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INTRODUCTION
The Pacific Right Bank Flood Protection Project (the project) intends to substantially reduce the
potential for White River flooding in the city of Pacific and to improve environmental conditions
along the White River in the project area. The project area (Figure 1) is located on the right
(west) bank of the White River, extending from the BNSF Railway bridge at River Mile (RM) 6.3
south to the King-Pierce County boundary line at RM 5.5. The project area includes Government
Canal between Butte Avenue Southeast and the river.
The project will consider removing an existing levee and revetment on the right bank and
replacing the temporary HESCO® flood barriers with a new permanent flood protection facility.
The new facility may include setback levees and/or flood walls and floodplain contouring to
contain the extent of flooding and reduce flood risks, while enhancing riverine habitat on the
waterward side of the new setback facility. The project will also consider the relatively high rate
of ongoing sediment deposition in the river channel.
The King County River and Floodplain Management Section is preparing an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for the project under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). This
memorandum documents the alternatives that will be evaluated in the EIS and the basis for
selecting those alternatives.

PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED
A SEPA EIS requires clear definition of the proposed project’s purpose and need, creating a
foundation for the analyses of existing conditions, potential impacts, and mitigation for
unavoidable impacts presented in the EIS. The stated purpose and need for the project, which
were used in gathering formal SEPA EIS scoping comments in 2018, are as follows:
Project Purpose: The purpose of the Pacific Right Bank Flood Protection Project is to
substantially reduce the potential for White River flooding in the city of Pacific and to
improve environmental conditions along this portion of the White River.
Project Need: The need for increased flood protection became evident in January 2009,
when significant river flooding directly impacted residents and businesses in the westerly
portion of the city of Pacific, including along Third Place Southeast, Third Avenue
Southeast, Fourth Avenue Southeast, White River Drive, and Butte Avenue Southeast.
The White River carries a high sediment load due to natural conditions upstream in the
watershed. Deposition of much of that sediment load occurs in the river channel along
the city of Pacific, reducing the channel’s flood-carrying capacity. This sediment-related
process, called channel aggradation, will continue in the future and cause increased
flood risks. A long-term flood protection solution is needed on the right (west) bank of
the river in the city of Pacific.
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Temporary HESCO® barriers have been installed by the King County River and
Floodplain Management Section (RFMS) extending from the BNSF Railway bridge,
around the perimeter of Pacific City Park, and downstream along the White River Estates
neighborhood to government canal to provide flood protection. these temporary
barriers can contain floodwaters up to about a 10-year recurrence (10 percent chance of
occurring in any year) flood flow in the river. Floods larger than this 10-year flow are
likely to cause substantial impacts to private properties, public infrastructure, and
economic productivity in the project area and vicinity.
A temporary pump and removable barrier were installed on Government Canal by the
City of Pacific to prevent White River flooding into the canal. During high flow events on
the White River, the temporary barriers can be installed by City staff on Government
Canal, and the canal water may be pumped over the barrier such that backwater does
not flood adjacent homes and Butte Avenue Southeast. The 300-horsepower pump is
designed to convey up to approximately 10,000 gallons per minute (or approximately
22 cubic feet per second [cfs]) from Government Canal into the river. This pump is
activated in combination with a rudimentary dam placed in and over the canal with a top
elevation that matches the elevation of the adjacent HESCO® barriers. The canal barrier
prevents flood flows in the river from backing up into the canal corresponding to
roughly the 10-year recurrence flow in the river (13,952 cfs). Floods larger than a 10-year
recurrence flow are likely to cause substantial impacts to private properties and public
infrastructure upstream of the temporary pump system.

ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT APPROACH
From March 12 to April 13, 2018, an official SEPA EIS scoping process solicited feedback from
the public, regulatory agencies, Indian tribes, and other project area stakeholder groups (Herrera
and Amtmann 2018). Based on feedback obtained from the scoping process, and through a
series of workshops between RFMS staff and consultant subject-matter experts, project concepts
were developed and presented in a document titled Potential Project Concepts Analysis to Inform
Development of EIS Alternatives for the White River Pacific Right Bank Flood Protection Project
(Herrera and Amtmann 2019). Further refinement of the concepts in 2019 was based on
preliminary hydraulic modeling and geomorphic analysis which demonstrated the concepts’
ability to meet the project purpose and need. The concepts that met purpose and need were
then condensed into a set of EIS alternatives.

