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Executive Summary
 

As Washington grows in population and housing, the ability to successfully manage sewage waste is 
a critical component. Proper management enables the state to accommodate existing development 
while anticipating the added infrastructure required to support our growing population. To better 
understand the current and future conditions of septage waste management, SCJ Alliance, also 
called “the project team,” conducted the following study on behalf of the Washington State 
Association of Local Public Health Officials (WSALPHO). This study examines current and future 
septage generation levels, assesses the septage handling industry’s current state, considers existing 
facilities’ ability to receive septage waste, identifies septage management challenges and 
opportunities, and provides recommendations for next steps. 

 

 

 

 

In this Section: 

• What is septage and why is this study important? 
• Key findings 
• Opportunities and recommendations 
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What is septage and why is this study important?  
Septage is the waste removed from septic tanks, cesspools, portable toilets, RV holding tanks, 
and similar systems used to store domestic sewage. Proper septage management is vital to 
preventing system failures, sewage spills, and pollution emissions into the environment. If not 
managed correctly, these systems can contaminate groundwater, harm wildlife, and threaten 
public health in Washington. While septic systems are most common in rural areas, they are 
used across the state in areas where sanitary sewer collection systems are not available. As the 
population increases, the amount of wastewater also increases, further straining the state’s 
ability to manage it properly.   

The importance of this study lies in addressing current system shortfalls and preparing for 
future demands. By collecting more targeted data, planning better sewage management, 
working with the industry, and improving infrastructure, Washington will be well-positioned to 
manage the growing demand for wastewater treatment and septage management as more 
housing is built. 

 

 
A pump truck servicing a residential septic system.  
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Key findings 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Capacity issues:  
Many wastewater treatment facilities (WWTFs) manage and treat sewage from 
urban service areas but often lack the capacity to handle septage or can only 
accept small amounts because of treatment limits. Septage Management 
Facilities (SMFs) and WWTFs provide an important function by increasing 
capacity for septage treatment and management in rural areas. These facilities 
also have the potential to be more readily established and operated, often by 
private businesses.   

Data gaps:  
Data on septage production and treatment facility capacities is limited, hindering 
the accuracy of assessments of the state's septage management needs.  

Logistical and cost challenges:  
Septage handling can be expensive. Long hauling distances due to a lack of 
nearby treatment facilities, higher nutrient levels that increase the difficulty and 
cost of treating the waste, and limited capacity at treatment facilities all add to 
the cost, which is passed on to the owner of the sewage system. Treatment of 
fats, oils, and grease (FOG) also creates extra costs and handling challenges.   

Regulatory and permit challenges:  
Discharge permits and regulatory restrictions limit the ability of some WWTFs 
to accept septage. Also, because of limited staff and funding, there is not 
enough enforcement of inspections for on-site sewage systems (OSS), 
particularly when homes are sold. This means problems with septic systems 
might not be identified and repaired, which would otherwise benefit both the 
buyer and the environment.  

Comprehensive planning:  
While the Growth Management Act (GMA) aims to ensure adequate 
infrastructure to support development, most comprehensive plans do not 
account for septage treatment and management facilities associated with OSS. 
Notably, some counties do not have any septage receiving facilities.  

This study uncovered key concerns, including the low number and poor distribution of facilities 
actively receiving septage, especially in rural areas. The data provided by WSALPHO and the 
Department of Ecology, along with the additional data collected in this study, provides a 
relatively good understanding of the current state of septage management and its challenges 
across the state. However, more focused data collection, analysis, and interpretation will 
provide a clearer pathway to develop a more robust and resilient infrastructure for future 
septage management.  
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Opportunities and recommendations 
Based on the research, analysis, and discussions alongside various stakeholders, the following 
recommendations and opportunities are proposed: 

Recommendations requiring legislative action: 

• Fund a fiscal analysis of potential infrastructure solutions for wastewater treatment 
facility capacity challenges across the state.  

• Amend the Growth Management Act for all counties to account for local OSS and 
treatment facilities serving their jurisdiction.   

Staffing, data, and capacity building opportunities: 

• Explore solutions with self-funding mechanisms to address staffing capacity challenges for 
collecting and reporting septage data at the state and local levels.   

• Fund ongoing, statewide septage data collection and create avenues for digitizing 
records for efficient management and data analysis.   

• Enhance interagency coordination for efficient data utilization and planning.  
• Support local financial assistance programs for septic system inspection and maintenance, 

especially as they relate to cost-burden status or environmentally sensitive areas. 

Collaborative partnership opportunities: 

• Continue building relationships and coordinating planning efforts with each Tribal Nation 
in Washington on septage waste management, respecting each Tribe’s inherent 
sovereignty and self-determination.  

• Explore opportunities for public-private partnerships to improve septage waste management.   
• Improve public education of OSS maintenance requirements and accessibility through 

partnerships, regional coordination, and training program opportunities.   

Without implementing strategic solutions, the state’s projected growth will likely further stress 
already strained wastewater treatment and management systems. In turn, this has the 
potential to hinder affordable housing development, increase public health and environmental 
risks, further complicate future impacts of climate change, and constrain overall growth and 
economic development across Washington. 
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Background 
 

To discuss septage management, it is important to first provide the groundwork needed to 
understand the context of this study. This includes defining key terms, offering an overview of 
the study’s goals, and outlining the septage cycle—where it begins and how it is handled. 
Additionally, looking at previous studies helps to highlight the challenges and advancements in 
the field. This all sets the stage for a deeper understanding of the issues and the importance of 
effective septage management in Washington. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this Section: 

• Setting the scene 
• Definitions of important  

technical terms 
• 2025 septage study overview 
• Septage waste lifecycle 
• Overview of previous  

relevant studies
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City of Everett Wastewater Treatment Plant entrance, Photo by Joe Mabel 

By 2040, Washington’s population is projected to grow by over a million people.1 This growth 
will increase the demand for housing and the wastewater infrastructure needed to support it. 
While the state works to accommodate growth through measures aimed at increasing the 
supply, diversity and affordability of housing, it is also important to build enough infrastructure 
to support the growth.  

The types of wastewater treatment systems and methods depend on the location of the new 
housing and services that are available at the time of construction. Washington’s planning 
framework directs counties and cities to design for growth in urban growth areas where 
adequate public facilities and services are available or can be efficiently provided. However, 
growth is also occurring in rural areas where public sewer and wastewater treatment facilities 
are not available.   

As more homes are built in areas without sewer systems, more people rely on on-site sewage 
systems (OSS), also called septic systems. The state has invested in improving water quality and 
educating homeowners on how to take care of their septic systems.  This study takes the next step 

 

1 Per the Office of Financial Management population projections at https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-
research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-
projections/growth-management-act-population-projections-counties-2020-2050 

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections/growth-management-act-population-projections-counties-2020-2050
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections/growth-management-act-population-projections-counties-2020-2050
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections/growth-management-act-population-projections-counties-2020-2050
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by presenting and analyzing important data and providing recommendations to help key 
stakeholders manage the challenges of pumping, hauling, and handling septage across the state.    

In the past, wastewater treatment plants (WWTPs) were expected to handle all the septage 
generated in each county. However, this is no longer true in many areas, especially in counties 
surrounding Puget Sound, where nitrogen level limits are tightly regulated. Since septage has 
high levels of nutrients, adding it to a wastewater treatment plant can overload the system and 
make it harder for the plant to treat the waste. This additional burden can significantly increase 
treatment costs as more resources and energy are required to manage the excess nutrients and 
maintain the efficiency of the plant.  Also, with the growing population and more wastewater 
being produced, many WWTPs are already at or near capacity and cannot take in any more 
septage without major upgrades to their facilities.     

There are approximately 78 facilities that accept septage under Ecology’s biosolids permitting 
program, but many of these facilities cannot accept more due to limited capacity. Without 
solutions for managing septage to handle future growth, areas that rely on on-site sewage 
systems (OSS) will face challenges associated with inadequate septage capacity. These 
challenges include increased stress on existing WWTFs, discontinuation of septage acceptance 
by burdened WWTFs, longer hauling distances, higher septic maintenance costs for 
homeowners, and more septic system failures due to delayed maintenance. These problems 
lead to greater environmental health risks and may slow development in rural areas.   

This issue is compounded by climate change, including rising sea levels, increased flooding, and 
higher water temperatures. These changes will put more stress on wastewater systems and 
increase environmental risks. Solving the challenges of septage treatment and management will 
strengthen existing systems, create capacity for future growth, and help minimize disruptions 
to statewide growth plans while protecting the environment.  

This report presents data that shows the need for statewide action to manage septage and 
support future growth. It starts with background information, including key definitions and an 
overview of this and previous studies. This is followed by sections addressing septage 
generation, septage handling, and septage receiving (treatment and management) across the 
state. This report concludes with a discussion of the challenges and opportunities in septage 
management, along with recommendations requiring legislative action and a summary of the 
findings.   

Better understanding and action on this issue will lower the barriers to developing septage 
infrastructure that benefit communities across the state by supporting growth, protecting 
natural resources, and boosting economic development.     
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Definitions 
Many terms within this report have unique definitions when used in the context of wastewater 
treatment. Below is a list of terms and definitions used throughout this report. Understanding 
the exact meaning of these terms will be helpful in evaluating the ideas discussed.    

• Biosolids – A product of wastewater treatment where solid waste is separated from 
liquid waste and treated to produce a semisolid, nutrient-rich product.   

• Biological Recycling – An emerging technology that uses microbes, such as bacteria or 
fungi, to break down plastic into its basic components for reuse. Also known as 
biorecycling.  

• Cesspool – A pit or underground system for the temporary capture and storage of 
wastewater. These systems do not treat waste but instead hold it until it can be treated 
elsewhere.   

• Commercial Sewage – Wastewater generated from businesses, such as restaurants or 
hotels, which have uniquely elevated levels of some contaminants, such as oil or grease.   

• DOH – Washington State Department of Health  
• Domestic Sewage – Wastewater generated from household activities, commonly 

associated with septage.   
• Drainfield – A septic treatment system that takes the liquid portion of the waste flows 

and infiltrates it into the ground through a series of underground trenches for treatment. 
Drainfields are commonly paired with septic tanks. Also known as a Leaching Field or 
Dispersion Field.  

• Ecology – Washington State Department of Ecology 
• FOG – Fats, oils, and grease.  
• Illicit Discharge – Any release or dumping of septage in an unsuitable or otherwise 

unpermitted manner. This includes the dumping of marine vehicle septage into bodies of 
water.   

• Incineration – A form of septage management where it is burned and reduced to ash.   
• Industrial Sewage – Wastewater generated from manufacturing or chemical processes, 

which can have a wide variety of contaminants.   
• Land Application – A form of septage management where biosolids are sprayed, spread, 

or incorporated onto land to condition or fertilize soil. There are requirements on the 
treatment levels for biosolids.   

• Landfill – A facility or form of waste disposal that disposes of waste through burial.   
• Large On-Site Sewage System (LOSS) – A system that conveys, stores, treats, and 

provides underground soil treatment and disposal of domestic sewage. Per State 
regulations, design flows for a LOSS are between 3,500 to 100,000 gallons per day. These 
systems typically consist of one or more septic tanks 

• Municipal Sewer – Sewer systems under the control of the municipality or public 
authority, including treatment plants or other systems. 

• OFM – Washington State Office of Financial Management   
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• On-site Sewage System (OSS) – A system that conveys, stores, treats, and provides 
subsurface soil treatment and disposal of domestic sewage. These systems are 
commonly used for residences and small businesses, have flows of less than 3,500 
gallons per day, and typically consist of one or more septic tanks. 

• PFAS – Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances, or “forever chemicals,” such as 
those found in cleaning and personal care products.     

• Septage – Solid or liquid material that is pumped from septic tanks, cesspools, portable 
toilets, RV holding tanks, Type III Marine Sanitation Devices, or similar systems that 
receive domestic sewage. 

• Septage Management Facility (SMF) – A facility that applies septage to the land or one 
that treats septage for application to the land.   

• Septic Tank – A system that partially treats and holds wastewater by separating solid 
waste from liquid waste. Septic tanks commonly send the liquid waste out to be treated 
in a drainfield or to be treated elsewhere, while the solid waste requires regular pumping 
for treatment elsewhere.  

• Solids – The solid components of wastewater and septage that are a result of separation 
from the liquid waste.   

• STEP System – A system consisting of a septic tank and effluent pump for discharging the 
septic tank effluent into a sewer collection system which is then conveyed to a LOSS or 
other WWTP for treatment. The solid waste is periodically pumped from the tank for off-
site treatment and management.  

• Treatment Works Treating Domestic Sewage (TWTDS) – A publicly owned treatment 
works or any other sewage sludge or wastewater treatment devices or systems, 
regardless of ownership, used in the storage, treatment, recycling, and reclamation of 
municipal or domestic sewage or sewage sludge, including land dedicated for the 
disposal of sewage sludge. A Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) and a Wastewater 
Treatment Facility (WWTF) are a type of TWTDS.    

• Type III Marine Sanitation Devices – Any device that prevents overboard discharge of 
treated or untreated sewage or any waste derived from sewage. This is typically a 
holding tank but includes other technologies such as incineration.   

• Urban Growth Area – An unincorporated area designated by a city for growth to 
accommodate urban expansion of the city in a manner that basic services can reasonably 
be extended.  
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2025 septage study background 
In September 2024, SCJ Alliance Consulting Services, also referred to as the “project team” 
within this report, was contracted by WSALPHO to conduct a study on septage capacity in 
Washington. The project team worked closely with WSALPHO staff, Ecology, DOH, and the solid 
waste subcommittee of the WSALPHO Environmental Public Health Committee (WSALPHO 
Project Management Team).   

WSALPHO hired the project team to research and study how septage is treated in Washington. 
The responsibilities and expectations included in the Request for Proposals (RFP) from 
WSALPHO are summarized below.  

• Study how existing wastewater treatment facilities treat septage, focusing on climate, 
equity, and important geographic data like water sources, shoreline zones, wildlife 
habitat, and land use maps.   

• Study other facilities that accept septage, such as those that offer biorecycling, or 
biosolids management facilities.   

• Make maps to show where septage is treated, areas of new housing growth, areas that 
use OSS, and areas that are at risk from climate change.          

• Consider infrastructure strategies and best practices used locally and nationally.    
• Find opportunities, challenges, legal issues and costs for other solutions, including 

developing infrastructure.    
• Hold interviews with people involved in septage treatment in Washington.  The 

interviews will focus on problems with current treatment capacity and challenges related 
to facility access.  

Teams worked together to gather information, create and send out surveys, meet with 
stakeholders, review drafts, and discuss the best approaches for recommendations and growth 
projections. A key part of the study was answering the following 11 questions posed by 
WSALPHO and its members in the project’s scope of work:      

1. How much septage is produced in each county?    
2. What is the existing capacity for handling septage in each county?    
3. What is the existing capacity for land applying ONLY septage in each county (not septage 

mixed with biosolids)?    
4. How many treatment works treating domestic sewage (TWTDS) in each county are 

allowed to accept and treat septage?    
5. How many TWTDS in each county accept and treat septage?    
6. If a TWTDS accepts septage for treatment, how many gallons do they accept annually?    
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7. If a TWTDS can accept septage but doesn’t do this as part of regular operations, why 
don’t they accept septage?    

8. What landfills in the state will accept septage for disposal?    
9. If a landfill accepts septage for disposal, what requirements must be met before the 

material can be accepted for disposal (if applicable)?    
10. What are the future capacity needs for septic tanks and similar systems due to 

development growth in the next 15 years, and what are the expected barriers to reaching 
those needs?    

11. What are the costs to businesses and homeowners associated with having tanks 
pumped?        

The answers to the questions that were discoverable are described in Summary of findings and 
are also reflected within the Executive Summary, Opportunities and recommendations, and 
Conclusion sections of this report.    
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Figure 1. The basics of the septage lifecycle 

 

Septage waste lifecycle 
For many homes, when the toilet flushes or the sink drains, the solid and liquid 
waste travels through pipes to a central system owned and managed by the city 
in which they are located or a local government. However, there is no central 
system to use for homes in rural areas or in certain types of mobile homes, such 
as RVs and marine vessels. These homes rely on on-site sewage systems (OSS), 
cesspits, and pump stations to collect the waste, which is called septage.    

As defined by Ecology, septage is “liquid or solid material removed from septic 
tanks, cesspools, portable toilets, Type III Marine Sanitation Devices, vault 
toilets, pit toilets, RV holding tanks, or similar systems that receive only domestic 
sewage.” Septage may also include material from a mixture of sources including 
commercial or industrial with domestic septage, as long as it is approved for 
treatment under state regulations.    

An OSS has two main parts: the septic tank and the drainfield. The septic tank 
collects the liquid and solid mixtures that flow down the drain from a house, 
where they settle and separate. The liquid waste then flows into the drainfield, 
which spreads the liquid waste into the soil. As it soaks through the soil, it is 
cleansed before returning to the local aquifer. The solid waste, called septage, 
stays in the septic tank. This solid waste may contain feces, fats, cooking oils, 
hair, lint, paper, chemicals, and residues from soaps and everyday products. 
Before the solids fill the tank to its limit, they must be removed. Licensed 
companies collect the septage by pumping it out of the tanks and then hauling it 
to treatment facilities, storage sites, or places where it can be applied to the 
land. These companies must be licensed under WAC 246-272A-0340 in 
conjunction with local health agencies. 
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Figure 2. After the flush 
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Figure 3. The pump truck's next stop 

The commonly recognized options for the management of septage in Washington are: 

• Wastewater treatment plants and permitted septage receiving facilities: These are used 
to break down and treat the septage. They can be privately owned or publicly owned and 
run by the local government.    

• Direct land application: This involves spreading the treated solids on land after screening 
out non-organic materials like paper waste. Such materials are known to present 
challenges in meeting the regulatory requirements of land application. 

Less commonly, septage is incinerated or taken to a landfill, methods which are being phased out 
due to costs and regulatory restrictions. Washington is working to reduce organic waste in landfills 
and is no longer permitting direct disposal. As these methods are used less, these management 
practices are not covered further in this report.     

As with other types of waste management, there are cases of illicit dumping of septage, 
including from RVs that are sometimes used as homes without sewer connections. While it is 
known that there are many instances of illicit discharge, the exact amount is not measured. 
More septage is being produced without enough affordable ways to manage it. This makes it 
more likely that the amount of illicit discharge will grow significantly. Illicit discharges are 
unsanitary and can spread harmful bacteria, like E. coli. These intentional discharges can also 
pollute our waterways with nutrients, such as phosphorus and nitrogen, seriously harming 
salmon habitat and shellfish beds. Failing to regularly pump OSSs and allowing the system to fail 
can also lead to unintended septage releases.     

As more people move outside city centers with wastewater treatment systems, the need for 
handling septage will continue to grow and problems in waste management will increase. One 
challenge in this study was the overall lack of information quantifying the total amount of septage 
being produced statewide. Obtaining better data will help develop better recommendations for 
managing septage in suitable and cost-effective ways.   

Currently, septage volume information is available for three primary sources of septage:    

1) Residential OSS  
2) Large on-site sewage systems (LOSS), and  
3) Other sources of sewage storage and tankage.  
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“Other sources” are tracked by the companies that pump, transport, and receive the septage. 
Most septage comes from households and must be taken to facilities that are equipped to 
receive, treat, and manage domestic waste. It is important to note that there is also a 
significant need to pump and manage fats, oils, and grease (FOG). These waste products are 
often mixed with regular septage in the pump trucks, but not all treatment and management 
facilities are prepared to handle FOG properly. Because of the lack of detailed information, this 
study could not separate FOG from other types of waste. For septage haulers subject to an 
Ecology biosolids permit, septage can only contain 25 percent FOG by volume.  

