necessary steps to reasonably ensure the ongoing 
availability of sufficient and qualified fire suppression services to the Project Site after implementation of 
Alternative 1. These measures would reduce the risk of a large structure fire commencing on or spreading 
off the Project Site. Therefore, impacts associated with exposing people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving ignition of wildland fires during operation of Alternative 1 are less than 
significant. 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Similar to Alternative 1, site preparation under Alternative 2 would be conducted in compliance with the 
TSP CAP (Appendix E), which would reduce potential impacts related to existing lead and arsenic 
contamination to less-than-significant levels. Alternative 2 would have similar hazardous material and fire 
ignition risks as Alternative 1 during construction and operation, but the risks would be reduced due to 
the smaller building scale of the project and elimination of the diesel truck fueling stations. BMPs in Table 
2.1-9 would reduce these potential risks to less than significant. Therefore, impacts associated with 
exposing people or structures to a hazardous materials or wildfire risks under Alternative 2 are less than 
significant. 

Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative 

No development would occur under Alternative 3, and the Project Site would remain in its undeveloped 
state. No hazardous material impacts would occur under Alternative 3. 

Cumulative Hazardous Materials Impacts 

There is the potential for cumulative impacts related to hazardous materials and wildfire risk during 
construction of the alternatives in combination with other projects, including the proposed adjacent 
Casino-Resort Project. New developments would be required to adhere to appropriate and applicable 
regulations regarding the delivery, handling, and storage of hazardous materials, thereby reducing the 
risk to the public’s health and welfare due to accidental exposure. This includes cumulative projects 
affected by the TSP performing sampling and cleanup of arsenic and lead contaminated soils in compliance 
with federal and local regulations and WDOE Remediation Guidance (WDOE, 2019). Therefore, there are 
no significant cumulative hazardous materials or wildfire impacts associated with the alternatives during 
construction and operation. 

3.7 HYDROLOGY AND FLOODPLAIN 

3.7.1 Regulatory Setting 

The water resources regulatory setting is summarized in Table 3.7-1, and additional information on the 
regulatory setting can be found in Appendix F. 
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Table 3.7-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Hydrology and Floodplains 

Regulation Description 

Federal 

Disaster Relief Act ▪ The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) is responsible for the 
preparation of Flood Insurance Rate Maps for the National Flood Insurance 
Program. 

Executive Order 11988 ▪ Requires federal agencies to evaluate the potential effects of any actions they 
may take in a floodplain; floodplain is defined as an area that has a 1 % or 
greater chance of flooding in any given year. 

▪ Requires agencies proposing that an action be allowed in a floodplain to 
consider alternatives to avoid adverse effects; if the only practicable alternative 
action requires siting in a floodplain, EO 11988 requires the agency to minimize 
potential harm to or within the floodplain. 

Clean Water Act ▪ Establishes national water quality goals. 
▪ Regulates point and non-point sources of pollution through the NPDES. 
▪ Requires an NPDES permit be obtained to discharge pollutants into Waters of 

the U.S. 
▪ Requires states to establish water quality standards for waters in their 

jurisdiction and to periodically prepare a list of surface waters where beneficial 
uses are impaired by pollutants. 

Safe Drinking Water Act ▪ The USEPA sets National Primary Drinking Water Regulations to protect public 
health (primary standards) that apply to public water systems and also defines 
National Secondary Drinking Water Regulations (secondary standards) for 
contaminants that cause cosmetic and aesthetic effects, but not health effects. 

State 

Municipal Water Law ▪ Governs public water systems (e.g., utilities) on lands under State jurisdiction to 
ensure they supply safe and reliable drinking water to the public that is 
consistent with existing water law. 

▪ Municipal water supplies can maintain water rights that are not being exercised, 
but they must conserve water. 

Chapter 173-201A 
Washington 

Administrative Code 

▪ Establishes surface water quality standards on lands under State jurisdiction 
that are consistent with public leisure and health and the preservation wildlife, 
shellfish, and fish. 

State Water Resources 
Inventory Area (WRIA) 

Watershed and 
Restoration and 

Enhancement Plan 

▪ Establishes a plan to mitigate the potential impacts of new permit exempt 
domestic groundwater withdrawals on instream flows while simultaneously 
providing a net ecological benefit to the watershed. 

Local 

Woodland Woodard 
Creek Drainage Basin Plan 

▪ Contains policies and recommendations for addressing existing and preventing 
future water quality and flooding problems, and preservation of habitat in the 
Woodland Woodard Drainage Basin (Thurston County, 1995). It also contains 
actions to correct existing problems in the basin. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3.7.2 Environmental Setting 

Regional Watersheds and Hydrology 

The nearest flowing water features to the Project Site are an unnamed stream system approximately 0.41 
miles northwest, Woodland Creek approximately 0.76 miles west, and McAllister Creek approximately 
1.74 miles east of the Project Site. McAllister Creek, which is in a different WRIA and drainage basin from 
the Project Site, flows into the nearby Nisqually Flats that are part of the Billy Frank Jr. Nisqually National 
Wildlife Refuge. The Nisqually River is approximately 2.9 miles east of the Project Site and also terminates 
into the Nisqually Flats, which eventually drains into the Puget Sound. There are no surface water features 
on the Project Site itself. Surface water features in close proximity to the Project Site can be seen in Figure 
20. For additional information on regional watersheds and hydrology, see Appendix F. 

Drainage 

As shown in Table 3.5-2, Spanaway gravelly sandy loam in the western and eastern portions of the Project 
Site is characterized as “somewhat excessively drained” while Alderwood gravelly sandy loam in the 
central portion is characterized as “moderately well drained”. In general, the Project Site slopes away 
from Britton Parkway and Marvin Road, with a high point near the center of the Project Site. The western 
portion drains towards a central drainage way and then to a depression near the western property line, 
with no standing water or evidence of runoff leaving the site due to the pervious soil. The eastern portion 
also drains into the central drainage way, which slopes east and curves south, dispersing into the southern 
slope. Small depressions south of Main Street NE further prevent runoff from exiting the site. There are 
no man-made stormwater facilities on the Project Site. Overall, the site showed no signs of runoff within 
the treed areas, less vegetated western area, or disturbed eastern area. The assessment concluded that 
no runoff leaves the Project Site. For additional information on onsite drainage, refer to Appendix F. 

Flooding 

As shown in Figure 21, the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps for the region indicates that the Project Site 
is located outside of the 100-year floodplain in Zone X5 (500 Year Floodplain), indicating the area has a 
minimal flood hazard (FEMA, 2018). 

Groundwater 

Approximately 232 square miles of northern Thurston County has been designated a groundwater 
management area with the goal of protecting the groundwater system within the hydrogeological 
boundaries. Groundwater in this management area is hydraulically isolated and is primarily recharged 
through local water surface features with rainwater providing most of the recharge. There are three 
principal aquifers that the City obtains its drinking water from: Vashon Advance Outwash (Qga/Qva), “Sea 
Level Aquifer” (Qpg/Qc), and permeable strata within older undifferentiated strata(Qpg/TQu). 
Groundwater flow underneath the Project Site and in the immediately surrounding area differs depending 
on the aquifer, and additional information about this can be found in Appendix B of Appendix C. Aquifer 
properties beneath the Project Site are listed in Table 3.7-2. For additional information on groundwater, 
refer to Appendix F. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.7-2: Hydrostratigraphy Beneath the Project Site 

Stratum 
Map 

Symbol 
Characteristics 

Approximate 
Water Level 

(amsl) 
Thickness 

Approximate 
Depth to 

Water Below 
Ground 

Surface (bgs) 

Recessional 
Outwash 

Qgo/ 

Qvr 

Limited presence as an outlier in 
the west end of the project site, 

and probably thin. Sand. Contains 
perched water table above the 
underlying till. Aquifer but not 

practical for water supply because 
it is thin, shallow, and susceptible 

to contamination. 

~200 ~0–100 ft <20 ft 

Till 
Qgt/ 

Qvt 

Covers most of the Project Site. 
Clayey sand and gravel. Low 

permeability aquitard. 

Not an 
aquifer 

0–60 ft 
Not an 
aquifer 

Advance 
Outwash 

Qga/ 

Qva 

Aquifer. Continuously present 
under the project site. Sand and 

gravel aquifer. 
80–100 ft 10–100 ft 120 ft 

Fine‐grained 
non‐glacial 
sediments 

Qpf (Qk)/ 

Qf 
Fine materials (e.g., silt). An 

Not an 
aquifer 

0–150 ft 
Not an 
aquifer 

Pre‐Vashon 
Gravel/Sea 

Level Aquifer* 

Qpg/ 

Qc 
Aquifer. 60–90 ft 15–150 ft 130 ft 

Undifferentiat 
ed sediments* 

Qpg/ 

TQu 

Not well‐characterized. Glacial & 
non‐glacial deposits. Contains 

aquifer and aquitard zones. 
50–70 ft >200 ft 150 ft 

Source: Appendix B of Appendix C 

Water Quality 

Surface Water Quality 

The Project Site is located within WRIA 13, which has Category 5 listings for exceedance of water 
temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, bacteria, and total phosphorus water quality standards. Four Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDLs) have been completed in WRIA 13 to address water quality impairments. 
Woodland Creek, the nearest major water feature to the Project Site, is classified as Category 5 for 
dissolved oxygen, pH, temperature, and fecal coliform in addition to benthic macroinvertebrates 
bioassessments. Woodland Creek is under the Henderson Inlet Watershed Multiparameter TMDL to 
improve water quality (WDOE, 2023b). For additional information on water quality, refer to Appendix F. 

Groundwater Water Quality 

While groundwater is isolated in the management area that the Project Site is in, it is susceptible to 
contamination (City of Lacey, 2016b). There are areas of the County that have experienced groundwater 
contamination, including fertilizers, petroleum products, and inadequately treated waste (Thurston 
County, 2012). While the Project Site itself has no reported groundwater quality problems (Appendix B of 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Appendix C), there are groundwater quality issues in the surrounding area that can potentially occur in 
the aquifers beneath the Project Site. Table 3.7-3 provides a summary of groundwater quality issues on 
the Project Site and in the vicinity while detailed information can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 3.7-3: Summary of Groundwater Water Quality Issues 

Area Contaminant Source Issue Remediation 

Project Site None reported N/A N/A N/A 

Localized areas, 
including to the 
south and Hawk 

Prairie wells 

Elevated nitrates, 
iron, manganese 

Not specified 

Iron and manganese 
Exceed USEPA’s 

secondary maximum 
contaminant levels. All 
contaminants can lead 

to nuisance staining and 
odor issues, but neither 

State nor USEPA 
considers these 

hazardous. 

None specified, but 
water systems can 

be designed to treat 
them. 

7131‐7239 
Martin Way E 
(Lacey Urban 

Center) 

Halogenated solvents 
Former dry 

cleaner 

Potential water quality 
issue. They are difficult 
to remediate because 
they descend through 
groundwater and are 

persistent. 

Enrolled in the 
Department of 

Ecology’s Voluntary 
Cleanup Program 

Hawks Prairie 
Reclaimed 

Water Ponds 

Perfluoropentanoic 
acid (PFPeA), N-

Nitrosodimethylamine  
(NDMA) 

Reclaimed Water 
Infiltration Study 
by LOTT Alliance 

Leaching into the 
aquifer, persistent in 

the environment, 
associated with an 

increased risk of cancer 
in laboratory testing. 

Addition of a 
granular activated 

carbon filter, 
biological activated 
carbon, and ozone 

processes 

Source: City of Lacey, 2016b; Thurston County, 2012; Appendix B of Appendix C; Thurston County, 2021; WDOE, 2023c; 
Appendix A of Appendix C 

3.7.3 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

Impacts on water resources would be significant if runoff from the Project Site causes local flooding or 
introduces additional contaminants to stormwater runoff that leaves the site. Groundwater impacts 
would be significant if the project adversely affects local water sources either by precluding other 
groundwater users from accessing their water supply or by reducing surface water flows. Water quality 
would be significantly affected if wastewater or runoff generated by the project adversely impacts water 
quality standards of receiving water bodies or groundwater. 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Stormwater, Drainage, and Flooding 

The building components of Alternative 1 will be constructed inside the FEMA-designated 500-year flood 
plain (Figure 21). As shown in Figure 8 and described in Section 1.6 in Appendix B, the Project Site would 
be graded and vegetation and trees would be completely removed within the development areas, thus 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

altering soil retention. As described in Section 2.1.6 and Appendix D, Alternative 1 includes a stormwater 
system that will be installed to collect, treat, detain, and convey runoff throughout the Project Site that 
would also prevent flooding and other adverse effects related with runoff. This stormwater system was 
designed to be consistent with the standards in the City of Lacey Stormwater Design Standards Manual 
based on Section 5.03 and Volume V of the Stormwater Management Manuel for Western Washington 
and will consist of a series of bioretention facilities and infiltration facilities throughout the Project Site to 
manage the new runoff generated by the development. By detaining runoff in the infiltration areas after 
treatment in the bioretention facilities, stormwater would infiltrate into the ground and no runoff would 
leave the Project Site. Therefore, with the implementation of the grading and drainage plan in Appendix 
D, impacts related to stormwater run-off quality and rates as well as flooding would be less than 
significant. 

Surface Water and Groundwater Resource Availability 

Option 1 – Off-site Water Supply and Wastewater Treatment 

As described in Appendix B Section 1.2, under Water Supply Option 1 off-site domestic water supply 
would be provided to the Project Site by extending the City’s existing water main. Potential impacts to the 
City’s water supply and system associated with Water Supply Option 1 are addressed in Section 3.13.3. 
As described therein, the City has sufficient water rights granted by the State to accommodate Alternative 
1 while still having excess water rights that are currently unutilized. As described above, Alternative 1 
includes a stormwater system that would detain all runoff in infiltration areas where treated stormwater 
would infiltrate into the ground, recharging groundwater aquifers similar to existing conditions. 
Additionally, if wastewater generated by Alternative 1 is treated at one of the LOTT reclamation plants, 
treated effluent would be discharged to the Hawks Prairie Ponds or Woodland Creek Groundwater 
Recharge Facility, thereby further increasing regional groundwater recharge. Therefore, Alternative 1 
would have a less-than-significant impact on groundwater and surface water supplies under Option 1 for 
both water supply and wastewater. 

Option 2 – On-site Water Supply and Wastewater Treatment 

As described in Appendix B Section 1.2, Water Supply Option 2 would include development of an on-site 
water treatment plant and two 928-gpm groundwater wells, with one well serving as the primary well and 
the second one providing redundancy. Under Wastewater Option 2, reclaimed water produced by the 
WWTP would be used to offset the potable water demands of the project, resulting in a water demand of 
226,750 gpd. The proposed wells would be constructed with a 100-foot sanitary control area to be 
consistent with Washington Department of Health guidelines (Washington Administrative Code [WAC] 
246-290-135). The ability of the local aquifers to provide an adequate water supply has been assessed in 
a hydrogeological report included as Appendix B of Appendix C. Based on information from surrounding 
wells in the aquifer, the hydrogeologic report determined that the undifferentiated sediments (TQu) 
aquifer would be able to support the 928-gpm needed to supply the water demands of Alternative 1. 

While sufficient supply is available, groundwater pumping under Alternative 1 could impact nearby 
groundwater users. The hydrogeologic report (Appendix B of Appendix C) assessed potential impacts to 
existing nearby wells from operation of the proposed mixed-use development. To be conservative, the 
report assessed the impacts from Alternative 2 without the use of recycled water, the alternative with the 
largest water demand (493,667 gpd), to determine the worst-case scenario. This section uses this analysis 
to conservatively estimate the impacts of Alternative 1 despite the lesser water demand of Alternative 1 
compared to Alternative 2. The potential for the proposed well to impact existing wells was determined 
based on whether pumping could preclude other groundwater users from accessing their water supply. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

The threshold for drawdown to impact existing wells is greater than 3 feet for users of the TQu Aquifer. 
As shown in Figure 7 and Figure 8 of Appendix B of Appendix C, negative impacts to existing groundwater 
wells could occur within approximately 2,700 ft of the proposed wells, known as the zone of impairment. 
While a proposed well location is shown on Figures 4 and 7, the ultimate location of the two wells would 
be determined based on design level hydrogeologic investigation and test wells; therefore, this analysis 
conservatively evaluates the potential to impact any wells located within 2,700 feet of the Project Site. 
There are three wells that are both potentially deep enough to draw groundwater from the TQu Aquifer 
and within the zone of impairment generated by Alternative 1. However, two wells were not considered 
further due to either having no documented water right associated with it or being associated with a 
development that no longer exists. The remaining potentially impacted well, the City’s Betti Well, is 
located approximately 2,475 feet from the Project Site and could experience a drawdown effect of up to 
3.5 feet if a well is developed on the Project Site within 2,700 feet of the Betti Well. While this exceeds 
the threshold of 3 ft., the Betti Well is estimated to have an available drawdown of 120 ft and to have a 
drawdown effect of up to 65 ft. when pumping. While the pumping from Alternative 1 could reduce the 
available water to the Betti Well if a well is developed on the Project Site within 2,700 feet of the Betti 
Well, the Betti Well could still have access to water. To ensure that the Betti Well would still have access 
to water and not experience a significant impact, mitigation has been included in Section 4 that would 
restrict the development of a well on the Project Site within 2,700 feet of the Betti Well. Therefore, 
groundwater pumping to meet the water requirements from Alternative 1 is not anticipated to adversely 
affect the water supply of other groundwater wells in the vicinity of the Project Site. 

Groundwater-fed springs maintain year-round base flow in Woodland Creek (WDOE, 2022b), and 
groundwater pumping on the Project Site could impact Woodland Creek and its tributaries, resulting in a 
potentially significantly impact. Some of this impact would be offset by the discharge of surplus treated 
wastewater produced by the on-site WWTP to on-site ponds and infiltration basins or groundwater 
injection well. The resulting average net impact to groundwater supplies would be approximately 151,635 
gpd (226,750 gpd of water demand less 75,115 gpd of treated wastewater discharge). Mitigation 
measures are presented in Section 4 to develop a test well on the Project Site to provide site specific data 
for a hydrogeologic study to evaluate the hydraulic connectivity with Woodland Creek. If the 
hydrogeologic study determines that the streamflow of Woodland Creek and/or its tributaries would be 
impaired or depleted by use of a groundwater well on the Project Site, a mitigation program shall be 
implemented to offset any associated losses in the streamflow of Woodland Creek and/or its tributaries. 
Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce impacts to water resources to a less-than-
significant level. A BMP in Table 2.1-9 would ensure Alternative 1 utilizes low-flow water appliances, 
faucets, and toilets to reduce the demand for groundwater. As described above, Alternative 1 includes a 
stormwater system that would detain all runoff in infiltration areas where treated stormwater would 
infiltrate into the ground, recharging groundwater aquifers similar to existing conditions. The impact to 
groundwater and associated surface water features would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Water Quality 

Construction 

Regulated construction activities occurring on more than one acre, like Alternative 1, are required to apply 
for coverage under the NPDES General Construction Permit. The provisions of this permit include 
preparation of a SWPPP and implementation of BMPs to reduce potential surface water contamination 
during storm events. BMPs would include, but not be limited to, those presented in Table 2.1-9. The BMPs 
within the SWPPP would minimize adverse impacts to the local and regional watershed from construction 
activities associated with Alternative 1 by reducing erosion, reducing the risk of soil contamination from 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

construction materials, or by preventing sediment discharge into waterways. In addition to these BMPs 
that would be part of the adopted SWPPP, dust suppression BMPs identified to protect air quality would 
further prevent fugitive dust or loose soil from dispersing offsite. With implementation of the SWPPP and 
BMPs identified in Table 2.1-9, impacts to surface water quality from construction activities would be less 
than significant. 

Groundwater Pumping 

No special concerns were identified for groundwater in Section 3.7.2 aside from nearby contamination 
with nitrates and potentially the chlorinated solvents, but this would not impede development itself. As 
described in Appendix B Section 1.2, under Water Supply Option 2, existing groundwater quality will be 
tested for potential contaminants (including chlorinated solvents, PFPeA, and NDMA) to ensure the water 
treatment plant is designed to achieve the standards set forth in the Safe Drinking Water Act. 

Wastewater Treatment and Disposal 

Wastewater Treatment Option 1 – Off-site Wastewater Treatment 
Wastewater generated under Alternative 1 would be transported to the LOTT wastewater treatment 
system to be treated and disposed of. Therefore, Wastewater Treatment Option 1 under Alternative 1 
would not affect surface or groundwater quality. For additional information on the potential impacts of 
Wastewater Treatment Option 1 on existing utility systems, refer to Section 3.13.3. 

Wastewater Treatment Option 2 – On-site Wastewater Treatment 
Under Wastewater Treatment Option 2, wastewater produced by Alternative 1 would be treated onsite 
through a wastewater treatment system. As described in Appendix B Section 1.3 and Appendix C, this 
system would treat wastewater to Class A reclaimed water standards and the treated effluent would be 
discharged either via on-site ponds and infiltration basins or a groundwater injection well. As effluent 
would meet Class A standards, no significant reduction in the quality of groundwater or surface water is 
anticipated. Disposal of treated effluent in a groundwater injection well would require authorization 
under the USEPA’s UIC program as a Class V injection well. The UIC program is authorized under the 
Federal Safe Drinking Water Act and prohibits any injection that may cause a violation of any primary 
drinking water regulation. Compliance with the federal regulations and guidelines for Class V injection 
wells would ensure potential impacts to surface water and groundwater resources from wastewater 
treatment and disposal activities associated with Alternative 1 would be less than significant. 

Stormwater 

As described above, an on-site stormwater system would have a series of bioretention facilities and 
infiltration facilities throughout the Project Site to manage the new runoff generated as a result of the 
development. These features are described in Section 2.1.6. The bioretention facilities would provide 
treatment and filtration for pollution generating hard-surfaces and the adjacent landscape before being 
discharged into an infiltration facility. Multiple types of pollutants would be treated from this stormwater, 
including 6PPD-Quinone (6PPD)10. Regarding the travel center, Table 2.1-9 includes source control BMPs 
related to service stations, including but not limited to, correcting illicit discharges to storm drains, 
formation of a pollution prevention team, preventive maintenance, spill prevention and cleanup, 
employee training, and record keeping. Stormwater from all low pollution generating areas, such as 
rooftops, would be discharged directly into the infiltration facilities. These design features would reduce 

10 6PPD is a component that is used to reduce the rate or deterioration of tires and when 6PPD reacts with ozone, it 
transforms into multiple chemicals that includes 6PPDQuinone, a toxic chemical responsible for salmon mortality 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

the potential for pollutants to enter the environment during operation. With development of the on-site 
stormwater treatment, detention, and infiltration system described in Appendix D, potential impacts to 
water quality would be less than significant. 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts to water resources as Alternative 1. Table 3.7-4 below 
compares the potential for Alternative 2 to impact water resources with Alternative 1 and discusses 
impact level and applicable mitigation. 

Table 3.7-4: Summary of Alternative 2 Impacts 

Impact Comparison to Alternative 1 Impact Discussion 

Stormwater, Alternative 2, with a smaller Alternative 2 would be in the FEMA-designated 
Drainage, and development footprint than 500-year flood plains (Figure 21) and would 
Flooding Alternative 1, would have 

similar but reduced 
construction and operational 
impacts. 

increase impervious surfaces due to construction. 
However, it would have a stormwater treatment 
system similar to Alternative 1 with all stormwaters 
being collected, treated, and infiltrated onsite, 
causing less-than-significant effects on stormwater 
runoff quality, rates, and flooding. 

Surface Water 
and 
Groundwater 
Resources 

Off-Site Water 
Supply and 
Wastewater 
Treatment 

Alternative 2 has a greater 
water demand and, therefore, 
would have a similar but 
greater impact. 

Alternative 2 has the potential to impact surface 
water and groundwater through the use of 
approximately 493,667 gpd of water for the 
proposed development. With the use of reclaimed 
water, this could be reduced by approximately 50% 
to approximately 247,447 gpd. As described in 
Section 2.2, off-site domestic water supply could be 
provided to the Project Site by extending the City’s 
existing water main. As described therein, the City 
has sufficient water rights granted by the State to 
accommodate Alternative 2 while still having 
excess water rights that are currently unutilized. 
Potential impacts to the City’s water system 
associated with Water Supply Option 1 are 
addressed in Section 3.13.3. 

Surface Water 
and 
Groundwater 
Resources 

Off-Site Water 
Supply and 
Wastewater 
Treatment 

Alternative 2 has a greater 
water demand and, therefore, 
would have a similar but 
greater impact. 

If the on-site option (Water Supply Option 2) is 
selected for the water supply, then two wells would 
be installed under Alternative 2 that would draw 
water from TQu Aquifer. With the usage of 
reclaimed water from the on-site WWTP, the net 
impact to the groundwater supplies would be 
approximately 275,057 gpd (247,447 gpd of water 
demand plus 27,628 gpd to supplement recycled 
water demands). However, to provide a 
conservative analysis, the hydrogeologic study 
(Appendix B of Appendix C) assumed the water 
demand of Alternative 2 without use of recycled 
water (493,667 gpd). As mentioned above, 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Impact Comparison to Alternative 1 Impact Discussion 

Alternative 1 utilized the groundwater analysis of 
Alternative 2 to be conservative, and consequently, 
the discussion under Alternative 1 is applicable to 
Alternative 2. As described therein, Alternative 2 
could have potentially significant impacts on 
Woodland Creek flows and the groundwater supply 
available to the Betti Well. Mitigation measures are 
presented in Section 4 to ensure that the 
development of a groundwater well at the Project 
Site would not adversely impact the flow of the 
Woodland Creek and its tributaries or the water 
supply of neighboring wells. In addition, Table 2.1-
9 includes measures to reduce the impact of 
Alternative 2 on water supply. As described above, 
Alternative 2 includes a stormwater system that 
would detain all runoff in infiltration areas where 
treated stormwater would infiltrate into the 
ground, recharging groundwater aquifers similar to 
existing conditions. Additionally, similar to 
Alternative 1, the majority of treated wastewater 
generated by Alternative 2 would be used for 
ground water recharge through either municipal 
system (Wastewater Treatment Option 1), or for 
onsite disposal (Wastewater Treatment Option 2) if 
available. The impact to groundwater and 
associated surface water features would be less 
than significant with mitigation. 

Water Quality Alternative 2, with a smaller 
development footprint than 
Alternative 1, would have 
similar but reduced 
construction and operational 
stormwater impacts. 

Like Alternative 1, surface and potentially 
groundwater quality would be adversely affected if 
pollutants entered the environment during 
construction or operation of Alternative 2. During 
construction, the Tribe would comply with the 
terms of the USEPA General Construction NPDES 
permit, including the preparation and 
implementation of a site-specific SWPPP and 
associated stormwater BMPs, which are included in 
Table 2.1-9. This would reduce the potential for 
water quality impacts during construction. 

As described in Section 2.2, under Wastewater 
Treatment Option 2, wastewater produced by 
Alternative 2 would be treated onsite through a 
wastewater treatment system that would treat 
wastewater to Class A reclaimed water standards 
and would be discharged either via on-site ponds 
and infiltration basins or a groundwater injection 
well. As with Alternative 1, compliance with the 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Impact Comparison to Alternative 1 Impact Discussion 

federal regulations and guidelines for Class V 
injection wells would ensure potential impacts to 
surface water and groundwater resources from 
wastewater treatment and disposal activities 
associated with Alternative 2 would be less than 
significant. 

As with Alternative 1, Alternative 2 will have a 
series of bioretention facilities and infiltration 
facilities throughout the Project Site to manage and 
filter the new stormwater runoff before being 
discharged into the environment. This would 
reduce potential water pollution during operation. 
With the development of an on-site stormwater 
system, potential impacts to water quality would 
be less than significant. 

Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, no change in land use would occur, and the Project Site would remain in its current 
state. The land would be subject to federal, State, and local regulations protective of water resources and 
thus no new significant impacts would occur. 

Cumulative Water Resources Impacts 

Stormwater, Drainage and Flooding 

The federal and State water resources regulations discussed in Section 3.7.1 would require that other 
cumulative projects have similar precautionary features incorporated into their design as the alternatives. 
This would include the proposed Casino-Resort Project that is directly adjacent to the Project Site. This 
project would be required to mitigate its own stormwater effects, including building a separate 
stormwater system. Therefore, development on the Project Site in combination with other cumulative 
development would not result in significant cumulative effects to surface water and flooding. 

Water Quality 

Cumulative developments, including the adjacent proposed Casino-Resort Project, would be required to 
apply for coverage under a General Construction Permit, if applicable, and develop site-specific SWPPPs. 
Similar to the project alternatives, the proposed Casino-Resort Project in addition to other cumulative 
developments would be required to adhere to applicable local, State, and federal regulations with regards 
to wastewater treatment and disposal. Therefore, the project alternatives in combination with the 
cumulative projects listed in Section 3.1.1 would not result in significant adverse cumulative effects to 
water quality. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Surface Water and Groundwater Resources 

Option 1 – Off-site Water Supply and Wastewater Treatment 

The highest combined average water demand between the proposed Casino-Resort Project alternatives 
(Alternative A) and the Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use Project alternatives (Alternative 2) would be 
approximately 729,197 gpd. As the Project Site and the proposed Quiemuth Casino-Resort Site are 
currently within the City’s water system boundary, the development of these sites has been anticipated 
in the City’s water system plan. The estimated number of connections used in the City’s plan for the full 
buildout of the Project Site and Quiemuth Village Property is greater than the project estimates for the 
project alternatives and the proposed Casino-Resort Project; therefore, the project alternatives in 
combination with the Quiemuth Village Mixed Development is fully covered under the City’s plan and no 
additional infrastructure needs are triggered by the proposed developments (Appendix C). Furthermore, 
the City still has approximately 6 million gallons per day (MGD) of undeveloped water rights for future 
growth in the area. Therefore, the City has capacity to serve additional cumulative development with 
existing water rights. The City would review any cumulative projects to confirm that they could be supplied 
with water without exceeding the City’s existing water rights. Therefore, the project alternatives in 
combination with the cumulative projects listed in Section 3.1.1 that would be served by the City would 
not result in significant adverse cumulative effects to groundwater supplies. Cumulative impacts from the 
City’s groundwater pumping in addition to other groundwater pumping and current and proposed 
groundwater recharge projects are addressed below under Option 2. 

Option 2 – On-site Water Supply and Wastewater Treatment 

As described above, under Option 2 for Water Supply, the development alternatives would draw water 
from the wells drilled to into the TQu Aquifer. The proposed Casino-Resort Project would either drill into 
the Qc Aquifer or the deeper TQu Aquifer. To be conservative, this analysis assumes that both the project 
alternatives and proposed Casino-Resort Project would draw from the TQu Aquifer. The highest combined 
average water demand from the proposed Casino-Resort Project alternatives (Alternative A) and the 
project alternatives (Alternative 2) would be approximately 729,197 gpd. To satisfy the maximum water 
demands, two projects are estimated to require 1,279 gpm. Based on information from surrounding wells 
in the aquifer, the hydrogeologic report determined the water supply needs of both the alternatives and 
proposed Casino-Resort Project could be satisfied with wells drilled into the TQu Aquifer. However, the 
larger demand may result in increased impacts on Woodland Creek and its tributaries and a larger radius 
of potential impairment, a radius of approximately 3,200 ft. (Appendix C). While these impacts could be 
adverse, the alternatives would include BMPs from Table 2.1-9 and mitigation from Section 4 to ensure 
that they would reduce their potential adverse impacts to neighboring water uses and Woodland Creek 
and its tributaries due to drawdown effects. Other future demands on the groundwater basin from 
cumulative development using private wells would primarily be controlled by local authorities as well as 
State regulations. As described in Section 3.13.2, the City primarily utilizes groundwater for its municipal 
water supply and has not fully utilized its full water rights of 34 MGD. The City is currently under-utilizing 
its groundwater supply by 6 MGD, which means this amount could be available for future developments. 
In addition to having excess groundwater rights, LOTT is expanding its recycled water capacity and 
distribution in the region by 2035 (Appendix C). This could help to reduce cumulative groundwater 
withdrawal if recycled water is available to offset potable water demands. As demonstrated in Appendix 
B Table 6, the water demands of Alternative 1 could be reduced by 37.5% with recycled water usage. 
Further, the WRIA 13 Watershed and Restoration and Enhancement Plan (see Appendix F) includes the 
following groundwater offset projects within the Woodland Creek Subbasin: the Hicks Lake Stormwater 
Retrofit and Managed Aquifer Recharge Project. These projects are anticipated to offset approximately 
296 acre-feet per year (AFY), which is sufficient to cover the projected 28 AFY increase in future 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

consumptive use from permit exempt projects and create a surplus offset of 268 AFY. While the proposed 
Casino-Resort Project would not be subject to local or State regulations like other cumulative projects, it 
would be required to mitigate its own adverse effects and develop a sustainable water supply to prevent 
over drafting the groundwater basin. Cumulative projects would be required to restrict or mitigate any 
significant impacts to groundwater. Therefore, with implementation of BMPs in Table 2.1-9 and mitigation 
in Section 4, it is anticipated that the cumulative impacts to the regional groundwater basin would be less 
than significant. 

3.8 LAND USE 

3.8.1 Regulatory Setting 

The land use regulatory setting is summarized in Table 3.8-1, and additional information on the regulatory 
setting can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 3.8-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Land Use 

Regulation Description 

Federal 

Farmland Protection 
Policy Act (FPPA) 

▪ Intended to minimize the impact that federal programs have on unnecessary and 
irreversible conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. 

▪ Assures that federal programs are administered in a manner that is compatible 
with state and local units of government, private programs, and policies to 
protect farmland. 

▪ Excludes land identified as “urbanized area” on the Census Bureau Map from the 
definition of “farmland.” 

Coastal Zone 
Management Act 

▪ Calls for the effective management, beneficial use, protection, and development 
of the nation’s coastal zone. 

▪ Coastal zone for the State is defined by Chapter 90.58.030 of the Revised Code of 
Washington, known as the Shoreline Management Act. The Project Site is located 
over 200 feet from shorelines subject to the Washington State Shoreline 
Management Act and, therefore, is not within a coastal zone. 

State 

Washington State Growth 
Management Act (GMA) 

▪ Adopted in 1990 by the Washington State Legislature. Chapter 36.70A of the 
Revised Code of Washington. The GMA contains a comprehensive framework 
for managing growth and coordinating land use with infrastructure on lands 
under State jurisdiction. 

Washington State 
Shoreline Management 

Act 

▪ Defines shorelands as those lands extending landward for two hundred feet in 
all directions as measured on a horizontal plane from the ordinary high-water 
mark; floodways and contiguous floodplain areas landward two hundred feet 
from such floodways; and all wetlands and river deltas associated with the 
streams, lakes, and tidal waters which are subject to the provisions of this 
chapter; the same to be designated as to location by the Department of 
Ecology. The Project Site is located over 200 feet from shorelines subject to the 
Washington State Shoreline Management Act and, therefore, is not within a 
coastal zone 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Regulation Description 

Local 

City of Lacey 
Comprehensive Plan 

▪ The 2016 City of Lacey Comprehensive Plan was prepared in compliance with 
the GMA and is intended to present a clear vision for future growth within the 
City over a twenty-year planning horizon. 

City of Lacey Municipal 
Code 

▪ The City’s Municipal Code includes the ordinances which govern the City, 
including ordinances regarding land use. The City’s Zoning Ordinance is intended 
to facilitate orderly growth and development of the Lacey urban growth area, 
consistent with the policies, goals, and objectives of the Lacey Comprehensive 
Plan. 

3.8.2 Environmental Setting 

Land Use and Zoning 

The Project Site is primarily undeveloped but has been previously disturbed by historic logging and grading 
activities related to the adjacent Cabela’s development. The only development includes paved and gravel 
roadways constructed in anticipation of future development (see Figure 10). Vegetation and surface water 
features are detailed in Sections 3.2.2 and 3.7.2. Both the Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Code designate 
the eastern third of the Project Site as HPBD-C and the remaining land as HPBD-BC. City planning for dense 
and mixed-use growth in the Hawks Prairie area began in the 1980s, with significant traffic and public 
utility improvements continuing since the 2000s (City of Lacey, 2010). The Lacey Gateway Town Center, 
as described in Section 1.4.2 and outlined in Figure 15, was intended to be a major commercial 
development spanning approximately 250 acres (see additional details in ). However, the Lacey Gateway 
Town Center was never constructed, leaving the area largely undeveloped except for the Cabela’s sporting 
goods store and a partial extension of Main Street built before the 2010 FSEIS. 

Surrounding land uses include commercial development such as the Cabela’s sporting goods store, 
residential and commercial properties to the south across I-5, a gravel extraction facility to the west, and 
high-density residential housing to the northwest. Zoning can be seen in Figure 22. The Tribe owns 
undeveloped land directly south of the site (additional details can be found in Section 3.1.1). Information 
regarding roadways can be seen in Section 3.12.2. There are no airports within five miles; the nearest is 
Hoskins Fields, approximately 9.5 miles to the south. Detailed descriptions of surrounding land uses and 
zoning can be found in Appendix F. 

Agriculture 

The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) NRCS characterizes the majority of the soils on the 
Project Site as “Prime Farmland if irrigated” (NRCS, 2023). However, the Project Site is within the Olympia-
Lacey Urbanized Area designated by the Census Bureau (U.S. Census Bureau, 2023); therefore, the Project 
Site is not considered “farmland” under the FPPA. Additionally, the Project Site is zoned for development 
and there are no historic or current farming operations or infrastructure on the site that would support 
land cultivation. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3.8.3 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

Land use impacts would be significant if the alternative is incompatible with surrounding land uses or 
would conflict with the objectives of federal, tribal, regional, State, and local land use plans, policies, and 
controls for the project area. Significant land use impacts may also occur if the alternative converts a 
significant amount of “farmland”, as defined by the FPPA, to non-agricultural uses. 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Land Use Compatibility 

Alternative 1 would result in the transfer of the Project Site from fee to federal trust status and the 
subsequent construction and operation of a mixed-use development, including a variety of commercial 
uses and supporting residential development. These uses are more fully described in Section 2.1.1. 

Although City land use and zoning designations would not apply to the Project Site once the land is taken 
into trust, land uses proposed under Alternative 1 are generally consistent with the City’s underlying land 
use and zoning designations of the Project Site. Specifically, Alternative 1 proposes the following uses 
which are allowed under the HPBD-C and HPBD-BC zoning: general commercial/retail, auto sales, food 
stores, eating and drinking establishments (i.e., restaurants and bars), cinemas, bowling alleys, and offices. 
The HPBD-C and HPBD-BC zoning allow for service stations with up to eight fueling stations and residential 
development within mixed-use buildings; however, the zoning also allows for similar and related uses with 
further review. The proposed travel center under Alternative 1 would include 16 gasoline and 10 diesel 
fuel pumps which is larger than what is typically allowed but consistent with the needs of the area and 
traffic along the I-5 corridor. The travel center is proposed along the frontage of the I-5 corridor, more 
than 1,000 feet from the nearest off-site residential housing. The proposed 320 multi-family residential 
units under Alternative 1 would be less than the number of units proposed under Lacey Gateway Town 
Center Project, which included approximately 500 residential units in Phase I and up to 2,000 units in 
future phases (see Table 3.8-2). 

Alternative 1 is consistent with the intent of the City zoning to provide a large mixed-use commercial 
district with supporting housing, recreation, and entertainment opportunities. Therefore, development 
of Alternative 1 would not impede or interfere with the objectives of local land use plans and policies. 
Alternative 1 would be compatible and consistent with the existing and planned commercial and business 
development along the I-5 corridor. 

Alternative 1 would not physically disrupt neighboring land uses or prohibit access to neighboring parcels. 
Development of the Project Site could result in conflicts with nearby sensitive land uses, including nearby 
residential areas; potential conflicts may include air quality and noise impacts from construction and 
operational activities (Section 3.2 and Section 3.9 respectively), an increase in traffic (Section 3.12), visual 
effects and an increase in lighting (Section 3.14). These would be similar to impacts that would be 
experienced from development of the previously proposed Lacey Gateway Town Center or other large-
scale commercial mixed-use development under the HPBD-C and HPBD-BC zoning. Implementation of 
protective measures and BMPs identified in Table 2.1-9 and mitigation measures identified in Section 4 
for traffic, would reduce potential adverse impacts to sensitive receptors to less-than-significant levels. . 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.8-2: Proposed Tribal Developments vs. Former Lacey Gateway Town Center Project 

Land Use Component 

Lacey Gateway Town Center Nisqually Tribe Projects 
Net 

Increase/Decrease 
with Nisqually 
Tribe Projects 

Phase I1 Future Phases1 Total Build-Out1 

Quiemuth 
Village Mixed 

Use Project 
(Alternative 1)2 

Quiemuth Casino-Resort 
Fee-to-Trust Project 

Total Combined 
Projects 

Retail & Commercial 983,000 sf 809,000 sf 1,792,000 sf 929,500 sf 158,150 sf3 1,087,650 sf -704,350 sf 

Gaming 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 0 sf 155,250 sf 155,250 sf 155,250 sf 

Office Space 100,000 sf 900,000 sf 1,000,000 sf 30,000 sf 0 sf 30,000 sf -970,000 sf 

Housing Units 500 units 2,000 units 2,500 units 320 units 0 units 320 units -2,180 units 

Hotel 270 rooms 375 rooms 645 rooms 200 rooms 350 rooms 550 rooms -95 rooms 

Civic Uses 30,000 sf 50,000 sf 80,000 sf 0 sf 20,000 sf 20,000 sf -60,000 sf 

Open-Space & 
Recreation 

13.5 acres 14.5 acres 28.0 acres 7.4 acres 0.0 acres 7.4 acres -20.6 acres 

Parking 6,430 spaces 11,440 spaces 17,870 spaces 4,655 spaces 3,040 spaces 7,695 spaces -10,175 spaces 

Notes: 1 - 2010 FSEIS, pg. 3-2 and 1-7 (City of Lacey, 2010); 2 – Table 2.1-3; 3 – For the purposes of comparison the food and beverage and event/multiple-purpose center is considered 
retail/commercial. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Alternative 2 is similar to Alternative 1 but would have less commercial development (approximately 40% 
less than Alternative 1) and more recreational facilities (approximately 45.7 acres more than Alternative 
1), plus the addition of a school and open space. Specifically, Alternative 2 proposes the following uses 
which are allowed under the HPBD-C and HPBD-BC zoning: general commercial/retail, auto sales, food 
stores, eating and drinking establishments (i.e., restaurants and bars), cinemas, bowling alleys, offices, 
and athletic facilities. 

The HPBD-C and HPBD-BC zoning allow for service stations with up to eight fueling stations, residential 
development within mixed-use buildings and public services; however, the zoning also allows for similar 
and related uses with further review. The proposed travel center under Alternative 2 would include 10 
gasoline fuel pumps which is slightly larger than what is typically allowed but consistent with the needs of 
the areas and traffic along the I-5 corridor. The 320 multi-family residential uses under Alternative 2 would 
be less than the units proposed under Lacey Gateway Town Center Project, which included approximately 
500 residential units in Phase I and up to 2,000 units in future phases (see Table 3.8-2). 

While Alternative 2 includes a mixture of commercial, retail, multi-family residential, and recreational 
opportunities similar to Alternative 1, the inclusion of the school and ballfields west of Gateway Boulevard 
makes it less consistent with the previous land use planning for the site due to the lower density of uses. 
However, the Tribe has identified a need for recreational opportunities with the community, and these 
uses would be compatible with residential uses adjacent to and near the Project Site. 

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would not physically disrupt neighboring land uses or prohibit access 
to neighboring parcels. Development of the Project Site could result in conflicts with nearby sensitive 
land uses, including nearby residential areas, but to a lesser extent than Alternative 1, due to the reduced 
overall development and levels of traffic under Alternative 2. As described above for Alternative 1, land 
use conflicts would be less than significant with the implementation of BMPs in Table 2.1-9 and mitigation 
measures in Section 4. 

Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, the Project Site would remain under City jurisdiction and no development would 
occur on the Project Site. The No Action Alternative would not introduce development that would be 
inconsistent or incompatible with adopted land use plans or surrounding development, and thus impacts 
would be less than significant. However, the No Action Alternative would not meet the City’s long-
standing goals of developing the Project Site with a mixed-use development focused on commercial uses 

Cumulative Land Use Impacts 

If taken into federal trust, the Project Site would not be subject to local jurisdiction regarding land uses. 
Similarly, the proposed Casino-Resort Project, described in Section 3.1.1, would result in the acquisition 
of land adjacent to the Project Site into federal trust, removing local land use controls and regulations. 
The land uses proposed as part of these projects are generally consistent with the City’s underlying land 
use and zoning designations. Specifically, the proposed Casino-Resort Project is generally consistent with 
the following permitted uses within HPBD-C and HPBD-BC: commercial; hotels; convention centers and 
conference facilities; restaurants; and entertainment and recreation (including museums). 

The City of Lacey 2016 Comprehensive Plan assumed development of the Lacey Gateway Town Center as 
part of the Hawks Prairie Business District Element. Consequently, utilities and transportation corridors 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

have been designed and constructed to accommodate growth. Table 3.8-2 provides a comparison of the 
Tribe’s proposed developments and the former Lacey Gateway Town Center Project that was analyzed in 
the 2010 FSEIS. A shown therein, the Tribe’s proposed developments (Alternative 1 and Proposed Casino-
Resort Project) are generally consistent with the types of uses planned as part of the former Lacey 
Gateway Town Center Project previously planned for most of the Project Site and the Casino-Resort 
Property. Overall, the Tribe’s proposed developments would be reduced in the floor area of proposed 
uses in comparison to the Lacey Gateway Town Center Project; however, the City’s overall goal to develop 
a mixed-use development focused on commercial uses would be achieved. Any future non-Tribal 
development in the vicinity would be subject to City land use regulations and approval. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts to land use would be less than significant. 

3.9 NOISE 

3.9.1 Regulatory Setting 

The noise regulatory setting is summarized in Table 3.9-1, and additional information on the regulatory 
setting can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 3.9-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Noise 

Regulation Description 

Federal 

Federal Highway ▪ Noise sensitive locations: (Daytime: 7 a.m. to 6 p.m.) 72 A-weighted decibels 

Administration (dBA) equivalent sound level (Leq) or Baseline + 5 (whichever is louder). 

Construction Noise ▪ Commercial areas: (Daytime) 77 dBA Leq or Baseline + 5 (whichever is louder). 

Thresholds 

Noise Abatement Criteria 
(NAC) 

▪ Applicable to traffic and other project-related noise sources. 
▪ Park and residential areas threshold: 67 dBA Leq. 
▪ Developed areas threshold: 72 dBA Leq. 

Vibration Standards 

▪ Peak particle velocity (PPV) is the maximum instantaneous peak (inches per 
second) of the vibration signal. 

▪ The Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) guideline vibration damage criteria 
for structures is 0.5 PPV and 0.1 PPV for annoyance of people. 

State 

Chapter 173-60 WAC 
▪ Establishes maximum noise levels permissible in identified environments and 

provides use standards relating to the reception of noise within such 
environments. 

Local 

Thurston County 
Municipal Code, Chapter 

10.36 – Public 
Disturbance Noise 

▪ Minimizes the exposure of citizens to the physiological and psychological 
dangers of excessive noise and to protect, promote and preserve the health, 
safety, and welfare of the general public. 

▪ Noise limits are set for motorized vehicles (other than a public highway), 
operation of any device designed for sound production or reproduction, 
operation of either a gas- or diesel-powered generator, or items related to the 
before mentioned that exceeds 55 dBA between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 
10:00 p.m. and 45 dBA between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
measured at the property line of the adjacent property or public rights-of-way. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Regulation Description 

City of Lacey Municipal 
Code Chapter 16.57.030 – 

Noise 

▪ Establishes minimum standards for the control of environmental pollution, and 
minimizes the adverse effects which may result from the use of land by any 
activity or person. 

▪ The maximum allowable noise levels as measured at the property line of noise 
impacted uses or activities shall be those set forth in Chapter 173-60 WAC. 

3.9.2 Environmental Setting 

For the fundamentals of sounds, effects of noise on people, and characteristics of vibrations, please refer 
to Appendix F. 

Existing Noise Sources and Ambient Noise Levels 

The dominant noise source in the vicinity of the Project Site is the traffic on I-5 along the southern 
boundary of the Project Site. The U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) develops national 
transportation noise maps 11using a 24-hr equivalent A-weighted sound level noise metric. Because traffic 
on I-5 is the dominant source of noise in the vicinity of the Project Site, the USDOT noise contour map for 
I-5 was utilized to estimate the ambient noise environment. According to the USDOT national 
transportation noise map for I-5, ambient noise levels along the southernmost boundary of the Project 
Site adjacent to I-5 are approximately 60 dBA Leq over a 24-hour period (USDOT, 2023). Other noise 
sources in the area include vehicles and activities at the adjacent Cabela’s property to the south, traffic 
along local roadways, including Britton Parkway NE and Marvin Road NE, and adjacent gravel mining 
operations to the west. 

Sensitive Receptors 

The nearest sensitive receptors12 in the Project Site vicinity include an apartment complex that borders 
the western boundary and apartment complexes and single-family houses to the northwest that are 
approximately 150 feet from the site boundary. There is also residential housing across I-5 to the south 
that is approximately 470 feet from the site boundary. The nearest school is approximately 1,300 feet to 
the south of the Project Site boundary. 

3.9.3 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

The assessment of project effects is based on federal NAC standards used by the FHWA, and on FTA 
thresholds for perceptible vibration. The noise standards of the State and City are also considered. 
Specifically, adverse noise and vibration effects are identified at existing sensitive receptor locations if the 
following were to occur as a result of the project: 

11 The sound contours on these maps represent the approximate average noise energy due to transportation noise 
sources over a 24-hour period at the receptor locations where noise is computed. 
12 Some land uses are considered more sensitive to noise than others due to the amount of noise exposure (in terms 
of both exposure duration and insulation from noise) and the types of activities typically involved. Residences, motels 
and hotels, schools, libraries, churches, hospitals, nursing homes, auditoriums, and parks and other outdoor 
recreation areas generally are more sensitive to noise than commercial or industrial land uses. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

▪ Project construction noise levels exceed the FHWA construction noise thresholds for noise-
sensitive locations (see Table 7 of Appendix F): 90 Lmax between 7 a.m. – 6 p.m, and 80 Lmax 

between 10 p.m. – 7 a.m. 
▪ Project construction vibration levels exceed 65 vibration decibels (VdB) (FTA threshold of 

perception). 
▪ The 23 CFR 772 NAC provides an operational noise threshold of 67 dBA, Leq for traffic induced 

noise for residential land uses. 
▪ On-site noise sources associated with ongoing project operations exceed the standards set forth 

in Chapter 173-60 WAC (Appendix F). 
▪ On-site noise sources associated with ongoing project operations exceed the standards set forth 

in City of Lacey Municipal Code Chapter 16.57 - Environmental Performance Standards (Appendix 
F). 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Construction Noise 

Construction would temporarily elevate noise levels due to traffic and equipment. Approximately 600 to 
900 daily worker and vendor truck trips, plus material hauls occurring, would occur and trucks are 
conservatively estimated to be ten times louder than cars. To achieve a noticeable noise difference in the 
ambient noise environment, approximately 3.0 dBA, a doubling of existing traffic volume would be 
required (see Appendix F for additional details on fundamentals of noise). Current traffic near the Project 
Site ranges from 628 to 4,229 vehicles during PM peak hours (see Figure 4 of Appendix H), hence the 
additional construction traffic would not double existing volumes. Furthermore, construction traffic would 
be temporary and would not occur at nighttime hours. Thus, this would minimize noise impact and sleep 
disturbance. Consequently, noise from construction traffic would be less than significant. 

Stationary noise generation would vary depending on duration and type of equipment used, but would 
typically generate maximum noise levels up to 92 dBA at a distance of 50 feet, as indicated in Table 3.9-
2. 

Table 3.9-2: Typical Construction Noise Levels 

Construction Equipment 
Maximum Noise Level at 

50 ft (dBA) 
Construction Equipment 

Maximum Noise Level at 
50 ft (dBA) 

Crane (mobile or 
stationary) 

89 Tractor 84 

Dozer 86 
Generator (more than 25 

kilo-volt-amperes) 
73 

Excavator 87 Backhoe 84 

Grader 79 Compressor (air) 68 

Paver 82–91 Front end loader 71–81 

Scraper 92 Pickup truck 75 

Concrete pump truck 89 Dump truck 73–91 

Source: WSDOT, 2020 

Table 3.9-3 shows the anticipated noise levels at the nearest sensitive receptors due to stationary sources, 
ranging from 68.5 dBA to 96 dBA. All of these would not exceed the FHWA construction thresholds with 
the exception of the nearest sensitive receptor. While the FHWA construction noise thresholds for noise-
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

sensitive locations would be exceeded, Chapter 173-60-050 WAC expects construction activities to 
implement the best sound reduction measures to the extent economically feasible. With these measures, 
construction noise is exempted from maximum permissible environmental noise levels between the hours 
of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. (Appendix F). Construction noise BMPs identified in Table 2.1-9 would reduce noise 
during construction activities and would limit construction to waking hours to reduce the potential for 
nighttime sleep disturbance, which is consistent with the County’s Noise Ordinance. To further reduce 
this potentially significant impact, mitigation measures in Section 4 include appointing a disturbance 
coordinator during construction to address noise complaints of nearby sensitive receptors and locating 
stationary construction equipment the furthest extent possible from sensitive receptors. Therefore, 
implementation of the mitigation measures in addition to the BMPs would reduce construction noise 
levels to the extent feasible, consistent with Chapter 173-60-050 WAC. Therefore, the construction noise 
impact to sensitive receptors would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Table 3.9-3: Noise Levels at Sensory Receptors Adjacent to Project Site 

Sensory Receptor Highest Noise Level1,3 FHWA construction noise 
threshold exceeded? 

Nearest receptor on western 
boarder 

96 dBA Yes, greater than 90 dBA 

115-feet northwest 89 dBA No, less than 90 dBA 

470-feet south 68.5 dBA2 No, less than 90 dBA 
1 Assuming that up to three of the loudest pieces of equipment are operating at the same time. 2 There is 
a noise barrier between the nearest sensitive receptors and the Project Site, assumed to have a 8 dBA 
reduction factor (FHWA, 2001). 3 An attenuation (reduction) of 6 dBA per doubling of distance was used 
given the relatively flat topography and hard surfaces between the Project Site and the nearest sensitive 
receptors (WSDOT, 2020) 

Construction Vibration 

The vibration levels of typical construction equipment at 25 feet are shown in Table 3.9-4. Most 
construction vibrations would be below the structural damage threshold (90 VdB) at this distance or 
greater. However, all equipment listed exceeds the human annoyance threshold (65 VdB) at 25 feet (FTA, 
2018). The nearest residential receptor is adjacent to the Project Site on the western side. Vibration can 
be an issue when high-vibration equipment (compactors or large dozers) is used within 25 to 100 feet of 
a structure. Construction activities within 100 feet of the nearest residential structure could cause 
potential structural damage and annoyance, which is a significant impact. Mitigation measures in Section 
4 include using equipment with vibrations at or below 90 VdB within 100 feet of buildings or employing 
setbacks or buffers, and appointing a disturbance coordinator to address noise and vibration complaints. 
For the adjacent Cabela’s property, while vibrations might affect parking lots, they would not impact the 
building itself, avoiding structural damage. Therefore, with mitigation, vibrations from construction under 
Alternative 1 would be less than significant. 