Summary of EIS Scoping Process
As the first step in developing the project EIS, RFMS conducted a scoping process in compliance
with SEPA to provide the public, tribes, and regulatory agencies opportunity to comment on the
proposed project, the issues of environmental concern, and how the EIS should address those
issues. This effort included a public meeting at the City of Pacific Community Center on
March 27, 2018. The EIS scoping process yielded input from City of Pacific officials, the general
public, the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe, the Puyallup Tribe of Indians, regulatory agencies,
WRIA 10, and neighboring municipalities. In addition to obtaining comments during the formal
SEPA scoping period, King County conducted outreach to several organizations and individuals
to obtain their input on the project.
October 2020
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These comments were considered during the process of developing concepts and alternatives.
Details of the SEPA scoping and outreach efforts are contained in the Environmental Scoping
Report (Herrera and Amtmann 2018). The following types of comments reflect the common
themes of issues raised during the EIS scoping process:
●

Build the project and remove the HESCO® barriers as soon as possible

●

Preserve and improve the recreational resources provided by Pacific City Park

●

Maximize salmon habitat benefits

●

Coordinate project planning with the cities of Auburn, Pacific, and Sumner, and with
Pierce County

●

Study impacts both upstream and downstream of the project area

●

Focus attention on economic costs, salmon habitat, sediment deposition, and wetlands

●

Consider having Third Avenue Southeast/Third Place Southeast rebuilt on top of a
setback levee

●

Include a multi-use trail as part of the project

●

Consider creating a dog park in the White River Estates area

●

Homeless encampments in the project area are a concern—the project should improve
on this situation

●

Address concerns about garbage, crime, drug use, illegal camping, and public safety in
the project area

●

The Lower White River Countyline Levee Setback Project on the opposite side of the river
is a success—emulate some aspects of it on the right bank.

RFMS considered all of the comments received and developed a set of concepts that meet the
purpose and need and address many stakeholder concerns. Details on the concepts are
provided below.

Concept Alignments Considered
The project team, composed of RFMS staff and the consultant team, conducted a thorough
analysis of conceptual project options based upon feedback obtained from the public,
regulatory agencies, Indian tribes, and other project area stakeholder groups during an official
SEPA EIS scoping process (Herrera and Amtmann 2018).
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The project team also considered the goals and objectives of the King County Flood Hazard
Management Plan (FHMP) (King County 2007), which include several natural environment
considerations. These considerations will be further analyzed in the Draft EIS (DEIS):
FHMP Goal 2: To avoid or minimize the environmental impacts of flood hazard
management
Objective 8: Prioritize flood hazard management project and program
recommendations based on level of risk, cost-effectiveness over the long term, and
consistency with regional natural resource management protocols.
Objective 10: Manage activities in rivers and floodplains in a manner compatible with
multiple and sometimes competing uses, including existing and proposed urban
development within cities, flood and channel migration risk reduction, agriculture, fish
and wildlife habitat improvements, open space, recreation, water supply, and
hydropower.
Objective 11: Protect the economic and ecological sustainability of river corridors.
The conceptual development work by the project team also included additional analysis of a
historical dumpsite buried beneath a portion of the project area and preliminary hydraulic
modeling of river flow through the project area to simulate the effects of conceptual setback
flood protection facility alignments. The results of the conceptual analysis work are presented in
a memorandum titled Potential Project Concepts Analysis to Inform Development of EIS
Alternatives for the White River Pacific Right Bank Flood Protection Project (Herrera and Amtmann
2019). That analysis found that several of the conceptual project options evaluated would fail to
meet the project purpose and need. Those options were thus considered not viable for inclusion
in the EIS, reducing the suite of options that can be considered as part of the alternatives
presented in the draft EIS. The concepts that were carried forward for consideration in forming
EIS alternatives are listed in Table 1.
Table 1 summarizes conceptual options for each segment of the project that meet the purpose
and need. Some options (e.g., 1A) were eliminated from consideration because they did not
meet the purpose and need of the SEPA EIS. Following a discussion on the development of the
project conceptual options and direction from the King County Flood Control District (District) in
September 2019, the project team further evaluated these conceptual project options by
revisiting the comments received during the EIS scoping process in 2018, reviewing preliminary
hydraulic modeling results, and considering findings of a draft Feasibility Study (FS) that was
being written starting in late summer 2019 to evaluate options for cleaning up the dumpsite
buried beneath Pacific City Park under the Washington State Model Toxics Control Act (MTCA).
In particular, the project team carefully considered environmental conditions and Pacific City
Park in continuing to winnow the list of concepts in Table 1 into a suite of alternatives that could
be considered in the EIS.
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Table 1. Conceptual Project Options that Meet the Project Purpose and Need,
by Segment, from North to South.
1. North Segment (BNSF Railway embankment to north edge of Pacific City Park)
1B