Once septage arrives at the treatment facility, it goes through different levels of treatment, 
depending on the type of facility and how the waste will be managed. First, any non-organic 
materials, like personal hygiene products, wipes or toys, are removed because they should not 
be spread on land. The pH level of the septage is then raised before being applied to the land or 
mixed into the soil. Some public and private wastewater treatment facilities will accept septage 
and treat it using the same methods they use for regular wastewater. In some cases, septage 
can be treated at a permitted composting facility. On rare occasions, it is permitted to be taken 
to a landfill or incinerated (as previously mentioned). A small volume of septage is not treated 
each year. This unresolved septage is a good indicator that there is not enough capacity to 
handle all the septage produced in the state. 

 

 
A pump truck deposits septage at a treatment facility, photo courtesy of Portalogic Septage 
Receiving Stations by EleMech Inc. 
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Overview of previous relevant studies 
While there have been no statewide studies or reports focused on the production and 
management of septage to date, several notable studies and reports have been completed for 
cities and counties in different parts of the state. Below is a review and summary of useful 
information from those reports.    

2003 Ecology Septage Strategic Plan 
The Septage Strategic Plan summarizes the findings of the Septage Management Advisory 
Committee (SMAC) from September 2002 to May 2003. The committee worked on behalf of 
Ecology and had eight main objectives:    

1) Increase industry knowledge of regulatory practices.    
2) Increase compliance with regulatory requirements.    
3) Provide appropriate monitoring and enforcement.    
4) Resolve inconsistencies between State and Federal standards.    
5) Clarify the circumstances in which permitting was required.    
6) Increase public acceptance of septage management practices.    
7) Provide sufficient options and capacity for septage management.    
8) Provide stable, adequate funding sources for a state septage management program.   

These objectives were created to evaluate the current situation for septage management, 
identify problems and barriers in existing regulations, and propose solutions. The SMAC met 
regularly to define the challenges of each objective and consider strategies and actions to 
address them. By the end of the report, each objective was assigned to a lead agency and 
ranked based on the estimated financial cost to achieve it, ranging from minimal to high. The 
report also provided a summary of key tasks for each objective. One significant 
recommendation from the 2003 Strategic Plan was to fund septage management programs by 
adding a half-cent fee per gallon of septage pumped. This would amount to about $5 for every 
1,000-gallons pumped from a septic tank.     

Since 2003, some tasks have been carried out, such as enhancing public education on septage 
best practices (Objective six of the study). However, many objectives have not been completed, 
like building new and expanded treatment facilities. This is likely due to insufficient funding, 
resources, and staffing. 

Ecology’s Marine Pump out Study (2012) 
In 2012, Ecology published a detailed study by Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc., on the 
Puget Sound Vessel Population and PumpOut Facilities. The study was done in several phases to 
provide education and data surrounding the EPA’s No Discharge Zone in Puget Sound. 

Herrera collected vessel registration data from the Department of Licensing (DOL) to the size 
and number of vessels likely to be in the Sound on any given day. This information helped 
Herrera determine how many vessels would need pump-out facilities. In 2011, nearly 145,000 
vessels were registered in counties that border Puget Sound. About 30 percent of those vessels 
were large enough to have toilet facilities needing pump-out facilities or dump stations.    
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The study focused on the number of vessels and the location and availability of pump-out 
stations within the No Discharge Zone of Puget Sound. It also looked at how septage is 
managed for people living on their vessels. The report pointed out some data gaps and made 
recommendations, including the conservative estimate that every boat registered on Puget 
Sound operates in the same area. The study also mentioned that while smaller boats probably 
don’t have toilets, some might. The study concluded that there are not enough pump-out 
stations in the right locations. The information came from a survey sent to registered boat 
owners and showed that cost was not a major issue for boaters when it comes to using pump-
out stations.     

Ecology (2018) Septage Management Summary 
In 2018, Ecology started collecting and digitally recording information about biosolids 
management from its permit holders. This data included the amount of septage received and 
other details about its management.     

In 2018, 161 million gallons of septage were reported as received for further treatment or 
management across 47 permitted facilities in Washington. Of that, 42 percent -almost 67 
million gallons- were treated by 17 of the 336 permitted wastewater treatment facilities. The 
remaining septage was treated by 23 septage management facilities and seven mixers.   

Mixing facilities accept both septage from OSS and biosolids from wastewater treatment plants. 
Septage management facilities are permitted to accept only septage. Some of these facilities 
will treat the septage with lime; others store it temporarily in lagoons before screening it for 
solid materials, such as trash. Afterward, the remaining solids are applied to the land.    

While septage land application is allowed, processing it at a wastewater treatment plant is 
generally preferred due to better regulatory oversight and compliance. The report also noted 
that 58 percent of septage was received by privately-owned treatment and management 
facilities.     

This data collection has continued since 2018, but no executive summaries or reports have 
been published. Ecology identified staffing shortages as the cause. However, Ecology was still 
able to provide the raw data collected between 2018 and 2023, which is included in this 
report.       

Some gaps exist in the data. Not all permit holders submit their data appropriately or on time, 
despite reporting requirements and follow-up by Ecology. Permit enforcement actions are 
taken to obtain the data if warranted. Also, the data is only as accurate as the reports provided 
by the permit holders. This data only includes reports on the septage delivered to treatment 
and management facilities.        
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Jefferson County Informal Counties Questionnaire (2022) 
In 2022, Jefferson County conducted an informal email survey of key contacts in the OSS 
program. They asked four questions:   

1) What are your current septage handling practices?   
2) What is your septage capacity?   
3) What is your fat, oil and grease (FOG) handling practices?   
4) What is your FOG capacity?   

The questionnaire received 14 responses from counties in the Puget Sound region. It provided 
insight into the gaps in locations accepting septage and showed the distances that pumpers 
travel to these facilities. However, the survey did not return complete answers to each question 
or qualify septage that could not be accepted.    

City of Vancouver Westside Septage Evaluation (2021) 
In 2021, Brown and Caldwell (BC) conducted a study for the City of Vancouver to evaluate the 
septage capacity at the Westside Wastewater Treatment Plant. They reviewed the data 
collected by the city, characterized the septage entering the facility and measured the amount 
being processed. BC identified how the septage affected the process, determined the maximum 
amount of septage the facility could handle each day and month, and gave recommendations 
for the future.   

The study found that the Westside Wastewater Treatment Plant accepts 32,400 gallons of septage 
per day, which makes up 7 percent of the plant’s daily influent total suspended solids (TSS) load. 
While this is high for a facility of its size, the study noted that the TSS load has remained steady 
with no discernable increase in growth over the previous three years (2017-2020).   

This study examines data from 2017 to 2020, but it does not account for the significant growth 
in housing and the RV industry that occurred after 2020. Instead, it focuses on one WWTP in a 
city on the border of Washington and Oregon, providing a snapshot of conditions. While the 
study provides useful information about the facility’s capacity and septage handling, it does not 
account for where the septage is coming from or how the facility is handling current load rates.
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I. Septage Generation 
 

Most types of land use result in waste generation. In rural areas, there are often no sanitary 
sewer systems or wastewater treatment plants. This means that development in these areas 
relies on septic tanks and drainfield dispersion systems to collect and treat  waste. This report 
focuses primarily on managing domestic sewage collected and stored in residential septic tanks.   

This section estimates the amount of septage generated in each county in Washington. This 
report also includes findings and recommendations to assist WSALPHO and the Department of 
Ecology in updating tools, policies, and practices for monitoring and managing current and 
future septage generation and treatment capacities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this Section: 

• Growth planning efforts in relation to  
septage generation  

• Septage data collection efforts through  
surveys, phone calls, and interviews  

• Assessment of current and projected  
septage volumes 

• Summary of Findings from the  
data collected   
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Introduction 
Responsible growth- projections for rural housing and  
supporting services 
To responsibly plan for growth across the state, each county follows the Washington State Growth 
Management Act. Its processes address current and future development, and ensure that public 
facilities and services, including those for domestic septage, can support growth. This section 
outlines the goals of the Growth Management Act and explains how the findings in this report can 
guide planning efforts to grow domestic sewage management and housing.  

Estimating current septage production volumes 
The annual amount of septage produced in the state is estimated based on available reports, 
surveys, previous septage studies, and population and housing growth data. Information about 
septage was obtained from septic system permits, county planning and health data, and 
reporting requirements for septage handling, treatment, and management.   

The four ways septage volumes have been identified are:   

• Estimates from construction permitting records: When property owners build, they 
must get a permit to install a septic system. Unfortunately, older septic system 
permitting records are often not retained, and even when they are, reports are not 
always stored or organized in a way that makes the data easy to access. For this reason, 
septic permitting records often show only a part of the total number of existing septic 
systems. In addition, complete records only show the total number of septic systems, not 
the actual amount of septage produced. To estimate the total septage, an additional step 
of calculating the average volume per residence would be needed. 

• County planning departments and local public health officials: As part of general 
planning efforts, many counties include a generalized discussion of septic systems within 
the county. Comprehensive Plans and Zoning Maps also show residential areas where 
septic systems are used, especially in places without sanitary sewer systems. 

• Septage pumping records: Throughout the state, many counties require septage 
pumpers to document and report the dates, sources, delivery sites, and volume of 
septage handled.  

• Reporting from LOSSs, WWTPs and SMFs regarding the annual septage volume accepted 
by those facilities.  

The data collected from each source gives a part of the picture of the overall septage cycle and 
septage volume. To provide a more complete understanding, the data have been compiled and 
correlated to better understand the existing septage production volumes across the state and 
in each county.  
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Future septage production estimates 
Based on the methodology described in the Future conditions/analysis section, it is anticipated 
that by 2040 approximately 224,000,000 gallons of septage will be produced each year. To keep 
pace with this development would require an annual average increase in septage capacity of 
approximately 1.7 million gallons per year. Barriers to meeting this capacity include limits on 
current wastewater treatment facilities, costs of building and permitting new facilities, and lack 
of funding sources. This information is based on the data provided and collected for this study 
and as described herein. It should be noted that improving Washington’s data collection is a 
priority. It is recommended that improvements to those processes be implemented so that 
additional data can be fed into this model to aid development and improve estimates of future 
septage capacity.    

Summary of findings 
• County comprehensive plans do not provide information on the number of OSS in their 

jurisdiction but may provide general locations and related policies.  
• The septage produced in each county varies from 584,948 gallons to 18,090,219 gallons, 

annually.     
• The 2040 projection ranges from 189,076,150 gallons to 224,766,985 gallons using Ecology’s 

reporting data up to 2023 and applying the annual population growth rate from OFM.  
• All reliable data that is used to confirm septage generation volumes is extracted from reports 

made by receiving facilities. There is no centralized data collection for septage generation 
data. Reliable data that connects septage generation with both source location and 
treatment and management facilities is collected from the pumpers and haulers.  

Related recommendations 
• Amend the Growth Management Act 
• Address state and local staffing challenges 
• Assist data collection and management on state and local level 
• Enhance interagency coordination and sharing of resources 
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Septage generation data 
Septage information obtained from surveys 
Early in the study, the project team learned from WSALPHO members that there was no 
centralized data collection system for OSS and septage capacity in the state. After discussions 
with WSALPHO Project Management Team, three main groups were identified as having 
important information to answer questions regarding septage volumes, handling, treatment, 
and management. 

These groups are:  

• Washington State Association of Local Public Health Officials (WSALPHO) members: 
WSALPHO is a membership comprised of 35 local health jurisdictions in Washington.   

• Large Onsite Sewage System (LOSS) operators: Owners, design engineers, and certified 
maintenance staff who manage and maintain LOSS systems. Some operators oversee 
more than one LOSS. The DOH provided the list of contacts. 

• Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) operators: WWTP operators manage daily 
operations at permitted treatment facilities under Ecology’s biosolids program. These 
facilities are primarily WWTPs but also include permitted pumpers. The facilities range in 
size across the State of Washington and include operations that both treat and manage 
septage as biosolids. The WWTP Operator survey is addressed in the Septage Receiving 
Capacity section of this report.   

Surveys were chosen as the best method to gather information from these groups. Three 
surveys were conducted- one for each group- to collect data on septage capacity and 
management across the State. The data collected from the WSALPHO and LOSS surveys are 
summarized below. The survey results from WWTP Operators are found in Section III. 
Additional details are provided in the Appendix and are incorporated into the Findings and 
Recommendations of this report.  
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Washington State Association of Local Public Health Officials (WSALPHO) Survey 

The survey of WSALPHO members aimed to gather information about the number of residential 
OSS across the state and learn what is known by county jurisdictions. The survey was sent as a 
Microsoft Word document to all 35 WSALPHO members. Participants were asked to email 
completed forms to Randy Sackett, the project manager, by Friday, December 20, 2024. A 
reminder survey was sent a week before the deadline to members to encourage completing the 
survey. A total of 22 surveys were received.  

The following 13 questions were posed to the WSALPHO members:  

1) How many individual residential On-Site Systems (OSS) are there in your jurisdiction?  
2) How many OSS are there that serve businesses in your jurisdiction?  
3) Do you have an estimate of the number of “unknown” OSS that were installed prior to 

permitting requirements or are otherwise unaccounted for in your jurisdiction? If so, please 
provide any such information, including the date that permitting began and an estimate of OSS 
that may have been installed without a required permit.  

4) What is the estimated cost of pumping a 1,000-gallon septic tank in your jurisdiction?  
5) Is there a tabulation available with installation date, design flow rates and/or septic tank sizes, 

grease trap or interceptor components, pre-treatment devices, and occupancy levels, i.e., full-
time vs. part-time residences, for OSS in your jurisdiction? If so, please provide any such 
information. For example, if an individual OSS is sized to serve a certain number of residential 
bedrooms only.  

6) Does your jurisdiction have any requirements or recommendations for OSS maintenance 
including septic tank pumping frequency? If so, please provide any related documents such as 
copies of an ordinance or resolution.  

7) Does your jurisdiction regulate septage hauling or disposal? If so, please provide any reporting 
data such as volumes and disposal site location. For example, load manifests from pumper 
trucks.  

8) Does your jurisdiction include any septage disposal facilities? If so, please provide a list of these.  
9) Has your jurisdiction made any growth projections for OSS and/or septage hauling or disposal 

needs? If so, please provide any such information. For example, any estimates of future growth 
in residential or business uses or densities based upon current trends or areas of growth, or a 
copy of any long-term plan or County Comprehensive Plan identifying such growth.  

10) Regarding available GIS data for your jurisdiction, is any combination of the following available? 
If so, please provide the electronic files or contact information for staff that can assist with data 
transfer. Preferably, this would include: 
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11) A point layer showing the location of any sewage system on a parcel of land, or  
12) A parcel layer that indicates which parcels have an existing on-site sewage system, or   
13) A spreadsheet with address or parcel data that also has a septic permit associated with it. We 

would need the county to also provide address data. With that, we could then generate a map 
illustrating that relationship.  

14) Are you able to provide any additional data or information that would be helpful in assessing the 
capacity of your jurisdiction to manage septage? If so, please provide.  

The WSALPHO Member Survey received the most responses and provided the best overview of 
the available information from each county and health district. Survey results provided pump 
costs for a typical 1,000-gallon tank, locations of known septage receiving facilities, 
approximately how many OSS and LOSS systems are permitted in each region, and whether 
they used GIS (Geographic Information Systems) to track their information.   

Three notable findings identified through the WSALPHO survey results are that: 

• Much of the data collected and sent to health districts is not being entered into digital 
systems to be readily accessible for effective use. 

• Haulers in some counties are using septage treatment and management facilities located 
outside of their respective counties, and some are using facilities located outside of 
Washington.   

• Some health officials are relying upon treatment facilities that are currently listed as 
accepting septage, even though those facilities have actually discontinued septage 
receiving services. 

These findings show that some WWTF records are not current and highlight that, in some 
septage service areas, the hauling distances are increasing for the legal handling of septage.  

There are also gaps in how the data is categorized. For example, some counties and health districts 
do not separate residential OSS permits from non-residential OSS permits. Nearly every health 
district has unpermitted OSS systems or OSS systems that were installed before record-keeping 
started, and often no follow-up records have been created to track these unpermitted systems.    

The detailed results are summarized in the Existing Conditions/Analysis of Current Septage 
Production and Future Conditions/Analysis sections of this report.   

 



 

 

  Septage Capacity Study | 31 

 
Figure 4. Number of OSS permits by county as reported by WSALPHO members  
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Large Onsite Sewage System (LOSS) Operator Survey 

The survey of LOSS operators aimed to gather information about the number of larger sewage 
systems in the state and their capacity. The project team created the survey, which was then 
reviewed with staff from DOH to ensure the questions were clear and matched the intended 
purpose. Based on WSDOH feedback, the survey questions were revised and formatted into an 
online survey using the Alchemer platform to allow for easy access. DOH sent the LOSS operator 
survey to 88 individuals on their email list on January 10, 2025, and the survey closed on January 17, 
2025. The survey included seven long response questions and received 21 responses.    

Below are the questions asked of LOSS operators:  

1) How many systems do you manage? 
2) What is the design flow of your system(s)? 
3) Are you operating at your design flow? If not, approximately what percentage of the design flow 

is your system operating at? 
4) How often do you have the tanks in your system pumped? Please provide any reporting data 

such as volumes and load manifests from pumper trucks. 
5) Which septage hauling providers do you utilize? Please provide a list of these and any available 

contact information. 
6) Which septage disposal facilities do you or your hauling providers utilize? Please provide a list of 

these and any available contact information 
7) How far are hauling providers traveling to dispose of septage? 
8) Do you have any concerns regarding the disposal of septage generated by your facility? 
9) Are you able to provide any additional data or information that would be helpful in assessing the 

capacity of your facility to manage septage, now and in the future? If so, please provide. 

Table 1. LOSS survey data 

 Amount Unit 

Avg Design Flow 14,862 gpd 

Avg Operating % 55%  

Avg Pump Frequency 2.5 years 

Avg Pump Hauling 
Travel (one way) 35.3 miles 

 

The information from LOSS operators indicates that these LOSS are operating at only half of 
their designed capacity. This suggests that, on average, the systems have the potential to 
handle more septage. Rather than constructing new, smaller individual OSS, it would be 
beneficial for new properties to pursue connecting to nearby LOSS systems with available 
capacity where possible. The average pumping frequency, when combined with the operating 
capacity, reflects that operators are likely performing regular maintenance. A longer pumping 
interval generally indicates the system is functioning as intended, with five to ten years of being 
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the ideal range, while a shorter interval typically signals an undersized or failing system. 
However, given the low operating capacity, the frequent pumping may be more indicative of 
general maintenance needs. Overall, this data speaks to the efficiency and capacity of large on-
site sewage systems (LOSS) based on the operators who responded.  

 

The role of regulatory planning efforts 
Growth Management Act 

The Growth Management Act (GMA), RCW 36.70A2, is the main framework for local, long-range 
planning in Washington. It helps create a community vision, goals, objectives, and policies that 
guide decisions made by local elected officials and government workers. The GMA directs the 
comprehensive planning process through its 15 main goals listed in RCW 36.70A.0203, which 
include: 

• Urban growth: Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities 
and services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner.  

• Reduce sprawl: Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into 
sprawling, low-density development.  

• Housing: Plan for and accommodate housing affordable to all economic segments of the 
population of this state, promote a variety of residential densities and housing types, and 
encourage preservation of existing housing stock.  

• Environment: Protect the environment and enhance the State's high quality of life, 
including air and water quality, and the availability of water.  

• Public facilities and services: Ensure that those public facilities and services necessary to 
support development shall be adequate to serve the development at the time the 
development is available for occupancy and use without decreasing current service levels 
below locally established minimum standards.  

• Climate change and resiliency: Ensure that comprehensive plans, development 
regulations, and regional policies, plans, and strategies adapt to and mitigate the effects 
of a changing climate.  

In Washington, all counties and cities must update their plans every 10 years to account for 20 years 
of population growth. What goes into these plans can vary. The 28 “fully planning” counties must 
follow all GMA requirements and 11 “partially planning” counties that only need to focus on critical 
areas and natural resource land. “Fully planning” counties and their related cities must also decide 
where growth should go and how to accommodate growth while reducing sprawl.    