Table 3.9-4: Vibration Levels For Construction Equipment 

Vibration Source Approximate Vibration Level (VdB) at 25 ft 

Vibratory Roller 94 

Large Bulldozers 87 

Loaded Trucks 86 

Jackhammer 79 

Source: FTA, 2018 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Operation Noise 

During operation of Alternative 1, increased traffic would be the largest contributor of new noise to the 
existing environment. The level of traffic noise is dependent on three variables: (1) volume of traffic, (2) 
speed of traffic, and (3) number of trucks in the flow of traffic. Traffic speed or the mix of trucks in the 
area would not significantly change during the operational phase; however, implementation of 
Alternative 1 would increase traffic volumes. As discussed in Section 3.9.2, the primary source of 
environmental noise in the vicinity of the Project Site is the traffic-generated noise that occurs along I-5, 
estimated at 60 dBA Leq. Table 3.9-5 outlines the anticipated traffic and noise increases from Alternative 
1, compared to 2026 projections without development. It includes thresholds for significant noise 
impacts—either an increase of 3 dBA, noticeable by humans, or exceeding the 67 dBA ambient noise level 
as per 23 CFR 772. Traffic from Alternative 1 would need to double at study intersections/roundabouts to 
cause a 3 dBA increase (see Appendix F for additional information on the fundamentals of sound). 
However, the anticipated increases will not double traffic, keeping the projected noise rise under 3 dBA, 
nor exceed the 67 dBA threshold. Thus, Alternative 1 is not expected to cause significant adverse traffic 
noise effects. 

Table 3.9-5: Alternative 1 Traffic Noise Increases 

Roadway 

Future 
PM Peak 

Traffic 
(2026) 

Alternative 1 + 
Future (2026) 
Generated PM 

Peak Traffic 

Anticipated 
Increase in 

Noise* 

Perceivable 
Difference 

(3 dBA) 

Exceeds 23 
CFR 772 67 

dBA 
Threshold? 

Marvin Road NE/Hawks Prairie Road 
NE 

1,755 1,853 0.24 No No 

Marvin Road NE/Britton Parkway 
NE/Willamette Drive NE 

4,065 4,599 0.54 No No 

Marvin Road NE/Main Street NE 3,735 4,486 0.80 No No 

Marvin Road NE/I-5 Southbound (SB) 
Ramps 

5,550 6,825 0.90 No No 

Marvin Road NE/I-5 Northbound (NB) 
Ramps 

4,490 5,620 0.97 No No 

Marvin Road NE/Quinault Drive NE 4,075 4,799 0.71 No No 

Marvin Road NE/Lacey Marketplace 3,140 3,630 0.63 No No 

Marvin Road NE/Martin Way East € 5,190 5,630 0.35 No No 

Marvin Road Southeast 
(SE)/Steilacoom Road SE 

3,310 3,518 0.26 No No 

Marvin Road SE/Pacific Avenue SE 3,140 3,316 0.24 No No 

Willamette Drive NE/31st Avenue NE 1,260 1,346 0.29 No No 

Hogum Bay Road NE/Willamette 
Drive NE 

1,970 2,156 0.39 No No 

Eastern Parkway NE & Britton 
Parkway NE 

1,210 1,789 1.70 No No 

Central Parkway NE/Britton Parkway 
NE 

1,175 1,684 1.56 No No 

Gateway Boulevard NE/Britton 
Parkway NE 

1,400 2,361 2.27 No No 

Western Parkway NE/Britton Parkway 
NE 

1,065 1,749 2.15 No No 

I-5 right-in/right-out (RIRO) Ramp/I-5 
collector-distributor (CD) Road 

995 1,467 1.69 No No 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Roadway 

Future 
PM Peak 

Traffic 
(2026) 

Alternative 1 + 
Future (2026) 
Generated PM 

Peak Traffic 

Anticipated 
Increase in 

Noise* 

Perceivable 
Difference 

(3 dBA) 

Exceeds 23 
CFR 772 67 

dBA 
Threshold? 

Hawks Prairie Road NE/Carpenter 
Road NE 

705 783 0.46 No No 

Carpenter Road NE & Britton Parkway 
NE 

1,505 2,287 1.82 No No 

Carpenter Road/Marin Way E 4,160 4,756 0.58 No No 

Carpenter Road SE/Pacific Avenue SE 3,600 3,829 0.27 No No 

Desmond Drive SE/Martin Way E 2,965 3,245 0.39 No No 

Regal Cinema/Martin Way E 2,920 3,167 0.35 No No 

I-5 NB Ramps/Martin Way E 3,540 3,823 0.33 No No 

I-5 SB Ramps/Martin Way E 3,985 4,185 0.21 No No 

College Street SE/Martin Way E 4,535 4,738 0.19 No No 

Homann Drive SE/Lacey Street SE & 
Pacific Avenue SE/Lacey Boulevard SE 

2,880 3,038 0.23 No No 

Sleater Kinney Road NE/South (S) Bay 
Road NE 

890 923 0.16 No No 

Sleater Kinney Road NE/15th Avenue 
NE 

1,375 1,457 0.25 No No 

Sleater Kinney Road/Martin Way E 3,195 3,268 0.10 No No 

I-5 NB Ramps/Pacific Avenue SE 3,195 3,232 0.05 No No 

I-5 SB Ramps/Pacific Avenue SE 2,440 2,472 0.06 No No 
*The following equation was taken from Caltrans Technical Noise Supplemental to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, 
September 2013, used to calculate the increase noise: 10log10 (with-project traffic volumes/without-project traffic volumes) 
Source: Appendix H 

Commercial operations on the Project Site could raise ambient noise levels due to roof-mounted air 
handling units on buildings, along with noise from loading docks, parking lots, and driveways. These HVAC 
units, likely to be installed on roofs, would include noise shielding and other standard noise abatement 
measures. The noise from these HVAC systems typically measures about 55 dBA Leq at 20 feet but can vary 
depending on the model and capacity (Berger et al., 2015). The closest proposed commercial building 
under Alternative 1 is an off-site apartment complex to the west, approximately 480 feet away. Assuming 
a noise attenuation factor of 6 dBA per distance doubling, HVAC noise at the nearest residential receptors 
would be around 27 dBA, well below established noise thresholds. Consequently, noise impacts from 
HVAC equipment are expected to be less than significant. 

Idling trucks at loading docks can generate noise levels up to 100 dBA (Berger et al., 2015). During the 
operation of Alternative 1, delivery trucks will service various developments such as commercial retail 
buildings, grocery stores, and the Travel Center. Additionally, trucks not delivering goods are expected to 
use the Travel Center, increasing large truck trips to the Project Site. Although idling trucks can be 
significant noise sources, idling typically lasts less than 5 minutes, and deliveries occur periodically, not 
frequently, aligning with the temporary exceedance permitted per hour in both Chapter 173-60 WAC and 
City Chapter 16.57 (see Appendix F for additional information). The Travel Center, shown as land use 14 
on Figure 4, is strategically located in the southeast corner of the Project Site, adjacent to I-5 and existing 
commercial uses, to minimize potential noise impacts from off-site sensitive receptors. Furthermore, the 
Project Site's landscaping and buildings would help dampen potential noise sources, ensuring that the 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

intermittent presence of delivery trucks does not significantly increase ambient noise levels at sensitive 
receptors or violate City and State regulations. 

Increases in ambient noise levels from paved surface parking lots and driveways under Alternative 1 would 
primarily come from slow-moving and idling vehicles, door operations, and patron conversations. The 
noise level in these areas is generally around 60.0 dBA, dominated by vehicle movements (Illingworth & 
Rodkin, Inc., 2014), which is below the 67.0 dBA threshold set by 23 CFR 772 for traffic-related noise. 
Consequently, miscellaneous noise from on-site vehicles and HVAC equipment would not cause significant 
adverse effects on the off-site ambient noise environment. 

Operation Vibration 

Commercial uses do not include sources of perceptible vibration. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result 
in vibration and noise levels at nearby sensitive receptors and would not exceed the federal noise 
abatement criteria; therefore, no significant adverse effects would occur. 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Alternative 2 would result in similar construction and operational noise and vibrations impacts as 
Alternative 1, although at lower levels due to the smaller scale of the development. Construction noise 
and vibration would be temporary for Alternative 2. However, similar to Alternative 1, the construction 
generated noise and vibration would have a significant impact on sensitive receptors in the west and 
northwest of the Project Site. With implementation of same mitigation measures for Alternative 1 in 
Section 4, in addition to the BMPs specified in Table 2.1-9, the noise and vibration impacts during 
construction of Alternative 2 would be reduced to less than significant levels. 

During operation, the proposed school and athletic complex in the northwestern portion of the Project 
Site would create noise typical of schools and parks (e.g., children playing, fans cheering, and potentially 
the use of public address systems). The proposed school and athletic complex are located adjacent to the 
apartment complex on the western boundary and approximately 150 feet from the housing to the 
northwest. While noise could be generated from these sources that could reach the adjacent sensitive 
receptors, the noise is anticipated not to be significant. The school could enroll a maximum of 200 
students, and therefore any school activities would be small in nature. The sports fields that constitute 
the athletic complex would not be designed to hold large spectator events, but rather small social events. 
Small events such as these would produce moderate noise levels. For example, small soccer events with 
up to 40 spectators could produce up to 60 Leq at 15 ft (Placeworks, 2023), and 100 children using an 
elementary playground can produce approximately 60 dB at a distance of 100 feet (AECOM, 2022). Noise 
levels of 60 Leq would attenuate to less-than-significant levels at the adjacent apartment complex and 
would not significantly contribute to the ambient noise environment. If several small events were 
occurring at the same time, these could cumulate into a more significant impact to the ambient noise 
environment. The athletic complex would have 12 different fields, and the worst-case scenario would be 
for all the fields to be utilized at once. Assuming approximately 60 dBA is generated from each field, this 
would equate to approximately 70 dBA at 15 ft. With a noise attenuation of approximately 6 dBA per 
doubling of distance and the nearest sports field being approximately 350 feet west of the apartment 
complex, the adjacent apartment complex could be expected to experience 42.6 dBA. This would not be 
significant enough to make a noticeable difference in the ambient noise environment or exceed any 
regulatory standards in place. Therefore, this impact is less than significant. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

The increase in non-traffic induced noise sources during operation would be similar to Alternative 1 during 
operation, but decreased due to the smaller development footprint. Traffic noise impacts would also be 
similar to Alternative 1, although Alternative 2 would overall have slightly lower traffic volumes; traffic-
induced noise can be seen in Table 3.9-6. As shown in Table 3.9-6, Alternative 2 would not increase noise 
by 3 dBA or more and would not exceed the 67 dBA threshold set in 23 CFR 772. Therefore, Alternative 2 
would have a less than significant impact associated with traffic noise. 

Table 3.9-6: Alternative 2 Traffic Noise Increases 

Roadway 

Future 
(2026) 

PM Peak 
Traffic 

Alternative 2 + 
Future (2026) 
Generated PM 

Peak Traffic 

Anticipated 
Increase in 

Noise* 

Noticeable 
Difference 

(3 dBA) 

Exceeds 23 
CFR 772 67 

dBA 
Threshold? 

Marvin Road NE/Hawks Prairie 
Road NE 

1,755 1,833 0.19 No No 

Marvin Road NE/Britton Parkway 
NE/Willamette Drive NE 

4,065 4,429 0.37 No No 

Marvin Road NE/Main Street NE 3,735 4,451 0.76 No No 

Marvin Road NE/I-5 SB Ramps 5,550 6,781 0.87 No No 

Marvin Road NE/I-5 NB Ramps 4,490 5,426 0.82 No No 

Marvin Road NE/Quinault Drive NE 4,075 4,673 0.59 No No 

Marvin Road NE/Lacey Marketplace 3,140 3,546 0.53 No No 

Marvin Road NE/Martin Way E 5,190 5,553 0.29 No No 

Marvin Road SE/Steilacoom Road SE 3,310 3,487 0.23 No No 

Marvin Road SE/Pacific Avenue SE 3,140 3,283 0.19 No No 

Willamette Drive NE/31st Avenue 
NE 

1,260 1,318 0.20 No No 

Hogum Bay Road NE/Willamette 
Drive NE 

1,970 2,117 0.31 No No 

Eastern Parkway NE & Britton 
Parkway NE 

1,210 1,594 1.20 No No 

Central Parkway NE/Britton 
Parkway NE 

1,175 1,483 1.01 No No 

Gateway Boulevard NE/Britton 
Parkway NE 

1,400 2,015 1.58 No No 

Western Parkway NE/Britton 
Parkway NE 

1,065 1,476 1.42 No No 

I-5 RIRO Ramp/I-5 CD Road 995 1,883 2.77 No No 

Hawks Prairie Road NE/Carpenter 
Road NE 

705 - ~ No No 

Carpenter Road NE & Britton 
Parkway NE 

1,505 754 0.29 No No 

Carpenter Road/Marin Way E 4,160 1,982 1.20 No No 

Carpenter Road SE/Pacific Avenue 
SE 

3,600 4,510 0.35 No No 

Desmond Drive SE/Martin Way E 2,965 3,741 0.17 No No 

Regal Cinema/Martin Way E 2,920 3,125 0.23 No No 

I-5 NB Ramps/Martin Way E 3,540 3,059 0.20 No No 

I-5 SB Ramps/Martin Way E 3,985 3,723 0.22 No No 

College Street SE/Martin Way E 4,535 4,148 0.17 No No 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Roadway 

Future 
(2026) 

PM Peak 
Traffic 

Alternative 2 + 
Future (2026) 
Generated PM 

Peak Traffic 

Anticipated 
Increase in 

Noise* 

Noticeable 
Difference 

(3 dBA) 

Exceeds 23 
CFR 772 67 

dBA 
Threshold? 

Homann Drive SE/Lacey Street SE & 
Pacific Avenue SE/Lacey Boulevard 
SE 

2,880 4,691 0.15 No No 

Sleater Kinney Road NE/S Bay Road 
NE 

890 2,971 0.14 No No 

Sleater Kinney Road NE/15th 
Avenue NE 

1,375 910 0.10 No No 

Sleater Kinney Road/Martin Way E 3,195 1,433 0.18 No No 

I-5 NB Ramps/Pacific Avenue SE 3,195 3,239 0.06 No No 

I-5 SB Ramps/Pacific Avenue SE 2,440 3,233 0.05 No No 
*The following equation was taken from Caltrans Technical Noise Supplemental to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, 

September 2013, used to calculate the increase noise: 10log10 (with-project traffic volumes/without-project traffic volumes) 
Source: Appendix H 

Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, the Project Site would remain undeveloped and would not be a source of 
construction or operational noise. No noise impacts would occur under Alternative 3. 

Cumulative Noise Impacts 

Cumulative projects in the vicinity of the Project Site have the potential to increase noise and vibration 
levels in a way that could result in significant impacts when considered in combination with the project 
alternatives. Approved projects in the vicinity of the Project Site would be required to comply with 
applicable noise regulations during construction and operation. This would include the proposed Casino-
Resort Project that is directly adjacent to the Project Site. This project would be required to complete an 
environmental analysis, including development on the Project Site in the analysis baseline, and would be 
required to mitigate its own noise and vibration impacts. Therefore, the alternatives would not contribute 
towards adverse cumulative impacts associated with traffic noise levels. 

3.10 PUBLIC SERVICES 

3.10.1 Regulatory Setting 

The public services regulatory setting is summarized in Table 3.10-1, and additional information on the 
regulatory setting can be found in Appendix F. 

3.10.1 Environmental Setting 

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services 

Lacey Fire District #3 services an approximately 70-square mile area that encompasses the Project Site, 
City, northern Thurston County, and the Reservation, including the Red Wind Casino and facilities, per the 
amended Memorandum of Agreement between the Tribe and District described in Section 1.5.2 and 
included in Appendix A. Two of the five Lacey Fire District 3 stations (Stations 34 and 35) are located near 
the Project Site. In 2022, Lacey Fire District #3 received 16,822 calls for service; at a population of 
approximately 105,650 people within the Fire District boundaries, this equates to a call rate of 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

approximately 0.16 calls per person (Lacey Fire District #3, 2023). For additional information on fire 
protection and emergency medical services, see Appendix F. 

Table 3.10-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Public Services and Utilities 

Regulation Description 

Federal 

Public Law 280 
▪ Changed criminal jurisdiction from the federal government to certain states, 

including Washington, for offenses involving tribal members in Indian Country. 

State 

Washington State Growth 
Management Act 

▪ The GMA contains a comprehensive framework for managing and providing 
public services and outlines the minimal public services that cities and counties 
are required to provide in urban areas. 

Law Enforcement Services 

The City is served by the LPD which is currently the primary agency responsible for law enforcement within 
the Project Site. This police department has a service agreement with the Thurston County Sheriff’s 
Department (City of Lacey, 2016a) 

The Tribe maintains a comprehensive Public Safety Department composed of its own police department 
(the Nisqually Police Department), Department of Corrections, and Fish and Wildlife program. The 
Nisqually Police Department is responsible for enforcing the law on the Reservation. In total, the Tribe’s 
Public Safety Department employs over 92 full-time equivalent employees. In addition to the Public Safety 
Department, the Tribe maintains its own Emergency Management Services program. The Emergency 
Management Services program employs nearly 24 full-time equivalent employees. 

Schools 

The Project Site is located within the North Thurston Public School District (NTPSD). NTPSD currently 
provides educational services through three high schools, four middle schools, 13 elementary schools, 
and four alternative schools (NTPSD, 2022). NTPSD provides education to over 14,000 students (NTPSD, 
2022). The nearest school to the Project Site is Olympic View Elementary School, located approximately 
1,200 feet south of the Project Site, across I-5. 

Parks and Recreation 

The City contains over 1,200 acres of parkland and open space, miles of walking and biking trails, a regional 
athletic complex, three indoor public pools and several community buildings (City of Lacey, 2023b). The 
Project Site is located within 2 miles of several parks, including, but not limited to, Pleasant Glade Park, 
Lake Lois Park, Woodland Creek Community Park, and the Regional Athletic Complex. 

3.10.2 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

An adverse effect would occur if project-related demands on public services would cause an exceedance 
of system capacities that result in significant effects to the physical environment. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Fire Protection and Emergency Medical Services 

The increased risks of fire during construction of Alternative 1 would be similar to that found at other 
construction sites. Additionally, construction related BMPs in Table 2.1-9 would further reduce the fire 
risk and thus the probability of needing services from Lacey Fire District #3. Thus, potentially adverse 
impacts to Lacey Fire District #3 during construction would be less than significant. 

Operation of Alternative 1 would create additional demand for fire protection and emergency services 
from Lacey Fire District #3. While the potential increase in fire protection services is not anticipated to 
trigger the need to construct new facilities, the increase in demand would nonetheless constitute a 
potentially significant impact. Alternative 1 is estimated to generate approximately 2,180 new calls for 
service (see Table 27 of Appendix L), which represents approximately 13% of the total call volume 
received by Lacey Fire District in 2022. As described in Section 1.5.2, there is an existing agreement 
between Lacey Fire District #3 and the Tribe that obligates Lacey Fire District #3 to provide fire and 
emergency medical services to the Reservation and Tribal trust lands that are within their service area. In 
exchange, the Tribe is obligated to pay compensation to Lacey Fire District #3 per incident. In a letter 
dated November 21, 2022 (Appendix A), Lacey Fire District #3 indicated that the existing agreement has 
been effective and could serve as a model for a future agreement between the Tribe and Lacey Fire District 
#3 for the provision of fire protection services to the Project Site. Lacey Fire District #3 indicated its ability 
and willingness to provide the necessary fire, rescue, and emergency medical services to the Project Site 
pending the execution of mutually acceptable intergovernmental agreement. The Tribe intends to meet 
with Lacey Fire District #3 per the conditions of the agreement to address the Tribe’s future development 
on the Project Site. The mitigation measure described in Section 4 would ensure the Tribe negotiates a 
service agreement with Lacey Fire District #3 to compensate for the increased service calls that would 
result from development on the Project Site. This mitigation measure would reduce potential impacts to 
fire protection and emergency medical services to less than significant. 

Law Enforcement 

Operation of Alternative 1 would create additional demand for law enforcement services. Using a level of 
service of 62 officers per 57,293 people, or 1.1 officers per 1,000 residents (LPD, 2022), and an estimated 
population increase of up to 602 people in Thurston County not residing within the Project Site (Appendix 
L), Alternative 1 would require the addition of less than one additional officer to the current LPD force to 
maintain the same ratio of law enforcement personnel to population. The addition of less than one officer 
would not require the construction of new police department facilities that could have an impact on the 
environment. 

Following the acquisition of the Project Site into trust, the Tribe intends to hire new Nisqually Tribal Police 
officers to provide law enforcement services to Alternative 1, and Tribe-managed security personnel and 
security cameras would provide surveillance of proposed structures, parking areas, and ancillary facilities. 
Therefore, the Tribe will be assuming the bulk of the law enforcement responsibilities on the Project Site, 
which will minimize potential impacts to LPD. Regardless, the Nisqually Tribal Police will still need to 
coordinate with the City and County for law enforcement, prosecution, and court administration, which 
could result in an increased burden to the LPD, particularly with the new off-site residents discussed 
above. The Tribe intends to enter into an agreement with the City for the coordination of law 
enforcement, prosecution, and court administration, which will identify the scenarios when cases would 
be referred to the City, and associated compensation. In the absence of such an agreement, the County 
sheriff department would have jurisdiction over major crimes on the Project Site under Public Law 280. 

Nisqually Tribe Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use and Fee-to-Trust Project 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 3-67 



 

  
   

    
 

      
  

    
        

  
    

       
          

      
 

 

    
  

    
           
        

   
     

   
 

  
     

     
  

     
 

 

   
        
   

    
       

          
 

 

  

     

        
  

           

   

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

While the minimal increase in law enforcement services is not anticipated to trigger the need to construct 
new facilities, the increase in demand would nonetheless constitute a potentially significant impact. The 
mitigation measure described in Section 4 would ensure the Tribe negotiates a service agreement with 
the City and/or County to compensate for actual costs due to increases in investigation, prosecution, and 
court administration that result from development on the Project Site. Furthermore, the gains in tax 
revenues that would accrue to local governments from Alternative 1 are estimated at $12.1 million (Table 
41 and Table 43 of Appendix L). This increased local tax revenue would offset increases in municipal 
services expenses and have a significant positive impact on governmental services. Additionally, BMPs 
have been incorporated into the project design to further enhance security on the Project Site during 
operation, including the inclusion of security cameras for proposed developments (see BMPs in Table 2.1-
9 and mitigation measures in Section 4 would ensure impacts to law enforcement services are less than 
significant. 

Public Schools 

There is the potential for an increase of 266 school-aged children, or 0.64% increase in school-aged 
students in Thurston County school districts (Table 67 of Appendix L), from the development of 
Alternative 1. This conservatively assumes that all new residential units built under Alternative 1 are 
occupied by new families moving into the area and not relocated from elsewhere within the school 
districts. Given the size of the County districts, the additional students are expected to be absorbed within 
the existing capacity and distributed across all grade levels. The total enrollment within all eight school 
districts for the 2022-2023 school year was below the highest year enrollment (2019-2020) and the 
additional 266 school-aged students would still be well below the highest capacity year (Thurston Regional 
Planning Council, 2023). Hence, any new students that may enroll in area school districts as a result of 
Alternative 1 would be considered a nominal impact. Furthermore, if Alternative 1 were to result in the 
relocation of any families to the area, the schools would likely collect additional tax revenue from the 
families of new students and would use these taxes to hire additional teachers to meet additional demand 
if necessary. Therefore, any potential increased enrollment would have a nominal effect on the ability of 
regional schools to provide education services at existing levels. Alternative 1 would not result in 
significant adverse impacts to schools. 

Parks and Recreation 

An estimated 1,389 people would permanently move into the City due to operation of Alternative 1, which 
represents an approximately 2.5% increase in the population when compared to the 2021 population (see 
Table 22 of Appendix L). This conservatively assumes that all new employees relocating to the area to fill 
employment positions within the Project Site and persons living at the Project Site will be new residents 
moving to the City. The increase in population could result in increased visitation to parks and other 
recreational areas within the City and County, but this increase of 2.5% is not expected to be significant 
enough to require the expansion of park or recreational facilities. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact 
to parks and recreational facilities would occur. 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Alternative 2 would have similar impacts to police and fire protection services as to Alternative 1, but any 
potential impacts would be lessened due to the smaller scale of the development. In total, Alternative 2 
is estimated to generate 1,090 new residents (see Table 22 of Appendix L), which is approximately 20% 
fewer new residents in comparison to Alternative 1. Therefore, it is anticipated that the increase in 
demand on police and fire protection services are similarly expected to be approximately 20% less than 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

what may occur under Alternative 1. BMPs in Table 2.1-9 and mitigation measures in Section 4 would 
ensure impacts to police and fire services are less than significant. 

Similar to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would not significantly increase the population to the point where 
the usage of public schools, parks, or other recreational facilities would require new facilities or expansion 
of existing ones. Furthermore, Alternative 2 includes more recreational and park land uses, like ball fields 
(land uses 2 – 3 on Figure 11), indoor recreation (land use 7), and passive open space (land use 16), so 
Alternative 2 would have a beneficial impact on the availability of parks and recreational opportunities on 
the Project Site and in the surrounding vicinity. Of the 302 individuals projected to move into the area as 
a result of Alternative 2, only 58 of them are estimated to be school-aged children (Appendix L), and the 
same number of school-aged children (152) as Alternative 1 could move onto the Project Site. In addition, 
Alternative 2 includes a proposed school in the northwest corner of the Project Site (land use 1), nearest 
to the existing off-site high-density residential land uses. Although the increased demand on regional 
schools would be less-than-significant for Alternative 1 and even further reduced for the lower population 
density anticipated in Alternative 2, this Alternative includes the construction of a new school which would 
have a beneficial impact to the availability of schools in the area. Therefore, a less-than-significant impact 
would occur. 

Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative 

Alternative 3 would not increase demands on public services and no impacts would occur. 

Cumulative Public Service Impacts 

New development, including the cumulative non-Tribal projects listed above, would fund public services 
in part through development fees and property tax. Therefore, development on the Project Site in 
combination with other non-Tribal cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative 
effects to public services. 

The proposed Casino-Resort Project would involve the acquisition of an approximately 74-acre site 
adjacent to the Project Site to the south into federal trust, removing the property from State and local 
property taxes. As with the project alternatives, fire protection and emergency medical services would be 
provided by Lacey Fire District #3 and law enforcement services would be provided by the Nisqually Tribal 
Police, with the City and/or the County providing prosecution and court administration services. As with 
the development alternatives, the proposed Casino-Resort Project would be required to mitigate any 
public services impacts, including negotiating a service agreement or equivalent to compensate for 
increased public services. The proposed Casino-Resort Project would result in approximately up to 155 
new households13 moving to Thurston County, and an increase in school enrollment of 74 students. These 
off-site residents could result in increased demands for police, fire, and emergency services in Thurston 
County. Using the same call rates, 389 new residents could generate 62 fire service calls as a result of the 
new population moving to the area to work at the proposed Casino-Resort Project, for a total of 2,242 
new fire service calls (13.3% of the total current call volume) when combined with the on-site and off-site 
calls that could be generated by Alternative 1. To maintain the current level of police service (1.1 officers 
per 1,000 residents), the additional 991 off-site residents14 would still require the addition of less than 
one officer to the LPD force to maintain the same ratio of law enforcement personnel to population, which 

13 approximately 389 people assuming the average household size of 2.51 
14 389 persons for the proposed Casino-Resort Project and 602 persons for Alternative 1 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

is not anticipated to be a significant cumulative impact. The increase in school enrollment for both projects 
is 340 new students15, which represents 0.81% of the total enrollment in the school district and does not 
exceed the highest year enrollment capacity (2019-2020 school year). Furthermore, as described in 
Section 3.10.3, regional schools would collect additional tax revenue from families of new students and 
would use these taxes to hire additional teachers to meet additional demand if necessary. Accordingly, 
the project alternatives when considered in combination with the proposed adjacent Casino-Resort 
Project would not result in a significant contribution toward cumulative effects related to public services. 