Levee along existing bank

1D

Setback levee along Third Place Southeast

1C

Setback floodwall and levee along Third Place Southeast

2. Park Segment (from north edge of park to south end of Fourth Avenue Apartments)
2C

2-C1

Setback floodwall/levee midway through park, waste removal riverward, and raised ground along existing
bank area, with waste cap or removal and fill alternatives
Cap waste and fill park area

2-C2

Remove half of waste, fill to existing grade

2-C3

Remove all waste, replace to existing grade

2-C4
2-C5

2D

2-D1

Remove half of waste, fill above existing grade
Remove all waste, fill above existing grade

Setback levee along north and west park boundaries with raised ground along existing bank

North and west park boundaries along HESCOs, south of Third Avenue, remove all waste, site new park

2-D2

Levee under Third Avenue and along western park boundary, remove all waste, site new park

2-D3

Levee along historical floodplain, remove all waste, site new park

3. South Segment (from south end of Fourth Avenue Apartments to Government Canal)
3C

3D

Setback levee midway through County parcels (outside 200 feet regulatory Shoreline designation)
Setback levee to edge of County parcels

4. Government Canal Segment (addressing river backwater flooding along the canal)
4B

New pump station

The project team then convened an internal team workshop on October 8, 2019, to discuss the
options shown in Table 1, and how they could be combined and adjusted to form distinct EIS
alternatives. That workshop resulted in four action alternatives and one no-action alternative to
be carried forward in the EIS for further analysis; they are presented in Figure 2. Table 2
summarizes the synthesis of concepts into EIS action alternatives. The No Action Alternative is
alternative number 1, which does not meet the project purpose and need.
Table 2. EIS Action Alternatives and Project Options that Meet Purpose and Need.
Conceptual Project Options that Meet Purpose and Need
EIS Action Alternatives

2 – Riverward

3 – Middle East

4 – Middle West
5 – Landward

North Segment

Park Segment

South Segment

Government Canal
Segment

1C

2C

3C

4B

1C

1D
1D

2C
2C

2D

3C

3D
3D

4B
4B
4B
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The EIS alternatives presented in Figure 2 reflect the approximate alignments of setback flood
protection facility alternatives. The DEIS will further detail other site features that could be
included landward and riverward of the new flood protection facility.
The four proposed action alternative configurations and a SEPA-required no action alternative
were discussed with the District in December 2019. Subsequent to this discussion, the
alternatives were approved by the District to be included in the EIS.

ALTERNATIVES TO CARRY FORWARD INTO DRAFT EIS
A SEPA EIS evaluates a range of reasonable alternatives and compares them to the no-action
alternative, which is sometimes called the “no build” alternative. A reasonable alternative is a
feasible course of action that meets the proposal’s objective. SEPA requires the evaluation of the
no-action alternative, which provides a benchmark from which the other alternatives can be
compared (Ecology 2003). Under a no-action alternative, usual maintenance and operation
activities still occur.
The action alternatives described below contain some elements that are common to all, and the
DEIS will discuss them in detail. The DEIS will also analyze how the alternatives and their
potential impacts compare with one another and the no-action alternative.

Alternative 1: No Action
Under Alternative 1: No Action, the District would maintain the current level of flood protection.
The No Action Alternative assumes that no new infrastructure would be constructed.
The No Action Alternative would also include maintenance and repair of the HESCO® barriers
if/as needed to continue serving as a basic means of flood protection. RFMS would continue to
close the HESCO® barriers to provide temporary flood protection in the winter wet season. In
the spring, RFMS would remove a segment of barriers at the Pacific City Park parking lot
entrance to allow summertime park access.
The existing pump station apparatus on Government Canal would remain in place and would
continue to be operated by the City of Pacific, with a likely need for frequent maintenance
attention to perform as well as is feasible given the fact it was installed as a stopgap measure
until a better pump station can be built and operated.