During this study, Washington counties and cities were updating their comprehensive plans based on 
the latest data from OFM. King, Snohomish, Pierce, and Kitsap counties updated their comprehensive 
plans in 2024, while other counties will adopt their plans by the end of 2025, June 2026, or June 2027. 

 

2 https://bit.ly/RCWgrowthmanagement 
3 https://bit.ly/planninggoals 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a
https://bit.ly/planninggoals
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This study reviewed the most recently adopted county comprehensive plans to see how they address 
the septage capacity within their jurisdictions.   

County comprehensive plans 

As part of this study, the project team reviewed county comprehensive plans to understand 
how local governments are planning for sewage management and future capacity. They looked 
at these plans because they focus on long-term growth across the State. Comprehensive plans 
are meant to cover topics like housing growth, capital facilities management and funding, and 
transportation network maintenance. 

The project team first examined current requirements for counties under GMA requirements 
RCW 36.70A4  and found they are not clearly defined to meet current septage management 
needs and related impacts from future growth projections.   

To see if and how septage is addressed in comprehensive plans, the project team reviewed the 
most recently adopted comprehensive plans from 38 counties in Washington. They asked the 
following questions for each comprehensive plan and recorded findings in a spreadsheet, which 
can be found in Comprehensive Plan Review:  

• Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-site sewage disposal systems, 
or biosolids?   

• Did its land use or housing element mention sewage?   
• What did its capital facilities element cover?   
• Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to sewage systems, their capacities, or 

information gathering on this subject?   
• Does the plan discuss the environmental risks of sewage systems?   
• Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at improving the management of 

sewage systems/ reducing environmental risks?    

The review found that all the plans mentioned sewage systems and septage management in 
some way, but the details varied widely between counties. In some counties, like Adams and 
Cowlitz, OSS were only briefly mentioned in background sections, with a few related policies in 
the land use element. In other counties, like King and Mason, there were more detailed 
assessments, citing concerns with failing systems, the risk of water contamination, and policies 
to address these issues. Most of the discussion about sewage systems was in the land use and 
rural elements, with fewer mentions in the capital facilities elements, which is the section that 
focuses on wastewater treatment plants or sewer systems.    

Regarding the environmental risks of sewage systems, 14 counties included narratives on this 
topic, while 18 counties also included policies aimed at improving sewage system management 
in order to reduce environment risks. 

  

 

4 https://bit.ly/RCWgrowthmanagement 

https://bit.ly/RCWgrowthmanagement
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Figure 5. Comprehensive plan analysis: septage policies and environmental risk 
Source: Comprehensive Plan Review 

In most cases, comprehensive plans that included a narrative on the topic of septage also 
included policies on the issue. An overview of these policies includes:  

• Emphasizing the importance of monitoring, repairing, and maintaining septic systems to 
prevent public health hazards and protect water quality. Specifics addressed working with 
local health districts and focusing on regular inspections and proper maintenance of systems. 

• Providing greater public education through technical assistance for property owners and 
sharing information on the risks of failing septic systems. 

• Stressing that new development needs to occur in areas where soil and site conditions 
are adequately assessed to ensure long-term water quality is protected and possible 
contamination is prevented. 

• Encouraging innovative wastewater and stormwater designs by developers and 
landowners to promote better land use practices and protect water quality5 

• Navigating different approaches for different densities in rural vs urban areas. For example, 
phasing out OSS for public sewer extensions when available in urban areas6 and attempting 
to cluster development for shared community sewers in rural areas.7  

 

5 Policy 2EE-6: in Whatcom County’s Comprehensive Plan, https://www.whatcomcounty.us/1171/Current-
Comprehensive-Plan 
6 Policy 6.0.13 in Clark County’s Capital Facilities and Utilities Element, https://clark.wa.gov/community-
planning/current-adopted-plan 
7 Policy NS-2.2 in Grant County’s Comprehensive Plan, https://www.grantcountywa.gov/238/Grant-County-2018-
Comprehensive-Plans 
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Some of these policies, such as helping with technical assistance and greater maintenance, 
could lead to more septage pumping, if economic conditions are also favorable. In turn, this 
could lead to greater insight into how much septage needs to be managed at a treatment 
facility. Additionally, many of the policy themes discuss OSS as it relates to the protection of 
water quality. This draws upon the required land use element requirements in RCW 
36.70A.070,8 to provide for the protection of the quality and quantity of groundwater used for 
public water supplies. Additionally, with the newer comprehensive plans such as Kitsap 
County’s final 2024 plan, policies and narrative discussed the intersections of climate change 
and OSS.  

However, none of the Comprehensive Plans reviewed listed the number of sewage systems nor the 
location of the nearest septage treatment facility in their plans. Instead, they gave general 
descriptions of rural areas being served by sewage systems. It is important to note that the 
management of septage in each county consists of an understanding of not only how much septage 
is being produced in the county but also what the capacity is for treating septage at facilities within 
the county.  

The review also showed big differences between “fully planning” and “partially planning” 
counties. As shown Figure 6 below, about half of fully planning counties discussed the 
environmental risks of sewage systems, compared to just one of the partially planning counties. 
When it came to septage management policies, 75 percent of fully planning counties had 
specific policies aimed at improving septage management or reducing environmental risks, 
while only 36 percent of partially planning counties included such policies.    

 

 
Figure 6. Septage risk consideration: fully planning vs partially planning county comprehensive 
plans, Source: Comprehensive Plan Review 

 

8 https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.070 
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This county analysis also examined the relation to the 2020 housing data from OFM, which 
shows the number of housing units in unincorporated areas across Washington. As shown in 
Figure 7 below, on average, 46 percent of housing units in fully planning counties are in 
unincorporated areas, compared to 56 percent in partially planning counties.  

 

 
Figure 7. 2020 OFM estimate of total housing units in unincorporated county jurisdiction 
Source: Washington State Office of Financial Management, 2020 Base Census Estimate of 
Total Housing Units, Comprehensive Plan Review 

Note: The average and median values for the percentage of housing in unincorporated areas 
across Washington’s counties are nearly identical, indicating a relatively symmetrical distribution 
of data. 

This shows that a larger share of housing in “partially planning” counties is located in 
unincorporated areas, which often are more dependent upon sewage systems than 
incorporated areas. While these counties have fewer requirements under the Growth 
Management Act due to their smaller populations and slower growth, sewage system capacity 
and maintenance still affect their local health, safety, and development.    

The findings from the county comprehensive plans show a need for further consistency and 
clarity in how waste management is handled in comprehensive planning. This could help 
determine whether there is enough septage capacity in a county or region to support growth 
projections. While comprehensive plans cover important factors like growth projections, land 
capacity, infrastructure needs, climate impacts, and housing for all income levels, they do not 
account for OSS or local septage capacity, especially in “partially planning” counties. When it 
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comes to land use decisions for growth, it is often assumed that municipal wastewater 
treatment plants will be adequate for treating septage from rural areas.    

On-site sewage systems play a crucial role in managing wastewater, but when they fail, they 
can create serious public health and environmental risks, as noted in some comprehensive 
plans. While homeowners and business owners are responsible for maintaining their systems, 
there is no state program to encourage or require jurisdictions to review OSS conditions as part 
of their growth management planning. This gap means there is little accountability for the 
impact of OSS, leaving public health and environmental risks unaddressed in the context of 
overall growth management.     

As Washington continues to grow, it will be crucial for all counties to account for the number of 
OSS and their local treatment capacity in their long-range plans, to make sure that growth is 
managed in a way that reduces sprawl and minimizes environmental risks.   

 

 

 
The beginnings of a housing development in rural Chelan County.   
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An estimate of septage generation in Washington 
Existing conditions/analysis of current septage production 

This report focuses on domestic septage; therefore, the data collection centers around domestic 
sources including residential OSS, LOSS that serve multiple homes, and small businesses whose 
waste stream consists of domestic flows and portable toilets (RVs, boats, etc.).    

Pumping frequency 

Septage is created when solids build up in a septic tank or when waste collects in a holding tank 
that is not connected to a plumbing system, like in an RV or a boat. Currently, it is estimated 
that septic tanks are pumped every 5-10 years a range confirmed by the answers from the 
WSALPHO Members Survey.   

Septage volume data from septage management facilities  

Once septage is collected by licensed service providers, it is hauled to one of two types of 
facilities: a wastewater treatment plant or a septage management facility for land application. 
In general, this data and the volume of septage accepted is reported to Ecology by Septage 
Management Facilities. This data provides important information regarding the septage 
volumes that have been generated.   

Facility operator data   

Surveys were sent by email to operators, plant managers, and associated department heads 
across the state. Low response rates resulted in gaps in available data but operator survey 
responses clarified that certain septage receiving data is not being tracked by the WWTPs, such 
as types of septage sources. Pumping companies may record total volumes pumped, but it 
appears this information is not stored or compiled by those who collect it. There are also 
incomplete records of where the septage goes after being pumped and hauled.  Implementing 
a system to enter and track data at the county level will reveal septage trends that can be of 
use to operators and industry professionals.   

Estimate of septage volume  

The project team utilized historic septage data, newly collected data from the WSALPHO 
survey, population and census data, and knowledge related to OSS and LOSS waste generation, 
to estimate the volumes of septage generated by each county. These estimates are shown in 
the Total Estimated Septage in Gallons Map (Figure 8). Where specific data was not available, 
two baseline assumptions were included in the septage volume calculations. It was assumed 
that every home in unincorporated areas uses either an OSS or a LOSS and that all homes in 
unincorporated areas have an average of 3 bedrooms and a 1,500-gallon septic tank. The 
projected range of septage volume generation (as shown in the Map Legend in Figure 8) 
assumes septic tanks are pumped every five years. For a detailed breakdown of the values for 
each county, see Appendix B: Wastewater Projections  
from Growth Data. 
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Figure 8. Total estimated septage in gallons, Source: SCJ Alliance 
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Figure 9. 2025 projected gallons of septage per person, Source: SCJ Alliance
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The calculated septage volumes were checked against data collected by (discussed further in 
Section III) and previous studies. The septage volumes by county were used to estimate the 
volume of septage per capita, which indicates the extent to which each county has relied upon 
domestic septic systems to accommodate housing development. The available Ecology data for 
2020 was used to verify calculation assumptions. The recorded septage volume data provided 
for this year falls within 10 percent of the calculated range for a seven-year pumping scenario 
(see septage projections using Ecology data below) and helps to bridge gaps in the data 
provided by the statewide biosolids reporting.   

The limited information available continues to show the lack of sufficient septage records and 
management facilities in many parts of the State. It is important to note that LOSS systems, 
which usually serve larger communities and non-residential users, were included in the 
calculations by upsizing the typical tank size from 1,000 (common for homes) to 1,500 gallons 
across the population. According to the survey in this report, LOSS Systems pump their larger 
tanks more often than residential OSS users, thereby creating more septage. Increasing the 
tank size in calculations adjusts for the additional septage generated through LOSS practices.

 

Annual septage volumes for 
Washington 

The annual septage volumes reported for 
the years 2018 through 2023 are provided 
below. At the time of writing this report, 
Ecology’s biosolids reporting data was not 
available yet for 2024. For this reason, from 
March 11, 2025, through March 31, 2025, 
the project team surveyed all facilities on 
the biosolids permit register to request 
septage data for 2024. 2024 septage 
volumes were received from 30 facilities, 
which collectively indicate a slight increase 
(less than 0.1 percent) from the volume of 
septage received in 2023. To approximate 
the 2024 septage volumes from those 
facilities that did not provide septage 
volume for 2024, the same minor rate of 
increase was applied to their previously 
reported 2023 volumes. 

 

Table 2. Annual septage volumes for 
Washington (in gallons) 

Year 

Septage 
Volume 

(Gallons) 
Change from 
Previous Year 

2018 160,550,305 - 
2019 166,825,918 4% increase 
2020 178,725,901 7% increase 
2021 198,977,825 11% increase 
2022 197,940,420 1% decrease 
2023 199,051,075 1% increase 
2024 199,216,595 0% change 
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Growth projections for septage generating development 
Future conditions/analysis 

Projections for septage production are necessary to plan for future capacity needs in each 
county. Based upon the current service capacity in many areas, local governments must be 
more intentional with planning efforts to maintain sufficient capacity and to effectively manage 
rural growth. A 15-year planning period was identified at the start of this assessment; however, 
as data becomes more available and more accurate, it may be possible to extend the planning 
period and reassess the assumptions made. Ideally, a 20-year planning period would be 
preferred, as such a projection would align with the growth accommodation timeframe of the 
Growth Management Act.  

According to OFM data in 2024, the population of Washington is projected to grow from 7.7 
million to 9.2 million by 2040 under a medium growth scenario. As a result, the state needs to 
plan for roughly 1.5 million more people by 2040. Figure 10 below shows the range of 
population growth projections provided by OFM.  

 

 

Figure 10. Washington future population  
Source: Washington Office of Financial Management, 2024  

Applying the middle projection scenario in Figure 10 to each county’s population growth projection 
shows some jurisdictions gaining significant populations while others are decreasing. The counties 
experiencing the largest growth are seen in Figure 11 in the darkest color- a dark green, including 
Benton, Clark, King, Kitsap, Pierce, Snohomish, Spokane, Thurston, Whatcom, and Yakima counties.
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Figure 11. 2040 Growth projections by county 
Source: Washington Office of Financial Management 2040 Growth Projections by County, 2024  
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Understanding the increase in septage generation 

From 2018 to 2021, the biosolids reporting data shows a 22 percent increase in the septage 
volumes reported. A portion of this increase may be due to improved accuracy and increased 
participation by the facility operators reporting to the new system. One additional significant factor 
is associated with the effect of the COVID-19 pandemic on workforce location.  

In March 2020, COVID-19-related health concerns and government mandates sent a significant portion 
of the workforce home to do business remotely. Those who began working remotely in homes served 
by septic systems contributed more waste to their septic tanks daily, and thus, in the months and years 
to follow, an increase in the septage volumes generated was documented. The annual septage 
volumes above show substantial increases in 2020, 2021, and 2022. From December 2019 to 
December 2021, the total reported septage volume increased by over 19 percent.  

The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics data on telework9 identifies the percentage of the employed 
workforce working remotely. The table below is augmented by the Census Bureau’s ACS 
questions regarding transportation to work as noted in their article on commuting10 and NCCI’s 
Remote Work Before, During, and After the Pandemic.11   

• 2018: 4.3 percent worked fully remote, with an additional 4.1 percent in hybrid mode, 
totaling 8.4 percent.  

• 2019: Fewer than 6 percent worked primarily from home, another 18 percent worked 
occasionally from home.  

• 2020: 35 percent worked remotely due to the pandemic.  
• 2021: 38.1 percent worked remotely (peak pandemic year).  
• 2022: 33.8 percent worked remotely (slight decline post-pandemic).  
• 2023: 34.6 percent worked remotely   
• 2024: 22.8 percent worked remotely at least partially (as of August 2024).  

Septage projections using Ecology reporting data  

Based upon the reported 2018 to 2023 annual septage volumes, it appears that the facilities are 
reporting regularly and with consistent information and that the notable jump in the septage 
generation from 2020 to 2021 has leveled off and normalized to the extent that it can be 
accounted for with the available study data. As such, it is understood that projections of future 
septage generation can reasonably be approximated by applying the OFM state growth rates to 
the 2023-2024 septage generation volumes.  

The results of this are seen in Figure 12 on the next page.  

 

 

9 https://www/bls.gov/cps/telework.htm and https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2024/35-percent-of-employed-
people-did-some-or-all-of-their-work-at -home-on-days-they-worked-in-2023.htm 
10 https://www.census.govtopics/employment/commuting.html 
11 https://www.ncci.com/SecureDocuments/QEB/QEB_Q4_2020_Re,oteWork.html 

https://www/bls.gov/cps/telework.htm
https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2024/35-percent-of-employed-people-did-some-or-all-of-their-work-at%20-home-on-days-they-worked-in-2023.htm
https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2024/35-percent-of-employed-people-did-some-or-all-of-their-work-at%20-home-on-days-they-worked-in-2023.htm
https://www.census.govtopics/employment/commuting.html
http://www.ncci.com/SecureDocuments/QEB/QEB_Q4_2020_Re,oteWork.html
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Figure 12. Septage generation projections 
Sources: OFM Growth Data, Ecology 
 

Septage projections calculated by unincorporated population data  

The graph above also includes an independent septage generation estimate that is built upon 
the methodology developed in the Estimate of Septage Volume by County subsection above. 
This was done by converting the middle population growth rate projections into estimated total 
housing units for unincorporated areas (based on OFM data). This method estimates the total 
number of homes in unincorporated areas by county. It was assumed that 80 percent of each 
County’s unincorporated population uses a typical residential septic system with a 1,500-gallon 
tank that is pumped every 7 years. The large tank size has been used to offset for the LOSS 
systems and other septic uses that are not otherwise included in this calculation. This septage 
volume calculation falls within the range of septage reported and brackets the 2040 septage 
projection derived from Ecology’s biosolids reporting data with the OFM population growth 
rate applied.  
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Figure 13. 2040 future septage volume projections, Source: SCJ Alliance 

In projecting future septage generation, the specifics for how much growth will be 
unincorporated are left for local counties to plan. To allow for different 2040 growth scenarios 
by county, the project team provides two septage volume estimate scenarios.  The final 
statewide future septage generation results are shown in Figure 12 and Figure 13 above: Yearly 
Septage Volumes Projected into 2040 and the Septage Generation Projection Estimate for a 7-
Year Pumping Cycle (respectively). 

Scenario One assumes that the current ratio of rural and urban housing units by county 
remains unchanged, with growth continuing in both urban and rural (unincorporated) areas at 
their existing rates. Using a 7-year pumping cycle, this septage generation volume is estimated 
at 232,460,026 gallons. 

Scenario Two, on the other hand, assumes all population growth occurs in urban growth areas, 
meaning there is no unincorporated housing growth. While this scenario is unlikely, it provides 
a baseline for future septage production levels. No matter what level of growth occurs, this 
amount will absolutely need to be addressed. In this scenario, the septage generated from 
growth is directed through sewer services instead of septic systems. For this scenario to be 
plausible, a variety of conditions favoring urban growth, development, and connections to 
services would need to be in place. However, it is expected that future septage generation will 
exceed the levels projected in this scenario, as not all these conditions can realistically be met. 
Based upon a 7-year pumping cycle, this septage generation is estimated at 158,076,150 
gallons, which is slightly less than reported in 2018. 
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Planning considerations with respect to septage generation  
Supporting these scenario decisions, an additional review of county comprehensive plans 
shows that 8 out of 11 fully-planning counties plan to allocate a smaller proportion of growth to 
unincorporated areas. While these unincorporated areas will still experience growth, it will 
occur at a slower pace, resulting in a decrease in the overall unincorporated share of the 
population. As a result, the increase in septage generated by new households in areas not 
served by sewers should be more limited. While this review only accounted for 11 out of the 29 
fully planning counties, some of the largest growing counties, King, Kitsap, Pierce, Snohomish, 
and Spokane counties, were accounted for as part of this effort.   

While Scenario Two is the more likely future septage volume scenario, the two scenarios used 
together represent a range of possible annual septage volumes in Washington by 2040. Each 
scenario reflects assumptions with varying degrees of plausibility, but when considered 
together, they offer a more balanced middle ground for what may occur. The Growth 
Management Act, which directs development in urban areas while minimizing sprawl, plays a 
large role in shaping these projections alongside where counties choose to allocate for growth.  

As discussed under Existing Conditions, with the limited data reported on septage volumes by 
county and the tendency for septage to be treated and managed in a different county than the 
septage was sourced, it is difficult to confirm the accuracy of the methodology on a county-by-
county basis for future projections.   