3.11  SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS AND  
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  

3.11.1  Regulatory Setting  

The socioeconomic regulatory setting is summarized in Table 3.11-1, and additional information on the 
regulatory setting can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 3.11-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Socioeconomics 

Regulation Description 

Federal 

Executive Order (EO) 
12898 

▪

▪

▪

Disproportionately high impacts to minority or low-income populations should 
be considered. 
A minority population is defined as a census tract containing greater than 50% 
minorities, or a census tract with a meaningfully greater percentage of minorities 
than the surrounding tracts. 
A low-income population is defined as a census tract with a median household 
income lower than the poverty threshold, which varies depending on the 
number of persons in a household. 

Executive Order 14096 ▪

▪

▪

▪

Provides a broader definition of potentially disadvantaged communities. 
Explicitly expands definition of potentially disadvantaged communities to 
include persons with a Tribal affiliation and disabled persons. 
Requires federal agencies to fulfill environmental justice reporting 
requirements and prepare strategic plans. 

Describes additional reporting and notification requirements related to toxic 
spills. 

1. Although not specified in EO 12898, for purposes of the social justice analysis, minority races include American Indian or 
Alaskan Native, Asian or Pacific Islander, Black (not of Hispanic origin), and Hispanic. Populations of two or more races and 
populations classified as “Other” were also considered to be minority races. 

3.11.2 Environmental Conditions 

Economy and Employment 

In 2022, the unemployment rate was 5.2% for the County and 4.5% statewide (Employment Security 
Department, 2022a and U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2022). The largest industries in the County are 
State and local government; trade, transportation, warehousing, and utilities; professional and business 

15 74 students for the Casino-Resort Project and 266 on- and off-site students from Alternative 1 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

services; leisure and hospitality; mining, logging, and construction; and manufacturing (Employment 
Security Department, 2022b). 

According to U.S. Census data, the annual mean household income in 2021 dollars between 2017 and 
2021 was $75,059 in the City and $81,501 in the County, compared with $82,400 in the State as a whole 
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2022a and 2022b). During the same time period, the average household size in the 
City, County, and State was 2.46 people, 2.51 people, and 2.55 people, respectively (U.S. Census Bureau, 
2022a and 2022b). According to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, the 2022 poverty 
guideline is $18,310 for a household of two persons and $23,030 for a household of three persons (Office 
of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, 2022). The City, County and the State’s mean 
household income are all well above the poverty threshold. 

Demographics 

Demographic data for the City, County, and State is presented in Table 3.11-2. The U.S. Census Bureau 
estimates the 2021 population of the City, County, and State to be 54,461 people, 297,977 people, and 
7,738,692 people, respectively. Between 2010 and 2020, the City, County, and State experienced a 
population increase of 20.80%, 14.43%, and 12.73%, respectively (U.S. Census Bureau, 2022a and 2022b). 

Table 3.11-2: Socioeconomic Data 

Census Data 
City of Lacey Thurston 

County 
Washington 

State 

Demographics 

Population April 1, 20101 42,393 252,264 6,724,540 

Population April 1, 20201 53,526 294,793 7,705,281 

Population estimate July 1, 20211 54,461 297,977 7,740,745 

Median household income (2021 
dollars), 2017-20211 

$75,059 $81,501 $82,400 

Persons in poverty1 9.6% 9.9% 9.9% 

Race and Ethnicity1 

White alone 70.5% 80.8% 77.5% 

Black or African American alone 5.2% 3.9% 4.5% 

American Indian and Alaska Native 
alone 

0.5% 1.8% 2.0% 

Asian alone 9.0% 6.3% 10.0% 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 
Islander alone 

1.9% 1.1% 0.8% 

Two or more races 10.6% 6.2% 5.2% 

Hispanic or Latino 10.9% 10.1% 13.7% 

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 64.4% 72.8% 66.0% 

Minority population2 35.6% 27.2% 34.0% 

Employment 

Employment Nov. 2022 (seasonally 
adjusted)3 

– – 3,556,200 

Nisqually Tribe Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use and Fee-to-Trust Project 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 3-71 



 

  
   

 
  

  

 
   

    

    

 
 

   

 
 

 

    
     

     

   

  
  

 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

 
 

 

 

     
  

    
 

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Census Data 
City of Lacey Thurston 

County 
Washington 

State 

Unemployment Rate Nov. 2022 
(seasonally adjusted)3 

– – 4.0% 

Housing 

Housing units, July 1, 2021 - 123,026 3,257,185 

Owner-occupied housing unit rate, 
2017-2021 

57.3% 66.8% 63.6% 

1. U.S. Census Bureau, 2022a and 2022b. 2. Calculated as 100% minus the White alone, not Hispanic or Latino 
percentage. 3. U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2022. 

The Project Site is located in Census Tract 122.21 as designated by the U.S. Census Bureau (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2020a). Table 3.11-3 presents mean household income levels and household sizes for Census 
Tract 122.21 and adjacent census tracts. 

Table 3.11-3: Household Income – Project Site and Nearby Census Tracts 

Census Tract or Location Mean Household 
Income2,3,4 

Average Household 
Size1,5 

Poverty Threshold6 

Project Site 

122.21 $128,277 2.62 $23,030 

Vicinity 

122.24 $97,360 2.24 $23,030 

112 $55,391 1.86 $23,030 

115 $84,949 2.59 $23,030 

123.30 $82,228 2.54 $23,030 

122.26 $100,044 2.71 $23,030 

122.25 $122,175 2.50 $23,030 

122.11 $118, 740 2.92 $23,030 

Thurston County $99,075 2.51 $23,030 

Washington State $116,349 2.51 $23,030 

1. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020c; 2. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020d. Mean Household Income is the past 12 months (in 
2021 inflation-adjusted dollars); 3. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020e. Mean Household Income is the past 12 months (in 
2021 inflation-adjusted dollars); 4. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020f Mean Household income is the past 12 months (in 
2021 inflation-adjusted dollars); 5. Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020g; 6. Source: U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, 2022 Poverty threshold for a family of 3. 

Property Taxes 

Table 3.11-4 below illustrates the 2023 Thurston County property tax payments for the Project Site 
parcels. As shown therein, the 2023 property taxes for the Project Site parcels totaled $314,115.23. In 
fiscal year (FY) 2023, Thurston County billed approximately $568,155,963 in property taxes (Thurston 
County, 2023c). Consequently, the property taxes collected on the parcels comprise approximately 0.05% 
of the Thurston County property tax collections for FY 2023. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.11-4: Subject Property Tax 

Lot # Thurston County 
APN 

Acreage 
within 
Subject 

Property 

Approximate 2023 
Property Tax Payment 

3 118-11-210200 16.63 $33,665.42 

3 118-10-101101 53.54 $94,401.16 

4 118-10-101103 5.90 $10,404.36 

5 118-10-101000 62.35 $108,661.26 

6 118-11-201000 2.41 $1,188.85 

8 118-11-210402 7.96 $16,113.62 

9 118-11-210400 19.40 $39,294.41 

9 118-11-210404 5.89 $10,386.15 

Total 174.08 $314,115.23 

Notes: Thurston County, 2023d. Thurston County Treasurer lists APN 118-10-101000 as 
62.35 acres; this parcel is 62.34 acres per Boundary Line Adjustment No. BLA 22-0001LA, 
recorded June 6, 2022, under Recording No. 4934969. 

Housing 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the State was estimated to have approximately 3,257,185 housing 
units in 2021, of which approximately 7.6% were vacant (U.S. Census Bureau 2022c). The County had 
approximately 123,026 housing units in 2021, of which approximately 2.5% were vacant (U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2022a and 2022b). 

Environmental Justice 

As defined by the USEPA, environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all 
people regardless of race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, 
implementation, and enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. As discussed above 
under Economy and Employment, the most recent mean household incomes for the Project Site census 
tract and adjacent census tracts are well above the poverty threshold. Additionally, as presented in Table 
3.11-5, the minority population for the Project Site census tract and adjacent census tracts is below 50%. 
As the Applicant, members of the Tribe are considered a minority population for the purposes of the 
environmental justice analysis, regardless of residency. 

USEPAs Environmental Justice Screening Tools 

Using USEPA’s Environmental Justice Screening and Mapping Tool (EJScreen, version 2.1), the Project Site 
blockgroup was compared to the rest of the U.S. and is found to be within the less than 50th percentile for 
low income, in the 60th percentile for people of color demographics, and in the 55th percentile for 
unemployment rates, as shown in Table 3.11-6. Additional demographic data is shown in Appendix M. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.11-5: 2020 Population Demographics by Census Tract 

Census 
Tract 

Total 
Population* 

Hispanic 
or 

Latino 

American 
Indian 

and 
Alaskan 
Native 

Asian 

Native 
Hawaiian 

and 
Other 
Pacific 

Islander 

Black or 
African 

American 

Two 
or 

More 
Races 

Minority 
Percentage (%) 

Project Site 

122.21 7,351 660 83 663 100 326 858 30.31 

Surrounding 

122.24 3,621 290 64 684 49 132 494 42.20 

112 5,624 831 71 414 278 321 710 38.31 

115 6,138 968 101 592 152 370 841 40.40 

123.30 6,104 1,409 116 491 153 488 986 46.25 

122.26 6,208 676 43 972 64 370 864 40.27 

122.25 5,988 493 59 488 82 239 668 27.44 

122.11 2,717 237 38 133 9 37 272 23.33 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020a and 2020b 
* Note that individual columns do not add to Total Population because of double counting in some categories. 

Table 3.11-6: EJScreen Report, Project Site Blockgroup Compared to State of Washington and USA 

Variables 
Project Site 
Blockgroup 

Value 

State 
Average 

Project Site 
Blockgroup 

Percentile in 
State 

USA 
Average 

Project Site 
Blockgroup 
Percentile 

in USA 

People of Color 41% 33% 71 40% 60 

Low Income 26% 24% 60 30% 47 

Unemployment Rate 4% 5% 57 5% 55 

Less than High School Education 8% 8% 62 12% 49 

Particulate Matter 2.5 (μg/m3) 7.28 7.85 26 8.67 17 

Ozone (ppb) 32 35.3 29 42.5 5 

Air Toxics Cancer Risk* (lifetime risk 
per million) 

30 35 47 28 80-90th 

Source: Appendix M 
*DPM, air toxics cancer risk, and air toxics respiratory hazard index are from the USEPA’s Air Toxics Data Update, which is the 

Agency’s ongoing, comprehensive evaluation of air toxics in the United States. This effort aims to prioritize air toxics, emission 
sources, and locations of interest for further study. It is important to remember that the air toxics data presented here provide 
broad estimates of health risks over geographic areas of the country, not definitive risks to specific individuals or locations. 
Cancer risks and hazard indices from the Air Toxics Data Update are reported to one significant figure and any additional 
significant figures here are due to rounding. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

The Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool was used to identify if the Project Site is considered to 
be a disadvantaged community. The mapping tool ranks most of the burdens using percentiles16. If a tract 
is completely surrounded by disadvantaged communities and is at or above the 50th percentile for low 
income, it is considered disadvantaged. According to the Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool, 
the Project Site was found to be well below the thresholds for disadvantaged consideration in all aspects 
of energy, health, housing, legacy pollution, transportation, water and wastewater, and workforce 
development (USEPA, 2022b). 

3.11.1 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

Potential socioeconomic effects include unemployment, insufficient housing supply, crime, problem 
gambling and substitution effects. An adverse economic, fiscal, or social impact would occur if the effect 
of the project were to negatively alter the ability of governments to perform at existing levels or alter the 
ability of people to obtain public health and safety services such that physical impacts to the physical 
environment would occur. An impact associated with environmental justice would be considered 
significant if development were to have an adverse disproportionate impact on minority, low-income or 
other disadvantaged populations. 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Economy and Employment 

As described in the Economic Impact Analysis study developed by The Innovation Group (Appendix L), 
Alternative 1 would result in a variety of benefits to the regional economy, including residents of the City, 
County, and Nisqually Reservation. These effects include increases in overall economic output and 
employment opportunities. As described in Table 20 of Appendix L, construction and operation of 
Alternative 1 would generate substantial temporary and ongoing employment opportunities and wages 
that would be primarily (approximately 90%) filled by the available labor force in the region. The remaining 
10.7% of workers are estimated to represent new residents moving into the area. It is estimated that 
approximately 28% of the new employment positions created (704 positions) would be filled by County 
residents currently commuting outside of the County for work, potentially reducing commute times and 
associated vehicle miles traveled. 

New one-time employment opportunities would be generated during the construction phase of the 
project. These include an estimated 2,090 direct jobs, 585 indirect jobs, and 838 induced jobs, for a total 
of 3,514 jobs that would accrue to the residents of the region (Table 12 of Appendix L). Operation of 
Alternative 1 would directly employ approximately 2,466 people plus an additional 380 indirect and 436 
induced job positions that would be created in the region and state (Table 38 of Appendix L). Total labor 
income is estimated to exceed $127.3 million annually during operation. Employment opportunities 
generated by Alternative 1 would include entry-level, mid-level, and management positions. Average 
salaries offered are expected to be consistent with other opportunities in the local labor market. 

16 The percentiles show how much burden each tract experiences when compared to other tracts. A community is 
considered disadvantaged if it is in a census tract that is at or above the threshold for one or more environmental, 
climate, or other burdens and at or above the threshold for an associated economic burden. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

The anticipated increase in employment opportunities throughout the County could result in employment 
and wages for persons previously unemployed that would increase the ability of the population to obtain 
health and safety services and would contribute to the alleviation of poverty among lower income 
households. Alternative 1 is anticipated to reduce future estimates of unemployed persons in the region 
by approximately 6% (Table 20 of Appendix L). 

Alternative 1 would also result in increased economic activity, which would benefit the residents of the 
region and the Tribe. Construction of Alternative 1 is anticipated to stimulate approximately $339.9 
million in total economic impact, most of which would accrue to the residents, businesses, and 
governments of Thurston County (Table 12 of Appendix L). These effects would be one-time in nature. 
Operation of Alternative 1 is anticipated to generate approximately $211.2 million in annual economic 
impact (Table 1 of Appendix L). 

The gains in tax revenues that would accrue to local governments from Alternative 1 are estimated at 
$12.1 million (Table 41 and Table 43 of Appendix L). This increased local tax revenue would offset 
increases in municipal services expenses (discussed further in Section 3.10) and have a significant positive 
impact on governmental services. 

Fiscal Impacts 

The Tribe has a Tax Sharing Compact with the State of Washington pursuant to Substitute House Bill 2803. 
The Tribe will retain 100% of the retail sales tax amounts for retail sales generated by tribal owned and 
operated businesses. For businesses that are leased on Tribal land, the Tribe will be directly reimbursed 
$500,000 of collected state sales tax and will split the remaining state tax revenue with the state receiving 
40% and the Tribe receiving the remaining 60%. The Compact does not affect the portion of taxes collected 
on behalf of local governments, meaning that 100% of the local sales tax from the leased development 
components are to be dispersed to local governments. Potential effects on state and federal tax revenues 
resulting from the operation of Alternative 1 are expected to be positive as a result of increased local, 
state, and federal tax revenues resulting from construction and operation of Alternative 1. Tax revenues 
would be generated for local, state, and federal governments from activities including secondary 
economic activity generated by tribal mixed-use operations (i.e., the indirect and induced effects of the 
economic impact analysis) (Appendix L). 

The taxes on secondary economic activity include business taxes (including indirect and induced sales 
taxes), payroll taxes, property taxes, and other relevant taxes both locally and statewide. Based on the 
forecasted operations of Alternative 1, it is estimated that $12.1 million in tax revenue would accrue to 
local governments (Table 41 and Table 43 of Appendix L), $13.5 million in tax revenue would accrue to 
the State government (Table 41 and Table 44 of Appendix L), and $29.3 million in tax revenue would 
accrue to the federal government (Table 45 of Appendix L). 

The property tax owed to the County by the Tribe was approximately 0.05% of the County’s projected 
property tax revenue in FY 2023. The approximately 0.05% reduction in secured property tax revenue 
($314,115.23) that would result from removal of the proposed trust parcels from the County’s jurisdiction 
would be offset by the increase in taxes on secondary economic activity would thus not impact the 
County’s ability to provide governmental services. Therefore, the fiscal impacts of Alternative 1 would be 
less than significant. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Housing 

Alternative 1, as described above, is projected to directly generate 2,466 new jobs, plus an additional 380 
indirect and 436 induced job positions. It is estimated that the existing area workforce will account for the 
majority of employment, with approximately 10.7% of the workers representing new residents moving 
into the area. Assuming approximately 1.1 workers per household, the total number of new households 
moving to the area under Alternative 1 is estimated to be 240. According to Table 24 in Appendix L, there 
were approximately 7,235 vacant housing units in the County in 2020. The addition of 240 new households 
as a result of Alternative 1 would absorb 3.3% of the vacant housing stock in the County and has the 
potential to support current and planned housing development throughout the County without 
overwhelming existing infrastructure. Furthermore, there are 320 housing units proposed under 
Alternative 1. Some of these new workers may move into the new on-site housing, and the new on-site 
housing will provide additional housing stock within the City and County. Impacts associated with housing 
would be less than significant. 

Schools 

Based on the number of new households (240 off-site households from employment and 320 households 
within the Project Site) generated by Alternative 1 and Thurston County household metrics, the increase 
to school enrollment is estimated to be approximately 266 school-aged students, which would be a 0.64% 
increase in enrollment in Thurston County school districts (Table 67 of Appendix L). This conservatively 
assumes that all new residential units built under Alternative 1 are occupied by new families moving into 
the area and not relocated from elsewhere within the school districts. The total enrollment within all eight 
school districts for the 2022-2023 school year was below the highest year enrollment (2019-2020) and the 
additional 266 school-aged students would still be well below the highest capacity year (Thurston Regional 
Planning Council, 2023). Therefore, Alternative 1 is not expected to require additional schools to be 
developed or to result in overburdening of existing schools. 

Social Effects 

Alternative 1 would result in an increased number of patrons and employees traveling/commuting into 
the community on a daily basis. As a result criminal incidents may increase in the vicinity of the Project 
Site under Alternative 1, as with any other development of this size. Appendix L evaluated the criminal 
incident rate within the City and estimated that Alternative 1 will generate approximately 499 calls for 
law enforcement annually. For the City, this represents an increase of 13.9% over forecasted 2026 
volumes (Appendix L). 

The Project Site has long been zoned for dense mixed-use and commercial land uses, and therefore is 
considered compatible with surrounding existing residential areas even with the potential for additional 
crime or calls for law enforcement to the Project Site. See Section 3.10 for an analysis of effects to law 
enforcement services. As described therein, Alternative 1 would contribute to an increased level of law 
enforcement services that would address the anticipated increase in calls for service. Therefore, 
Alternative 1 would not result in significant adverse socioeconomic effects associated with crime. 

Environmental Justice for Minority and Low-Income Populations 

As shown in Table 3.11-5, the census tracts in the vicinity of the Project Site have minority populations 
that are less than 50% of the total population and, therefore, are not considered a minority population 
under EO 12898. As shown in Table 3.11-6, EJScreen compared the Project Site blockgroup to the rest of 
the U.S. and found the site to be within the less than 50th percentile for low income and in the 60th 

percentile for people of color demographics. EJScreen identified the Project Site blockgroup to be well 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

below the thresholds for disadvantaged consideration in all aspects of energy, health, housing, legacy 
pollution, transportation, water and wastewater, and workforce development. Additionally, as shown in 
Table 3.11-3, the median household income of the census tract in which the Project Site is located, as well 
as all adjacent census tracts, is significantly higher than the poverty threshold and, therefore, the 
population areas near the Project Site are not considered low-income under EO 12898. 

Alternative 1 would provide important economic and social benefits to the Tribe by generating the 
revenues needed to fund tribal services. Alternative 1 would greatly benefit the Tribe by securing a long-
term revenue source in a geographically reliable location, which will be used to fund critically needed 
tribal programs. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result in disproportionately high and adverse 
environmental effects to minority or low-income communities. 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

As described in Section 2.2, in comparison to Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would have less commercial and 
retail development with an increase in recreational space. Construction of Alternative 2 would directly 
employ approximately 1,594 people plus an additional 446 indirect and 639 induced job positions, 
resulting in approximately 24% fewer new construction jobs in comparison to Alternative 1 (Table 13 of 
Appendix L). Operation of Alternative 2 would directly employ approximately 1,308 people plus an 
additional 218 indirect and 238 induced job positions, resulting in approximately 46% fewer new 
operational jobs in comparison to Alternative 1 (Table 39 of Appendix L). Total labor income is estimated 
to exceed $70.1 million annually during operation. 

Based on the number of new households (121 off-site households from employment and 320 households 
within the Project Site) generated by Alternative 2 and Thurston County household metrics, the increase 
in school enrollment is estimated to be approximately 210 school-aged students, which would be a 0.50% 
increase in enrollment in Thurston County school districts (Table 67 of Appendix L). Unlike Alternative 1, 
Alternative 2 proposes the development of an on-site school, which would off-set the increase in school 
enrollment. 

Alternative 2 would generate less revenue, and less off-site tax revenue than Alternative 1. Based on the 
forecasted operations of the Alternative 2, it is estimated that $5.9 million in tax revenue would accrue 
to local governments (Table 42 and Table 46 of Appendix L), $6.8 million in tax revenue would accrue to 
the State government (Table 42 and Table 47 of Appendix L), and $16.4 million in tax revenue would 
accrue to the federal government (Table 48 of Appendix L). Due to the positive net fiscal impacts of 
Alternative 2 and the mitigation measures specified in Section 4 that would off-set the effects to public 
services, the net fiscal impacts of Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 

Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, the Tribe would not receive any of the benefits associated with development on the 
Project Site. The Project Site would not be brought into trust and would remain on the County’s property 
tax rolls. No development would occur on the Project Site; therefore, no socioeconomic impacts would 
occur. 

Cumulative Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice Impacts 

As described above, the alternatives are not anticipated to result in significant adverse impacts related to 
socioeconomic conditions or environmental justice. Development on the Project Site, when considered in 
combination with the proposed adjacent proposed Casino-Resort Project, as described in Section 3.1.1, 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

would provide a beneficial impact to the socioeconomic condition of the Tribe by generating revenue to 
fund various tribal social service programs. 

The proposed Casino-Resort Project is estimated to result in up to 254 new workers relocating to the 
project area, which would result in up to 155 new households and an increase in school enrollment of 
approximately 74 students. Accordingly, Alternative 1 when considered in combination with the proposed 
adjacent proposed Casino-Resort Project would result in a total of up to 518 new workers relocating to 
the County, up to 395 new households and an increase in school enrollment of approximately 188 
students, in addition to the 320 new on-site units that could include up to 152 potential new students 
(total cumulative increase of 340 students). 

The anticipated increase in employment opportunities throughout the County could result in employment 
and wages for persons previously unemployed, that would increase the ability of the population to obtain 
health and safety services and would contribute to the alleviation of poverty among lower income 
households. The projects are anticipated to reduce future estimates of unemployed persons in the region 
by approximately 10% (Table 64 of Appendix L). According to Table 24 in Appendix L, there were 
approximately 7,235 vacant housing units in the County in 2020. The addition of 395 new households as 
a result of the cumulative projects would absorb 5.5% of the vacant housing stock in the County and has 
the potential to support current and planned housing development throughout the County without 
overwhelming existing infrastructure. Alternative 1 would also include the development of 320 residential 
units on-site, which may partially offset the potential impact to housing stock in the County. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts associated with housing would be less than significant. The new school enrollments 
of approximately 340 students cumulatively represent a minimal increase (0.77%) over 2021 enrollment 
in the County (Table 23 of Appendix L). Therefore, is not expected to require the development of 
additional schools or to result in overburdening of existing schools. 

Cumulatively both projects would result in an increased number of patrons and employees 
traveling/commuting into the community on a daily basis. As a result, criminal incidents may increase in 
the vicinity of the Project Sites, as with any other developments of this size. An economic impact analysis 
was prepared for both projects that included an evaluation of the criminal incident rate at seven casinos 
across the US, including the Red Wind Casino. Based on this data, it is estimated that cumulatively the 
projects will generate approximately 1,203 calls for law enforcement annually (499 for Alternative 1 and 
704 for the Casino-Resort Project). This represents an increase of 33.4% over forecasted 2026 volumes to 
Lacey Police Department, but the Nisqually Tribal Police Department will be the primary responder for all 
Project-related calls and will handle minor incidents (Table 71 in Innovation Group, 2022). Cumulatively 
these projects would contribute to an increased level of law enforcement services, and increased calls for 
service due to crimes and medical services. These would not result in significant adverse socioeconomic 
effects associated with crime, particularly with the Nisqually Tribal Police Department as the primary 
responder to new calls. There will be a positive impact on hotels and local businesses with an increase in 
patrons to the casino and mixed-use areas. These projects would provide important economic and social 
benefits to the Tribe by generating the revenues needed to fund tribal services. 

Each development alternative would increase jobs and generate economic benefits in different capacities, 
as discussed in Section 3.11.3. Any future non-tribal development in the vicinity would be subject to City 
review and approval. Each alternative, when considered in combination with other projects, would not 
lead to a significant adverse cumulative impact to socioeconomic conditions or environmental justice. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3.12 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

3.12.1 Regulatory Setting 

The regulatory setting associated with transportation and circulation is summarized in Table 3.12-1, and 
additional information on the regulatory setting can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 3.12-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Transportation and Circulation 

Regulation Description 

State 

Commute Trip Reduction 
Law 

▪ To reduce carbon emissions and traffic congestion on the state’s busiest 
commute routes. 

▪ Affects worksites in the nine most populous counties with 100 or more full-time 
employees who begin their shift between 6:00 a.m. to 9 a.m. on weekdays. 

Local 

City of Lacey 2030 
Transportation Plan 

▪ The plan aims to enhance roadway geometry, install roundabouts and traffic 
signals, and improve signage to facilitate smoother and safer traffic flow. 

▪ Focuses on creating a safer and more visually appealing street network through 
traffic calming measures, speed studies, and improved street lighting. 

3.12.2 Environmental Setting 

Transportation and Roadway Networks 

As shown in Figure 10, the roadways surrounding the Project Site include I-5 to the south, Marvin Road 
NE to the east, and Britton Parkway NE to the north. Gateway Boulevard NE intersects the western portion 
of the Project Site in a north-south direction to provide access to the existing Cabela’s and an existing 
segment of Main Street NE. Main Street NE intersects the eastern portion of the Project Site in an east-
west direction. 

Regional access to the Project Site is provided by I-5, which runs in an east-west direction immediately 
south of the Project Site, from the existing I-5/SR 510 (Marvin Road NE) interchange. Local access to the 
Project Site is currently provided by Gateway Boulevard NE and Western Parkway in the western portion 
of the site, and Main Street NE in the eastern portion of the site. Right-in, right-out ramps for access to 
southbound I-5 have been constructed in the southern portion of the Project Site, but the ramps are not 
currently open to traffic (see below for additional information on this). There are existing non-motorized 
(e.g., bicycle or pedestrian) facilities in the vicinity of the Project Site, which are discussed in further detail 
below. 