October 2020
8

Technical Memorandum: Pacific Right Bank Flood Protection Project Alternatives Analysis

SKINNER RD N

ALDER LN N

ASPEN LN N

EASTGATE AVE N

BIRCH LN

PACIFIC AVE N

GREEN ACRES PL

2ND AVE NE

HOMER AVE SE

OAKHURST DR

SKINNER RD S

ASPEN LN S

ANTHEM PL

ALDER LN S

PACIFIC AVE S

SUNSET DR

HAWTHORNE AVE S

1ST PL

EASTGATE AVE S

CEDAR LN

1ST AVE E

2ND AVE SE

3R
D

3RD AVE SE

PL SE

SPENCER
CT

WAYNE AVE SE

A ST SE

BUTTE AVE

DEREKS PL

PACIFIC PL

BUTTE PL SE

Wh
ite

Riv

er

4TH AVE SE

WHITE RIVER DR

KING COUNTY
PIERCE COUNTY

Government
Canal

Pictometry, King County

Legend
Study area

County boundary

Alternative 2: Riverward

Flood wall

Alternative 3: Middle East
Alternative 4: Middle West

Figure 2.
All Proposed EIS Action Alternatives.

E
0

200

400

Alternative 5: Landward
Pacific City Park

K:\Projects\Y2017\17-06520-000\Project\Report\EIS Report\Figure2_PacificRBank_ProposeEISActionsAlter_.mxd

800
Feet

Site Layout
●

HESCO® barriers remain in same configuration as they have been in recent years, with
seasonal opening of the Pacific City Park parking lot for vehicular access when there is
negligible potential for river flooding.

●

No dumpsite waste would be removed.

●

No habitat improvement actions would occur.

●

Existing park configuration and park uses, and the open space where homes were
demolished to the northeast and south of the park, would be retained.

●

Temporary pump station remains in place.

●

The current flood protection facility alignment is shown in Figure 1.

Action Alternatives
The four action alternatives include several features in common, including removal of the
HESCO® barriers, construction of a levee or levee and floodwall, construction of a new pump
station, and development of habitat features on the water side of the facility.

Features Common to All Action Alternatives
Figure 2 shows the general alignment of a new flood protection facility under each of the action
alternatives. All HESCO® barriers would be removed throughout the project site. All of the
action alternatives would connect to the existing BNSF Railway embankment at the northeast
edge of the project site via 150 feet of floodwall, and to a new pump station on Government
Canal at the south end of the project site. Flood protection facility heights would be equivalent
to an elevation of at least three feet above the 100-year flood peak water surface elevation.
Dumpsite waste would be removed and disposed of either off site or placed on site, and any
dumpsite waste that is left on the site would be capped in place under any of the action
alternatives. Methods for managing the dumpsite waste do not differ under the various
alternatives, except for the spatial extents of waste removal and capping as related to the
alignment of the setback flood protection facility. In discussion with the Washington State
Department of Ecology and technical experts from the consultant team, it was determined that
all dumpsite waste riverward of a setback flood protection facility would need to be removed.
Beneath and landward of a setback levee, the waste could be capped in place rather than
removed.
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New Government Canal Pump Station
Under any of the action alternatives, a new pump station would be built; the design of the pump
station would be incorporated into the overall project design. The new pump station would
prevent high river levels from causing backwater that could induce overbank flooding upstream
along Government Canal, and it would connect to the existing Pierce County flood barrier
system or a future flood protection facility south of Government Canal in Pierce County. The
new pump station would include fish passage features.
The Government Canal pump station is included in the EIS because 1) the District is providing
funding for the new pump station design as well as the Pacific Right Bank project, 2) the pump
station would also need to be reviewed under SEPA if it were implemented as a separate project,
and 3) the proposed new pump station location coincides with the southern terminus of a new
setback levee under all of the Pacific Right Bank EIS action alternatives.
King County is analyzing pump station configurations to inform selection of preferred pump
station features, such as pump operational attributes and fish passage facilities. It is expected
that there will be several options for most or all of the pump station features, and thus the
pump station configuration could differ among the action alternatives. Features considered in
the DEIS may include pump station location, pump sizes and the number of pumps, and fish
passage facilities.

Dumpsite Waste Containment, Removal, and Disposal Options
Under the four action alternatives, four waste containment, removal, and disposal options may
be implemented in portions of the dumpsite:
1. Remove all waste riverward of the flood protection facility alignment with offsite disposal
and capping of remaining waste in place landward of the facility.
2. Remove all waste riverward of the flood protection facility alignment with waste
relocated on site landward of the facility and capping of remaining waste in place
landward of the facility.
3. Full waste removal to 15 feet below ground surface (bgs) with waste disposed off site,
and backfilling of the site with clean fill. Riverward of the facility, backfill would be
graded to form a natural floodplain surface.