Overall, the analysis for future conditions shows that with the increase in population 
anticipated, septage volumes will also increase; however, the exact volume of septage will vary 
depending on where and how growth occurs. If growth largely occurs within urban growth 
areas, the greatest importance will be ensuring adequate sewer capacity, sewer line 
connections within urban growth areas, and maintaining current septage acceptance levels at 
treatment facilities. A more balanced approach is required if growth is more variable between 
rural and urban areas. This would mean a greater emphasis on ensuring adequate septage 
receiving capacity at treatment facilities alongside efforts to connect to sewers in urban growth 
areas anticipating greater housing densities.   
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Summary of findings 
The research and analysis done for this septage capacity assessment aims to answer the main 
questions identified during the planning phase of this project. Below are the questions and 
answers that came from this work:    

Q: How much septage is produced in each county?  
A: From the available data, the septage produced in each county varies, 
ranging from 584,948 gallons to 18,090,219 gallons annually.      

Q: What are the future capacity needs for septic tanks and similar systems 
due to development growth in the next 15 years and what are the 
anticipated barriers to meeting those needs?  
A: The annual increase in septage capacity needed in the next 15 years to 
keep up development growth is estimated at 1,700,000 gallons for a 7-year 
pumping frequency.    

The septage generation projections for 2040 are determined through the historic Ecology 
reporting data and also have been estimated through an estimation of the total number of 
septic systems in each county with a 7-year pumping frequency. The 2040 projection ranges 
from 189,076,150 to 224,766,985 gallons using Ecology’s reporting data to 2023 and applying 
the annual population growth rate from OFM.  

Related recommendations 
• Amend the Growth Management Act 
• Address State and local staffing challenges 
• Assist data collection and management on State and local level 
• Enhance interagency coordination and sharing of resources 
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II. State of the Septage  
Handling Industry 

 

Once an on-site sewage system (OSS) is installed and in use, septage begins to accumulate 
within a tank throughout the duration of the system’s use. When the tank can no longer hold 
additional septage, the property is sold, or the system fails, it requires pumping. At this point, 
the tank owner calls a licensed septage pumping company. This company will come to the 
location of the sewage tank, portable bathrooms, or other holding facility with their pumping 
trucks and remove the septage.   

These trucks then take the septage collected and transport it to a management facility. The 
wastewater treatment facilities to which haulers transport the septage may be privately or 
publicly owned and operated. Further details regarding the types of facilities are discussed in 
Section III. 

 

 

In this section:  

• A discussion on the cost of pumping septage 
• Summaries of what was heard from stakeholders including 

o Industry professionals 
o WOSSA industry professionals 
o Tribal partners 

• Summary of findings and recommendations  
based on them 
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Summary of findings 
• The average cost to pump a septic tank for businesses and homeowners statewide is $606.    
• The meetings revealed a pressing desire for a collaborative approach to managing 

wastewater and septage, highlighting capacity constraints at treatment plants, logistical 
challenges, and costs, while proposing solutions like innovative technologies and 
decentralized treatment, with a focus on strategic, sustainable, and community-centered 
solutions, and a need for increased coordination among Tribes, local governments, and 
state agencies.  

Related recommendations 
• Fund a fiscal analysis of WWTP infrastructure solutions  
• Assist data collection and management on state and local Level  
• Coordinate with tribes on septage management  
• Increase public-private partnerships  
• Support further OSS public education  

The cost of pumping septage 
As part of this study, the project team was tasked with determining the average cost of 
pumping a 1,000-gallon septic tank in regions across the state. To identify the average cost, the 
project team surveyed local public health departments for the average cost in their region, the 
findings of which are seen in Figure 14 on the following page.
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Figure 14. Estimated pump cost for a 1,000 gallon tank 
Source: SCJ Alliance 
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While not all counties responded to the survey, the data received provides insight into 
conditions across the state. The average cost across the state to pump a 1,000-gallon septic 
tank is $606. This average cost is higher due to counties that are more remote from septage 
receiving facilities, such as Pacific and Klickitat counties, which report pump costs over $1,000.   

Many factors can feed into the cost a licensed septage pumping company charges for pumping 
a septic tank; these include, but are not limited to, normal business operating costs, proximity 
of a septage receiving facility to the source location, market competition, and time of year. 
While neither San Juan nor Island Counties responded to the survey, their residents would likely 
face added costs to pump their septic tanks due to septage pumping companies needing to 
incorporate the cost of ferry travel into their operating costs to haul septage to receiving 
facilities. Further discussion on the locations of septage receiving facilities is found in Section III. 

Stakeholder meetings 
To further understand the on-the-ground experience with handling and managing septage, the 
project team held several stakeholder meetings with industry professionals and organizations in 
related fields. These meetings helped to expand the team’s understanding of the available data, 
and the challenges related to septage management and capacity in Washington. Regular and 
one-time meetings were held with individuals from State agencies, local governments, 
academics, and industry professionals, who provided valuable information that surveys and 
data collection could not capture alone.    

The project team held regular meetings with the WSALPHO Project Management Team, which 
included representatives from Ecology, DOH, WSALPHO, and local public health officials. The 
teams met 13 times, starting September 23, 2024. These project meetings allowed the group to 
collaborate, share insights into available data, recommend additional contacts, and review 
drafts of surveys, outlines, findings, and recommendations. The project team also held 
meetings as needed with Ecology and DOH to review progress, share findings, and ask 
questions in addition to the regular WSALPHO Project Management Team meetings.  

Several one-time meetings were held with industry professionals, Washington On-Site Sewage 
Association (WOSSA) representatives, Coalition for Clean Water, and the Puget Sound 
Partnership. These meetings provided insight into real-world impacts and helped to finetune 
next steps, as discussed in the study’s Opportunities and recommendations section. These 
stakeholders provided valuable feedback, increased understanding of data, refined the study, 
and improved the final recommendations.    
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Industry professional meeting findings 
In 2025, the project team organized three meetings to gather more insight from industry 
professionals about on the ground conditions, current processes and potential issues, and 
recommendations. For two of these meetings, 28 individuals were invited based on input from 
the WSALPHO Project Management Team. The third industry professional stakeholder meeting 
included representatives from the Washington On-Site Sewage Association (WOSSA).   

Industry professional meetings one and two 

At the first two meetings, ten individuals attended and provided valuable insights into the 
issues that were not captured in survey results. These attendees represented local wastewater 
treatment plants, septage pumping and hauling companies, and wastewater engineers from 
both local governments and private consulting firms.    

During the meetings, the following key issues were discussed:   

• Limited treatment plant capacity and locations   
• Lack of support for innovative solutions   
• Desire for public-private partnerships   

Limited treatment plant capacity and locations 

Industry professionals shared that treatment facilities are facing capacity challenges across the 
board. Many WWTPs said they could not accept more septage beyond the local septage already 
received from partner municipalities’ STEP systems. They expressed concerns about struggling 
to manage the additional wastewater from urban housing growth and that receiving septage 
from outside parties was not feasible. Their plants were designed to handle a specific capacity 
and are not equipped for the increased demand that comes with future growth. To meet the 
increased service demands, these plants need infrastructure upgrades or new facilities, but 
both solutions face funding challenges.     

Private businesses involved in pumping and hauling septage heavily stressed how drastic the 
situation is.  With limited facilities spread over long distances, they face longer hauling times, 
which affect their cost of business by increasing the amount of time, number of staff, and fuel 
costs required to pump and transport septage. They shared instances of increased driving 
distances over the years and how weather limitations, risks in accepting septage, and limits on 
the amount of septage accepted at treatment plants are all challenges. These issues raise 
business costs and can lead to higher pumping fees for customers, including homeowners, 
private businesses, school district buildings, and other critical buildings in rural communities. 

For example, one individual from Pacific County described hauling septage over 200 miles 
roundtrip (5.5 hours) twice a week to Biorecycling Chehalis, the closest facility that accepts 
septage. This business owner used to haul across state lines to Astoria, Oregon, but with both 
Astoria and nearby Warrington experiencing their own growth pressures, the Astoria facility 
closed their doors to accepting outside septage. If Biorecycling Chehalis (which has capped this 
business at 4,000 gallons per trip) stops accepting septage completely, Pacific County will 
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experience increased difficulty in providing septic pumping services. Professionals from 
Jefferson County stressed similar issues with hauling septage Shelton.  

 
 

Increasing support for innovative solutions 

Industry professionals at both meetings wanted to find creative solutions to the septage 
capacity problem. They preferred flexible, innovative ideas that could be tailored to the local 
conditions. However, for solutions to be implemented, support from state agencies is needed 
to allow private businesses to test-run small, controlled pilot programs that may result in 
possible solutions. While attendees were highly interested in the emerging technologies they 
learned about from their professional circles and at conferences, they felt their ability to act 
would require modifying current regulatory restrictions.  

One potential septage treatment solution discussed was new technology that could treat 
septage and biosolids on a smaller scale, thus spreading the treatment demand to the areas 
needed and easing the consolidated stress on large treatment systems. Further follow-up 
would be necessary to first determine the feasibility and practicality of this solution.  

Desire for public-private partnerships 

As part of the discussions on innovative solutions, industry professionals also wanted to tackle 
the need for increased septage capacity through public-private partnerships, especially when it 
comes to funding, new technology, and finding solutions that fit local needs. They agreed that 
there is not one solution that will work the same way for everyone across Washington, but they 
were eager to work together on creative, cost-effective, and long-term solutions that could 
benefit the state as a whole.  

Stakeholder testimonials stressed an urgent need to 
address not only treatment plant capacity but the location 

of facilities accepting and treating septage.   
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WOSSA industry professional meeting 

After meeting with the industry professionals recommended by the WSALPHO Project 
Management Team, the project team met with representatives from Washington On-Site 
Sewage Association (WOSSA). This meeting centered on receiving feedback on the study to 
date, concerns, and recommendations. The group included civil engineers, pumpers, 
manufacturers, regulators, operations and maintenance (O&M) staff, consultants, and 
installers. Through these discussions with WOSSA, the following key areas were identified:  

• FOG waste management   
• Contaminants and treatment challenges  
• Data collection   
• Pumping and inspection education  
• Infrastructure opportunities and challenges  
• Transportation and hauling challenges  

Fats, Oil, and Grease (FOG) waste management 

WOSSA noted that it is important for the study to include a discussion on where FOG fit into the 
septage conversation. FOG waste adds a unique challenge to septage treatment. Professionals 
noted that there is a major shortage of facilities that can handle FOG, making it hard to 
manage, depending on whether a pumping business accepts FOG. There is a lack of tracking of 
what pumpers are receiving/hauling, which results in WWTPs and other facilities not wanting to 
receive this septage because it can’t always be accepted due to the uncertainty of what it 
contains. This means the facility can’t be certain it won’t cause system upsets.  

Ecology has no authority over septage pumpers that are not associated with SMF. Ecology can 
request that facilities receiving septage that are subject to the biosolids permit get accurate 
reporting from pumpers, but that is the extent of the biosolids program’s authority. Unlike 
septage, FOG cannot be land-applied, which further reduces the number of facilities that can 
manage it. One example provided stated that FOG waste had to be hauled from Spokane to 
Lake Stevens, roughly 300 miles and five hours of driving. This instance highlights how few 
receiving facilities there are across the state. WOSSA stressed that treatment and management 
options for FOG must be prioritized when addressing septage waste.    

Contaminants and treatment challenges  

Similar to FOG, the group discussed the challenges of treating septage due to contaminants like 
“forever chemicals” (e.g., PFAS), trash, and flushable wipes. They agreed that education could 
be helpful in some areas as a method to reduce the presence of contaminants.   
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Data collection  

When the project team shared early findings, WOSSA representatives shared concerns about the lack 
of available data. Participants anticipated that data should already be available through existing 
reporting methods such as inspections, permits, and pump reports. However, as they came to 
understand the difficulties in collecting and managing data from the various sources, the group 
recommended identifying ways to make data collection easier at all levels throughout the septage 
management process to lay the groundwork for future policy and decision-making.   

Education to avoid over-pumping 

While the project team previously heard concerns about systems not getting pumped often 
enough, WOSSA representatives identified the issue of over-pumping as an additional area of 
concern. They stressed the need for better education on system maintenance. Educating property 
owners about the importance of regular inspections and only pumping when truly necessary could 
help reduce unnecessary costs and inefficiencies. The practice of scheduling pumping based on 
routine (such as once per year) rather than actual need can lead to wasteful over-pumping. This in 
turn adds more strain to treatment facilities. Some participants stated that higher pumping costs 
could encourage homeowners to perform inspection and maintenance instead. WOSSA members 
favored encouraging inspections on systems, versus just focusing on reducing pumping costs, as this 
would support better long-term waste management.    

The members also discussed the need for a better understanding of the costs of septic 
maintenance and sewer connections. A short and long-term cost analysis will aid in making the 
best policy recommendations.    

Infrastructure opportunities and challenges  

WOSSA members noted a growing trend of installing larger septic tanks and two-tank systems, which 
signifies an increase in the need for management and maintenance. As more large tanks are installed, 
managing the septage becomes more complex and requires more resources and coordination. The 
rise in accessory dwelling units (ADUs) and tiny homes in rural areas also adds pressure to existing 
systems, produces more septage, and increases the need for efficient management. Community 
systems are concurrently being introduced, which helps to reduce individual septage volumes with 
centralized treatment but brings new management and cost challenges.    

Transportation and hauling challenges  

Like the two industry professional meetings, WOSSA members shared concerns about long 
hauling distances. However, they also pointed out that it is not just about distance but also 
about the time spent hauling. This time includes waiting at facilities to unload and longer travel 
times due to traffic, especially in the Puget Sound area. Traffic patterns were said to 
significantly increase hauling times, adding additional costs.   
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Tribal partner meeting 
Septage management is a challenge that spans shared lands and jurisdictional boundaries, 
particularly when it is not adequately addressed or planned for. Recognizing this, the project 
team held conversations with Tribal partners to understand how Tribal Nations are managing 
septage on their lands. Before reaching out to the Tribes directly, the project team consulted 
the WSALPHO Project Management Team for guidance on existing contacts related to this 
issue.  

Ecology recommended reaching out to the Tribal Solid Waste Advisory Network (TSWAN) for 
coordination. Upon connecting with TSWAN, it was noted that while the network addresses 
solid waste, septage has not been an area they’ve worked on yet; however, they noted it as an 
area of interest for many of their Tribal Nation members. Although TSWAN’s scope extends 
beyond Washington, the network expressed its commitment to facilitating dialogue between 
Tribal Nations and the project team, ensuring that Indigenous voices are heard and fostering a 
supportive space for sharing information and building relationships. 

On March 20th, TSWAN hosted a meeting where the project team presented findings on 
septage management in Washington and discussed with Tribes how they are managing their 
septage. Representatives from three Tribal Nations, from both the eastern and western regions 
of the state, attended the meeting. 

While there were no comments on the findings from the state’s side of the septage issue, the 
discussion led to helpful teachings. One Tribal Nation shared that they manage their own 
septage pumping and hauling services, charging $275 per septic tank pumping, with the 
additional benefit of offering free services to Elders. Another Tribe shared that they are in the 
process of developing a business plan for their own septic services to reduce costs. However, it 
was noted that they do not and would not accept septage from outside their reservations due 
to concerns about contamination from unknown sources. It was also discussed that the cost of 
pumping is largely determined by the distance to the nearest facility and whether that facility 
has the capacity to accept septage. The closer the facility is to the septage generation point, the 
lower the cost of pumping.  

Based on this meeting, the project team strongly recommends continued relationship building 
with all Tribal Nations across the state on septage management. Engaging with Tribal partners 
helps contribute to the shared management of land and water. Given that Indigenous Peoples 
have lived on these lands since the beginning of time, there are valuable teachings and 
collaborative opportunities that Washington agencies and local counties can learn from in 
planning and protecting environmental and public health. As part of this study’s effort, the 
project team met with the Tribal Solid Waste Advisory Network (TSWAN) and representatives 
from three Tribal Nations. However, ongoing outreach and relationship building is essential to 
hear each Nation’s unique perspectives and avoid generalizing Tribal experiences. 
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Summary of findings 
Septage handling across Washington serves as the critical connection that transports septage 
generated by the state’s growth, as discussed in Section I, to the receiving facilities, to be 
discussed in Section III. The information gathered by analyzing septage pumping costs, 
conducting stakeholder meetings, and meeting with Tribal partners provides valuable insight 
into the broader interactions between the state's growth and the septage system. 

The research and analysis done to assess septage handling focused on answering the following 
question identified during the planning phase of this project: 

Q: What are the costs for businesses and homeowners associated with 
having tanks pumped?  
A: The average cost to pump a septic tank for businesses and homeowners 
statewide is $606.   

However, the meetings conducted highlighted the urgent need for a comprehensive, 
collaborative approach to managing wastewater and septage. Through firsthand accounts, it 
became clear that treatment plants across the state are facing significant limitations in 
accepting additional septage due to capacity constraints. Participants shared stories of hauling 
septage over long distances, sometimes involving round trips of several hours, and how these 
logistical challenges drive up costs and strain resources. In particular, the example of hauling 
septage from Pacific County to Biorecycling Chehalis—more than 200 miles round trip—
illustrated the extent of the problem. These stories underscored the growing pressure on both 
public and private sector players to find solutions to a mounting problem. 
Additionally, insights from meeting with Tribal partners added critical perspectives, with individuals 
highlighting the approaches their Tribal Nations are taking. They showed a common theme that 
centered on community care and costs being driven by a septage-receiving facility’s distance. While 
those present didn’t share thoughts for further work with the state, the project team highly 
recommends increasing coordination among all Tribes in Washington, local governments, and state 
agencies to improve septage management and address shared challenges.  

Not only did meetings share insight into the challenges, but they also provided potential 
solutions, ranging from pilot programs for innovative technologies to public-private 
partnerships aimed at tackling funding and technological barriers. There was a clear willingness 
among the participants to work together, leveraging their expertise to explore creative 
solutions tailored to local conditions rather than simply applying generic, one-size-fits-all 
approaches. Industry professionals expressed a desire to explore decentralized treatment 
technologies, which could ease the burden on overworked facilities and provide targeted 
solutions for rural and underserved areas. 

In the stakeholder meetings, it was made clear that professionals didn’t want to “just throw 
money at the issue,” but rather focus on strategic, sustainable solutions that address the heart 
of the challenges. They emphasized the importance of working within existing regulatory 
frameworks, while also pushing for more flexibility to test emerging technologies and new 
approaches. There was consensus that, by addressing the root causes of capacity limitations, 
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improving the efficiency of hauling processes, and supporting innovation, the state could create 
a long-term, scalable system for managing septage in a way that balances environmental 
sustainability with the needs of local communities. The collective commitment to finding 
innovative, data-driven solutions is clear, but it will require sustained collaboration and a more 
supportive regulatory environment to bring these ideas to fruition. 

Additionally, from the outset of the study, concerns about 'forever chemicals' (PFAS) were 
raised by stakeholders, including the WSALPHO Project Management Team, Puget Sound 
Partnership, and industry professionals, highlighting them as an emerging issue in septage 
management. While these concerns fall outside the scope of this study, they remain important 
to acknowledge. Local public health officials, WSALPHO, and Puget Sound Partnership all noted 
that SB 5033 was introduced to the Washington State Legislature to address PFAS sampling and 
testing, though septage was excluded from its provisions. Furthermore, draft EPA guidance on 
PFAS, dated January 17, 2025, was shared, which may inform future discussions on septage 
treatment in relation to these chemicals.12 

The final recommendations from this study, presented in Section IV, Opportunities and 
recommendations, were largely shaped and refined through discussions with stakeholders.   