Table 3.12-2 shows a summary of the existing conditions of the roadways near the Project Site. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.12-2: Summary of Existing Roadway Characteristics 

Roadway 
Street 

Classification 
Speed 
Limit 

Number of 
Lanes 

Pedestrian 
Facilities 

Bicycle Facilities 

Marvin Road NE (SR 
510) 

Arterial 35 2-6 Sidewalks2 Bicycle Lanes 

Martin Way E Arterial 40 5/6 Intermittent Intermittent 

Britton Parkway Boulevard 40 2/4 Intermittent Intermittent 

Hogum Bay Road NE Arterial3 35 2/3 Sidewalks Bicycle Lanes 

Willamette Drive NE Boulevard 35 4 Sidewalks Bicycle Lanes 

Gateway Boulevard NE Collector 25/30 3/4 Sidewalks None 

Carpenter Road NE Arterial 35/50 2 None None 

Pacific Avenue SE Arterial 35 5 Sidewalks Bicycle Lanes 

Sleater Kinney Road NE Arterial 25/30 3/4/5 Sidewalks Bicycle Lanes 

College Street SE Collector/Arterial 35 4/5 Sidewalks None 

Steilacoom Road SE Collector 35 2 Intermittent Intermittent 

Quinault Drive NE Collector 30 3 Sidewalks None 

Hawks Prairie Road NE Collector 35 2 Sidewalks Bicycle Lanes 

Source: Appendix H 

Intersections and Existing Traffic Volumes 

Traffic counts were collected for the existing weekday PM peak period (4:00 – 6:00 PM) in January and 
February 2023. The PM peak hour is the hour with the highest traffic volumes within the PM peak period. 
A summary of the PM peak hour traffic volumes is provided in Table 3.12-3. In addition, the existing PM 
peak hour traffic volumes and distribution are shown on Figure 4 of Appendix H, rounded to the nearest 
5 vehicles, and detailed traffic counts are provided in Appendix B of Appendix H. 

Traffic Safety 

The five most recent years of collision records (January 1, 2017, to December 31, 2021) provided by 
WSDOT were reviewed within the vicinity of the Project Site to identify any existing traffic safety issues at 
the study intersections. A summary of the collision records is provided in Table 4 of Appendix H. As shown 
in the table, the highest number of annual average collisions within the vicinity of the Project Site occurred 
along Marvin Road at the following three study intersections: Britton Parkway NE (30 collisions), Martin 
Way E (19 collisions), and at Pacific Road SE (18 collisions). Additional detail is summarized in Appendix F. 

Existing Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Transit System 

Existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities in the vicinity of the Project Site are summarized in Table 3.12-2. 
Signalized crossings are provided at all of the intersections along Marvin Road NE and at the intersection 
of Carpenter Road NE/Martin Way E. Transit within the City is provided by Intercity Transit. The closest 
stops to the Project Site are located at Britton Parkway NE at Marvin Road NE that is adjacent to the 
northwestern portion of the Project Site, Britton Parkway NE/Marvin Road NE. Additional information 
about the transit system and capacity is available in Appendix F. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.12-3: Existing Traffic Volumes 

#* Existing Intersections PM Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

1 Marvin Road NE/Hawks Prairie Road NE 1,361 

2 
Marvin Road NE/Britton Parkway NE 
(Willamette Drive NE) 

2,840 

3 Marvin Road NE/Main Street NE 2,548 

4 Marvin Road NE/I-5 SB Ramp 4,074 

5 Marvin Road NE/I-5 NB Ramp 3,496 

6 Marvin Road NE (SR 510)/Quinault Drive NE 3,358 

7 Marvin Road NE (SR 510)/Lacey Marketplace 2,562 

8 Marvin Road NE (SR 510)/Martin Way E 4,229 

9 Marvin Road SE (SR 510)/Steilacoom Road SE 2,624 

10 Marvin Road SE (SR 510)/Pacific Road SE 2,278 

11 Willamette Drive NE/31st Avenue NE 946 

12 Hogum Bay Road NE/Willamette Drive NE 1,368 

13 
Eastern Parkway NE (Twin Oak Road 
NE)/Britton Parkway NE 

892 

14 
Central Parkway NE (Callison Road 
NE)/Britton Parkway NE 

896 

15 Gateway Boulevard NE/Britton Parkway NE 1,091 

16 Britton Parkway NE/Western Parkway NE 851 

19 Hawks Prairie Road NE/Carpenter Road NE 628 

20 Carpenter Road NE/Britton Parkway NE 997 

21 Carpenter Road NE/Martin Way E 3,519 

22 Pacific Avenue SE/Carpenter Road SE 3,102 

23 Martin Way E/Desmond Drive 2,603 

24 Martin Way E/Regal Cinemas 2,569 

25 Martin Way E/I-5 NB Ramps 3,115 

26 Martin Way E/I-5 SB Ramps 3,508 

27 Martin Way E/College Street 3,926 

28 Pacific Avenue SE/Lacey Boulevard SE 2,554 

29 Sleater Kinney Road NE/South Bay Road NE 795 

30 Sleater Kinney Road NE/15th Avenue NE 1,093 

31 Martin Way E/Sleater Kinney Road 2,863 

32 Pacific Avenue SE/I-5 NB Ramps 2,839 

33 Pacific Avenue SE/I-5 SB Ramps 2,163 

*Numbering corresponds to the numbering assigned to the intersections within Appendix H. 
Source: Appendix H 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Transportation Infrastructure Planning 

The City began planning for significant industrial, commercial, and residential growth in the Hawks Prairie 
Planning area, including the Project Site, in the early 1980s. The Marvin Road corridor and the I-5/Marvin 
Road interchange system were envisioned to serve this anticipated growth. The City's Northeast Area Plan 
detailed the vision for the area, and its Comprehensive Plan set the land use designations of the Northeast 
Area and identified the needed transportation facilities for the region. At that time, the population and 
employment projections for the area predicted that significant growth would occur and that the 
transportation facilities in place would not be able to adequately serve the new growth. The City has 
completed numerous improvements to help accommodate the anticipated growth, including widening 
Marvin Road to a four-lane boulevard between I-5 and Willamette Drive (including installation of two 
multi-lane roundabout intersections), constructing Britton Parkway (a new east-west arterial between 
Marvin Road and Carpenter Road), and rebuilding and widening I-5/Marvin Road diverging diamond 
interchange. Additional discussion regarding the I-5/SR 510 (Marvin Road) Interchange Project and 
associated Memorandum of Understanding between WSDOT and City of Lacey is included in Appendix F. 

The 2030 Transportation Plan is the City’s long-range plan for developing its transportation system into 
the future. As described within the 2030 Transportation Plan, the Project Site is within the Hawks Prairie 
Planning Area and the Hawks Prairie Business District. The Hawks Prairie Business District, specifically the 
Lacey Gateway Town Center Site (see Figure 15), is anticipated to include high density, multistory mixed-
use development with both residential and commercial components. The City has designated certain 
segments of roadway as “strategy corridors.” As described in Appendix F, it is acceptable for strategy 
corridors to exceed acceptable level of service (LOS), but the 2030 Transportation Plan stresses that these 
roadways may require strategies tailored to their specific needs. The strategies should include a mix of 
those outlined in Table 3.12-4. Designated strategy corridors in the vicinity of the Project Site are listed in 
Table 3.12-4 and can be seen in Figure 1 of Appendix H. 

Previous Traffic Analysis 

As discussed in Section 1.4.2, the Lacey Gateway Transportation Analysis by Shea, Carr & Jewell, Inc. 
(2009 Traffic Report, April 2009) was prepared in support of the 2010 FSEIS, which addressed 
development of the Project Site and surrounding areas under Phase 1 of the Lacey Gateway Town 
Center development. Of the intersections and roundabouts studied, Phase 1 of the Lacey Gateway 
Town Center project traffic only caused two of the existing study intersections to drop below the 
acceptable City designed LOS. Recommended off-site infrastructure measures included, but were not 
limited to, several improvements to the I-5 interchange that have been addressed through the 
recently constructed I-5/SR 510 (Marvin Road) Interchange Project. Additional discussion of the 2009 
Traffic Report is included in Appendix F. 

3.12.1 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

Impacts to the transportation system would be significant if a project alternative increased traffic volumes 
to the point where traffic exceeds the design capacity of the roadway after implementation of all feasible 
mitigation measures. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.12-4: Suggested and Implemented Strategy Corridors 

2030 Transportation Plan Suggested Strategies 

▪ High quality and fully integrated bike, pedestrian, carpool, vanpool, and 
transit facilities and services; 

▪ Complete and connected street grids; 

▪ Transportation technology measures that improve overall system operating 
efficiency and safety; 

▪ Access management; 

▪ Parking management; and 

▪ Aggressive travel demand management strategies. 

▪ Land use intensification; consideration of more compact high density and 
mixed-use alternatives; 

▪ Improvements to adjacent pedestrian connections and consideration of 
specialized improvements to key pedestrian intersections designed to 
encourage pedestrian use. 

Strategy Corridors in the Vicinity of the Project Site 

▪ Willamette Drive NE between Marvin Road NE and 31st Avenue NE. 

▪ Marvin Road between Willamette Drive NE and the south city limit line. 

▪ Martin Way from the west city limit line to Carpenter Road. 

▪ Martin Way from Galaxy Drive NE to Marvin Road. 

▪ College Street between Martin Way and Yelm Highway SE. 

▪ Pacific Avenue SE from the west city limit line to east city limit line. 

▪ Lacey Boulevard SE from Golf Club Road SE to Homann Drive SE. 

▪ Sleater-Kinney Road SE from I-5 to Pacific Avenue SE. 

Methodology 

TranspoGroup prepared a traffic impact analysis (TIA) that identifies potential transportation-related 
impacts associated with the development of the project alternatives. The scope of the analysis included 
a review of Existing (2023) and Future (2026 and 2045) without-Project conditions in the vicinity of the 
Project Site under weekday PM peak hour conditions. The horizon year of 2026 was identified consistent 
with the anticipated buildout of the site, and the year 2045 was used because it is the future horizon year 
for the Thurston Regional Planning Council’s travel demand model. The potential impacts on the 
surrounding transportation system were identified by comparing the Future (2026) with-Project scenario 
to the Future (2026) without-Project scenario and determining if any intersections fall below agency 
standards. Mitigation measures are identified for all locations operating below agency standards as a 
result of the project alternatives. 

In addition, the Casino-Resort Project is being proposed adjacent to the Project Site under a separate 
application. Although it is being processed under a separate application, the proposed Casino-Resort 
Project will utilize the Gateway Boulevard NE, I-5 frontage road right-in/right-out, and Main Street NE 
(both west and east) access points proposed for the alternatives. As such, a combined analysis with both 
Alternative A (the alternative that would generate the highest number of trips) of the proposed Casino-
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Resort Project and Alternative 1 was conducted under the Combined Development scenario. Alternative 
1 was selected for this analysis due to the higher traffic volumes it would generate compared to 
Alternative 2, and thus it presents the scenario with the largest potential impacts. 

Future Projects 

The County and the City 2023-2028 Transportation Improvement Plan were reviewed as well as 
discussions with City staff through the scoping of the alternatives to determine planned improvements in 
the vicinity of the Project Site. Table 3.12-5 outlines the projects that are anticipated to be funded and in 
place by 2026 and thus were assumed in the analysis. 

Table 3.12-5: Planned Future Projects assumed under 2026 and 2045 Traffic Conditions 

Project Name Description 

Martin Way East Roadway 
Improvements 

Galaxy Drive to River Ridge Drive, access management, bike lanes, sidewalks, and 
other urban amenities. 

Sleater Kinney Road 
NE/15th Avenue NE 

Installation of a traffic signal at the existing stop-controlled intersection. The 
channelization will include a northbound through and right turn lane, southbound 
through and left turn lanes, and a westbound left and right turn lane. 

Carpenter Road NE/Britton 
Parkway NE 

Installation of a roundabout at the existing stop-controlled intersection. 

Carpenter Road Pedestrian 
Improvement – Regional 

Transition Center 

An American Disability Act-compliant sidewalk will be built from the Martin Way 
bus stop next to Carpenter Road to the location of the future Regional Transition 
Center, north on Carpenter, as part of this project. 

Signal Optimization 
Signal timing optimization for actuated signals. Cycle lengths along coordinated 
corridors were maintained 

In addition to the above projects, the projects in Table 3.12-6 were also identified in the vicinity of the 
Project Site; however, the projects are not fully funded and/or the timing is currently unknown and were 
therefore not included in the analysis. 

Study Intersections 

The intersections listed in Table 3.12-7 were selected and approved for analysis and include both existing 
intersections and proposed intersections that will exist in the opening year of 2026 if Alternative 1 or 2 is 
built. 

Trip Generation and Distribution 

Trip generation estimates for the alternatives were based on trip rates using the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition (2021) as available. The Thurston 
Regional Planning Council (TRPC) demand model was utilized to identify trip distribution patterns in the 
vicinity of the Project Site. To calculate 2026 with-Project scenario traffic volumes, PM peak hour project 
trips were added to the 2026 without-Project traffic volumes, and 2045 with-Project scenario traffic 
volumes were similarly calculated by adding the PM peak hour project trips to the 2045 without-Project 
traffic volumes. 
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Table 3.12-6: Potential Future Projects Not Included in Analysis 

Project Name Description 

Carpenter Road Capacity and 
Safety Improvements 

Widening roadway to taper from 5-lane section to 3-lane section from Pacific 
Avenue SE to Shady Lane with bike lanes and sidewalks realigned at 14th 
Avenue. 

Marvin Road from Britton 
Parkway to Columbia Drive: 

Widening Marvin Road from two lanes to five lanes to Hawks Prairie Road, 
then transition to 3-lane section with bike lanes and sidewalks. 

Martin Way / I-5 Interchange 
Improvements 

Interchange improvements. 

Carpenter Road Widening from 
Martin Way to Britton Parkway 

Widening roadway to five lanes with auxiliary turn lanes, bike lanes, 
sidewalks, and other urban amenities. 

Britton Parkway - Phase II Widening remaining portion of Britton Parkway to a 4-lane boulevard. 

Table 3.12-7: Study Intersections 

# Existing Intersections # Existing Intersections 

1 Marvin Road NE/Hawks Prairie Road NE 19 Hawks Prairie Road NE/Carpenter Road NE 

2 Marvin Road NE/Britton Parkway NE 20 Carpenter Road NE/Britton Parkway NE 

3 Marvin Road NE/Main Street NE11 21 Carpenter Road NE/Martin Way E 

4 Marvin Road NE/I-5 SB Ramp 22 Pacific Avenue SE/Carpenter Road SE 

5 Marvin Road NE/I-5 NB Ramp 23 Martin Way E/Desmond Drive 

6 
Marvin Road NE (SR 510)/Quinault Drive 
NE 

24 Martin Way E/Regal Cinemas 

7 
Marvin Road NE (SR 510)/Lacey 
Marketplace 

25 Martin Way E/I-5 NB Ramps 

8 Marvin Road NE (SR 510)/Martin Way E 26 Martin Way E/I-5 SB Ramps 

9 
Marvin Road SE (SR 510)/Steilacoom Road 
SE 

27 Martin Way E/College Street 

10 Marvin Road SE (SR 510)/Pacific Road SE 28 Pacific Avenue SE/Lacey Boulevard SE 

11 Willamette Drive NE/31st Avenue NE 29 Sleater Kinney Road NE/South Bay Road NE 

12 Hogum Bay Road NE/Willamette Drive NE 30 Sleater Kinney Road NE/15th Avenue NE 

13 
Eastern Parkway NE (Twin Oak Road 
NE)/Britton Parkway NE7 31 Martin Way E/Sleater Kinney Road 

14 
Central Parkway NE (Callison Road 
NE)/Britton Parkway NE8 32 Pacific Avenue SE/I-5 NB Ramps 

15 
Gateway Boulevard NE/Britton Parkway 
NE10 33 Pacific Avenue SE/I-5 SB Ramps 

16 Britton Parkway NE/Western Parkway NE 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

# Future Intersections (2026) # Future Intersections (2026) 

17 I-5 RIRO Ramp/I-5 CD Road9 35 Dwy B3/Britton Parkway NE1, 2 

18 I-5 CD Road/Western Parkway NE12 36 Dwy C4/Britton Parkway NE2 

34 Dwy A6/Britton Parkway NE2 37 Marvin Road NE/Dwy D2, 5 

Source: Appendix H 
1  Dwy B (Access 7) is not proposed  under Alternative 2  
2  This driveway is limited access RIRO side street stop-controlled intersections.  
3  Dwy B corresponds to Access 7 from Table 2.1-8.  
4  Dwy C corresponds to Access 5 from Table 29.  
5  Dwy D corresponds to Access 3 from Table 2.1-8.  
6  Dwy A corresponds to Access 10 from Table 2.1-8.  
7  This intersection corresponds to Access 6 from Table 2.1-8.  
8  This intersection corresponds to Access 8 from Table 2.1-8.  
9  This intersection corresponds to Access 2 from  Table 2.1-8.  
10  This intersection corresponds to Access 9 from Table 2.1-8.  
11  This intersection corresponds to Access 4 from  Table 2.1-8.  
12  This intersection corresponds to Access 1 from  Table 2.1-8.  

Combined Development Project Trip Generation 

The Combined Development scenario includes trips generated from Alternative 1 and Alternative A of the 
proposed Casino-Resort Project. Note, there are two other alternatives (B and C) for the proposed Casino-
Resort Project, but both generate fewer trips than Alternative A. Alternative 1 and Alternative A for the 
proposed Casino-Resort Project each reflect the highest density development conditions for each project, 
and thus provide a worst-case scenario for the Combined Development review. Trip generation estimates 
for Alternative 1 under this scenario utilized similar land uses and methodology as described above with 
additional reductions for internal capture associated with the adjacent proposed Casino-Resort Project. 
To calculate 2026 Combined Development traffic volumes, PM peak hour project trips were added to the 
2026 without-Project traffic volumes with the proposed Casino-Resort Project as a pipeline project. 2045 
Combined Development traffic volumes were similarly calculated by adding the PM peak hour project 
trips to the 2045 without-Project traffic volumes. 

Traffic Operations 

The operational characteristics of an intersection are determined by calculating the intersection LOS. 
Appendix D of Appendix H contains a detailed explanation of LOS criteria and definitions, with LOS A 
indicating free-flowing traffic and LOS F indicating extreme congestion and long vehicle delays. LOS 
standards of the respective jurisdictions in the study area are included in Table 3.12-8 below. 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Construction Traffic 

Construction of Alternative 1 would require truck trips for delivery of equipment and material, and daily 
construction worker trips. Traffic impacts resulting from the construction of Alternative 1 would be 
temporary and intermittent in nature and would generally occur during off-peak traffic hours (5 a.m. to 6 
a.m. and 10 a.m. to 4 p.m.). Construction activity impacts would be concentrated on I-5, Marvin Road, 
Britton Parkway, and Gateway Boulevard in the immediate vicinity of the Project Site, and it may cause 
temporary traffic delays due to slower moving construction trucks and increase in worker vehicles on area 
roadways. 
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Table 3.12-8: LOS Standards for Jurisdictions in Study Area 

Jurisdiction LOS Standard 

Lacey 

17The City has adopted an LOS D standard, except for the core area , where LOS E is acceptable 
and along strategy corridors where the LOS may exceed standards. The strategy corridors are 
shown on Figure 1 of Appendix H. 

Olympia 
Urban corridors (which include Martin Way and Pacific Avenue) have an adopted LOS E 
standard as defined in the City of Olympia Transportation Plan and shown in the Transportation 
Corridors map. 

WSDOT 
WSDOT has adopted an LOS D standard at the I-5 ramp and SR 510 intersections within the 
study area. In addition to intersection LOS for roundabout controlled intersections, a volume to 
capacity (v/c) ratio of 1.0 or less for each lane group is recommended per WSDOT guidance. 

Based on review of estimates generated for similar projects, daily construction trips are likely to range 
from between 600 to 900 trips per day, most of which would occur outside of peak traffic hours. Daily 
construction trips would include worker commute trips, material delivery, and equipment delivery. Daily 
traffic generated by construction of Alternative 1 would be less than operational traffic, and thus have 
less significant impacts. Furthermore, traffic due to construction would be temporary, intermittent, and 
would generally occur outside the peak hour. Because construction traffic would be temporary, 
significantly less than operational traffic, and would occur outside of the peak hour, significant adverse 
effects are not anticipated to occur. 

Operational Traffic 

Trip Generation – without-Project and with-Project Scenarios 

Table 3.12-9 summarizes the resulting weekday daily AM and PM peak hour vehicle trip generation for 
Alternative 1. The detailed trip generation calculations, including reductions for pass-by, diverted, and 
internal trips, are provided in Appendix G of Appendix H. The project trip distribution and assignment can 
be seen in Figure 7 and 8 of Appendix H. The Future (2026) with-Project volumes are displayed in Figure 
9 of Appendix H while the Future (2026) without-Project weekday peak hour traffic volumes are shown 
in Figure 5 of Appendix H. As shown in Table 3.12-9, Alternative 1 is anticipated to generate 2,676 trips 
during the PM peak hour. In addition to the project generated trips, Table 3.12-9 shows the estimated 
trip generation for the project analyzed in the 2010 FSEIS. When compared to the trips generated under 
Alternative 1, Alternative 1 would overall generate 198 fewer trips than the 2010 FSEIS Project. 

Trip Generation – Combined Development Scenario 

Under the Combined Development, both the proposed Casino-Resort Project and Alternative 1 would be 
operational in the year 2026. Table 3.12-10 summarizes the resulting weekday daily AM and PM peak 
hour vehicle trip generation for only Alternative 1 under the Combined Development scenario. Detailed 
trip generation calculations, including reductions for pass-by, diverted, and internal trips, are provided in 
Appendix G of Appendix H. The project trip distribution and assignment alone without environmental 

17 The Lacey Core Area is defined as the area bounded by the northerly right-of-way line of Martin Way on the north, 
the southerly right-of-way line of Lacey Boulevard on the south, the westerly city limit line on the west and the 
easterly right-of-way line of Carpenter Road on the east. 
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traffic volumes can be seen in Figure 16 of Appendix H while Alternative 1 trips in addition to the 
environmental trips are displayed in Figure 17 of Appendix H. 

Table 3.12-9: Alternative 1 Estimated Weekday Vehicle Trip Generation 

Land Daily AM Peak PM Peak 

Use In Out Total In Out Total 

Retail/Office 
Commercial 

24,294 361 198 559 1,050 1,147 2,197 

Hotel 1,396 52 33 85 48 49 97 

Residential 1,068 26 89 115 37 25 62 

General Office 230 27 4 31 2 22 24 

Travel Center 1,456 40 47 87 63 38 101 

Car Dealership 812 40 15 55 28 42 70 

Golf 
Entertainment 
Facility* 

1,340 32 4 36 67 58 125 

Total 30,596 578 390 968 1,295 1,381 2,676 

2010 FSEIS 
TIA Trip 

Generation** 
– – – – 1,211 1,663 2,874 

Source: Appendix H 
*Trip generation rates for the golf entertainment facility were determined based on a TIA completed by TranspoGroup in 

2019 for a golf entertainment facility in Renton, WA. 
**The Thurston County Travel Demand Model was used to produce site-generated traffic volumes, and the results were 

also validated using the ITE Trip Generation Manual. The land use assumptions in the travel demand model for Phase 1 of 
the Lacey Gateway Site were: 1,026,000 sf of shopping center, 100,000 sf General Office, 30,000 sf Civic (Library), 119 
Hotel rooms with Conference Center, and 500 Residential Townhouses. The FSEIS itself examined slightly different land 
use sizes than what was studied in the TIA. 

As shown in Table 3.12-10, Alternative 1 is anticipated to generate 30,338 daily, 968 AM peak hour, and 
2,632 PM peak hour weekday trips under the Future (2026) Combined Development scenario. This trip 
generation is slightly lower than the standalone Alternative 1 due to the internal capture between 
Alternative 1 and the proposed Casino-Resort Project. In addition to the project generated trips, Table 
3.12-10 shows the estimated trip generation for the project analyzed in the 2010 FSEIS. When compared 
to the trips generated under Alternative 1 under the Combined Development scenario, Alternative 1 
would still generate approximately 242 fewer trips than the 2010 FSEIS Project. 

Intersection Level of Service 

Future (2026) with-Project 

Table 7 of Appendix H displays the LOS calculated for each study intersection under the Future (2026) 
without-Project and Future (2026) with-Project. The eight intersections expected to operate below 
standard during the weekday PM peak hour for the Future (2026) with-Project scenario are either a site 
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access or located on a strategy corridor. Each intersection forecasted to operate below the respective 
standards is discussed below in Table 3.12-11. 

Table 3.12-10: Alternative 1 Combined Development Estimated Weekday Vehicle Trip Generation 

Land Daily AM Peak PM Peak 

Use In Out Total In Out Total 

Retail/Office 
Commercial 

23,966 361 198 559 1,019 1,118 2,137 

Hotel 1,396 52 33 85 48 49 97 

Residential 1,068 26 89 115 37 25 62 

General Office 230 27 4 31 2 22 24 

Travel Center 1,456 40 47 87 63 38 101 

Car Dealership 800 40 15 55 27 41 68 

Golf 
Entertainment 
Facility 

1,422 32 4 36 76 67 143 

Total 30,338 578 390 968 1,272 1,360 2,632 

2010 FSEIS 
TIA Trip 

Generation** 
– – – – 1,211 1,663 2,874 

Source: Appendix H 
** The Thurston County Travel Demand Model was used to produce site-generated traffic volumes, and the results were 

also validated using the ITE Trip Generation Manual. The Land use assumptions in the travel demand model for Phase 1 
of the Lacey Gateway Site were: 1,026,000 sf of shopping center, 100,000 sf General Office, 30,000 sf Civic (Library), 119 
Hotel rooms with Conference Center, and 500 Residential Townhouses. The FSEIS itself examined slightly different land 
use sizes than what was studied in the TIA. 

While Alternative 1 would cause the further degradation of all the above intersections with the exception 
of Marvin Road SE (SR 510)/Steilacoom Road SE, Alternative 1 is consistent with the strategies within the 
2030 Transportation Plan with being a high-density housing and mixed-use development. Furthermore, 
as described in Section 3.12.2, the intersections within the City strategy corridors are exempt from normal 
LOS standards per the 2030 Transportation Plan. These roadways within the strategy corridors may 
instead require other considerations to be in compliance with the 2030 Transportation Plan, and therefore 
the impact to the five intersections in the strategy corridors are less than significant. Nevertheless, BMPs 
have been included in Table 2.1-9 to ensure that the Tribe would work with the City to implement 
necessary transportation technology measures and travel demand management strategies, which would 
ensure that implementation of Alternative 1 is consistent with the 2030 Transportation Plan. For the three 
remaining impacted intersections, there could be a potentially significant impact to two off-site 
intersections. To lessen these potential impacts, mitigation measures have been included in Section 4 for 
Eastern Parkway NE/Britton Parkway NE and Britton Parkway NE/Western Parkway NE access points. The 
third intersection (Driveway D/Marvin Road NE) is not considered a significant impact because the only 
LOS impacts would occur on the Project Site as cars queue to leave, and no off-site decline in LOS is 
anticipated. With implementation of these mitigation measures in addition to the BMPs, the impact to 
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these intersections would be reduced, as seen in Table 18 of Appendix H. As shown therein, the LOS levels 
would be improved to LOS B or better. These impacts would therefore be less than significant with 
mitigation. 