Dumpsite Waste Capping Options
For each alternative except the No Action Alternative and the Full Waste Removal Option, it is
assumed that capping would occur over all remaining waste with contaminant concentrations
exceeding MTCA cleanup levels. Four different capping options have been identified that would
provide protection to prevent exposure to human and terrestrial receptors. All four capping
October 2020
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options could be implemented with the SEPA EIS action alternatives except for a scenario in
which all waste is removed and thus a cap is not needed. These capping options are described in
Table 3.
Table 3. Dumpsite Waste Capping Options.
Option

Ballasted Membrane with Vegetative Cover

Clean Soil Cover with Vegetation

Asphalt Concrete Pavement
Concrete Pavement

Description

Geotextile or composite drainage net placed over a geomembrane,
both held firmly in place by a layer of quarry spalls (design depth
varies), and overlain by 1 to 2 feet of vegetated soil cover
functioning as a drainage swale or cap area that may be saturated
due to runoff or surface water conveyance

Minimum 40-inch depth of vegetated clean soil cover, with an
underlying indicator warning layer (e.g., high visibility snow fencing
to warn future utility installation or excavation contractors against
digging deeper)
Minimum 3-inch-thick asphalt concrete pavement underlain by
aggregate base and 1 foot of foundation fill soil

Minimum 3-inch-thick concrete underlain by aggregate base and
1 foot of foundation fill soil

Alternative 2: Riverward
Under Alternative 2: Riverward, a new flood protection facility would be built close to the current
bank of the river at the northeastern end of the project area, extending from the railway
embankment to the northeastern part of the park. Continuing downstream, the facility would
generally be positioned about 200 feet from the river’s ordinary high water line through the
existing park area and then extend farther inland from the river bank to a new pump station on
Government Canal, at the southernmost end of the project site.

Site Layout
●

The flood protection facility alignment, including a depiction of the setback levee
footprint and setback floodwall components, is shown in Figure 3.

●

A new levee would be located approximately 200 feet from the existing river bank in the
park, except where a floodwall would need to be much closer to the existing river bank
at the northeast end because there is insufficient space for a levee in that part of the site.

●

The new levee would be located between the riverbank and Third Place Southeast,
enabling the Third Place Southeast roadway to remain in its existing condition.

●

The setback flood protection facilities would open up the least area for potential habitat
improvement compared to the other action alternatives.
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●

The remaining park area, approximately half the size of the existing park, would consist
of the current space minus the land area riverward of the new levee.

●

The alignment of the new levee to the east of White River Drive would allow for potential
recreational uses in that area, such as a dog walking/play area that local residents have
expressed interest in.

●

Offsite park mitigation may be needed under this alternative.

Alternative 3: Middle East
Under Alternative 3: Middle East, a new flood protection facility would be located midway
through the park, with a north-south segment located relatively easterly towards the river.
Northeast of the park, the new levee would be located on what is currently Third Place
Southeast, eliminating the roadway that provides access to several homes from their south side.
At the southwest edge of the park, a new floodwall segment would skirt the western boundary
of the large wetland to minimize placement of fill in the wetland that lies to the east of the
facility. Farther south in the White River Estates neighborhood, the setback levee would be
closer to White River Drive than under Alternative 2: Riverward. The southern end of the setback
levee would tie into a new pump station on Government Canal in the same location as under
Alternative 2: Riverward.

Site Layout
●

The flood protection facility alignment, including a depiction of the setback levee and
setback floodwall components, is shown in Figure 4.

●

The segment of the new levee through the park would be closer to the river than under
Alternative 4: Middle West.

●

Opportunities for habitat improvement would be greater than under Alternative 1: No
Action and Alternative 2: Riverward, slightly less than under Alternative 4: Middle West,
and less than under Alternative 5: Landward.

●

The remaining park area, approximately two-thirds of the area as under Alternative 2,
would be roughly a rectangle in shape, longer in the north-south direction.

●

In the south end of the project area the new levee would be immediately to the east of
White River Drive, and thus there would not be space for a potential recreational use(s)
in that area as described for Alternative 2: Riverward, other than the passive use of the
levee itself.