Related recommendations 
• Fund a fiscal analysis of WWTP infrastructure solutions 
• Assist data collection and management on state and local level 
• Coordinate with tribes on septage management 
• Increase public-private partnerships 
• Support further OSS public education

 

12 https://www.epa.gov/biosolids/draft-sewage-sludge-risk-assessment-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa-and-
perfluorooctane 
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•  

III. Septage Receiving Capacity 
 

Following the pumping of septic tanks and other holding facilities, septage is delivered to 
facilities that treat and manage it by means that are regulated by the State of Washington 
Department of Ecology. These facilities often include municipal wastewater treatment plants 
and other processing plants that accept the septage either as an added component to other 
sewage influent, or specifically for septage management, to be treated and managed as a 
biosolids product. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this Section:  

• Facility breakdown  
• A look at Septage Receiving Capacity Data  

through surveys  
• Spatial analysis of facilities that  

receive septage  
• Summary of findings  
• Related recommendations  
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Summary of findings 
• Some septage receiving facilities serving Washington report decreases in the amount of 

septage being accepted without plans for expansion  
• Statewide septage generation is projected to exceed septage receiving capacity by 2024  
• Some areas of Washington do not include options for septage receiving services within a 

reasonable distance to keep pumping and hauling costs down  
• In the process of surveys and interviews, WOSSA and other private operators highlighted 

the importance of creating a positive business environment that will encourage 
additional private WWTP and SMF development  

Related recommendations 
• Address state and local staffing shortages  
• Assist data collection and management on state and local level  
• Increase public-private partnerships  
• Conduct a fiscal analysis of infrastructure solution  

Types of facilities 
The septage handling services provided by pumpers and haulers represent the intermediate 
step in the septage management life cycle. These providers must deliver the septage to a 
facility that receives the septage for treatment or management. Ecology’s biosolids permitting 
program collects information from these facilities, which include the following categories:  

• Septage management facilities 
• Biosolids utilizing facilities 
• Incineration facilities 
• Wastewater treatment plants 
• Lagoon wastewater treatment plants 
• Composting facilities 
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Septage receiving capacity data 
To determine the state’s septage receiving capacity, the project team reviewed and 
summarized reporting data from facilities permitted by Ecology’s biosolids program. Reporting 
this data to Ecology is a condition attached to a facility’s biosolids permit Table 3, below, shows 
the total septage volumes provided from this dataset. The information provided is not broken 
down by county or region and may be incomplete due to the current reporting system; 
however, it does show an increase in the total volume of septage accepted by permitted 
facilities in the years prior to 2022, with the start of a decrease beginning in 2022. Despite 
potential discrepancies from processing the data, this could suggest the start of an apparent 
downward trend in the state’s capacity for receiving septage.  

The septage receiving reporting data for 2024 was not yet processed at the time of this 
assessment. Direct contact was made with the individual facilities to help provide a better 
picture of the continued downward trend in statewide capacity.    

Additionally, the information provided by Ecology here was also useful for comparing with the 
septage generation calculations as discussed earlier in Section I. 

Table 3. Total septage accepted by year 

Year 
Total septage 

accepted  
(in gallons) 

2018 160,550,305 

2019 166,825,918 

2020 178,725,901 

2021 198,977,825 

2022 197,940,420 

2023 193,909,605 
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Wastewater treatment plant operator survey 
To understand conditions relating to receiving septage, the project team sent out a survey to 
wastewater treatment operators. This survey aimed to learn which facilities accept septage, 
how much septage they accept, and if they have limits on how much they can take. The project 
team first created the survey, which was then reviewed with staff from Ecology staff to ensure 
the questions were clear and accurate. After receiving feedback, the survey questions were 
revised and set up in the online survey platform Alchemer for easy access to the survey link.    

The project team sent the WWTP operator survey, which included eight long response 
questions with no required answers, to over 400 individuals on Ecology’s list of WWTP 
operators on January 17, 2025. The survey closed on January 24, 2025, and received 35 
responses. The responses were checked against information from the Ecology water quality 
program’s regional operator outreach officials to ensure accuracy.    

Below are the questions asked of WWTP operators:    

1) Do you accept septage? 
2) If yes, how much septage (in gallons) do you accept and treat on average, each month and how are 

those volumes being metered? Approximately what percentage of your treated flows are septage? 
Please provide any reporting data such as volumes and load manifests from pumper trucks. 

3) If no, why not? 
4) Is your treatment facility accepting its maximum septage handling capacity? 
5) If not, how much capacity do you have to take on additional septage? 
6) What is the limiting factor in your ability to accept septage? 
7) Does accepting septage place additional strain on your daily operation or ability to meet your 

discharge permit requirements? If so, please specify the challenge. 
8) What would allow you to accept additional septage? 
9) In the event that you cannot accept septage on any given day, do you have a contingency or back up 

plan for pumpers to dispose at another facility? If so what is it? 
10) Has your facility made any growth projections for septage handling needs? If so, please provide any 

such information. 
11) Are you able to provide any additional data or information that would be helpful in assessing the 

capacity of your facility to manage septage, now and in the future? If so, please provide. 
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WWTP survey results 

The responses from the surveys sent to WWTP operators showed a common trend: most WWTPs 
are not designed to handle septage, and the operators have very little interest in accepting it. A few 
operators mentioned that permitting requirements were preventing their facilities from accepting 
sludge, which could include the sludge that constitutes a component of septage. Out of the 35 
responses, only four operators said they accept septage, and they only take small volumes, ranging 
from 958 to 2,228 gpd (gallons per day).    

It was clear that redesigning their treatment facilities to accept septage would require significant 
costs. However, some of the larger facilities known to accept septage did not respond to the survey. 
According to the 2018 Ecology dataset of biosolids permit holders, there were about 47 facilities 
accepting septage that year. At the time of the survey, there were about 43 facilities known to 
possibly still be accepting septage but did not respond to this survey. Table 4 below summarizes 
the data collected from the WWTP Survey.    

Table 4. WSALPHO WWTP survey data 

 Number / percent 
Number of responses 35 
Number of responses accepting septage 4 
Percent limited by design, staff, costs 66% 
Percent uninterested / no demand for septage 26% 
Percent that feel septage is / would be a strain on operations 71% 

 
WWTP operator outreach
Due to the limited information received from the WWTP Operator Survey, an additional data 
collection effort was made by contacting representatives of the facilities directly. Contact lists for all 
the state’s permitted wastewater treatment plants were provided by Ecology’s Water Quality 
Program. Over the course of approximately one month, members of the project team placed 
individual phone calls to those listed as a point of contact for each facility. The questions asked during 
these phone calls were intended to receive the following information from facilities that were found 
to accept septage:  

• Type of facility 
• Volume of septage accepted in 2024 
• Expansion plans 

If a facility contact did not respond to the initial phone call, the project team left a request for 
call back. Additional follow-up calls were then made for the facilities that did not respond to 
messages left previously. The outcome of these calls largely directed personnel to another 
point of contact listed for the same facility. However, 78 facilities did report accepting septage 
in 2024, but the number of facilities that provided a 2024 volume was only 29.  
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The following table summarizes the information obtained from the phone calls:  

Table 5. WWTP operator outreach survey data 

 Number / percent 

Average gallons of septage accepted in 2024 5,096,130 

Minimum plant capacity (gal) 12,000 

Maximum plant capacity (gal) 23,500,000 

Percent facilities not expanding 69% 

Total gallons of septage accounted for 147,787,777 

 

Observations from these direct phone calls revealed a level of uncertainty in the definition of septage 
and the reporting of its acceptance. Additionally, there were no results from this effort that indicated 
any additional or expanded plans for receiving septage. 

 
Figure 15. Phone call outreach by the numbers 

Current and future capacity estimates 
The WWTP Operator Survey and WWTP Operator Outreach efforts provided valuable 
information and connected the project team with additional professionals in the industry. The 
WWTP Operator Survey provided insight that operators have little interest and face barriers in 
accepting septage while the WWTP Operator Outreach provided clarification on the number of 
facilities receiving septage. However, these efforts also revealed information gaps that prevent 
a clear understanding of the current capacity for receiving septage across Washington state.    
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In estimating septage receiving capacity, it can reasonably be assumed that the total volume is 
more than the 147,787,777 total gallons represented from the direct calls to facilities. This is 
because not all the septage-receiving facilities were able to provide a 2024 septage volume. 
However, without being able to identify the current volume received from all such facilities, an 
estimate of this quantity is available from the most recent Department of Ecology reporting 
data shown in Table 3 of this section. While the 2023 reporting data indicates that 
approximately 194,000,000 gallons of septage volume was received, along with the lack of 
additional capacity planned by facilities, this leads to the conclusion that the estimated annual 
septage capacity trend will, at best, remain stable. As an example of a reduction in capacity in 
2024, By using a reasonable average of the apparent 2021 – 2023 peak period annual volumes 
of approximately 197,000,000 gallons as a comparison with the septage generation calculated 
annual volumes, it can be concluded that by 2040 the likely generation volumes will meet or 
exceed the receiving capacity in three of the four projections.  

From the Ecology reporting data, it is also possible to identify a downward trend in the volume 
of septage that is being accepted by individual facilities over time. Some of the facilities 
accepting septage either stopped doing so or reported a reduction in the volume of septage 
being accepted. The implications of such a reduction in statewide capacity exacerbate the local 
challenges in areas of the state that have fewer options for reasonable hauling distances and 
are therefore experiencing higher costs of pumping to individuals and businesses.  

Geographic analysis of septage receiving facilities 
In addition to the estimated capacity for septage receiving volume, the available data indicates 
a spatial aspect of septage receiving capacity. The locations of facilities receiving septage are 
shown in Figure 16 on the following page. The general locations of these facilities are spread 
out in the eastern portion of the state; meanwhile, in Western Washington, the facilities largely 
surround the Puget Sound region and the I-5 corridor.   

WSALPHO members confirmed that many areas in the State do not have a nearby receiving 
facility, so septage haulers must travel long distances for treatment and management. The 
location of these septage receiving facilities impacts the cost of pumping an individual septic 
tank. The distance septage receiving facilities are from the source of the septage generation 
directly affects the hauling costs and, therefore, the cost and schedule of regular pumping for 
individual septic tanks. These issues were discussed further in Section II, indicating challenges in 
areas like Pacific County.   

To understand where service gaps may impact areas served by septic tanks, a 25-mile hauling 
distance range was added to the facility locations. This represents a reasonable hauling distance 
from all the septage receiving facilities, as seen in Figure 17 by the density of facilities within 
the 25-mile range. It is important to note that counties near Oregon and Idaho may rely on 
facilities in those states.
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Figure 16. Facilities accepting septage across Washington 
Source: SCJ Alliance
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Figure 17. Density of septage accepting facilities across Washington 
Source: SCJ Alliance
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In Figure 17, septage receiving facility gaps are seen in two main areas of the state. The first 
major gap separates the eastern and western regions of the state due to the terrain of the 
Cascade mountain range. There are still cities in the Cascades, such as Leavenworth, North 
Bend, and Cle Elum; however, septage receiving facilities are easily found to the east or west of 
these communities. 

The second major septage-receiving facility gap is located on the Olympic Peninsula. This is a 
challenging region to locate a facility due to multiple factors. With the Olympic Mountains and 
Olympic National Park dominating a large portion of this region, facilities face geographical 
constraints. Additionally, this region is susceptible to flooding, sea level rise, heavy 
precipitation, and is at risk of earthquakes. These factors, combined with a rural population, 
make for a challenging area to provide a variety of services, especially wastewater treatment. 
Unlike the Cascade Range communities where there is access to septage receiving facilities to 
the east or west, the closest facilities to the Olympic Peninsula are to its east, around the Puget 
Sound and I-5 corridor region.  

In reviewing the locations of these facilities against the population growth from 2025 to 2040, 
as seen in Figure 18 on the following page, there is a lack of facilities accepting septage in 
counties along the Olympic Peninsula despite their growth projections. Limited access to 
septage receiving facilities along the Olympic Peninsula needs to be addressed as part of the 
state’s planning efforts addressing septage.
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Figure 18. Population change and facilities accepting septage, Source: SCJ Alliance 
Note: The legend categories are based on the numerical change in total population from 2020 to 2040. The categories are defined as follows: 
Negative (a population decrease), Low (0 to 42,804 individuals), Moderate (42,805 to 91,665 individuals), and High (above 91,665 individuals)
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Having a small number of septage receiving facilities serving an area can make septage haulers, 
and thus communities, vulnerable to service disruptions. Routine maintenance or equipment 
failures can greatly affect the septage haulers’ ability to rely on their usual facilities. There have 
been cases where a facility scheduled maintenance and directed pumpers to use another 
facility, but the alternate facility refused the septage due to capacity limits. Fortunately, in this 
reported case, another facility was able to receive the septage. This highlights how fragile the 
system can be and also notes the importance of having several treatment and management 
options within a reasonable hauling distance. A similar risk exists when a septage-receiving 
facility is nearing its overall capacity or its capacity to accept septage.  

To increase adequate septage treatment and management capacity to accommodate the 
projected growth, some potential solutions include:    

• Expanding wastewater treatment facilities that already accept septage.     
• Upgrading existing wastewater treatment facilities that don’t currently accept septage so 

they can treat and manage it.    
• Building new facilities designed to accept septage.   

Alongside these solutions, there are some barriers to addressing statewide septage capacity. 
These include:   

• The limitations of existing wastewater treatment facilities, especially when it comes to 
handling biological loads and stricter discharge requirements for nutrients and other 
substances like Perfluoroalkyl and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS), which are discussed 
in the Stakeholder meetings section.     

• Finding suitable locations to build new facilities that reduce hauling distances as well as 
costs for homeowners, businesses, and system owners.    

• Regulatory permitting requirements, including environmental reviews.     
• The financial challenges of building new facilities without funding assistance.     
• Finding funding sources for septage treatment infrastructure solutions.   
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Summary of findings 
The septage receiving research and analysis done for this septage capacity assessment aimed to 
answer several of the main questions identified during the planning phase of this project. Below 
are the questions and answers that came from this work:  

1. Q: What is the existing capacity for accepting septage in each County? 
A: Based upon the available data, the septage receiving capacity 
ranges from 584,948 gallons to 18,090,219 annually.  

2. Q: What is the existing capacity for land applying ONLY septage in 
each county (not septage mixed with biosolids)?  
A: The total amount of septage land-applied in the State is at least 
4,666 dry tons (55,947,242 gallons) of septage. There is no known data 
for the capacity of each individual county.    

3. Q: How many treatment works treating domestic sewage (TWTDS) in 
each county are permitted to accept and treat septage?  
A: The number of treatment works treating domestic sewage (TWTDS) 
permitted to accept and treat septage in each county ranges from 1 to 
14 facilities. There are an estimated 78 such facilities statewide.    

4. Q: How many TWTDS in each county accept and treat septage?  
A: The exact number of TWDS that accept and treat septage in each 
county is unknown, but it is estimated that 78 facilities treat septage 
statewide.     

5. Q: If a TWTDS accepts septage for treatment, how many gallons do 
they accept annually?  
A: Treatment work treating domestic sewage (TWTDS) that accept 
septage for treatment take in between 182,500 to 813,220 gallons 
annually.     

6. Q: If a TWTDS is able to accept septage but doesn’t do this as part of 
regular operations, why don’t they accept septage?  
A: The TWTDS that could accept septage but do not do this had 
various reasons for it. These reasons include high TSS loading rates, 
decreased plant capacity, and high volumes of non-organic solids in 
the waste stream, such as trash, wipes and personal hygiene products. 
These make it harder for the WWTPs to meet regulatory requirements 
for treatment levels.  
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7. Q: What landfills in the state will accept septage for disposal?  
A: Landfills in the state should not be considered for septage disposal, 
unless they meet certain exemption requirements under RCW 
70A.205.20513.13 

8. Q: If a landfill accepts septage for disposal, what requirements must 
be met before the material can be accepted for disposal (if 
applicable)? 
A: Landfills should not accept septage for disposal except under rare 
circumstances, as per RCW 70A.205.20514.14 

Related recommendations 
• Address state and local staffing shortages 
• Assist data collection and management on state and local level 
• Increase public-private partnerships 
• Conduct a fiscal analysis of infrastructure solutions 

 

13 https://tinyurl.com/disposalprohibition 
14 https://tinyurl.com/disposalprohibition 

https://tinyurl.com/disposalprohibition
https://tinyurl.com/disposalprohibition
https://tinyurl.com/disposalprohibition
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IV. Septage Management Challenges                      
and Opportunities 

 

Washington has several distinct challenges surrounding septage management. These challenges 
present opportunities to improve services for residents while protecting natural resources and 
native habitats. The significant challenges and recommendations for action found through the 
course of this Septage Capacity Assessment are outlined in this section.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In this Section: 

• Challenges of this study 
• Opportunities and recommendations  
• Recommendations requiring legislative action 
• Staffing, data, and capacity building 
• Collaborative partnerships 
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Summary of challenges 
The Septage Capacity Assessment identified several areas of significant challenges to solving 
septage management problems throughout Washington. These challenges represent important 
financial, physical, regulatory, demographic and geographic considerations, and are 
summarized as follows:  

Economic conditions – While navigating recommendations with stakeholders, several market-
driven challenges emerged in relation to septage management and treatment. These included the 
financial cost of inspections, maintenance, and pumping on property owners; the operating costs 
faced by septage handling companies; and the costs associated with the treatment of septage at 
facilities receiving septage. All these factors need to be considered in the broader economic 
landscape of the septage management industry. 

Limited capacity - The number of facilities that currently have the capacity and are willing to 
accept septage is declining each year at a rate faster than new facilities are being brought 
online. Many of the facilities that accept septage have limited capacity and are unable to keep 
pace with the growing volume of waste generated across the state, leading to increasing strain 
on the existing infrastructure. 

Treatment requirements – As the solid and liquid wastes that are flushed enter a septic tank and 
sit, the solids separate to the bottom of the tank, and liquid waste flows out of the tank into the 
leaching field. This process leaves behind highly concentrated solids that result in undesirable waste 
with higher levels of total suspended solids (TSS), higher concentrations of nitrogen, phosphorus, 
and PFOAs, and higher volumes of non-organic solids such as disposable mops, wipes, toilet paper, 
and other personal hygiene products.  These factors make it harder and more costly for the WWTPs 
to process the solids and meet regulatory requirements for their permitted treatment levels.  

Septage Management Facilities are subject to permitting requirements administered by 
Ecology's biosolids program under the EPA’s Standards for the Use and Disposal of Sewage 
Sludge (40 CFR 503).    

Population growth – The initiative to provide more housing across Washington has encouraged 
the growth of populations outside of cities and established areas. These urban areas often do 
not have municipal sewer infrastructure and rely on OSS to provide waste management. OSS 
provides a safe and speedy solution for new homes when compared to extending service to a 
municipal collection system. It is common for developers to install on-site sewage systems for a 
housing development and not consider where the septage will be taken for management in 5 to 
10 years when septic tanks are full. This growth and increase in septage production have 
pushed existing plants to their capacity, forcing them to limit daily intake.    

Regional differences – Septage treatment and management challenges vary significantly by 
region. Many parts of the state, especially the Olympic Peninsula, lack treatment facilities 
within a 25-mile radius. This forces pumpers to haul septage longer distances, driving up costs.  

On the east side of the Cascades, the proximity to the Puget Sound region drives more stringent 
discharge requirements. Limiting nitrogen and phosphorous discharges protects valuable and 
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sensitive ecological habitats such as those of salmon and shellfish. Throughout Eastern 
Washington there is more available agricultural land available for management facilities to 
screen and land apply septage, creating more opportunity to manage septage across a larger 
area. Land application is typically less costly than treatment at conventional facilities and allows 
for smaller entities to join the septage treatment handling market. 

Opportunities and recommendations 
Washington could lead the nation in addressing septage capacity challenges and growth 
management. During initial discussions, the WSALPHO Project Management Team noted that this 
study is laying the groundwork for other states facing similar issues. The path Washington chooses 
will determine how effectively the state plans for its future.  