Table 3.12-11: Intersections to Operate Below Acceptable Standards (LOS) – Alternative 1 

Intersections Discussion of Operation 

Eastern Parkway 
NE/Britton Parkway 

NE1 

The southbound approach of this two-way stop-controlled intersection is forecast to 
operate at LOS F under Future (2026) with-Project scenario during the weekday PM peak 
hour, degrading from LOS C under without-Project scenario and exceeding the LOS D 
standard. While the southbound movement is forecast to have the greatest delay, it is 
the northbound approach that will serve as the site access. 

Britton Parkway 
NE/Western 
Parkway NE1 

The southbound approach of this two-way stop-controlled intersection is forecast to 
operate at LOS F under Future (2026) with-Project scenario during the weekday PM peak 
hour, degrading from LOS D without-Project scenario and exceeding the LOS D standard. 
While the southbound movement is forecast to have the greatest delay, it is the 
northbound approach that will serve as the site access. 

Driveway D (Access 
3)/Marvin Road NE1 

The eastbound right-turn movement at the proposed RIRO driveway is forecast to 
operate at LOS F with Alternative 1 with a 95th percentile queue of up to 6 vehicles 
outbound from the site. The delay is related to the high southbound through volumes 
along Marvin Road, but any delay would occur on the Project Site and would not result in 
off-site impacts. 

Marvin Road 
NE/Britton Parkway 

NE2 

This roundabout controlled intersection is forecasted to operate at LOS C with a v/c ratio 
of 1.09 under Future (2026) without-Project scenario and further degrade under the 
Future (2026) with-Project to operating at LOS D with a v/c ratio of 1.22, exceeding the 
identified threshold of 1.0. 

Marvin Road 
NE/Main Street NE2 

This roundabout controlled intersection is forecasted to degrade to LOS D with 
Alternative 1 with a v/c ratio of 1.14, exceeding the identified threshold of 1.0. 

Marvin Road NE/I-5 
SB Ramp2 

This is the northern intersection of the I-5 Diverging Diamond Interchange that was 
installed at this location in 2020 and is forecasted to operate at LOS F under the Future 
(2026) with-Project scenario. 

Pacific Avenue 
SE/Carpenter Road 

SE2 

This signalized intersection is forecasted to operate at LOS E under Future (2026) 
without-Project scenario during the weekday PM peak hour and degrade to operating at 
LOS F under the Future (2026) with-Project scenario. 

Marvin Road SE (SR 
510)/Steilacoom 

Road SE2 

This signalized intersection is forecasted to operate at LOS E PM peak hour scenario for 
both Future (2026) with- and without-Project scenarios. 

Source: Appendix H 
1Site accesses intersection 
2Located within a Strategy Corridor 

I-5 RIRO/CD Road Interchange Operations 
As part of the Marvin Road Interchange Project, a collector-distributor road was constructed along the 
site frontage. As described in Section 3.12.2, a memorandum of understanding between the City of Lacey 
and WSDOT stipulated that in order to open the access points, a traffic analysis of the local network needs 
to demonstrate that additional capacity is needed and addressed by the access points from the frontage 
road. The Tribe intends to fully comply with the conditions set forth in the memorandum in order to open 
the access points on the frontage road. The TIA conducted a weaving analysis of the I-5 RIRO Ramp at the 
I-5 CD Road, and the weaving section for the anticipated future I-5 RIRO Ramp at the I-5 CD Road is shown 

Nisqually Tribe Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use and Fee-to-Trust Project 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 3-91 



 

  
   

   
       

     
           
            

 

 
    

    
      

          
           

           
    

    
     

     
        

    

 

     
   

      
       

  
     

  

 

      
       

   
   

    
      

  

    
     

     
  

 

           
     

  

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

in Figure 11 of Appendix H. Furthermore, Table 9 of Appendix H provides a summary of the weaving and 
ramp operations for the existing weekday AM and PM peak hours. As exemplified from the LOS levels 
discussed above for Marvin Road, capacity is needed because the Marvin Road corridor is heavily 
congested. If opened, as shown in Table 9 of Appendix H, the proposed ramp is forecast to operate 
acceptably at LOS B during the weekday PM peak hour under both Future (2026) with-Project scenario. 
Therefore, the impact would be less than significant. 

Combined Development Intersection LOS 
The Future (2026) Combined Development LOS analysis was conducted for the weekday PM peak hour. 
All intersection parameters such as channelization, intersection control, and signal timing were consistent 
with those used in the evaluation of Future (2026) without-Project scenario. A comparison of 2026 
without-Project, with-Project, and Combined Development weekday PM peak hour traffic operations is 
summarized in Table 16 of Appendix H. As shown in Table 16 of Appendix H, the intersections are 
forecasted to generally operate at the same LOS under the Combined Development scenario relative to 
the with-Project scenario with the same eight study intersections forecasted to operate below the 
respective standard. The mitigation measures proposed under the Future (2026) with-Project scenario 
would sufficiently mitigate the impacts under the Combined Development scenario to less than 
significant, as seen in Table 18 of Appendix H. Therefore, with implementation of these mitigation 
measures, no additional mitigation measures are required with the operation of both Alternative 1 and 
the proposed Casino-Resort Project. This impact would be less than significant. 

Safety 

As shown in Section 3.12.2, the greatest number of collisions within the vicinity of the Project Site 
occurred at the intersections along Marvin Road SE at Britton Parkway, and Martin Way and Pacific Road 
SE. Of the five existing intersections along the project frontages of Marvin Road SE and Britton Parkway, 
there were 32 total collisions reported or an annual average of three or fewer collisions per year with only 
five total collisions resulting in an injury (approximately 15%). With these low collisions rates, the TIA 
identified no existing safety concerns Alternative 1 could contribute to once operational. Hence, no 
adverse effect would occur to safety and this impact would be less than significant. 

Transit, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

As described in Section 3.12.2, there are sidewalks and bicycling facilities surrounding the Project Site. 
Under Alternative 1, these bicycle and sidewalk facilities would be extended to connect to the Project Site 
to allow for pedestrian access to and through the Project Site. It is not anticipated that the usage of 
pedestrian and bicycling facilities would increase enough to severely degrade or require a significant 
expansion of existing facilities, beyond what is proposed for internal circulation on the Project Site. 
Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result in significant adverse effects to pedestrian and bicycling 
facilities. 

For transit services, Intercity Transit Route 65 offers public transportation to the Project Site that could 
be utilized by employees, residents, and patrons of Alternative 1 during operation. In 2019, prior to the 
onset of the COVID-19 pandemic that occurred in 2020, approximately 7.11% of people commuted by 
public transport in the State (Bureau of Transportation Statistics, 2023).18 To be conservative, in the 

18 This bus ridership data focuses on workers commuting to their place of employment but does not capture bus 
ridership for non-commuters using the bus for shopping, entertainment, and other recreational uses, and therefore 
this analysis focuses on employee and residential commuter trips using the bus system. 
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opening year of 2026, it is assumed that approximately 7% of workers and residents in Alternative 1 will 
use the bus system19. Employees would be utilizing the bus systems throughout the day and week rather 
than at one given time because the proposed commercial development would require different work 
schedules to satisfy its needs. The timing of bus usage by new on-site residents would be similar to the 
employees because they would have different work schedules in addition to social obligations; therefore, 
their utilization of the public transport system would be dispersed throughout the day.20 As described in 
Appendix F, approximately 20 passengers utilize Route 65 buses at any given time, meaning 
approximately 7–17 seats are not occupied, depending on the bus size. An increase of 8 passengers per 
hour would mean approximately 28 passengers at maximum on a given bus, exceeding the seating 
capacity of small buses but not of large buses, and would not exceed the standing capacity of either size 
bus.21 Since there would still be capacity remaining on the buses, it is anticipated that the frequency of 
buses per hour would not need to increase to accommodate employees and resident commuter trips. 
While there would be sufficient bus capacity in the existing public transportation system to accommodate 
future commuter trips, there will be additional bus trips resulting from patrons to the onsite commercial 
and entertainment uses proposed under Alternative 1. The number of patron trips may fluctuate 
throughout the year, for instance an increase during the holiday shopping season, which may exceed the 
capacity of the existing bus system. While the BMPs included in Table 2.1-9 could potentially reduce 
impacts on the buses through encouraging other means of transport such as bicycling, there could be 
potentially significant impacts to the Route 65 bus system. Mitigation has been included in Section 4 to 
sufficiently reduce this impact. The mitigation specifies that the Tribe shall work with Intercity Transit to 
provide adequate and safe public transportation to and from the Project Site, which could include 
increasing Route 65 buses during peak times. 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Alternative 2 would have similar impacts on circulation and transportation as Alternative 1, but it would 
be reduced due to the overall smaller development size. The project trip distribution and assignment for 
Alternative 2 is displayed in Figure 12 and Figure 13 of Appendix H, respectively, while the Future (2026) 
with-Project volumes are displayed in Figure 14 of Appendix H. The anticipated trip generation for 
Alternative 2 is displayed in Table 3.12-12. As can be seen in the figures and table, Alternative 2 is 
anticipated to have similar trip distribution as Alternative 1, but it would generate fewer trips. Therefore, 
Alternative 2 would result in fewer impacts on the surrounding transportation network than Alternative 
1. Future (2026) Alternative 2 Intersection LOS 

A comparison of 2026 without-Project and with-Project weekday peak hour traffic operations is 
summarized in Table 11 of Appendix H. As shown in Table 11 of Appendix H and summarized in Table 
3.12-13, Alternative 2 under Future (2026) with-Project scenario has six intersections forecasted to 
operate below the respective standards during the weekday PM peak hour. These intersections are also 

19 Alternative 1 is estimated to generate approximately 2,466 new employees and 787 new on-site residents 
(Appendix L). The quantity of new onsite residents was estimated using the 2017-2021 U.S. Census Data for the City 
of Lacey average household size, 2.46, times the 320 households generated under Alternative 1 
Approximately 173 employees and 55 residents are estimated to use the bus system. 
20 If distributed throughout the bus operation schedule of approximately 14 hours, there would be approximately 
16 new passengers per hour. Since there are two buses that run per hour for Route 65, an approximate increase of 
8 passengers per bus would occur. 
21 There would be a remaining capacity of 59% and 70% for the small and large buses, respectively. 
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impacted under Alternative 1 and therefore the impacts are similar with all the impacted intersections 
being located along access points or strategy corridors. 

Table 3.12-12: Alternative 2 Estimated Weekday Vehicle Trip Generation 

Land 
Daily AM 

Peak 
PM 

Peak 

Use In Out Total In Out Total 

Shopping Center 9,560 145 80 225 402 438 840 

Hotel 1,396 52 33 85 48 49 97 

Multifamily Housing 1,068 26 89 115 37 25 62 

General Office 230 27 4 31 2 22 24 

Private School 822 113 89 202 24 28 52 

Recreational Community 
Center 

5,556 252 130 382 220 244 464 

Athletic Complex 826 7 5 12 121 62 183 

Convenience Store/Gas 
Station 

816 36 39 75 32 29 61 

Car Dealership 266 14 5 19 9 13 22 

Golf Entertainment Facility 1,490 32 4 36 85 73 158 

Total 22,030 704 478 1,182 980 983 1,963 

2010 FSEIS TIA Trip 
Generation* 

– – – – 1,211 1,663 2,874 

Source: Appendix H 
*The Thurston County Travel Demand Model was used to produce site-generated traffic volumes, and the results were also 

validated using the ITE Trip Generation Manual. The Land use assumptions in the travel demand model for Phase 1 of the Lacey 
Gateway Center were: 1,026,000 sf of shopping center, 100,000 sf General Office, 30,000 sf Civic (Library), 119 Hotel rooms with 
Conference Center, and 500 Residential Townhouses. The FSEIS itself examined slightly different land use sizes than what was 
studied in the 2010 FSEIS TIA. 

The impacted intersections under Alternative 2 would operate at the same level or better than under 
Alternative 1, but similar to Alternative 1 there would be significant impacts without mitigation under 
Alternative 2. To reduce these potential impacts, similar mitigation measures as Alternative 1 would be 
implemented for Eastern Parkway NE/Britton Parkway NE and Britton Parkway NE/Western Parkway NE. 
The improved LOS levels can be seen in Table 18 of Appendix H. As shown in this table, the LOS would be 
improved to LOS B or better, thus reducing the impacts to less than significant levels. As for the Driveway 
D (Access 3)/Marvin Road NE, the delay is for the outbound movement from the site and does not result 
in off-site impacts. Therefore, no mitigation at this location is proposed. For the strategy corridors that 
are permitted to operate below normal acceptable LOS standards, BMPs are included in Table 2.1-9 that 
would ensure that the impacted intersections in the strategy corridors would be consistent with the 2030 
Transportation Plan. Therefore, with mitigation and the BMPs, the impacts to the adversely affected 
intersections under Alternative 2 would be less than significant. 
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Table 3.12-13: Intersections to Operate Below Acceptable Standards (LOS) – Alternative 2 

Intersections Discussion of Operation 

Eastern Parkway NE/Britton 
Parkway NE1 

The southbound approach of this two-way stop-controlled intersection is 
forecasted to operate at LOS F under the Future (2026) with-Project scenario 
during the weekday PM peak hour, exceeding the LOS D standard. 

Britton Parkway NE/Western 
Parkway NE1 

The southbound approach of this two-way stop-controlled intersection is 
forecasted to operate at LOS E under the Future (2026) with-Project scenario 
during the weekday PM peak hour. 

Driveway D (Access 3)/Marvin 
Road NE1 

The eastbound right-turn movement at the proposed RIRO driveway is forecast 
to operate at LOS F under the Future (2026) with-Project scenario with a 95th 
percentile queue of approximately 4 vehicles outbound from the site, but any 
delay would occur on the Project Site and would not result in off-site impacts. 

Marvin Road NE/Britton 
Parkway NE2 

Forecasted to operate at LOS C with a v/c ratio of 1.09 under Future (2026) 
without-Project scenario and further degrade with the project to operating at 
LOS D with a v/c ratio of 1.19, exceeding the identified threshold of 1.0. 

Marvin Road NE/I-5 SB 
Ramp2 

Forecasted to operate at LOS F under the Future (2026) with-Project scenario. 

Marvin Road SE (SR 510)/ 
Steilacoom Road SE2 

Forecasted to operate at LOS E under the Future (2026) PM peak hour scenario 
under both the without-Project and with-Project scenario. 

Source: Appendix H 
1Site accesses intersection 
2Located within a Strategy Corridor 

I-5 RIRO/CD Road Interchange Operations 

Similar to Alternative 1, the impacts to the weekday PM peak hour operational performance at the future 
I-5 RIRO Ramp at the I-5 CD Road was assessed for Alternative 2. Table 13 of Appendix H provides a 
summary of the weaving and ramp operations for the existing weekday AM and PM peak hours for Future 
(2026) with-Project scenarios. Similar to Alternative 1, the proposed ramp is forecast to operate 
acceptably at LOS B during the weekday PM peak hour. Hence, the impact under Alternative 2 would be 
less than significant because the LOS would remain at an acceptable level. 

Safety 

Since Alternative 2 would produce fewer trips than Alternative 1, the potential impacts to safety are 
anticipated to be less. As noted above, the impacts under Alternative 1 for safety were determined to be 
less than significant. Since the potential adverse impacts to safety are predicted to be reduced under 
Alternative 2 than Alternative 1, this impact is determined to be less than significant. 

Transit, Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Alternative 2 would generate similar impacts to pedestrian facilities and public transport on the 
surrounding network as Alternative 1, but on a smaller scale due to the decreased employee and visitation 
trips, as demonstrated by Alternative 2 generating fewer vehicle trips than Alternative 1. Pedestrian 
facilities would be extended to the Project Site from the surrounding area to ensure access, and the impact 
to Intercity Transit bus line Route 65 would be less than significant due to the buses still having capacity 
after implementation of Alternative 2. 

The proposed school and athletic complex in the northwestern portion of the Project Site may increase 
the usage of pedestrian and bicycle facilities in this area along Britton Parkway NE and Gateway Boulevard 
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NE, but it is not expected to exceed the capacity of available facilities. As stated in Table 3.12-2, Britton 
Parkway NE is noted as containing ‘intermittent’ bicycle and sidewalks due to one approximately 500-foot 
stretch at its westernmost terminus where the sidewalk and bicycle facilities end in an area zone light 
industrial commercial. The entire length of Britton Parkway NE from the residential area to the west, along 
the Project Site’s northern boundary and connecting to Marvin Road NE on the eastern edge of the Project 
Site contains a continuous sidewalk and bicycle lanes. This would provide safe and uninterrupted 
pedestrian and bicycle opportunities from the adjacent and off-site residential areas to the proposed 
school and ball fields in the northwestern portion of the Project Site. Therefore, these impacts are less 
than significant. 

Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, there would be no development constructed on the Project Site, and consequently 
no increase in vehicular traffic on roadways in the vicinity of the Project Site. There would be no change 
in pedestrian, bicycle, or transit circumstances. Therefore, no impacts would occur under Alternative 3. 

Cumulative Transportation and Circulation Impacts 

Cumulative projects in the vicinity of the Project Site have the potential to impact local transportation 
networks in a way that could result in significant impacts when considered in combination with the project 
alternatives. In particular, traffic from the project alternatives in combination with the proposed Casino-
Resort Project that is directly adjacent to the Project Site would contribute to increased traffic levels on 
local and regional roadways serving the project area. For the purposes of analyzing the potential impacts, 
the combined traffic volumes from Alternative A of the proposed Casino-Resort Project (the alternative 
that would generate the highest traffic) and Alternative 1 were assessed since the combination of these 
two would create the greatest impacts. Traffic volumes for the Future (2045) with-Project traffic volumes 
were calculated by adding the PM peak hour project trips to the Future (2045) without-Project traffic 
volumes. The volumes and distributions for the Future (2045) without-Project, with-Project, and 
Combined Development can be seen in Figure 6, 10, and 18 of Appendix H, respectively. 

Intersection Level of Service 

Table 8 in Appendix H shows the LOS under the Future (2045) without-Project and with-Project scenarios. 
As discussed above, 2045 without-Project traffic volumes were developed by applying the growth from 
the 2018 and 2045 TRPC model to the existing traffic volumes and therefore include cumulative 
development. In this table, these LOS levels were calculated with the assumption that Future (2026) with-
Project mitigation measures for Alternative 1 were not implemented. Similar to Future (2026) with-Project 
scenario without mitigation, development of Alternative 1 is forecasted to result in eight intersections 
operating below respective standards during the weekday PM peak hour and are shown in Table 3.12-14. 
These intersections operating below standard are either a Project Site access or located along a strategy 
corridor, and they would therefore experience similar impacts as under Future (2026) with-Project 
scenario. 
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Table 3.12-14: Intersections to Operate Below Acceptable Standards (LOS) – Cumulative 

Intersections Discussion of Operation 

Marvin Road NE/ I-5 SB 
Ramp2 

Forecasted to operate at LOS F. This is a degradation from LOS C under the 
Future (2045) without-Project scenario. 

Marvin Road NE/ Martin 
Way E2 

Forecasted to operate at LOS E under both Future (2045) without-Project and 
with-Project scenarios during the weekday PM peak hour, exceeding the LOS D 
standard for the City and WSDOT along SR 510. 

Marvin Road SE (SR 510)/ 
Steilacoom Road SE2 

Forecasted to operate at LOS E under Future (2045) with-Project during the PM 
peak hour. This is a degradation from LOS D under the Future (2045) without-
Project scenario. 

Carpenter Road NE/ Martin 
Way E2 

Forecasted to operate at LOS F under Future (2045) with-Project scenario during 
the weekday PM peak hour. This is a degradation from LOS D under Future 
(2045) without-Project scenario. 

Pacific Avenue SE/ 
Carpenter Road SE2 

Forecasted to operate at LOS F under Future (2045) without-Project and with-
Project scenarios during the weekday PM peak hour, exceeding the LOS E 
standard for City’s Core Area. 

Eastern Parkway 
NE/Britton Parkway 

NE1 

The southbound approach of this two-way stop-controlled intersection is 
forecast to operate at LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour, exceeding the 
LOS D standard and degrading from LOS C under the Future (2045) without-
Project. 

Britton Parkway NE/ 

Western Parkway NE1 

The southbound approach of this two-way stop-controlled intersection is 
forecast to operate at LOS F during the weekday PM peak hour, exceeding the 
LOS D standard and degrading from LOS D under the Future (2045) without-
Project scenario. 

Driveway D (Access 3)/ 

Marvin Road NE1 

The eastbound right-turn movement at the proposed RIR) driveway is forecast to 
operate at LOS F with a 95th percentile queue of up to 4 vehicles outbound from 
the site. The delay is related to the high southbound through volumes along 
Marvin Road, which is expected to exceed 2,200 vehicles during the PM peak 
hour. 

Source: Appendix H 
Note: Cumulative Traffic Scenario with Alternative 1 
1Site accesses intersection 
2Located within a Strategy Corridor 

However, these intersections would operate at or above acceptable standards if the mitigation measures 
in Section 4 and the BMPs in Table 2.1-9 recommended under the Future (2026) with-Project scenario are 
implemented. Table 18 of Appendix H shows the LOS levels for Eastern Parkway NE/Britton Parkway NE 
and Britton Parkway NE/Western Parkway NE if the mitigation measures were implemented. With 
implementation of the Future (2026) with-Project mitigation measures and BMPs, the LOS levels would 
be improved at the access points to LOS B or better, and the intersections in the strategy corridors would 
have features implemented to be consistent with the 2030 Transportation Plan. To reduce cumulative 
impacts on planned transportation improvement projects from the additional traffic generated by 
Alternative 1, Section 4 includes mitigation measure to pay the City traffic impact fees based on the City’s 
2022/2023 Transportation Improvement Mitigation List Therefore, the impacts to the intersections under 
the Future (2045) with-Project would be less than significant without additional mitigation. 

A comparison of Future (2045) without-Project and Future (2045) Combined Development weekday PM 
peak hour traffic operations is summarized in Table 17 of Appendix H with the assumption that the 

Nisqually Tribe Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use and Fee-to-Trust Project 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 3-97 



 

  
   

       
   

       
     

        
   

    
     

   
     

 

      
   

     
         

       
         

 

 

     
     

        
    

  
        

       
        
     

 
     

     
     

   
      

  
 

  

  

     
 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

mitigation measures under the Future (2026) with-Project scenario were not implemented. As shown in 
Table 17 of Appendix H, the intersections are forecasted to generally operate at the same LOS under the 
Future (2045) Combined Development scenario as the Future (2045) with-Project scenario. Furthermore, 
all of the intersections described above to operate below acceptable standards described under the 
Future (2045) with-Project scenario are also anticipated to operate below the respective standard under 
the Future (2045) Combined Development scenario. Similar to the Future (2045) with-Project scenario, 
these adverse impacts would be reduced to acceptable levels with implementation of the mitigation 
measures and BMPs under the Future (2026) with-Project scenario. The reduced impacts can be seen in 
Table 18 of Appendix H. Therefore, no additional mitigation measures are required to mitigate these 
impacts under the Future (2045) Combined Development scenario. This impact would be less than 
significant with no additional mitigation. 

In addition to the intersections assessment above, the Future (2045) with-Project and Combined 
Development weekday PM peak hour operational performance at the future I-5 RIRO Ramp at the I-5 CD 
Road was determined. Table 15 of Appendix H provides a summary of the weaving and ramp operations 
for the existing weekday AM and PM peak hours. As shown in Table 15 of Appendix H, the proposed ramp 
is forecast to operate acceptably at LOS C or better under both the Future (2045) with-Project and 
Combined Development scenario during the weekday PM peak hour. Therefore, no mitigation is required 
to reduce the impacts from increased traffic volumes. This impact is less than significant. 

Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Transit System 

The proposed Casino-Resort Project and other cumulative projects could result in increased bicycling or 
transit rider activity due to increases in the local population. The proposed Casino-Resort Project under 
Alternative A could generate up to 1,480 new employment opportunities and have approximately 7,464 
visitations per day. If approximately 7% of these new employees and visitors utilize the Route 65 bus 
system and were distributed throughout the route’s operation schedule in a similar manner as described 
for Alternative 1, there would be an increase in ridership of approximately 23 passengers for every bus. 
Route 65 buses experience passenger loads of approximately 20 passengers at maximum. Alternative 1 
and Alterative A combined could generate up to 31 new passengers per bus, not including the potential 
visitors to Alternative 1 as discussed above. This could exceed the seating capacity of the buses and 
surpass the standing capacity of 68 for small buses and may exceed the standing capacity for the larger 
buses. This could have a significant cumulative impact depending on the size of bus used. While the BMP 
in Table 2.1-9 would reduce potential impacts to Route 65, the mitigation included in Section 4 will 
sufficiently reduce this impact. The mitigation specifies that the Tribe shall work with Intercity Transit to 
provide adequate and safe public transportation to and from the Project Site, which could include 
increasing Route 65 buses during peak times. In a similar manner, the proposed Casino-Resort Project 
would be required to assess its impacts and provide mitigation if necessary for the adverse impacts it 
would cause to public transport. Therefore, cumulative effects would be reduced to less than significant 
with mitigation. 

3.13 UTILITIES 

3.13.1 Regulatory Setting 

The utilities regulatory setting is summarized in Table 3.13-1, and additional information on the regulatory 
setting can be found in Appendix F. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.13-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Utilities 

Regulation Description 

Federal 

Safe Drinking Water Act ▪ Establishes protective drinking water standards for protection of public health. 

Clean Water Act ▪ Establishes environmental discharge requirements for wastewater treatment. 

State 

HB 1799 – Organic 
Materials 

▪ Requires local governments and businesses to manage organic material waste, 
such that organic materials are diverted from landfills for productive uses of 
organic waste; local governments are to consider state organic material 
management goals in their solid waste plans. 

Washington Well 
Construction Act 

▪ Governs the regulation and licensing of well contractors and operators and for 
the regulation of well design and construction on lands under State jurisdiction 

Washington State Growth 
Management Act 

▪ The GMA contains a comprehensive framework for managing and providing 
public services and utilities at the time growth occurs. 

▪ Adopts the goal to ensure there are adequate public facilities and services 
necessary to support new development without decreasing current service 
levels below locally established minimum standards. 

3.13.2 Environmental Setting 

Water Supply 

The Project Site is within the City’s service area and there are multiple water lines either immediately 
adjacent to or within the Project Site as shown on Figure 6. Based on the City’s water system plan update, 
dated April 2022, the peak reliable pumping capacity of the well system during maximum demand days is 
approximately 28 MGD or 19,500 gallons per minute (gpm). Undeveloped water rights currently held by 
the City would allow a total withdrawal of 34 MGD or 23,500 gpm. The City has two well construction 
projects (Well S04 and the Marvin Road Well) currently anticipated to be completed in 2026 that will 
increase its pumping capacity (City of Lacey, 2022; Appendix C). The City’s water system includes seven 
water storage reservoirs with a total storage capacity of 13.0 million gallons (MG). An additional 2 MG is 
currently under construction and another 1.25 MG is in design. Refer to Appendix F for additional 
information. 

Wastewater Service 

The Project Site is within the City’s service area and there are multiple wastewater lines either 
immediately adjacent to or within the Project Site as shown in Figure 6. Based on the City’s sewer system 
plan update, dated April 2015, the City’s wastewater system currently transports approximately 3 MG a 
day to LOTT treatment plants (Appendix C). The primary plants are the Budd Inlet Treatment Plant and 
the Martin Way Reclaimed Water Plant described in Table 3.13-2. Each facility was also constructed with 
the potential for future expansion in increments of 1 MGD to accommodate future growth in the area 
(LOTT, 2023). Refer to Appendix F for additional information. 