●

Offsite park mitigation is anticipated under Alternative 3: Middle East to mitigate the loss
of park space and functions.
October 2020
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Figure 4.
Alternative 3: Middle East.
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Alternative 4: Middle West
Under Alternative 4: Middle West, a new flood protection facility would be located midway
through the park, with a north-south segment located more westerly compared to Alternative 3:
Middle East, towards the west park boundary. The project improvements northeast of the park
would be the same as described for Alternative 3: Middle East. The project improvements
southwest of the park to Government Canal would be the same as described for Alternative 2:
Riverward.

Site Layout
●

The flood protection facility alignment, including a depiction of the setback levee and
setback floodwall components, is shown in Figure 5.

●

Opportunities for habitat improvement would be slightly greater than under
Alternative 3: Middle East, although wetland impacts would be greater than under
Alternative 3: Middle East due to inclusion of a new levee with a much larger footprint
than a floodwall would have along the eastern and southern edges of the parking lot for
the apartments south of Fourth Avenue Southeast.

●

The opportunity for recreational use between the new levee and White River Drive, such
as a dog walking/play area, would be the same as under Alternative 2: Riverward.

●

The remaining park area, approximately half of that under Alternative 3 and one-third of
that under Alternative 2, would be roughly a rectangle in shape, longer in the east-west
direction.

●

Offsite park mitigation is anticipated under Alternative 4: Middle West to mitigate the
loss of park space and functions.
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Alternative 5: Landward
Under Alternative 5: Landward, the setback flood protection facility would be located along
Third Avenue Southeast on the north side of the park and would coincide with the western park
boundary, providing the largest possible setback floodplain area among the alternatives while
effectively eliminating the park. Where the setback levee is aligned with Third Avenue Southeast,
the roadway would be relocated atop the new levee, with gradual slope transitions to meet the
existing roadway elevation to the east and west. Thus, the top width of the new levee would
need to be wider for the portion of its length with the roadway on top. The project configuration
at the northeast end and south end would be the same as under Alternative 3: Middle East.

Site Layout
●

The flood protection facility alignment, including a depiction of the setback levee and
setback floodwall components, is shown in Figure 6.

●

Opportunities for habitat improvement would be the greatest of all the action
alternatives.

●

There would be no remaining active use park area. Offsite active park opportunities
would likely be required under Alternative 5: Landward to mitigate the loss of active park
uses and functions.
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Figure 5.
Alternative 4: Middle West.
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Figure 6.
Alternative 5: Landward.
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ADDITIONAL STUDIES
To support the development of the EIS and the analysis of potential impacts and associated
mitigation measures under each alternative, several technical reports will be prepared. The
subject matter addressed in those reports includes: dumpsite waste management; water
resources; vegetation, fish, and wildlife; public services and utilities; cultural and historical
resources; and recreation. A detailed analysis of existing wetlands in the project area was
previously documented in a stand-alone report that will be appended to the EIS. These reports
will collectively be a basis for information on those subjects that will be discussed in the DEIS.
Additionally, final hydraulic modeling of each alternative is being conducted to understand the
potential changes in White River flooding characteristics surrounding the project area. The
results of that modeling work will be incorporated in the water resources technical report. Those
modeling results will inform assessment of implications for sediment transport and deposition in
the project area. Based on hydraulic and geomorphic assessment findings, the project team may
refine the alternative alignments to verify, as best as possible, that each alternative meets the
project’s purpose and need statement. Other technical studies will be completed and
documented in the Draft and Final EIS, without preparation of a separate technical report:
●

Air

●

Geology and Soils

●

Environmental Health

●

Noise

●

Land and Shoreline Use

●

Aesthetics, Light, and Glare

●

Transportation

These studies are necessary to address information gaps where information has not been
available prior to development of this project’s EIS. Some of the larger information gaps
associated with this project as of early 2020 include:
●

Recreational uses of Pacific City Park not associated with large gatherings of people
(such as numbers of people who use the park for passive recreation, including walking
along and lounging by the river bank)

●

Potential effects of the proposed project on flooding conditions upstream and
downstream of the project area

●

Potential presence of cultural and archaeological resources beyond the extents of the
dump site
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●

Wildlife uses of the project area

●

Salmonid use of Government Canal in the spring

●

Presence of any unique vegetation species

●

Presence and condition of utilities amid the project area that are not understood from
previously reviewed maps

●

Extent to which existing stormwater management functions need to be replicated in the
White River Estates neighborhood

October 2020
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