To support this effort, this study’s recommendations focus on key areas that need more support 
and action to address the growing challenges of septage capacity and management across 
Washington. These recommendations were created with input from a wide range of partners, 
including the WSALPHO Project Management Team, Ecology, the Puget Sound Partnership (PSP), 
the Washington On-site Septage Sewage Association (WOSSA), the Coalition for Clean Water 
(CCW), and industry professionals from both the public and private sectors.   

The recommendations are summarized as follows:  

Recommendations requiring legislative action 

• Conduct a Fiscal Analysis of WWTP Infrastructure Solutions - High Priority, Medium Cost  
• Amend the Growth Management Act – Medium Priority, Medium Cost  

 Staffing, data, & capacity building opportunities 

• Address State and Local Staffing Challenges - High Priority, High Cost  
• Assist Data Collection and Management on State and Local Level - High Priority, Low Cost   
• Enhance Interagency Coordination and Sharing of Resources – High Priority, Low Cost 
• Support Local Efforts to Reduce Septic System Inspection & Maintenance Costs – 

Medium Priority, Low Cost 

Collaborative partnership opportunities 

• Coordinate with Tribal Nations on Septage Management – High Priority, Low Cost  
• Increase Public-Private Partnerships – High Priority, Low Cost   
• Support further OSS Public Education – Medium Priority, Low Cost  
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Recommendations requiring legislative action 
Conduct a fiscal analysis of infrastructure solutions 
Action type: Policy and funding  

High Priority, Medium Cost 

Fund a fiscal analysis of potential infrastructure solutions for wastewater treatment facility capacity 
challenges across the state. The fiscal analysis should review the following potential solutions:    

• Building new septage treatment facilities (large or medium scale) in areas with capacity 
issues or long hauling distances for septage treatment.   

• Upgrading Infrastructure at existing treatment facilities that currently accept septage to 
address capacity challenges.   

• Testing pilot programs for new, innovative technologies for septage treatment in rural 
areas on a distributed micro-scale.   

Stakeholders consulted: WSALPHO, Industry professionals, and Puget Sound Partnership.  

 

Overview  

As Washington’s population grows, the need for more waste management capacity also 
increases. Whether connected to sewer systems or using septic tanks, there is a need for more 
capacity to keep up with growth. Stakeholders have called for better planning, with more 
involvement from private entities, to address both current and future needs. There was caution 
expressed to not overstep as a public body into areas where private entities can take charge 
but instead foster a healthy relationship between the sectors to address this effort together. 
Such future action should involve space for Tribal Nations to ensure a coordinated approach to 
waste management on shared lands.  

A detailed fiscal analysis of possible solutions across the state will help identify key areas that 
need solutions based on regional needs, such as:  

• New treatment facilities: Some areas may need new treatment facilities to handle 
septage, especially in underserved regions. This would help ensure there is enough 
capacity to support future population growth while protecting the environment.  

• Upgrades to existing infrastructure: Some treatment facilities are struggling to meet regional 
waste needs. They face rising costs for upgrades and repairs and have started limiting the types 
of waste they accept, such as septage, to manage their capacity. Understanding what upgrades 
are needed and how much they cost can help provide mid-term solutions.   

• Pilot programs for innovative solutions: State support could also be directed toward 
pilot programs to test innovative, cost-effective wastewater treatment technologies. 
These programs could become models for rural areas where other infrastructure options 
are not as feasible and where there is a lack of capacity in the area. Such solutions could 
provide long-term cost savings while improving treatment results. Pilot programs should 
also consist of funding mechanisms to test the effectiveness of innovative solutions. 
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Alongside these potential solutions, further insight into ratepayer systems will be essential to 
ensure the long-term sustainability of infrastructure operation and maintenance. Facilities that 
handle only septage can face greater market volatility compared to wastewater treatment 
plants. Unlike the latter, which can set rates based on operational costs spread across a 
consistent number of ratepayers, septage-only facilities do not have a guaranteed number of 
rate payers. As such, solutions to address septage treatment must prioritize the long-term 
sustainability of facility operations and maintenance. 

A thorough fiscal analysis of these solutions will not only identify the best strategies but also 
ensure state funding is used wisely to meet both immediate and long-term wastewater 
infrastructure needs across Washington.  

 

Amend the Growth Management Act 
Action type: Policy and planning 

Medium Priority, Medium Cost 

Amend the Growth Management Act for all counties to account for local on-site sewage 
systems (OSS) and treatment facilities serving their jurisdiction.  

• Ask counties to include the following information in their comprehensive plans whether 
they are fully or partially planning counties:   

• The number of OSS and LOSS in their boundaries, based on available data, even if some 
data may be limited.    

• The locations of wastewater treatment plants within or near their boundaries that are 
verified as accepting septage.   

• Include direction for Counties to strengthen relationships with neighboring Tribal Nations 
on this issue.   

• Encourage cities and counties to provide information on how they plan to reduce the 
environmental risks from OSS, considering the impacts of climate change.   

Stakeholders consulted: WSALPHO, Ecology, and DOH  

 

Overview 

The Growth Management Act (GMA) seeks to encourage urban growth, reduce sprawl, protect 
the environment, and ensure there are public facilities and services to support 
development.  Following this goal, proper septage management and treatment should be part 
of growth planning. The study found that Washington relies heavily on municipal wastewater 
treatment facilities for treating septage from outside urban growth areas. This reliance 
represents a considerable risk in counties that have limited septage treatment options when 
such a facility suddenly becomes no longer available for receiving septage. 

Interpreting the GMA in relation to septage suggests that the state should reduce the number 
of OSS by limiting or clustering growth outside of urban areas that are typically served by these 
systems. However, there may be areas of growth that are not served by municipal sewer and 
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others where sewer service would be impractical or not possible, like RV parks, campgrounds, 
or marinas that may still rely on OSS. Another challenge is tracking OSS for isolated rural homes 
built before septic permits were required.  The county comprehensive plan review showed that 
a few counties were already considering land use policies to address pathways for reducing or 
clustering sewage systems. However, further steps are needed, especially to address the data 
gaps statewide.  

Based on the goals and requirements of the Growth Management Act, this study recommends 
that the state direct all counties, especially “partially planning” counties, to include an 
accounting of their OSS and local septage capacity in their comprehensive plan updates. 
Counties should report the number of OSS within their area to the best of their ability based on 
data from permits, inspections, and pump records. Counties should also report the location of 
the nearest wastewater treatment plant that actively accepts septage and has future capacity 
to do so.      

Gathering this data from counties would be highly beneficial to both the local county and the 
state. Each comprehensive plan would provide valuable local insight into the number of 
systems in a county. This could also help identify potential problems like failing systems and 
cost barriers to maintenance and track septage treatment issues. This information could lead to 
programs to reduce the number of OSS without increasing sprawl and to developing programs 
aimed at encouraging maintenance and reducing costs. The required climate element of 
Engrossed Second Substitute House Bill 1181 may already be encouraging counties to address 
OSS in their comprehensive plans as it relates to climate change impacts on local 
infrastructure.    

This recommendation calls for more data reporting and may place additional strain on the 
comprehensive planning process, especially for rural counties. To make this easier, the 
requirements should be simple and based on data counties already have. Future funding could 
help support counties, especially rural ones that may have more OSS to track and fewer 
resources to meet higher reporting demands.    

An examination of existing county comprehensive plans shows that the plans already include 
septic information, but the level of detail varies. Some counties also include policies about 
septic permitting in relation to projected growth. Some counties have detailed data, while 
others only include basic information. This inconsistency makes it hard to get a clear picture of 
OSS conditions across the state. Standardized reporting could help counties and the state plan 
better for growth and manage septic system issues.    

The benefits of standardized reporting are significant. By understanding where OSS are located 
and their capacity, the state can use resources more effectively, prioritize programs, and 
manage growth sustainably. This approach will also help mitigate environmental risks from 
failing systems and unauthorized discharges.    

Additionally, the study heard unique challenges between local jurisdictions and some Tribal 
Nations regarding septage management across governments. Conflict over issues like water 
contamination from non-Tribal OSS needs to be addressed. This report recommends further 
efforts to foster collaboration in comprehensive planning. With the passage of Substitute House 
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Bill 1717 in 2022, which amended the GMA to allow Federally Recognized Tribes to opt into 
county or regional planning processes, the state should continue encouraging counties to build 
stronger relationships with Tribal Nations. By doing so, there is added encouragement in the 
comprehensive planning process for counties to work towards reconciliation, building stronger 
relationships with Tribal Nations, over issues impacting shared lands and waters.  

Staffing, data, and capacity building opportunities 
Address state and local staffing shortages 
Action type: Planning and policy  

High Priority, High Cost 

Explore solutions with self-funding mechanisms to address staffing capacity challenges for 
collecting and reporting septage data collection at the state and local level.   

• Funding mechanism ideas for programs and staffing discussed with stakeholders include:  

o Charging a fee per gallon of septage received at the final treatment site to support 
a state program responsible for collecting and managing OSS data; and/or    

o Charging a fee during the OSS maintenance process to support local data 
management efforts in coordination with local health departments. 

Stakeholders consulted: WSALPHO, Puget Sound Partnership and Coalition for Clean Water. 

 

Overview  

 In discussions with stakeholders throughout the study, several instances were identified where 
limited staffing and/or funding slowed progress at both the local and state agency levels for 
managing septage. Local health departments reported challenges with staffing for managing 
and using records effectively, including collecting, organizing, and digitizing data. State agencies 
also mentioned staffing shortages for properly analyzing data.     

Two examples of staffing limitations shared during the study relate to the 2003 Ecology Septage 
Strategic Plan and the 2018 Ecology Septage Management Summary (see 2025 Septage Study 
Background). The 2003 plan outlined steps for managing septage, including strategies and actions 
with funding and resource needs. This plan still offers useful information but needs updating and 
implementation prioritization. This recommendation also suggests reviewing the current staffing 
capacity and agency needs of Ecology. If funding becomes available, directing the right staff to 
update and implement the septage strategic plan would improve the septage handling and 
management across the state. Local county government agencies and departments also need more 
resources to collect and manage data as recommended.     

Stakeholders shared ideas for funding such staffing and resource needs. To help with agency 
staffing, the 2003 Ecology Septage Strategic Plan was cited by representatives from the 
Coalition for Clean Water for its suggested funding solution. The suggestion was to charge a fee 
per gallon of septage pumped, which could be collected at the final treatment site. For local 
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funding, representatives from Puget Sound Partnership discussed past attempts, such as HB 
1715 and HB 2527 in the 2015 legislative session, to charge fees on OSS to help support local 
data collecting and management plan efforts. An important note is that some local health 
jurisdictions already assess a fee for operations and maintenance of OSS; however, some do 
not. Any action to direct a fee during this process needs to be done in coordination with local 
health jurisdictions to avoid fee overlapping. 

 

Data collection and management 
Action type: Planning and funding  

High Priority, Low Cost 

Fund ongoing statewide septage data collection and create avenues for digitizing records for 
efficient data management and analysis.  

• Set up a statewide framework for septage data collection.   
• Digitize local health jurisdiction data.  
• Create an electronic centralized database.    
• Use GIS and other tools to understand environmental and climate risks.  

Stakeholders consulted: WSALPHO, DOH, Ecology, WOSSA, Coalition for Clean Water  
and Puget Sound Partnership 

 

Overview 

During this study, it became clear that better data collection is a top priority. The type of data 
provided by each county varied greatly, as shown in the responses to the WSALPHO member 
surveys discussed in the Summary of findings section. While using surveys was helpful for 
gathering initial data, not all counties gave the necessary information. Due to the short timeframe 
for data collection, the assumptions made in this report will need to be updated as new data 
becomes available.   

Filling in the gaps on septage generation volumes, especially from companies that pump tanks, 
is essential. This data will help in understanding how much septage crosses county or state lines 
for treatment and provide a more comprehensive understanding of regional waste 
management. Unless the data reported readily connects septage source location with septage 
treatment and management locations, it will be difficult to implement effective septage 
capacity planning that results in effective infrastructure development.   

Additional field research, like surveys to estimate the number of older OSS still in use but 
installed before counties began record-keeping, would also improve the data. Creating the 
centralized database would also enable correlating the data against floodplain records and 
analyzing climate change risks that will help identify OSS systems located in sensitive areas – 
which would be at risk for flooding or other environmental issues.    
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To address these gaps, it is essential to fund ongoing statewide septage data collection efforts 
and find ways to digitize records for better data management and analysis. Developing a 
framework for statewide septage data collection is crucial. The system could standardize 
reporting with consistent data, which would help future analysis. The digitization of local health 
jurisdiction data should also take place to ensure consistency in reporting. A centralized 
database should be created to store records for each OSS permitted, including design details 
and sizing. Counties that submit accurate data could be incentivized, potentially through grant 
funding, for consistent data reporting over time.   

With state support, counties could also set up a standardized filing for collecting and managing 
data from submitted pump reports, since many counties collect this data but fail to record or 
keep the information. The project team learned through this study that some counties already 
collect data on how much septage pumpers move monthly, However, such collection does not 
always mean that the submitted data is recorded properly. By integrating these efforts, the 
state can improve the accuracy and usefulness of septage data, helping to better understand 
the management needs and risks in each county. 

 

Interagency coordination and sharing of resources  
Action type: Planning  

High Priority, Low Cost 

Enhance interagency coordination for efficient data utilization and planning. 

Stakeholders consulted: WSALPHO, DOH and Ecology  

 

Overview 

To tackle the septage capacity issues in Washington, a coordinated approach led by the 
Department of Ecology with the counties and other state agencies currently involved with 
regulating all forms of septage management will create a foundation for successfully managing 
septage infrastructure. This study relied on data from various state agencies and local county 
governments, highlighting the need for streamlined coordination in future planning efforts. To 
save both time and resources in future septage studies, particularly for data collection, 
projections, and analysis, it may be beneficial for state agencies to consider strengthening 
coordination across agencies. When considered alongside the previous recommendation to 
address agency staffing challenges, this suggestion would promote the efficient use of limited 
resources by fostering cross-sector collaboration on multidisciplinary issues, such as septage.  

The reason for this recommendation largely draws from the understanding of where data used 
for this study is managed, regulated, or overseen on the state level, for example: 

• Growth projections: Data utilized for future scenario planning was sourced from OFM. 
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• County growth allocation information: Where growth is being planned is provided 
through the county comprehensive plans submitted to the Department of Commerce. 

• Biosolids permitting data: Treatment facilities report their biosolids data to Ecology. 
• On-Site Sewage System (OSS) data: Counties in the Puget Sound Basin generally have 

more complete information on OSS within their jurisdictions through data required to be 
shared with the DOH.  

Ultimately, all the data analyzed in this study falls under the scope of state agencies in some 
capacity. By enhancing interagency collaboration and coordination, the state can more 
efficiently gather and analyze information across sectors, leading to a more comprehensive 
understanding of cross-agency issues like septage management. This approach would foster a 
more cohesive and informed decision-making process while limiting costs, benefiting both state 
and local efforts in addressing these critical challenges. 

 

Support local efforts to reduce septic system inspection & 
maintenance costs  
Action type: Planning and funding  

Medium Priority, Low Cost  

Support local financial assistance programs for onsite sewage system (OSS) inspection and 
maintenance, especially as they relate to cost-burden status or environmentally sensitive areas.     

• Review local programs across the state to find best practices that can help lower the 
chances of septic systems failing due to the cost of inspection, maintenance, or pumping. 

• Offer certification courses, like those previously offered in Thurston County, so 
homeowners can learn how to inspect their own septic tanks and submit inspection 
reports to the county. This would reduce the staffing needs at the County and City levels 
and would reduce the cost to homeowners.   

• Prioritize funding and agency support in areas with environmentally sensitive habitats, 
underserved communities, or where actions focus on environmental justice.    

Stakeholders consulted: WSALPHO, Ecology, WOSSA and DOH  

 

Overview  

In discussions about the costs of pumping, stakeholders noted that many counties in Puget 
Sound offer incentives or rebate programs to assist with the inspection, maintenance, and 
pumping of systems. These programs help reduce costs and protect the environment. To help 
areas with high maintenance costs that do not have such programs, the state could support 
existing programs and share best practices with other regions. Examples of helpful programs 
include ‘Septic Savy’ in Snohomish and ‘Operation & Maintenance of Your Septic System’ at 
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department. Additionally, DOH recently gave grants to local 
health departments to help homeowners with septic system maintenance costs. These efforts 
work alongside public education to ensure that septic systems are properly maintained by 
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reducing cost barriers. While these programs mostly exist in Puget Sound counties, expanding 
them to other areas of the state would be helpful. Experience has shown that having the State 
provide grants and incentives through local health jurisdictions for low-income families has 
been a very effective way to help reduce the costs of system pumping and repairs. 

Collaborative partnership opportunities 
Tribal coordination 
Action type: Planning  

High Priority, Low Cost 

Continue building relationships and coordinating planning efforts with each Tribal Nation in 
Washington on septage waste management, respecting each Tribe’s inherent sovereignty and 
self-determination. 

• For any future programs or opportunities, the state should provide opt-in opportunities 
with funding for Tribal Nations to share in any wastewater planning, recognizing unique 
opportunities, challenges, and relationships each Nation may experience.  

Stakeholders consulted: WSALPHO, Ecology, DOH  

 

Overview  

To uphold the Centennial Accord, it is recommended that outreach be expanded. Priority should be 
placed on coordination and collaboration with Tribal Nations on a government-to-government level 
to respect Tribal sovereignty and self-determination. Consideration should be given to working with 
established Tribal networks on such matters, such as the Tribal Solid Waste Advisory Network 
(TSWAN), while understanding that membership in such spaces can vary by Tribal Nation.    

Some septage data from Tribal Nations might already be included in this study, as some private 
haulers bring septage from Tribal lands to non-Tribal treatment facilities. However, some Tribal 
Nations have their own wastewater treatment facilities. It is important for the state to respect 
the data sovereignty of each Tribe and only use the data they wish to share. If the state moves 
forward with statewide septage data collection, Tribal Nations should be given the option, with 
funding, to participate. Such a measure would need to respect Tribal ownership, control, 
access, and possession of Tribal data. This will help improve collaborative planning while 
respecting each Tribal Nation’s sovereignty and self-determination.   

This study also heard about unique challenges faced by some Tribal Nations, such as working with 
local jurisdictions, water contamination from non-Tribal septic, land development, and soil types on 
reservation lands. These challenges require greater support to solve together on shared lands. With 
the passage of Substitute House Bill 1717 in 2022, the state added an option for Federally 
Recognized Tribes to voluntarily choose to participate in the county or regional planning process. 
Along with the other recommendation to expand the Growth Management Act requirements for 
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county comprehensive plans to provide septic information, this could encourage more discussions 
between local Tribes and counties about septage issues during planning.  

 

Public-private partnerships 
Action type: Planning  

High Priority, Low Cost 

Explore opportunities for public-private partnerships to improve septage waste 
management.  

Stakeholders consulted: WSALPHO, Ecology, DOH, Industry Professionals and WOSSA  

 

Overview  

To tackle the growing challenges in septage waste management, it was recommended by 
industry professionals to explore the use of public-private partnerships. These partnerships can 
combine the strengths of both the public and private sectors by using public resources and 
oversight with private sector innovation, efficiency, and investment. Industry professionals 
have shown strong interest in working together to address septage challenges. An example of a 
public-private partnership in Indiana demonstrated how a private sector contractor was 
working with a local municipality to manage septage treatment. 

Public-private partnerships are seen as beneficial path for several reasons:  

• Shared investment and risk management: Public-private partnerships help distribute the 
financial burden of building and upgrading infrastructure. Private companies can provide 
capital for advanced treatment technologies or system expansions, while public entities 
make sure services meet local regulations and remain accessible to all.  

• Innovation in treatment and management technologies: Private sector partners can 
bring innovative technologies that improve waste treatment, cut operational costs, and 
reduce environmental impact. Combining governmental oversight and incentives for 
opportunities with private-sector expertise, communities can stay ahead of evolving 
environmental conditions and create sustainable waste management solutions.   