Solid Waste 

Solid waste from the Project Site vicinity is collected by LeMay Pacific Disposal and brought to the Waste 
and Recovery Center (WARC) Transfer Station which is operated by Thurston County in partnership with 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Republic Services. The peak operational capacity of the WARC is generally 159 tons per hour or 1,590 tons 
per day (based on a 10-hour day); however, compactor capacity is 870 tons per day and traffic capacity is 
800 vehicles per day. Based on estimated per capita disposal rates and growth projections, the WARC is 
anticipated to receive 224,721 tons per year in 2025 and 263,196 tons per year in 2040. Solid waste from 
the WARC is transported to Roosevelt Regional Landfill in Klickitat County for disposal (Thurston County 
Public Works, 2019). Roosevelt Regional Landfill has a permitted capacity of 120 million tons over 40 years, 
and can accept construction and demolition debris and petroleum-contaminated soil (Republic Services, 
2023). In 2017, the landfill received approximately 2.4 million tons of solid waste and was originally 
intended to receive up to 5 million tons per year. At this rate of solid waste acceptance, the landfill lifespan 
could be extended up to 85 years (DeMent, 2017). Refer to Appendix F for additional information. 

Table 3.13-2: Wastewater Treatment Facilities 

Descriptor Budd Inlet Treatment Plant 
Martin Way Reclaimed Water 

Plant 

Treatment Capacity1 37.5 MGD 2 MGD 

2021 Average Daily Flow2 12.4 MGD 1.4 MGD 

Reclaimed Water Capacity3 1.5 MGD 1.5 MGD 

2021 Recycled Water Production2 0.6 MGD 1.1 MGD 

Source: 1 - LOTT, 2022; 2 - LOTT, 2021; 3 - LOTT, 2023 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

PSE provides electricity and natural gas to the County and City. The projections for PSE overall energy 
resources predict it can satisfy energy demands until 2031. With regards to natural gas demand, PSE 
projects its current supplies will be sufficient to meet demand until the winter of 2031/2032. The nearest 
electrical substation and high voltage transmission line (345 kilovolt) are approximately 0.7 miles west of 
the Project Site (Energy Information Administration, 2023). While no natural gas lines are located near 
the Project Site, a high pressure gas line and gate station are proposed approximately 0.7 miles west of 
the Project Site (City of Lacey, 2016b). Refer to Appendix F for additional information. 

3.13.3 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

An adverse effect would occur if the demands on public utilities from the project alternatives would cause 
an exceedance of system capacities that results in significant effects to the physical environment. 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Construction 

Before construction of the Alternative 1, the Tribe shall contact the State Utility Notification Center to 
notify the utility service providers of excavation at the work site to avoid unintentional disruption to 
existing utilities as specified in the BMPs described in Table 2.1-9. 

Water Supply 

As described in Appendix B Section 1.2 for Water Supply Option 1, the City has confirmed it has sufficient 
water supply and pressure to fully accommodate Alternative 1 after completion of its two groundwater 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

projects. Furthermore, the City still has approximately 6 MGD of undeveloped water rights for future 
growth in the area. The City’s well projects are anticipated to be completed in 2026, prior to the opening 
of Alternative 1; however, if the well projects are not completed, on-site storage tanks with a total 
capacity of 1.3 MG and an associated booster pump would be required to ensure adequate fire flow 
volumes and maximum peak daily water demand are provided for Alternative 1. As discussed in Appendix 
B Section 1.2, these water demands would be further reduced if reclaimed water is utilized . Reclaimed 
water could be utilized under Alternative 1 once the supply is sufficient in the anticipated year of 2035. 
Additional infrastructure would be required to connect with the 16-inch reclaimed water line in Main 
Street NE and/or Gateway Boulevard NE. Impacts associated with the off-site utility connections are 
discussed in Section 3.15. Mitigation recommended in Section 4 includes the negotiation of a service 
agreement with the City to provide payment for water service and for any distribution infrastructure 
improvements necessary to provide service to the Project Site. This agreement is anticipated in the 
Cooperation Agreement discussed in Section 1.5.1. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Under Water Supply Option 2 there would be no connection to a public water system and thus no direct 
impact. Potential impacts related to groundwater pumping are discussed in Section 3.7.3. 

Wastewater 

The City and LOTT wastewater collection system has the capacity to accept flows from Alternative 1 under 
Wastewater Treatment Option 1 with implementation of off-site improvements (Appendix B Section 
2.1.3). The LOTT sewer line connection was built to accommodate 2040 wastewater flows, and therefore 
has capacity to accept flows from Alternative 1 in the opening year of 2028. While LOTT treatment plant 
capacity is more than sufficient to cover increased wastewater generation from Alternative 1, the LOTT 
sewer line on the eastern portion of the Project Site that flows south to Martin Way E contains a 15-inch 
section of sewer line may require upgrades prior to full buildout of the Project (Appendix C). The City 
sewer line on the western side of the Project Site conveys wastewater to Pump Station #49; this pump 
station could accommodate up to 100,000 gpd from Alternative 1, which is not sufficient to meet the total 
wastewater demand. As described in Appendix B Section 1.3, under the alternative connection scenario, 
Pump Station #49 would be upgraded to increase its capacity to accommodate the full wastewater 
demands of Alternative 1. According to the City, the pump station was originally constructed with these 
upgrades in mind, and therefore would only require minimal improvements to pumps and electrical 
equipment. Connection to the LOTT and City lines would not require building new off-site sewer lines from 
the Project Site. Construction would only occur in public rights-of-way or on-site. Impacts associated with 
utility connections in the right-of-ways (ROWs) are discussed in Section 3.15. If reclaimed water is utilized, 
wastewater generation could be reduced to 76,915 gpd. Additional off-site infrastructure would be 
required to connect with the 16-inch reclaimed water line in Main Street NE and/or Gateway Boulevard 
NE which is discussed further in Section 3.15. Mitigation recommended in Section 4 includes the 
negotiation of a service agreement with the City and LOTT to provide payment for wastewater treatment 
service and for any distribution infrastructure improvements necessary to provide service to the Project 
Site. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. This agreement is anticipated in the 
Cooperation Agreement discussed in Section 1.5.1. Impacts would be less than significant with mitigation. 

Under Wastewater Treatment Option 2 there would be no connection to a public wastewater treatment 
system and thus no direct impact. Potential impacts related to on-site wastewater disposal are discussed 
in Section 3.7.3. 

Nisqually Tribe Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use and Fee-to-Trust Project 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 3-101 



 

  
   

 

        
    
     

 

  
  

      
       
  

 
  

 

 
  

 
  

     

     

 
 

    

     

     

     

     

 
 

    

     

     

     

     

     

     

 
 

 

       
      

       
     

               
          

     

 

     

 

     

 

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Solid Waste Service 

Solid waste from construction would be typical of other construction sites and would be brought to the 
WARC and transferred to the Roosevelt Regional Landfill. Solid waste generated from the construction of 
Alternative 1 would be temporary, and therefore would not impact Roosevelt Regional Landfill’s long-
term capacity to serve its current customers. 

Solid waste would be generated from Alternative 1 once operation begins. The estimated solid waste 
generated by Alternative 1 during operation at full capacity is shown in Table 3.13-3. Alternative 1 would 
produce up to 14,063 lb. or 7.0 tons of solid waste per day. This would equate to approximately 2,567 
tons per year or a 1.1% increase of the estimated annual tonnage for the City in 2025. This increase in the 
City’s solid waste stream and, subsequently for Roosevelt Regional Landfill, would not exceed either 
facility’s capacity. Furthermore, BMPs have been incorporated into Alternative 1 to reduce the solid 
wastes stream (see Table 2.1-9). 

Table 3.13-3: Solid Waste Generation from Alternative 1 

Waste Generation 
Source 

Waste 
Generation Rate 

Units 
Alternative 1 

Values 
Alternative 1 Waste 

Generation (lb/day)* 

Apartments 5.31 lb/unit/day 300 1,593 

Theater 3.12 lb/100 sf/day 41,200 1,285 

Entertainment 
Center 

3.12 lb/100 sf/day 17,500 546 

Retail 0.006 lb/sf/day 541,740 3,250 

Grocery 0.006 lb/sf/day 130,000 780 

Office 0.006 lb/sf/day 30,000 180 

Hotel* 2 lb/room/day 200 400 

Golf 
Entertainment 

Facility 
3.12 lb/100 sf/day 55,500 1,732 

Car Dealership 0.9 lb/100 sf/day 30,000 270 

Travel Center 0.9 lb/100 sf/day 31,000 279 

Restaurants 3.12 lb/100 sf/day 87,060 2,716 

Bowling Alley 3.12 lb/100 sf/day 30,500 952 

Live/Work Units 4 lb/unit/day 20 80 

Total 14,063 

Source: CalRecycle, 2019 
* The solid waste numbers estimated predict the worst-case scenario because they assume maximum occupancy of the 

hotel. 

If Wastewater Treatment Option 2 is selected, the on-site wastewater treatment plant would produce 
Class B biosolids that would require disposal approximately every two years. As shown in Table 2.1-6, 
approximately 1,800 gpd of sludge would be retained on average. After thickening and drying, 
approximately 193 gpd of biosolids would be produced that would require disposal. Since the biosolids 
would be treated to Class B standards, they can be disposed of at landfills without restrictions. The 
quantity of biosolids requiring disposal would be a minimal contribution to the existing solid waste stream 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

at Roosevelt Regional Landfill. Therefore, construction and operation of Alternative 1 would not result in 
a significant adverse effect to solid waste services. 

Electricity and Natural Gas 

As described in Section 2.1.8, all buildings would be built to meet or exceed the standards set forth in the 
Nisqually Tribal Building Codes, which are generally consistent with the IBC and related codes, including 
electrical, energy, and safety. There is existing electrical infrastructure in the vicinity of the Project Site 
that can be extended to the Project Site. As described in Section 2.1.5, a high-pressure gas line and gate 
station are proposed near the Project Site. As indicated in Table 2.1-9, the Tribe will use electric boilers 
and appliances in lieu of natural gas or propane units to the greatest extent practicable. While this would 
reduce potential natural gas demands, some natural gas may still be needed during operation of 
Alternative 1; therefore, a service line extension to the Project Site may be needed. The Tribe would 
coordinate with PSE regarding the extension of electrical and natural gas services to the Project Site. The 
Tribe would pay the cost associated with extending services to the Project Site per PSE specifications and 
thus there would be a less-than-significant impact. Impacts associated with the off-site utility connections 
are discussed in Section 3.15. 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Alternative 2 would result in similar impacts to utilities as described for Alternative 1 above, but would 
vary somewhat due to different development components (e.g., less commercial development, more 
recreational facilities). The impacts of Alternative 2 on telecommunication, electrical, and gas services 
would be similar to Alternative 1 and less than significant. For water and wastewater services, no direct 
impacts to public utilities would occur if the on-site options are implemented. Other potential impacts 
related to groundwater pumping and wastewater disposal are addressed in Section 3.7.3. If the off-site 
water and wastewater service options are selected, public utility impacts would be similar but greater 
than Alternative 1. As specified in Appendix B Section 2.2, the City has capacity to serve Alternative 2 for 
water supply and the City and LOTT can wastewater treatment service similar to Alternative 1. After 
implementation of the mitigation measures in Section 4 that would require service agreements for water 
supply and wastewater treatment, Alternative 2 would have a less-than-significant impact. 

Solid waste generated from construction of Alternative 2 would be similar to Alternative 1 and disposed 
of in a similar manner. Solid waste generated from the construction of Alternative 2 would be temporary, 
and therefore would not impact Roosevelt Regional Landfill’s long-term capacity to serve its current 
customers. The estimated solid waste generated by operation of Alternative 2 is shown in Table 3.13-4 
and is approximately 11% lower than Alternative 1. Similar to Alternative 1, the increase in solid waste 
production would be negligible with BMPs in place to reduce solid waste; therefore, construction and 
operation of Alternative 2 would not result in a significant effect to the solid waste stream. 

Alternative C – No Action Alternative 

Alternative C would not increase demands on utilities and therefore no new utility extensions would be 
required. 

Cumulative Utilities Impacts 

As there would be no direct impacts to public water and wastewater utilities under the private on-site 
water supply and wastewater treatment options, the following discussion applies only to Option 1 Off-
Site Water Supply and/or Off-site Wastewater Treatment. 
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Table 3.13-4: Solid Waste Generation from Alternative 2 

Waste Generation 
Source 

Waste 
Generation Rate 

Units 
Alternative 1 

Values 
Alternative 1 Waste 

Generation (lb/day)* 

Apartments 5.31 lb/unit/day 300 1,593 

Theater 3.12 lb/100 sf/day 50,200 1,566 

Entertainment 
Center 

3.12 lb/100 sf/day 10,375 324 

Retail 0.006 lb/sf/day 138,000 828 

Grocery 0.006 lb/sf/day 30,000 180 

Office 0.006 lb/sf/day 30,000 180 

Hotel1 200 lb/room/day 200 400 

Golf 
Entertainment 

Facility 
3.12 lb/100 sf/day 55,500 1,732 

Car Dealership 0.9 lb/100 sf/day 10,000 90 

Convenience Store 0.9 lb/100 sf/day 10,000 90 

Restaurants 3.12 lb/100 sf/day 85,425 2,665 

Indoor Recreation 0.007 lb/sf/day 200,000 1,400 

School/ Athletic 
Complex 

0.007 lb/sf/day 30,000 420** 

Bowling Alley 3.12 lb/100 sf/day 29,500 920 

Live/Work Units 4 lb/unit/day 20 80 

Total 12,468 

Source: CalRecycle, 2019 
1The solid waste numbers estimated predict the worst-case scenario because they assume maximum occupancy of the hotel. 
2To account for the participation at the athletics complex from the students and public, the solid waste generated by the 

school (210 lb/day) was doubled. 

The estimated combined water supply and wastewater service demands for the project alternatives and 
the proposed Casino-Resort Project alternatives are shown in Table 3.13-5 and Table 3.13-6, respectively. 
As the Project Site and Casino-Resort Property are within the City’s water system boundary and corporate 
boundary, the development of these sites has been anticipated in the City’s water system plan and general 
sewer plan. The project alternatives and Casino-Resort Project would generate an amount of solid waste 
similar to development of the sites envisioned under full buildout of the Lacey Gateway Town Center. 
Therefore, development on the Project Site in combination with other cumulative development would 
not result in significant cumulative effects to water, wastewater, or solid waste services. 

Future development projects, such as the proposed Casino-Resort Project, would be required to mitigate 
their own utility impacts, including negotiating a service agreement or equivalent to compensate for utility 
services, such as electricity, gas, and telecommunications. Therefore, development on the Project Site in 
combination with other cumulative development would not result in significant cumulative effects to 
other public utilities. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Table 3.13-5: Total Cumulative Average Daily Water Demands (gpd) 

Quiemuth Casino-
Resort Project 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Alternative A 598,659 729,197 

Alternative B 541,589 672,127 

Alternative C 521,119 651,657 

Source: Appendix C 
Note: All numbers in the above table assume year-round irrigation associated with reclaimed water use. 
Without year-round irrigation, average daily volumes are reduced by 102,200 gpd for the scenarios with 
Alternative 1 and 168,700 gpd for the scenarios with Alternative 2. 

Table 3.13-6: Total Cumulative Average Daily Wastewater Flows (gpd) 

Quiemuth Casino-
Resort Project 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Alternative A 363,544 397,112 

Alternative B 321,579 355,147 

Alternative C 307,904 341,472 

Source: Appendix C 

3.14 VISUAL RESOURCES 

3.14.1 Regulatory Setting 

The visual resources regulatory setting is summarized in Table 3.14-1, and additional information on the 
regulatory setting can be found in Appendix F. 

Table 3.14-1: Regulatory Policies and Plans Related to Visual Resources 

Regulation Description 

State 

Washington State Scenic 
Byway Designation 

Program 

▪ Corridors within the scenic and recreational highway system that showcase the 
state's historic agricultural areas and promote the maintenance and 
enhancement of agricultural areas may be designated as agricultural scenic 
corridors. 

Local 

City of Lacey 
Comprehensive Plan 

▪ The 2016 City of Lacey Comprehensive Plan was prepared in compliance with 
the GMA and is intended to present a clear vision for future growth within the 
City over a twenty-year planning horizon. 

▪ Designates the Project Site for commercial and business uses. 
▪ Encourages a high-quality design aesthetic for new development within the 

City’s jurisdiction. 

City of Lacey Zoning 
Ordinance 

▪ Section 16.37.070 of the City’s Municipal Code includes development standards 
for the Project Site’s zoning designations of HPBD-BC and HPBD-C. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

3.14.2 Environmental Setting 

The terrain of the Project Site is somewhat sloped in elevation reaching 235 feet amsl at its highest near 
the eastern Project Site boundary and sloping downward to its lowest near the western Project Site 
boundary at 165 feet amsl. The general topography of the Project Site can be seen in Figure 17. 

The Project Site is visible from multiple vantage points along local roadways and I-5, which are generally 
represented by the viewpoints identified in Figure 23 and described in Table 3.14-2. 

The Project Site is visible from I-5 to the south, Britton Parkway NE to the north, Marvin Road NE to the 
east, and Gateway Boulevard NE and Marvin Road NE which bisect the Project Site. The Project Site is 
visible from residential and commercial areas to the south, north, and west, and light industrial areas to 
the east. Existing views of the Project Site from nearby sensitive residential receptors (notably the 
residential area to the northwest and apartment complex adjacent to the western Project Site boundary) 
are almost entirely obstructed by large trees. Views of the Project Site from the residential area south of 
I-5 are obscured by existing commercial uses and barriers along I-5. 

Designated scenic highways and roadways do not occur within viewing range of the Project Site. Scenic 
resources that can be viewed from the Project Site include long-distance views of Mount Rainier and the 
Cascade Range. Views of the Project Site from the surrounding vicinity consist of either forested or 
deforested land, undeveloped property with sparse, weedy vegetation, surrounded by scattered 
commercial and industrial developments, roadways, and open space. 

Table 3.14-2: Vantage Points for Project Site 

Vantage Point Description of View from Vantage Point 

Northeast View 1 
Aerial 

Aerial view experienced from Marvin Road near the intersection of Main Street NE, 
facing west toward the Project Site. Existing driveways with a landscaped median and a 
pedestrian sidewalk dominate the foreground, and mature trees and undeveloped land 
dominate the background. The existing Cabela’s is visible in the background. 

Northeast View 2 

Ground view experienced from Marvin Road between Britton Parkway and I-5, facing 
west toward the Project Site. Road closure signs on Main Street NE, existing driveways 
with landscaped medians, and a pedestrian sidewalk dominate the foreground and 
mature trees with an open clearing dominate the background. 

Northwest View 3 

View experienced from Britton Parkway directly north of the existing Cabela’s, facing 
southeast toward the Project Site. An existing traffic circle dominates the left side of the 
foreground, and a pedestrian sidewalk dominates the right side of the foreground. 
Landscaped areas exist between the roadway and sidewalk. Mature trees dominate the 
background. 

Southwest View 4 

View experienced from I-5 directly south of the existing Cabela’s, facing northeast 
toward the Project Site. A multi-lane highway with a vegetated median dominates the 
foreground, and the existing Cabela’s dominates the background. Mature trees are 
visible intermittently throughout the background. 

Southeast View 5 
View experienced from I-5 near the Marvin Road southbound freeway on-ramp, facing 
northwest toward the Project Site. A multi-lane highway and mature trees dominate the 
foreground and the background. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Due to the urban setting of the Project Site, sources of light in the vicinity are numerous. Light sources 
include traffic on I-5 and adjacent roadways, as well as surrounding development such as commercial and 
residential land uses. 

3.14.1 Impacts 

Assessment Criteria 

Assessing the impacts of a project on visual resources is in large part subjective by nature. Impacts related 
to visual resources would be considered significant if the alternative were to degrade or diminish the 
aesthetics of visual resources such as scenic vistas or designated scenic areas, introduce lighting that 
would substantially increase the nighttime lighting in the area, and/or cast a shadow on private residences 
or public areas for substantial portions of the day. 

Alternative 1 – Commercial-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Operational Impacts 

The proposed facilities for Alternative 1 are described in Section 2.1, including architectural design, 
signage, lighting, and other visible features. Alternative 1 would substantially alter the visual character of 
the Project Site by converting a vacant disturbed site with forested areas and weedy vegetation to a mix 
of commercial, retail, office, housing, and recreational land uses in addition to ancillary infrastructure and 
facilities and decorative landscaping. The architecture would be contemporary with exterior colors that 
include warm tans and grays that are consistent with the other commercial development in the 
surrounding vicinity of the Project Site. Renderings of Alternative 1 compared to existing conditions are 
provided in Figure 24 and Figure 25. 

In general, views of the undeveloped Project Site adjacent to I-5 would change to views of more modern 
commercial development, which is consistent with the future uses of the Project Site and vicinity as 
identified in the City’s Comprehensive Plan and zoning ordinance. Alternative 1 would not impede or 
obstruct scenic views because no scenic highways, roadways, or resources occur within viewing range of 
the Project Site. Development of Alternative 1 would complement existing and planned retail/commercial 
developments along the I-5 corridor. 

There are several sensitive receptors in the vicinity that have direct views of the Project Site, including an 
apartment complex on the western boundary and high-density residential across Britton Parkway NE to 
the northwest. The configuration of the apartment complex on the western Project Site boundary has 
rows of surface parking as well as garages between the apartments and the site; the parking facilities in 
addition to the landscaping with trees would serve as a buffer to reduce visual impacts to the neighboring 
apartment complex. Similarly, vegetation within the Britton Parkway NE corridor as well as trees that 
would be part of the landscaping along the northern edge of the proposed development would shield 
views of the Project Site from the residential area to the north. Therefore, Alternative 1 would not result 
in adverse effects associated with visual resources. 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Lighting, Shadow, and Glare 

Alternative 1 would introduce new sources of light to the Project Site for aesthetic and security purposes 
at the facility, throughout the parking areas, and along the new internal streets. As described in Section 
2.1, the exterior lighting of Alternative 1 would be integrated into components of the architecture and 
would be strategically positioned to minimize off-site lighting and any direct sight lines to the public. 
Illuminated signs would be designed to blend with the light levels and colors of the building and landscape. 
New streetlight along the internal roadways would be similarly designed to minimize off-site lighting and 
any direct sight lines to the public. The lighting associated with the Alternative 1 would constitute an 
increase over the existing ambient light levels on the Project Site; however, the lighting would be 
consistent with the surroundings, and Alternative 1 would include shielded and filtered lighting as 
described in the BMPs listed in Table 2.1-9. Impacts associated with lighting would be less-than-
significant. 

The materials used for the exterior façades of various project components along the I-5 corridor could 
cause glare that would be disruptive to vehicle traffic on I-5. The FHWA provides best practices regarding 
the design of structures built near highways, including the use of low-sheen and non-reflective surface 
materials, which have been incorporated into the project BMPs listed in Table 2.1-9 for all structures 
visible from I-5. Therefore, impacts from glare would be less than significant. 

Alternative 2 – Recreation-Heavy Mixed-Use Development 

Effects on viewsheds surrounding the Project Site under Alternative 2 would be similar to those discussed 
under Alternative 1 but reduced due to the reduced size of the proposed development. Similar land uses 
along the I-5 corridor would require the BMPs listed in Table 2.1-9 to minimize impacts due to the 
potential for glare to passing motorists. The increased recreational opportunities, parks, and open space 
along the western and northern boundaries of the Project Site would further minimize the potential for 
visual impacts to existing off-site residential developments. Alternative 2 would not interrupt or 
substantially alter local views and would not create any sources of glare with implementation of the BMPs 
listed in Table 2.1-9. As described in Appendix B Section 2, the athletic complex would have nighttime 
sporting lighting, but this lighting would be shielded, downcast, and directed away from Britton Parkway 
NE and surrounding residences. Furthermore, sporting events are not expected to regularly go past 10 
p.m. For other sources of lighting on the Project Site, BMPs listed in Table 2.1-9 would reduce their 
potential adverse nighttime illumination effects. Therefore, Alternative 2 is not expected to produce 
excessive nighttime illumination. Visual impacts would be less than significant. 

Alternative 3 – No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 3, the Project Site would remain under City jurisdiction and no development would 
occur. Therefore, visual resource impacts would not occur under this alternative. 

Cumulative Visual Resources Impacts 

Cumulative projects in the vicinity of the Project Site have the potential to impact visual resources in a 
way which could result in significant impacts when considered in combination with the project 
alternatives. Specifically, the proposed Casino-Resort Project that is directly adjacent to the Project Site 
in combination with the project alternatives would contribute to significant changes to the visual setting 
of the project area. Renderings of Alternative 1 in combination with the proposed Casino-Resort Project 
as compared to existing conditions are provided in Figure 26 and Figure 27. As discussed above, the 
proposed land uses within the Project Site, as well as within the proposed Casino-Resort Property, are 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

generally consistent with the scale of commercial development envisioned in local planning documents 
and visually cohesive with other developing uses in the vicinity. No significant cumulative impacts to 
scenic views or features would occur. 

3.15 INDIRECT AND GROWTH-INDUCING EFFECTS 
Under NEPA, indirect and growth-inducing effects of a proposed project must be analyzed (40 CFR Section 
1508.8[b]). The CEQ Regulations define indirect effects as effects that are caused by the action and are 
later in time or further removed in distance but are still reasonably foreseeable. 

3.15.1 Indirect Effects of Off-Site Improvements 

Improvements 

Implementation of the project alternatives would involve the construction of off-site access 
improvements and traffic mitigation and may involve off-site improvements for the extension of water 
supply, wastewater collection and/or electrical and natural gas utilities to the Project Site. All off-site 
improvements would take place within land owned by the Tribe, or dedicated rights-of-way held by the 
City, WSDOT or County consisting of previously disturbed areas and roadways devoid of habitat for 
wildlife, fish, or native plants. Once construction is complete, the pipeline/utility corridors and 
infrastructure pads will be repaved and restored to pre-existing conditions. Adherence to federal and state 
environmental regulations during construction of the improvements would avoid any potentially 
significant indirect effects from off-site improvements. Access Improvements and Traffic Mitigation 

Off-site access improvements are described in Section 2.1.7 and shown in Figure 10, and traffic mitigation 
is listed in Section 4. A brief description is as follows: 

▪ Off-Site Access Improvements: 1) An extension of Main Street NE from its current termination 
point in the east to join a new onsite roadway that eventually connects to the existing Gateway 
Boulevard NE and Main Street NE in the west. Part of this new roadway connection would go 
through the adjacent Nisqually owned property; and 2) A new intersection on Main Street NE in 
the eastern part of the Project Site that would join Driveway D to connect to Access 3. 

▪ Traffic Mitigation: 
o Access Intersection 6: Installation of a roundabout in place of the two-way stop-controlled 

existing traffic control at Eastern Parkway NE/Britton Parkway NE with the northbound 
approach serving as the Project Site access. 

o Access Intersection 11: Restrict the northbound and southbound left movements at the 
existing two-way stop-controlled intersection at Britton Parkway NE/Western Parkway NE 
with the northbound approach serving as Project Site access. For example, this could be 
achieved by adding hard channelization at the center of the Britton Parkway NE (e.g., 
raised median or c-curb) or by adding a half pork chop at the Western Parkway NE 
driveway to restrict left turns out of the driveway with signage also installed to convey 
“right turn” only at the driveway 

Optional Off-site Water, Wastewater and Energy Infrastructure Improvements 

Implementation of the project alternatives may involve improvements to off-site water supply, 
wastewater collection, and energy infrastructure. Detailed descriptions of potential off-site water supply 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

and wastewater improvements are provided in Appendix B Sections 1.2 and 1.3, respectively, and the 
locations of the potential improvements are shown in Figure 6. 