• Improved service delivery and expansion: These partnerships can bring private sector 
efficiency to septage collection, treatment, and management, helping to expand services 
to underserved or growing communities. They can also encourage regional collaboration, 
reducing redundant infrastructure and increasing cost-effectiveness.   

• Regulatory and environmental compliance: A public-private partnership ensures that waste 
management services follow regulations, with the public sector providing oversight. At the 
same time, the private sector can share insights about challenges and how to meet 
environmental goals while reducing the risk of improper waste management.  

• Capacity building and knowledge sharing: Working with private partners also allows for 
knowledge exchange. This can help build local expertise in waste management practices, 
operational strategies, and new technologies. Training and development opportunities 
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can also be part of the partnership agreement, helping public sector staff develop the 
skills needed to manage waste management systems effectively.   

 

On-site Sewage System (OSS) public education  
Action type: Planning   

Medium Priority, Low Cost  

Improve public education of OSS maintenance requirements and accessibility through 
partnerships, regional coordination, and training program opportunities.  

Stakeholders consulted: WSALPHO, Ecology, DOH, Industry Professionals, WOSSA, Puget Sound 
Partnership and Coalition for Clean Water 

 

Overview  

Many people with OSS do not pump their systems because they are unaware it is necessary. 
They may not notice the early signs of a failing system, be hesitant to pay for pumping, or 
simply forget to schedule it. This can lead to issues like backups, bad smells, and damage to the 
drain field if the system is neglected for too long. Additionally, some people over-pump their 
system instead of scheduling regular maintenance.  As shared in the stakeholder meeting 
summary, over-pumping can also be ineffective and put stress on treatment facilities.    

It is recommended that local health agencies continue to improve community education to 
increase awareness about the need for regular inspections and maintenance.  This will help 
people understand why timely septic system maintenance is important.    

Some industry professionals believe that the high cost of pumping stops people from keeping 
up with a proper schedule. This study suggests offering financial assistance to people who 
cannot afford to pump their tanks, as well as programs to help with inspections and 
partnerships with local experts to help educate property owners on proper maintenance.    

Besides financial concerns, raising awareness about the importance of regular maintenance and 
possible consequences of neglecting pumping is key. This can be done through marketing and outreach 
by local agencies, state departments, pumpers and haulers, and other industry professionals.    

The outreach should focus on teaching people about their systems, including how often to 
pump, the importance of routine inspections, proper waste handling, how to protect drain 
fields, and how to spot signs of system failure. The goal is to stress preventative maintenance to 
avoid costly repairs and environmental harm. 
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Conclusion 
 

The Septage Capacity Assessment shows that Washington needs to address future septage 
management challenges as the population grows. While the current capacity in some regions 
can accommodate septage now, the assessment forecasts a receiving capacity deficit within the 
next 15 years. The assessment, based on limited data, points out the need for more information 
to confirm assumptions about septage production, septage treatment and management, and 
growth. For example, the amount of septage produced could change depending on whether 
industry standards and regulations are uniformly followed across all counties.   
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The state's diverse geography adds complexity to septage management, with environmentally 
sensitive areas like the Puget Sound basin facing greater public health and environmental risks, 
while areas in Eastern Washington offering more space for infrastructure development. Other 
factors like climate change, soil types, groundwater, and wildlife habitats also need to be 
considered when planning solutions.   

To effectively address the growing challenges of septage management, Washington must 
prioritize a comprehensive approach that integrates strategic planning with targeted actions. A 
critical first step is to conduct a fiscal analysis of wastewater treatment facilities’ infrastructure, 
paired with necessary amendments to the Growth Management Act (GMA), to ensure that 
septage is a part of the state’s planning efforts for growth. These foundational changes will 
provide the guidance needed to support long-term planning and ensure that septage-receiving 
facilities are prepared to handle increased volumes of production.  

Equally important is addressing current staffing shortages at both the state and local levels, 
which will have a direct impact on the ability to manage and respond to septage needs 
effectively. Improved data collection and efficient coordination on interdisciplinary issues are 
vital to gain a clearer understanding of the state’s capacity to identify areas for improvement. 
By building stronger partnerships, particularly with Tribal Nations and public-private entities, 
Washington can create a more collaborative and efficient system that expands septage 
receiving capacity and reduces fragmentation in septage management efforts.  

Additionally, reducing the costs of septic system inspections and maintenance at the local level 
will make it easier for communities to maintain their systems and prevent future failures, 
ensuring long-term sustainability. Public education is an essential component in this process. 
Increasing awareness about proper septic system care will empower individuals to take 
proactive steps in maintaining their systems, ultimately reducing the risk of costly repairs and 
environmental damage.  

By embracing these strategies, Washington can build a robust and resilient septage 
management framework that supports population growth while protecting public health and 
the environment. 



 

 

  Septage Capacity Study | 90 

Annotated Bibliography 
 

1. Adams County. (2015). “Adams County Comprehensive Plan.” 
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/adamscounty/document_center/Building/2015%20Adopted%20Co
mp%20Plan.pdf  

The Adams County Comprehensive Plan includes a section that acknowledges the reliance of 
rural populations on septic systems, with a focus on issues such as odor from industrial 
wastewater. It outlines policies related to wastewater and septic systems, particularly in the 
context of residential and mixed-use development. For example, “Residential Development 
Policy 2” requires adequate provisions for wastewater, water, and stormwater facilities and 
emphasizes the use of best management practices to protect shoreline water quality. The plan 
also incorporates policies related to septic systems, such as “Residential Lands Policy 11,” which 
mandates that new developments meet minimum lot sizes to accommodate on-site wastewater 
disposal needs. Additionally, “Mixed Use Lands Policy 1” limits development to areas that have 
or will have adequate water and sewer/septic facilities. However, the plan does not discuss the 
environmental risks of septic systems, nor does it propose policies to improve septic system 
management or reduce associated environmental impacts. It also lacks specific mention of 
septic systems in its capital facilities element. Notably, there is some uncertainty regarding 
whether this is the current comprehensive plan, as Adams County is overdue for an updated 
plan, though this is the most recent version available.  

2. Behnke, Quinn (2021, May 21). Vancouver Westside Septage Evaluation.   

The Vancouver Westside Septage Evaluation is an engineer's report and evaluation of the 
existing wastewater treatment facility in Vancouver, WA. The report provides an analysis of the 
current capacity and facility’s ability to accept and treat septage while maintaining their existing 
discharge requirements. The analysis then explores the projected growth and future demands 
for septage receiving in the plant based on the City’s growth numbers as well as the cost 
requirement to upgrade the facility’s infrastructure to manage additional septage.  

3. Chelan County. (2017). “Chelan County Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.co.chelan.wa.us/files/community-
development/documents/comps_plan/2017%20Comp%20Plan/Attachment%20A%20-%202017-
27%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf  

The Chelan County Comprehensive Plan addresses septic systems in various sections, noting 
concerns over the suitability of most soil types in the county for septic tank absorption fields. 
The plan acknowledges that residential development is particularly challenging due to factors 
such as rural road conditions, distance from communities, and water availability, all of which 
complicate the installation and maintenance of septic systems. The Land Use element includes a 
policy to monitor and repair septic systems, while the Housing element discusses the types of 
septic systems used throughout the county. The Capital Facilities element emphasizes that on-
site septic systems will remain the primary method for wastewater treatment in rural areas due 
to low population densities and the high costs of providing centralized treatment plants. The 
plan also includes Policy LU 3.5, which supports the Health Department’s efforts to monitor 
septic systems and mandates the repair of failing systems in recognition of their potential to 
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introduce contaminants such as fecal coliform and bacteria into water systems. The plan further 
discusses the environmental risks posed by septic systems and includes policies aimed at 
improving management and reducing these risks.  

4. Clallam County. (2024, December 10). “Ch. 31.02 County-Wide Comprehensive Plan | Clallam 
County Code.” Clallam County Code. Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://clallam.county.codes/CCC/31.02  

The Clallam County Comprehensive Plan, as outlined in Chapter 31.02 of the County Code, 
addresses several aspects of public utilities, including wastewater and on-site sewage disposal 
systems. Specifically, the plan notes that public sanitary sewer systems are prohibited in rural 
areas unless on-site sewage disposal systems pose a threat to public health. It emphasizes the 
appropriateness of on-site sewage systems in rural and resource areas. The plan includes 
policies on sewage, such as Policy No. 7, which restricts sanitary sewer systems in rural areas, 
and Policy No. 8, which affirms on-site systems as suitable for rural and resource zones. 
However, the plan does not discuss the environmental risks of septic systems nor does it include 
any policies focused on improving septic system management or mitigating environmental 
impacts. Mentions of wastewater and septic systems are largely limited to public health 
considerations and do not extend to broader environmental concerns.  

5. Clark County. (2016). Clark County Comprehensive Growth Management Plan: 2015-2035. Retrieved 
January 24, 2025, from https://clark.wa.gov/sites/default/files/media/document/2024-05/2015-
2035-comprehensive-plan-ord-2023-08-02.pdf  

Clark County's Comprehensive Plan addresses wastewater management, emphasizing septic 
systems as the primary sewage disposal method in rural areas and individual wells for water 
supply. The plan calls for the gradual phase-out of septic systems in urban areas as public sewer 
services become available. It also discusses the need for inspections and mandatory monitoring 
of new septic systems, particularly in wellhead protection areas, and promotes public education 
on the risks of groundwater contamination from septic systems. Several goals and policies are 
aimed at improving septic system management, including strategies for converting systems to 
public sewer, promoting sewer connections in urban areas, and ensuring proper maintenance 
and inspections. The plan also encourages the use of approved alternative sewage treatment 
technologies in rural areas.  

6. Columbia County. (2023, March). “Columbia County Comprehensive Plan Info | Columbia County, 
WA - Official website.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.columbiaco.com/466/Columbia-County-Comprehensive-Plan-Info  

Columbia County's Comprehensive Plan focuses on wastewater management in rural and 
resource lands, prioritizing on-site systems like septic tanks for sewage treatment and disposal. 
The plan emphasizes water quality protection in lakes, wells, and aquifers, allowing for new 
septic technologies as long as they meet or exceed the effectiveness of traditional systems and 
are approved by health agencies. It discourages high-density residential or commercial 
development in rural areas without access to central sewer services, setting infrastructure 
standards that reflect low-density development. The plan outlines policies ensuring on-site 
systems are designed and operated permanently, adhering to DOH's regulations while also 
incorporating provisions to protect water resources and the rural character of these areas.  
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7. Cowlitz County. (2017, July 19). “Comprehensive Plan.” 
https://www.co.cowlitz.wa.us/1309/Comprehensive-Plan  

Cowlitz County's Comprehensive Plan addresses on-site sewage systems, defining them as 
systems that treat and disperse sewage through a series of components like collection, 
treatment, and soil dispersal. It mentions septic systems in the Land Use element, specifically in 
the Smallholding and Remote classifications, where new development is required to have 
individual wells and on-site sewage systems. The plan sets guidelines for minimum lot sizes to 
ensure adequate space for these systems. However, the plan does not include discussion of 
environmental risks associated with septic systems, nor does it have policies aimed at improving 
septic system management or reducing environmental impacts.  

8. Douglas County. (2021). “Douglas County Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.douglascountywa.net/DocumentCenter/View/2154/Countywide-Comprehensive-Plan-
Approved-2021  

Douglas County's Comprehensive Plan highlights the promotion of community sewage systems, 
particularly for developments that may reduce groundwater contamination risks, such as 
clustering. It encourages land use intensity limitations aligned with state and federal standards, 
suggesting that public sewage and water systems could be required in areas with high 
contamination potential. Although the plan does not explicitly mention septic systems or 
environmental risks associated with them, it emphasizes the need for careful consideration 
when siting public facilities, considering utility needs, and avoiding contamination of 
groundwater. The plan suggests a preference for community systems to mitigate environmental 
impacts over individual septic systems.  

9. Ferry County. (2012). “Ferry County Comprehensive Plan.” 
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/ferry/Document%20Center/Department/Planning%20&%20Building
/Planning%20application/Plans,%20Policies%20and%20Programs/ComprehensivePlanUpdatedWith
Maps2016.pdf  

The Ferry County Comprehensive Plan references septic systems multiple times, with particular 
attention paid to their environmental impacts and risks. The Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) for the plan discusses the potential negative effects of septic systems, particularly in 
floodplain areas. The Land Use and Housing elements highlight the prevalence of septic systems 
in floodplain developments and the risk of contamination due to septic tank failure during 
floods. The plan includes a policy that mandates the location of new and replacement on-site 
sewage disposal systems to minimize impairment or contamination during flooding. In the 
Capital Facilities element, the plan notes that septic systems are the primary means of sewage 
disposal in the county, with concerns about surface and groundwater quality if the systems are 
poorly designed, installed in inadequate soils, or used at too high a density. It also mentions the 
possibility of a community sewer system for Curlew due to its increasing population density. The 
plan includes Policy L4, which calls for the establishment of septic system guidelines for dense 
developments. While the plan discusses environmental risks associated with septic systems, the 
policies aimed at improving septic system management are somewhat limited.   
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10. Franklin County. (2021). “Franklin County Ordinance 07-2021: Adoption of the 2018-2038 Franklin 
County Comprehensive Plan.” 
https://www.franklincountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/286/2018-2038-Franklin-County-
Comprehensive-Plan-PDF  

Franklin County's Comprehensive Plan primarily relies on septic systems for waste disposal, 
especially in rural areas with low-density residential development. The plan mentions that 
residential developments must meet septic system standards before final approval. The Benton-
Franklin Health District is responsible for overseeing septic system permits, and the county 
supports the development of septic tank and drain field standards to protect surface and 
groundwater quality. While the plan does not explicitly discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems, it includes policies to manage septic systems effectively and minimize environmental 
impacts, such as monitoring utility siting to mitigate adverse environmental consequences.  

11. Garfield County & City of Pomeroy. (2019). “Comprehensive Plan: Garfield County and the City of 
Pomeroy.” https://www.garfieldcountywa.gov/media/5241  

The Garfield County and City of Pomeroy Comprehensive Plan acknowledges the use of septic 
systems in both the urban growth areas (UGA) and rural parts of the county. While the Capital 
Facilities element includes a wastewater treatment facility, it does not provide specific details 
about septic systems. The plan includes a policy under “Objective D (Rural Infrastructure 
Standards)” that emphasizes the use of on-site wastewater treatment systems in Resource 
Lands and Rural Areas. It stresses that these systems should be designed and located to protect 
water quality in lakes, wells, and aquifers and allow for the use of new on-site technologies as 
long as they are approved by state and local health agencies. However, the plan does not 
address the environmental risks of septic systems or include specific policies aimed at improving 
septic system management or mitigating environmental impacts.  

12. Grays Harbor County. (n.d.). “Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.graysharbor.us/departments/public_services/planning_division/planning_information
/comprehensive_plan.php  

Grays Harbor County's Comprehensive Plan, which is partially planning, does not address septic 
systems, wastewater, or septage in significant detail. While the capital facilities element 
mentions a wastewater treatment facility, there is no mention of septic systems, septage, on-
site sewage disposal, or biosolids. Additionally, there are no specific policies or goals related to 
septic systems, their capacities, or management of environmental risks from such systems. 
Overall, the plan does not focus on wastewater management or septic systems in its 
discussions.  

13. Island County. (2016). “Island County 2036.” 
https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/270/Full-Comprehensive-Plan-
PDF?bidId=  

The Island County Comprehensive Plan highlights concerns about aging septic systems, 
particularly in Clinton, where system failures have caused significant problems. The plan notes 
septic effluent as a source of chloride in the environment. Several land use policies address the 
suitability of areas for on-site septic systems, considering factors such as water availability and 
geological stability. The Capital Facilities element calls for close monitoring of septic systems in 
intensively developed areas and suggests alternative treatment solutions where septic failures 
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are concentrated. However, while the plan acknowledges environmental risks, it does not 
include specific policies aimed at improving septic system management.  

14. “Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan.” (2018). Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.co.jefferson.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/18001/Jefferson-CP-2018_12  

Jefferson County's Comprehensive Plan (2018) highlights the reliance on septic systems for 
wastewater treatment in its Urban Growth Areas (UGAs), addressing challenges such as lot 
consolidation to meet modern septic and water standards. It encourages the development of 
community septic systems in Rural Centers to safeguard public health and the environment, 
with policies supporting flexible lot sizes and urban development plans that accommodate 
septic systems. The plan also promotes best management practices for septic systems, 
recognizing water quality concerns in areas with failing septic systems and exploring alternative 
treatment options. Environmental risks of septic systems are not explicitly discussed and the 
county is working on a 2025 update.  

15. King County. (2022). “2016 King County Comprehensive Plan.” https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-
/media/king-county/depts/council/comprehensive-plan/2024/01-2023-
0440_s1_attachmenta_11142024_clean.pdf?rev=f7bff6fb56fa44e0bd42a481c625e65b&hash=0955
531F8ECAB1CA0775AF966BA7D0FB 

The King County Comprehensive Plan addresses septic systems, specifically in the context of 
rural areas, noting their environmental risks, especially from failing systems. It includes policies 
to manage these risks, such as monitoring failing systems and collaborating with local agencies 
to address septic issues in environmentally sensitive areas. The plan also emphasizes low 
residential densities in rural areas that can be supported by septic systems and rural 
infrastructure. Additionally, King County is encouraged to analyze funding options to mitigate 
system failures and prevent future issues.  

16. Kitsap County. (2024). “Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 31, 2025, from  
https://www.kitsap.gov/dcd/PEP%20Documents/20241205_Comp%20Plan_with%20Board%20Deli
beration%20Edits.pdfhttps://www.kitsap.gov/dcd/PEP%20Documents/20241205_Comp%20Plan_wi
th%20Board%20Deliberation%20Edits.pdf 

Kitsap County's 2024 Comprehensive Plan addresses septage management as a critical 
component of environmental sustainability and public health. In identifying many rural areas 
relying on septic systems, the plan outlines policies for the proper treatment, disposal, and 
maintenance of septage to prevent contamination of groundwater and local water resources. It 
emphasizes sewage system maintenance, alongside public education efforts to ensure 
responsible use. The plan also considers the future expansion of sewer infrastructure to reduce 
reliance on septic systems in urban growth areas. These policies aim to balance development 
with the protection of the county's water quality, ensuring both sustainable growth and 
environmental health.   

17. Kittitas County. (2021). “Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/uploads/documents/cds/comp-
plan/2021/2021%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf  

Kittitas County's 2021 Comprehensive Plan emphasizes the importance of public sewer systems 
for new developments, with a focus on ensuring that individual developments meet sewage 
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disposal standards. The plan acknowledges the challenges of nonconforming lots and stresses 
the need for coordinated efforts to avoid overburdening existing infrastructure. It outlines 
policies for managing on-site septic systems, including design and location standards to protect 
water quality, and the establishment of maintenance programs in high-risk areas. The plan also 
addresses environmental risks associated with septic systems, emphasizing monitoring, repairs, 
and the provision of public sewers in areas with system failures.  

18. Klickitat County. (2013). “Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.klickitatcounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/13818/Klickitat-County-Comp-Plan-
091316  

Klickitat County's 2013 Comprehensive Plan highlights the importance of considering soil 
characteristics, such as texture, depth to bedrock, and permeability, in land use planning, 
especially when it comes to septic systems, foundations, and road construction. It stresses that 
ignoring these factors could lead to environmental issues like water contamination and slope 
instability. The plan mentions septic systems under the Land Use element, focusing on how soil 
limitations and geological factors, like slope stability, can impact land use. However, there are 
no specific policies aimed at managing septic systems or reducing environmental risks.  