Biological Resources 

The proposed off-site access improvement areas, and anticipated traffic mitigation and utility 
improvements, would take place entirely within either 1) previously disturbed areas, including dirt 
roadways, paved roadways and road shoulders, or 2) land owned by the Tribe that has been included 
within the study area for biological resources addressed within the Biological Assessments and 
memorandum include in Appendix I (as such, these areas have been subject to recent surveys for 
biological resources, including special status species and wetlands). These areas do not contain sensitive 
habitat, Critical Habitat, EFH, or WOTUS. Once construction is complete, disturbed areas will be paved or 
revegetated to prevent erosion. Transportation improvements and utility improvements will result in no 
net loss of habitat and will not result in adverse impacts to biological resources. Impacts to sensitive 
biological resources would be less than significant. 

Cultural Resources 

As described in Section 3.4.2, background research, Tribal consultation and archaeological surveys of the 
off-site access improvement areas that would extend through property owned by the Tribe were 
conducted in 2006 and 2021; the cultural resources studies are bound under separate cover as 
Confidential Appendix J-1. These efforts failed to identify historic properties (i.e., resources eligible for 
listing on the NRHP. Additionally, it is anticipated that traffic mitigation and off-site utility improvements 
would occur within previously disturbed areas, and therefore the potential for encountering intact 
cultural resources would be low. It is possible that resources could be uncovered during construction of 
roadway improvements. For this reason, mitigation measures for the treatment of as-yet unidentified 
cultural resources have been included in Section 4 and would reduce adverse effects on cultural resources 
to less-than-significant levels. 

Hydrology, Water Quality, Geology and Soils 

The increase of impervious surfaces and additional cut and fill embankments from off-site improvements 
could result in an increase in surface water runoff and erosion of soils that could affect water quality and 
soil resources. In accordance with the federal CWA, off-site improvements would be required to comply 
with the NPDES General Construction Permit Program. To comply with the program, a SWPPP would be 
developed that would include soil erosion and sediment control practices to reduce the amount of 
exposed soil, prevent runoff from flowing across disturbed area, slow runoff from the site, and filter 
sediment from the runoff. With standard construction practices and specifications required by the NPDES 
permit program, and local requirements, including the City of Lacey Municipal Code Chapter 14.27, which 
includes provisions intended to manage stormwater runoff from construction and development sites, and 
WSDOT Temporary Erosion and Sediment Control Manual (WSDOT, 2019b), the off-site roadway 
improvements or utility trenching would result in less-than-significant effects associated with erosion and 
water quality during construction. 

Stormwater collection and detention facilities will be designed and installed in accordance with applicable 
local requirements, including the City’s Municipal Code Chapter 14.27, which includes provisions intended 
to control stormwater runoff generated by development, redevelopment, construction sites, or 
modifications to existing stormwater systems, or the WSDOT Highway Runoff Manual (WSDOT, 2019a) to 
accommodate the increase in impervious surfaces resulting from the off-site roadway improvements or 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

utility trenching. With incorporation of these drainage features, effects to water quality and geology and 
soils would be less than significant. 

Other Values 

Construction of the off-site roadway improvements or utility trenching could potentially result in noise, 
hazardous materials, potential temporary disruptions to public utilities and visual effects. Construction 
would adhere to local requirements, such as Section 16.57.030 of the City’s Municipal Code, which 
includes provisions related to noise in order to protect public health and general welfare, Chapter 173-60 
of the Washington Administrative Code, which includes maximum environmental noise levels, and 
Chapter 446 of the WSDOT Environmental Manual, which is intended to minimize and avoid noise impacts 
(Chapter 446 of WSDOT, 2022). Lane or shoulder closures or disruptions in public utilities would be 
temporary. Hazardous materials would be handled in accordance with federal, state and local regulations. 
Visual effects associated with off-site improvements would be consistent with the visual components of 
surrounding commercial development. Therefore, indirect effects resulting from off-site improvements 
would be less-than-significant. 

3.15.2 Growth-Inducing Effects 

The growth-inducing analysis below conservatively focuses on Alternative 1 because it would result in the 
highest generation of employment opportunities and economic output. 

As described in Section 3.11.3, Alternative 1 is projected to directly generate 2,466 jobs, plus an additional 
273 indirect and 314 induced job positions that would be created in the region. Indirect jobs would be the 
result of the impact of the direct expenditures on other business sectors while induced jobs would be a 
result of the spending of labor income. It is estimated that the existing area workforce will account for the 
majority of employment, however 264 new employees are anticipated to move to the project area. As 
described in Section 3.11.3, there were approximately 7,235 vacant housing units in the County in 2020. 
Assuming approximately 1.1 workers per household, the total number of new households to the study 
area under Alternative 1 is estimated to be 240 (Appendix L). The addition of 240 new households as a 
result of Alternative 1 would absorb 3.3% of the vacant housing stock in the County and has the potential 
to support current and planned housing development throughout the County without overwhelming 
existing infrastructure (Section 3.11.3). Furthermore, there are 320 housing units proposed under 
Alternative 1. Some of these new workers may move into the new on-site housing, and the new on-site 
housing will provide additional housing stock within the City and County. Therefore, it is not anticipated 
that Alternative 1 would induce disorderly or unplanned housing growth (Section 3.11.3; Table 20 of 
Appendix L). 

Construction and operation of the project alternatives would result in economic output that has the 
potential to induce economic growth within the surrounding communities. As described in Section 3.11.3, 
construction of Alternative 1 is anticipated to stimulate approximately $339.9 million in total economic 
impact, most of which would accrue to the residents, businesses, and governments of the County, and 
operation of Alternative 1 is anticipated to generate approximately $211.2 million in annual economic 
impact. This indirect and induced output could stimulate further commercial growth; however, such 
demand would be diffused and distributed among a variety of different sectors and businesses in the 
State. As such, significant regional commercial growth inducing environmental impacts would not occur. 

Under the project alternatives, utility service connections for water and wastewater would be extended 
to the Project Site as described in Section 2.1. As described in Section 1.4.2, the Project Site is within an 
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Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

approximately 250-acre potential commercial development node of the Comprehensive Plan identified as 
the “Lacey Gateway Town Center”, which has been long planned for commercial development, including 
the provision of water and wastewater utilities. Any on-site water and wastewater utilities proposed 
under Alternative 1 or Alternative 2 would be designed to only serve the proposed development and 
would not result in any off-site growth inducement. Consequently, anticipated growth inducement from 
extension of utilities is anticipated to be accommodated by the land use and growth management plans 
and policies for the area affected and a less-than-significant effect would occur. 

Nisqually Quiemuth Casino-Resort Fee-to-Trust Project 

Alternative 1 is located adjacent to the proposed Casino-Resort Project. The land uses proposed under 
Alternative 1 and the proposed Casino-Resort Project are anticipated to be complementary and 
accordingly the extension of utilities and transportation infrastructure for Alternative 1 could promote 
growth and development of the proposed Casino-Resort Project. As shown in Table 3.8-2, Alternative 1 is 
generally consistent with Phase I of the Former Lacey Gateway Town Center Project previously planned 
for the Project Site and surrounding area. Table 3.8-2 provides a comparison of the Tribe’s proposed 
developments and the former Lacey Gateway Town Center Project that was analyzed in the 2010 FSEIS. A 
shown therein, the Tribe’s proposed developments (Alternative 1 and proposed Casino-Resort Project) 
are generally consistent with the total build out planned as part of the Former Lacey Gateway Town Center 
Project previously planned for the Project Site and surrounding area. Therefore, development of 
Alternative 1 would not induce unplanned growth that would be inconsistent with the objectives of local 
land use plans and policies. 

Nisqually Tribe Quiemuth Village Mixed-Use and Fee-to-Trust Project 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 3-117 



 

  
  

  

   
 

  
  
  
        

 
      

    

    
  

 

   

 
 

 

   

 
  

  

  
 

  

   

 

 

 

 
   

 
 

  
 

 

  

  

   

 

   

 

   

 

Section 4 | Mitigation Measures 

NEPA requires that, if a project would have significant adverse effects on the environment, mitigation for 
those impacts must be identified. Mitigation consists of the following: 

▪ Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action. 
▪ Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation. 
▪ Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment. 
▪ Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during 

the life of the action. 
▪ Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments 

(40 CFR Section 1508.20). 

Mitigation measures to be implemented during construction and operation of the alternatives are 
summarized below. All mitigation is enforceable because it is (1) inherent to the project design; and/or 
(2) required by federal or tribal regulations. 

Resource Area Proposed Mitigation Alternative 

Water Resources 
(WR) 

WR-1. The following measures are recommended to prevent impacts to 
Woodland Creek: 

A. If the Tribe chooses to develop a groundwater well on the Project Site 
to provide water for the development alternative, the Tribe shall first 
develop a test well to determine if a well can provide an adequate and 
sustainable yield without significant impacts to Woodland Creek and 
its tributaries and neighboring wells. A hydrogeologic study shall be 
conducted to evaluate the hydraulic connectivity with the applicable 
aquifer to assess potential impairment to Woodland Creek and 
neighboring wells to determine mitigation needs. 

B. If the hydrogeologic study determines that the streamflow of 
Woodland Creek and/or its tributaries would be impaired or depleted 
by use of the Tribe’s groundwater well on the Project Site, a mitigation 
program shall be drafted and adopted by the Tribe to offset any 
associated losses in the streamflow of Woodland Creek and/or its 
tributaries. Options to offset the adverse effects of the Tribe’s 
groundwater withdrawal include, but are not limited to, the use of 
reclaimed water, purchase of additional water rights, or fair share 
payments towards groundwater offset projects within the Woodland 
Creek Subbasin, such as the Hicks Lake Stormwater Retrofit or 
Managed Aquifer Recharge Project included in the WRIA 13 Watershed 
Restoration and Enhancement Plan. 

C. If the hydrogeological report determines a significant impact to the 
groundwater supply of neighboring wells due to drawdown effects, a 
mitigation program shall be drafted and adopted by the Tribe to offset 
any potential water supply losses to the neighboring well. Options to 
offset the adverse effects of the Tribe’s groundwater withdrawal 
include, but are not limited to, the use of reclaimed water, purchase of 
additional water rights, or fair share payments towards groundwater 
offset projects within the vicinity of the impacted well(s). 

1, 2 

Water 
Supply 

Option 2 
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Mitigation Measures 

Resource Area Proposed Mitigation Alternative 

D. No well shall be installed on the Project Site within 2,700 feet of the 
City of Lacey’s Betti Well. 

Biological Resources 
(BIO) 

BIO-1. The following avoidance and minimization measures will be 
implemented during construction activities to avoid or minimize potential 
adverse impacts to federally and state protected species, and other 
migratory nesting birds. 

A. Prior to construction, the Tribe shall retain a qualified biologist to 
conduct an informational meeting to educate all construction staff on 
the pocket gophers, marbled murrelet, streaked horned lark, and 
nesting migratory birds. This will include a description of habitat needs, 
status of the species, and the following measures below. 

B. Preconstruction mound surveys for Yelm pocket gophers shall be 
conducted between June and October by a qualified biologist who has 
received training from WDFW or USFWS in Mazama pocket gopher 
survey protocols. If no occupied pocket gopher habitat is identified, 
then no further action is necessary. 

C. In the highly unlikely event that a survey shows occupied pocket 
gopher habitat within the Project Site, as determined by WDFW or 
USFWS training protocols, then a habitat protection area shall be 
established according to consultation with USFWS. Width to length 
ratio of the habitat protection area shall be maximized so that large, 
contiguous patches are protected. Long, narrow corridors shall be 
avoided as habitat protection areas. Multiple habitat protection areas 
may be appropriate or necessary to allow development. Access to the 
habitat protection area shall be restricted. No construction shall occur 
in habitat protection areas. A detailed list of species management 
recommendations from the WDFW for Mazama pocket gophers is 
found in Appendix I-1, Attachment E, these will be followed in the 
unlikely event pocket gophers are found on site. 

D. If tree removal is to occur within the mixed conifer-hardwood forest 
habitat, a preconstruction survey for western gray squirrel shall be 
conducted by a qualified biologist. 

E. In the highly unlikely event that a western gray squirrel nest is 
observed, a 50-foot no cut buffer shall be established around each nest 
tree. A 400-foot no disturbance buffer shall be established for all active 
nest trees during the breeding season (March 1 to September 20). 
Nests shall be documented and flagged. 

1,2 

BIO-2. The following measures are recommended to avoid and/or reduce 
impacts to potentially nesting migratory birds and other birds of prey in 
accordance with the federal MBTA. 

A. Tree clearing and removal of vegetation shall occur outside the bird 
nesting season (February 15 to September 15) to the extent feasible. 

B. If tree removal or trimming of vegetation and trees cannot avoid the 
bird nesting season, a qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct a pre-
construction nesting survey within 7 days prior to the start of such 
activities or after any construction breaks of 14 days or more. Surveys 
shall be performed for the Project Site and suitable habitat within 250 
feet of the Project Site in order to detect any active passerine 
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Mitigation Measures 

Resource Area Proposed Mitigation Alternative 

(perching bird) nests and within 500 feet of the Project Site to identify 
any active raptor (bird of prey) nests. 

C. If active nests are identified during the pre-construction bird nesting 
surveys, the wildlife biologist shall place species- and site-specific no-
disturbance buffers around each nest. Buffer size would typically be 
between 50 and 250 feet for passerines and between 300 and 500 feet 
for raptors (birds of prey). These distances may be adjusted depending 
on the level of surrounding ambient activity (i.e., if the Project Site is 
adjacent to a road or community development) and if an obstruction, 
such as a building structure, is within line-of-sight between the nest 
and construction. For bird species that are federal sensitive species 
(i.e., fully protected, endangered, threatened, species of special 
concern), a Project representative, supported by the wildlife biologist, 
shall consult with the USFWS regarding modifying nest buffers. The 
following measures shall be implemented based on their 
determination: 

a. If construction would occur outside of the no-disturbance buffer 
and is not likely to affect the active nest, then construction may 
proceed. However, the biologist should be consulted to 
determine if changes in the location or magnitude of 
construction activities could affect the nest. 

b. If construction may affect the active nest, the biologist and a 
Project representative shall consult with USFWS and/or WDFW, 
dependent on regulatory status, to develop alternative actions 
such as modifying construction, monitoring of the nest during 
construction, or removing or relocating active nests. 

D. Any birds that begin nesting within the Project Site and survey buffers 
amid construction activities shall be assumed to be habituated to 
construction-related or similar noise and disturbance levels and 
minimum work exclusion zones of 25 feet shall be established around 
active nests in these cases. 

Cultural Resources 
(CR) 

CR-1. The following measures are recommended to avoid or reduce 
potential impacts to previously unknown archaeological and historical 
resources that may exist on the Project Site: 

A. In the event of any inadvertent discovery of prehistoric or historic 
archaeological resources during construction-related earth-moving 
activities, all such finds shall be subject to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act as amended (36 CFR 800). Specifically, 
procedures for post-review discoveries without prior planning 
pursuant to 36 CFR 800.13 shall be followed. Work within 50 feet of 
the find shall be halted until a professional archaeologist meeting the 
Secretary of the Interior’s qualifications (36 CFR 61), or paleontologist 
if the find is of a paleontological nature, can assess the significance of 
the find in consultation with the THPO), BIA, and/or other appropriate 
agencies. If any find is determined to be significant by the 
archaeologist or paleontologist, a THPO representative shall meet with 
the archaeologist or paleontologist to determine the appropriate 
course of action, including the development of a Treatment Plan and 
implementation of appropriate provisions, if necessary. All significant 
cultural or paleontological materials recovered shall be subject to 
scientific analysis, professional curation, and a report prepared by the 

1,2 
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Mitigation Measures 

Resource Area Proposed Mitigation Alternative 

professional archaeologist or paleontologist, according to current 
professional standards. 

B. If human remains are discovered during ground-disturbing activities on 
Tribal lands, the THPO and BIA shall be contacted immediately. No 
further disturbance shall occur until the THPO and BIA representative 
have made the necessary findings as to the origin and disposition. If 
the remains are determined to be of Native American origin, the 
provisions of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act shall apply. 

Noise NOI-1. The following mitigation measures are recommended for reducing 1, 2 

(NOI) potential construction noise and vibration impacts to sensitive receptors: 

A. Loud stationary construction equipment shall be located as far away 
from residential receptor areas as feasible. To the extent feasible, 
existing barrier features (structures) shall be used to block sound 
transmission between noise sources and noise sensitive land uses. 

B. Construction equipment and machinery that produce reduced noise 
levels shall be utilized to the extent feasible. 

C. The Tribe shall monitor construction noise and vibration and will 
designate a disturbance coordinator (such as an employee of the 
general contractor or the project manager for the Tribe), post the 
coordinator’s contact telephone number conspicuously around the 
Project Site, and provide the number to nearby sensitive receptors. 
The disturbance coordinator shall receive all public complaints, be 
responsible for determining the cause of the complaints, and 
implement any feasible measures to alleviate the problem. 

D. The use of vibrational construction equipment shall be restricted such 
that vibration levels will not exceed 90 VdB at apartment complexes 
adjacent to the Project Site. Should any vibrational construction 
equipment be required that results in vibration decibel levels that 
would exceed 90 VdB at the adjacent apartment complexes, a buffer 
or set back will be utilized. 

Transportation and TR-1. The following mitigation measure is recommended for public 1, 2 
Circulation (TR) transport: 

A. The Tribe shall work with the Intercity Transit to provide adequate and 
safe public transportation to and from the Project Site as needed. This 
may include contracting Intercity Transit vanpools for employees, 
establishing shuttles to serve patrons/employees, and increasing the 
quantity of buses serving Route 65 during peak times. 

B. The Tribe shall implement the regional Commute Trips Reduction (see 
Appendix F for additional details) programs already in place in the 
County, including employee trip reductions programs, employee 
shuttles and other similar means of achieving commute trip reduction. 

TR-2. The following mitigation measure is recommended for Eastern 
Parkway NE (Twin Oak Road NE)/Britton Parkway NE: 

A. The Tribe shall pay for the installation of a roundabout in place of the 
two-way stop-controlled existing traffic control with the northbound 
approach serving as the Project Site access. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Resource Area Proposed Mitigation Alternative 

TR-3. The following mitigation measure is recommended for Britton 
Parkway NE/Western Parkway NE: 

A. The Tribe shall coordinate with the City to restrict the northbound and 
southbound left movements at the existing two-way stop-controlled 
intersection with the northbound approach serving as Project Site 
access. For example, this could be achieved by adding hard 
channelization at the center of the Britton Parkway NE (e.g., raised 
median or c-curb) or by adding a half pork chop at the Western 
Parkway NE driveway to restrict left turns out of the driveway with 
signage also installed to convey “right turn” only at the driveway. 
Ultimately, the exact designs needed to achieve the restricted 
movements would be determined at the design phase and subject to 
City approval. 

TR-4. The following mitigation measure is recommended to reduce 
cumulative impacts on planned transportation improvement projects due 
to increased trips: 

A. The Tribe shall pay the City traffic impact fees based on the City’s 
2022/2023 Transportation Improvement Mitigation List (impact fees 
are currently estimated to total approximately $1.8 million for 
Alternative 1 and approximately $1.2 million for Alternative 2). 

Utilities (UTIL) UTIL-1. The following measure is recommended for Water Supply Option 
1 (off-site connection): 

A. The Tribe shall negotiate a service agreement with the City of Lacey 
that will provide payment for the water service and for any distribution 
infrastructure upgrades or renovations necessary to provide water 
service to the Project Site. 

UTIL-2. The following measure is recommended for Wastewater 
Treatment Option 1 (off-site connection): 

A. The Tribe shall negotiate a service agreement with the City and LOTT 
that will provide payment for the wastewater service and for any 
distribution infrastructure upgrades or renovations necessary to 
provide wastewater service to the Project Site. 

1, 2 

Water 
Supply 

Option 1 
and 

Wastewater 
Treatment 
Option 1 

UTIL-3. The following measure is recommended for off-site wastewater in 
the cumulative year of 2040: 

A. The Tribe shall contribute a fair share towards the replacement of the 
15-inch along Martin Way East that is southeast of the Project Site. The 
mechanism for contribution shall be negotiated with LOTT and may 
include the option of the Tribe paying a fair share for the replacement 
or constructing the replacement of the pipeline with proportionate 
share funding contributed by LOTT. 
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Mitigation Measures 

Resource Area Proposed Mitigation Alternative 

Public Services (PS) PS-1. The following measures are recommended for all alternatives: 

A. The Tribe shall make good faith efforts to amend its existing 
agreement or enter into a new service agreement with Lacey Fire 
District 3 that will provide payment for the provision of fire protection 
and emergency medical services to the Project Site. The agreement 
shall address any required conditions and standards for emergency 
access and fire protection system. 

B. The Tribe shall make good faith efforts to enter into a service 
agreement with the City of Lacey and/or Thurston County for the 
coordination of law enforcement, prosecution, and court 
administration, which will identify the scenarios when cases would be 
referred to the City/County and address the payment of actual costs 
for investigation, prosecution, and court administration. The 
agreement shall include a provision requiring the Tribe to meet with 
LPD at least once a year, if requested, to discuss ways to improve 
police services and prosecution of crimes associated with the project. 

1, 2 
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Section 5 | Consultation and Coordination 

This section lists agencies and organizations consulted during the preparation of this EA. 

Agencies, Organizations, and 
Individuals Consulted 

Summary of Consultation and Coordination 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service The USFWS was consulted to obtain a list of federally listed special-status 
species with the potential to occur in the vicinity of the Project Site. 
Additionally, the USFWS NWI was consulted to identify potential wetlands 
and waters in the vicinity of the Project Site. The BIA has initiated informal 
consultation with USFWS regarding the potential for the project 
alternatives to impact federally listed species in accordance with the 
federal FESA (letter attached as Appendix I-4). 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers USACE manuals and guidance were reviewed during preparation of the 
Biological Resources Letter Report (included in Appendix I). 

National Oceanic and Atmosphere 
Administration Fisheries Service 

The NOAA Fisheries Service website was reviewed for information 
concerning special-status fish species and EFH. The BIA has initiated 
informal consultation with NOAA Fisheries Service regarding the potential 
for the project alternatives to impact federally managed marine fish in 
accordance with the federal Magnuson-Stevens Act (letter attached as 
Appendix I-4). 

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

The USEPA website was reviewed for information regarding NAAQS 
Attainment status. Additionally, the USEPA’s MOVES3 model was used to 
calculate emissions. If an on-site wastewater treatment option is selected, 
the USEPA will be consulted regarding the registration of the sub-surface 
drainage system with the UIC program as a Class V injection well. 

U.S. Geological Survey The USGS website was reviewed for information concerning geological 
and hydrological information in addition to geological hazards, such as 
volcanic information. 

U.S. Census Bureau The U.S. Census Bureau website was reviewed for information concerning 
demographical data. 

U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services 

The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services website was reviewed 
for information concerning federal poverty guidelines to determining 
poverty. 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Natural Resources Conservation 

Service 

The NRCS website was consulted for data concerning farmland and soil 
characteristics information. 

U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics website was reviewed to obtain labor 
statistics. 

Washington Department of 
Archaeology and Historic 

Preservation (State Historic 
Preservation Office) 

The BIA has initiated consultation with the SHPO regarding the potential 
for the project alternatives to impact cultural resources in accordance 
with the National Historic Preservation Act (letter is included in 
Confidential Appendix J) 

Washington Department of 
Archaeology and Historic 

Preservation Information System 
for Architectural and 

Archaeological Records Data 
(WISAARD) 

WISAARD was consulted in order to obtain a list of previous archaeological 
surveys and identified cultural resources. 
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Consultation and Coordination 

Nisqually Indian Tribe, Tribal 
Historic Preservation Office 

The THPO office was contacted for information regarding known cultural 
resources within the property and to monitoring field investigations. The 
cultural resources studies for the Proposed Project were reviewed by the 
THPO and the THPO concurred with the findings of the studies. The 
studies and letters of concurrence are included in Confidential Appendix 
J. 

Washington Department of Fish 
and Wildlife 

The WDFW online database was reviewed to obtain a list of threatened, 
endangered, and sensitive species with the potential to occur in the 
vicinity of the Project Site. The WDFW online database was also consulted 
to obtain maps of sensitive habitat and sensitive species’ ranges. The 
results are summarized in Appendix I. 

Washington State Department of 
Transportation 

The WSDOT website was consulted to determine historic average daily 
traffic volumes. The WSDOT website was also consulted to obtain noise 
contour lines on I-5, scenic highway designations, and environmental 
manuals and guidelines. WSDOT will be consulted to determine the 
intersections and roadways that may be impacted as a result of the 
alternatives and mitigation solutions (see Appendix H). 

Washington State Department of 
Ecology 

The WDOE website was reviewed for water resources information, 
including water quality standards. 

Washington State Department of 
Natural Resources 

The WDNR website was reviewed for information concerning volcanoes 
and wildfire data within the State. 

City of Lacey The City was consulted to determine the City’s water supply, and 
wastewater services infrastructure and capacity. Select information was 
utilized and included in Appendix C to determine appropriate connection 
points and potential infrastructure improvements. 
Additionally, the City was consulted regarding the potential provision of 
law enforcement services for the alternatives. 

Lacey Fire District #3 Lacey FD#3 was consulted regarding the potential provision of fire 
protection and emergency medical services for the alternatives (Appendix 
A). 

Thurston County The County’s website and reports were reviewed for information 
concerning taxes and public services. 

Hawks Prairie Landfill The Hawks Prairie Landfill website was reviewed to obtain information 
about its solid waste services. 

Roosevelt Regional Landfill The Roosevelt Regional Landfill website was reviewed to obtain 
information about its solid waste services. 

Puget Sound Energy The PSE website was reviewed to obtain information about PSE’s services 
including natural gas and electrical capacity. 
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Section 7 | Preparers 

Lead Agency: Bureau of Indian Affairs 

Bryan Mercier, Regional Director 
Brian Haug, Regional Scientist 
Tobiah Mogavero, NEPA Coordinator 
Eirik Thorsgard, Regional Archeologist 
Stefanie Kramer, Regional Biologist 

Environmental Consultants: 

Name Qualifications Participation 

Acorn Environmental – Environmental Assessment 

Ryan Sawyer, AICP BA, 19 years of experience Project Director 

Bibiana Sparks-Alvarez BS, 16 years of experience Project Manager 

Jennifer Wade BA, 19 years of experience Senior Environmental Analyst 

Josh Ferris BA; 23 years of experience Senior Environmental Analyst 

Kimberly Fuchs BS, 24 years of experience Senior Environmental Analyst 

Annalee Sanborn BS, 12 years of experience Senior Environmental Analyst 

Kristen Miner BS, MS, 9 years of experience Environmental Analyst 

Darienne Highsmith BS, 3 years of experience Environmental Analyst 

Dana Hirschberg 23 years of experience Senior Graphic Designer/GIS 

Jeremy Huey BA, MS, +10 years of experience Graphics Designer/GIS 

Montrose Environmental Solutions – Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Biological Resources 

Marcus Barrango BS, 4 years of experience 
Noise, Air Quality, Climate 
Change 

Charlane Gross, RPA BA, MA, 30 years of experience Cultural Resources 

Kathleen Sholty BS, MS, 8 years of experience Biological Resources 

TranspoGroup – Transportation Impact Study Scoping Memorandum 

Bruce Haldors MS, 31 years of experience 
Transportation Impact Study 
Scoping Memorandum 

Borna Khedri BS, 3 years of experience 
Transportation Impact Study 
Scoping Memorandum 

Mike Swenson, PE, PTOE BS, 26 years of experience 
Transportation Impact Study 
Scoping Memorandum 

Kassi Leingang PE MS, 11 years of experience 
Transportation Impact Study 
Scoping Memorandum 

Natural Investigations Company, Inc. – Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 
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Preparers 

Name Qualifications Participation 
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