19. Lewis County. (2021, February 8). “Adopted plans.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://lewiscountywa.gov/departments/community-development/adopted-plans/  

Lewis County's 2021 Comprehensive Plan addresses wastewater and septic systems in its Land 
Use and Utilities and Capital Facilities elements. It emphasizes the use of septic systems in rural 
areas with suitable soil conditions while promoting the development of centralized wastewater 
treatment in urban growth areas (UGAs). The plan encourages innovative treatment methods to 
reduce costs, protects water quality, limits sewer line extensions, and ensures that utility 
projects respect environmental limits while accommodating development in designated areas. 
The Land Use element mentions septic systems, but the Housing element does not.  

20. Lincoln County Land Services, Lincoln County Planning Commission, Hall, M., Sandberg, A., Slack, J., 
Nelson, K., Thompson, C., Coffman, R., Hutsell, S., & Stedman, M. (2019). “Lincoln County 
Comprehensive Plan Update.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from https://www.co.lincoln.wa.us/land-
services/wp-content/uploads/sites/22/2022/01/compplanFINAL_FULL-1.pdf  

Lincoln County's 2019 Comprehensive Plan highlights the reliance of rural residents on domestic 
exempt wells and on-site septic systems for water and wastewater management. While cities 
and towns have municipal systems, rural areas depend on individual systems. The plan 
emphasizes that new developments should be designed at appropriate densities to protect 
aquifer recharge areas and mitigate septic effluent, ensuring clean drinking water and public 
health. Although it does not discuss the environmental risks of septic systems in detail, the plan 
includes policies to improve septic management and reduce environmental impacts, particularly 
concerning water quality and public health. The county does not have a housing element or 
capital facilities element but includes a public services, facilities, and utilities element.  

21. Mason County. (2015). “Mason County Comprehensive Plan.” 
https://masoncountywa.gov/community-services/planning/2036-comp-plan-update/index.php  

Mason County's Comprehensive Plan includes a focus on wastewater management, septic 
systems, and related environmental risks, particularly in rural areas. It emphasizes regular 
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monitoring of septic systems to ensure proper function and the potential for wastewater 
recycling. The plan includes policies in the Utilities and Capital Facilities sections but does not 
have significant policies within Land Use or Housing. Specific goals include the installation of 
septic systems or alternative treatment systems in rural areas and the conversion of failing 
systems in Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) to sewer when available. The Health & Human Services 
section outlines policies for designing, constructing, and maintaining septic systems to reduce 
health risks and protect surface and groundwater. The plan also mentions alternative sewage 
solutions when public health is at risk. Additional resources, such as Mason County’s Solid Waste 
Management Plan, support the goals outlined. The comprehensive plan is being updated with a 
draft expected by June 2025.  

22. Okanogan County. (2020). Okanogan County Draft Comprehensive Plan. In “Okanogan County Draft 
Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://cms9files.revize.com/okanoganwa/Comprehensive%20Plan%20-%20Nov%204.pdf  

Okanogan County's 2021 Draft Comprehensive Plan addresses wastewater and septic systems, 
particularly in rural areas where development must consider water supply, septic capacity, and 
public services. The plan emphasizes the need for lot sizes that prevent contamination between 
septic systems and wells and supports development in areas with adequate infrastructure. It 
encourages collaboration with Okanogan County Public Health to create policies for septic 
systems near critical aquifer recharge areas. Although it does not directly discuss environmental 
risks, the plan includes policies aimed at improving septic system management and reducing 
risks to water quality. The capital facilities element does not address septic or sewage systems.  

23. Pacific County. (2021). “Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.co.pacific.wa.us/ordres/2020-2040-CompPlan-FINAL.pdf  

Pacific County's 2021 Comprehensive Plan addresses wastewater and septic systems, 
particularly in rural areas where septic systems are commonly used in low-density development. 
The plan promotes cluster developments to facilitate shared sewage disposal systems rather 
than individual septic systems, particularly in areas with limited sewer capacity. It mentions that 
new septic systems near Willapa Bay meet higher effluent treatment standards for 
environmental protection. The plan includes policies encouraging land use intensity limitations 
based on sewer availability and supports alternative sewage treatment methods in rural areas. 
However, it does not specifically address environmental risks from septic systems but includes 
some policies to improve septic system management. The capital facilities element notes that 
property owners are responsible for maintaining their septic systems.  

24. Pierce County. (n.d.). “Pierce County Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.piercecountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/140621/20240926_CompPlanCompiled_F
INAL_DRAFT  

Pierce County's 2024 Comprehensive Plan addresses septic systems in its Environment and 
Climate Change element, emphasizing routine maintenance and offering low-income 
communities loans for repairing, upgrading, or replacing failing systems. The plan discourages 
individual septic systems in the Land Use element and recognizes septic systems as interim 
solutions in the Capital Facilities element while exploring decentralized systems. Key policies 
include supporting routine septic maintenance, connecting low-income communities with 
affordable financing for septic system improvements, and considering sewer system extensions 
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or decentralized solutions in areas with environmental risks. Although environmental risks are 
not explicitly discussed, the plan aims to mitigate these risks through improved septic 
management and system upgrades.  

25. San Juan County Community Development. (2022, November 30). “Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved 
January 24, 2025, from https://www.sanjuancountywa.gov/510/Comprehensive-Plan  

San Juan County's 2022 Comprehensive Plan emphasizes the regulation and maintenance of on-
site sewage systems through its Health and Community Services (H&CS), which enforces the San 
Juan County Code Chapter 8.16 to protect public health and minimize untreated sewage 
discharges that could impact surface and groundwater. The plan highlights the importance of 
water and septic system availability in limiting residential density in rural development areas, 
with a policy focused on working with independent sewer districts to phase out private septic 
systems in areas served by community sewage treatment facilities. While the plan does not 
specifically address environmental risks, it includes policies to improve septic system 
management and protect water quality.  

26. Skagit County. (2016). “Comprehensive Plan: 2016-2036.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.skagitcounty.net/PlanningAndPermit/Documents/CompPlan2016/comp-plan-2016-
adopted-text-only.pdf  

Skagit County's 2015 Comprehensive Plan addresses the issue of failing septic systems, 
particularly in areas like Similk Beach, which was designated as a Limited Area of More Intense 
Rural Development (LAMIRD) to tackle septic system failures. The plan includes policies on 
improving septic treatment and working with communities experiencing issues. It recognizes 
septic failures as a significant utility problem and outlines the health department's role in 
providing technical assistance and solutions. However, neither the Land Use nor Housing 
elements mention septic systems. The plan also includes a policy to determine and address 
failing septic systems, especially where groundwater or surface water is at risk. While the plan 
does not discuss environmental risks in detail, it includes strategies to manage and improve 
septic system conditions.  

27. “Skamania County 2007 Comprehensive Plan.” (2018). Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.skamaniacounty.org/home/showpublisheddocument/1385/637122005286830000  

Skamania County's 2007 Comprehensive Plan addresses septic system regulations administered 
by the Skamania County Health Department, focusing on the protection of critical resources. 
The plan briefly mentions septic systems in the Land Use element, emphasizing the need for 
proper installation, monitoring, and maintenance of on-site systems in accordance with local 
and state health requirements. It includes policies ensuring that building and septic permits 
conform to the plan, and a minimum lot size requirement for areas with individual wells and 
septic systems. However, the plan does not discuss environmental risks associated with septic 
systems in detail, though it aims to ensure compliance with health department standards.  

28. Snohomish County. (2018, November 29). “Comprehensive Plan | Snohomish County, WA - Official 
website.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from https://snohomishcountywa.gov/2139/Comprehensive-
Plan  

Snohomish County's 2018 Comprehensive Plan focuses primarily on the separation of water and 
waste disposal infrastructure, with a specific mention in the capital facilities element that water 

https://www.sanjuancountywa.gov/510/Comprehensive-Plan
https://www.skagitcounty.net/PlanningAndPermit/Documents/CompPlan2016/comp-plan-2016-adopted-text-only.pdf
https://www.skagitcounty.net/PlanningAndPermit/Documents/CompPlan2016/comp-plan-2016-adopted-text-only.pdf
https://www.skamaniacounty.org/home/showpublisheddocument/1385/637122005286830000
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/2139/Comprehensive-Plan
https://snohomishcountywa.gov/2139/Comprehensive-Plan
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transmission and distribution piping should be at least 10 feet horizontally separated from on-
site waste disposal systems, drainfields, or wastewater mains. The plan does not include specific 
goals, policies, or actions related to septic systems, their management, or environmental risks. 
Additionally, the county's comprehensive plan does not contain land use or housing elements, 
only covering capital facilities, transportation, and parks and recreation.  

29. Thurston County. (2019, November 12). “Thurston County Comprehensive Plan.” 
https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/departments/community-planning-and-economic-
development/community-planning/comprehensive-plan/current-comprehensive-plan  

The Thurston County Comprehensive Plan includes extensive discussions on the environmental 
risks of septic systems, particularly their role in contributing to surface and groundwater 
contamination, including in shellfish harvest areas. It calls out urban growth areas like Lacey, 
Olympia, and Tumwater, where they estimated 16,744 septic systems and a release of over 3.5 
million gallons of liquid sewage daily to local treatment plants. The plan highlights funding from 
Ecology to convert septic systems to sewer and includes a septic-related policy in the utilities 
section. The land use element mentions septic systems as part of locational guidelines for 
certain zoning areas. The capital facilities element proposes a biosolids management program. 
Policies focus on preventing polluted runoff from septic tank effluent and encourage low water 
use appliances to reduce contamination risks. In rural areas, individual septic systems are the 
primary method for sewage disposal, with sewer systems permitted only in cases of identified 
health hazards or water quality issues.  

30. U.S. Census Bureau, U.S. Department of Commerce. (2023). Selected Housing Characteristics. 
“American Community Survey, ACS 1-Year Estimates Data Profiles, Table DP04.” Retrieved January 
24, 2025, from https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDP1Y2023.DP04?q=DP04 washington state.  

The U.S. Census Bureau’s (2023) "Selected Housing Characteristics" from the American 
Community Survey (ACS) provides detailed housing data from the 2023 1-Year Estimates. Table 
DP04 includes information on various housing characteristics such as occupancy, types of 
housing units, and housing costs, specifically for Washington. This dataset was used for its 
reporting of the Washington average household size. This number was then used to convert the 
population projections from Washington State Office of Financial Management future 
population projections (medium scenario) into a number of household projections to navigate 
the future capacity scenarios.  

31. United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2025a, January 14). “Frequent questions and 
answers: Draft sewage Sludge risk assessment for PFOA and PFOS | US EPA.” US EPA. 
https://www.epa.gov/biosolids/frequent-questions-and-answers-draft-sewage-sludge-risk-
assessment-pfoa-and-pfos  

The United States Environmental Protection Agency's frequently asked questions section on the 
draft sewage sludge risk assessment for PFOA and PFOS provides clear, accessible explanations 
regarding the draft risk assessment for perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) and perfluorooctane 
sulfonic acid (PFOS) in sewage sludge. This resource addresses common inquiries about the 
potential risks of these substances in biosolids, their environmental impact, and the EPA’s 
assessment methods. It was a useful place to start in understanding the current findings and 
work being done on the federal level for this issue.  

https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/departments/community-planning-and-economic-development/community-planning/comprehensive-plan/current-comprehensive-plan
https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/departments/community-planning-and-economic-development/community-planning/comprehensive-plan/current-comprehensive-plan
https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDP1Y2023.DP04?q=DP04%20washington%20state
https://www.epa.gov/biosolids/frequent-questions-and-answers-draft-sewage-sludge-risk-assessment-pfoa-and-pfos
https://www.epa.gov/biosolids/frequent-questions-and-answers-draft-sewage-sludge-risk-assessment-pfoa-and-pfos
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32. United States Environmental Protection Agency. (2025b, January 17). “Draft sewage sludge risk 
assessment for perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) and perfluorooctane sulfonic Acid (PFOS) | US EPA.” 
US EPA. Retrieved January 27, 2025, from https://www.epa.gov/biosolids/draft-sewage-sludge-risk-
assessment-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa-and-perfluorooctane  

The United States Environmental Protection Agency's (2025) "Draft Sewage Sludge Risk 
Assessment for Perfluorooctanoic Acid (PFOA) and Perfluorooctane Sulfonic Acid (PFOS)" 
provides an in-depth evaluation of the risks associated with the presence of PFOA and PFOS in 
sewage sludge. The draft report assesses the potential environmental and human health 
impacts of these chemicals, which are known to persist in the environment and accumulate in 
organisms. This draft assessment is particularly relevant as this study discusses 
recommendations for future areas of study and its findings contribute to the development of 
safer practices for managing sewage sludge and regulating harmful chemicals in wastewater 
treatment processes.  

33. Wahkiakum County. (1984). “Wahkiakum County Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, 
from https://www.co.wahkiakum.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/2935/Comp-Plan-1984  

Wahkiakum County's 1984 Comprehensive Plan addresses the reliance on septic systems and 
private wells throughout the county, with a focus on maintaining proper septic system 
functionality in rural areas. The plan acknowledges that natural hazards, such as soil subsidence, 
liquefaction, and fault displacement, have contributed to septic system failures. It includes 
policies to discourage overdevelopment in rural areas dependent on private wells and septic 
systems to protect public health and preserve rural character. Additionally, commercial and 
industrial proposals are reviewed for their impact on the capacity of wells and septic systems. 
The plan does not specifically discuss the environmental risks of septic systems but includes 
policies aimed at ensuring proper system management. The county does not offer public sewer 
services, and septic systems are a key consideration in land use planning.  

34. Walla Walla County. (2019). “Walla Walla County Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, 
from https://www.co.walla-
walla.wa.us/document_center/commdev/planning/comp%20plan/FINAL%20Walla%20Walla%20Co
unty%20Comp%20Plan%20(080519)%20(complete).pdf  

Walla Walla County's 2019 Comprehensive Plan addresses the challenges posed by septic 
systems in areas with limited soil to support proper on-site sewage disposal. The plan highlights 
concerns about the gravel aquifer, which is vulnerable to contamination from pollutants like 
leaking septic systems due to its porous nature. Several areas in the county, including Lowden, 
Dixie, Prescott, Rural Residential Mill Creek, and parts of Burbank, rely exclusively on septic 
systems, but the area's soil conditions may not support long-term use, leading to contamination 
risks. Policies in the plan emphasize the importance of soil conditions that can handle the 
impacts of septic systems without harming ground and surface waters. While the plan mentions 
environmental risks associated with septic systems, it does not specifically discuss wastewater 
management or septic system improvements.   

https://www.epa.gov/biosolids/draft-sewage-sludge-risk-assessment-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa-and-perfluorooctane
https://www.epa.gov/biosolids/draft-sewage-sludge-risk-assessment-perfluorooctanoic-acid-pfoa-and-perfluorooctane
https://www.co.wahkiakum.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/2935/Comp-Plan-1984
https://www.co.walla-walla.wa.us/document_center/commdev/planning/comp%20plan/FINAL%20Walla%20Walla%20County%20Comp%20Plan%20(080519)%20(complete).pdf
https://www.co.walla-walla.wa.us/document_center/commdev/planning/comp%20plan/FINAL%20Walla%20Walla%20County%20Comp%20Plan%20(080519)%20(complete).pdf
https://www.co.walla-walla.wa.us/document_center/commdev/planning/comp%20plan/FINAL%20Walla%20Walla%20County%20Comp%20Plan%20(080519)%20(complete).pdf
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35. Washington State Office of Financial Management. (2022). “Growth Management Act population 
projections for counties: 2020 to 2050.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-
projections/growth-management-act-county-projections/growth-management-act-population-
projections-counties-2020-2050  

The Washington State Office of Financial Management's (2022) report provides detailed 
population projections for counties in Washington from 2020 to 2050. It outlines expected 
demographic trends that are crucial for local governments to plan for infrastructure, housing, 
and other community needs under the Growth Management Act. The data presented helped us 
understand anticipated shifts in populations across counties and align our forecasting of the 
future conditions analysis accordingly.  

36. Washington State Office of Financial Management. (2024). “2024 Population Trends.” Retrieved 
January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.ofm.wa.gov/sites/default/files/public/dataresearch/pop/april1/ofm_april1_poptrends.
pdf.  

The Washington State Office of Financial Management's (2024) "2024 Population Trends" report 
presents detailed population data for Washington, including information on housing units by 
structure type for cities, towns, and counties as of April 1, 2020. Specifically, Table 7 provides 
housing unit breakdowns for unincorporated county jurisdictions. This was crucial for the 
analysis of septic systems in areas lacking direct data. By highlighting the distribution of housing 
units, this dataset facilitated a more accurate estimation of septic system prevalence in various 
counties, aiding in current conditions analysis and decision-making for infrastructure planning.   

37. Whatcom County. (2016, August 9). “Current Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, 
from https://www.whatcomcounty.us/1171/Current-Comprehensive-Plan  

Whatcom County's 2016 Comprehensive Plan addresses the widespread use of septic systems 
for sewage treatment in unincorporated areas, as the county does not own or operate sewage 
treatment facilities. The plan mentions environmental risks associated with poorly maintained 
septic systems, such as elevated nitrate levels in soil and contamination from coliform bacteria 
in surface water. The land use element highlights the importance of proper installation, 
monitoring, and maintenance of septic systems, while the plan encourages innovative 
subdivision designs and stormwater management to protect water quality. Policies aim to 
provide technical assistance to property owners and promote better land use practices to 
mitigate environmental risks.  

38. White Bluffs Consulting. (2024). “Benton County Comprehensive Plan.” 
https://bentoncountywa.municipalone.com/files/documents/2017CompPlan-
dMay2024129012228080124PM.pdf   

The Benton County Comprehensive Plan highlights the widespread reliance on on-site septic 
tanks and drain fields among rural residents for wastewater management. The Utilities element 
notes that while properly maintained septic systems can be suitable for rural development, 
poorly maintained systems contribute significantly to water pollution, including high nitrate 
levels in soil and coliform bacteria in surface water. Although the plan does not specifically 
address septic systems in the Land Use or Housing elements, it includes a policy under “WR Goal 
2 Policy 4,” which supports the Benton-Franklin Health District in developing and implementing 

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections/growth-management-act-population-projections-counties-2020-2050
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections/growth-management-act-population-projections-counties-2020-2050
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections/growth-management-act-county-projections/growth-management-act-population-projections-counties-2020-2050
https://www.ofm.wa.gov/sites/default/files/public/dataresearch/pop/april1/ofm_april1_poptrends.pdf
https://www.ofm.wa.gov/sites/default/files/public/dataresearch/pop/april1/ofm_april1_poptrends.pdf
https://www.whatcomcounty.us/1171/Current-Comprehensive-Plan
https://bentoncountywa.municipalone.com/files/documents/2017CompPlan-dMay2024129012228080124PM.pdf
https://bentoncountywa.municipalone.com/files/documents/2017CompPlan-dMay2024129012228080124PM.pdf
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septic tank and drain field standards aimed at protecting water quality and human health. 
Additionally, the plan acknowledges the environmental risks of septic systems and includes 
policies focused on improving management and reducing environmental impacts. However, the 
plan does not delve into septic systems in its Capital Facilities element.  

39. White Bluffs Consulting, Anchor QEA, LLC, & Oneza & Associates. (2018, June). “Grant County 2018 
Comprehensive Plan | Grant County, WA.” https://www.grantcountywa.gov/238/Grant-County-
2018-Comprehensive-Plan  

The Grant County Comprehensive Plan discusses septic systems in several sections, emphasizing 
their environmental impacts and management. The Utilities element acknowledges that while 
properly maintained septic systems are suitable for rural development, poorly maintained 
systems can pollute water. The Natural Settings and Water Resources Element highlights the 
risks of improperly sited or maintained septic systems on groundwater quality, with the Grant 
County Health District overseeing regulations. Key policies, such as RU-3.1, RU-7.4, and NS-9.4, 
support septic systems in rural areas, with a focus on minimizing environmental risks. The plan 
also encourages cluster developments with shared sewage systems to reduce individual septic 
installations  

40. White Bluffs Consulting, Anchor QEA, LLC, & AHBL. (2022a). “Stevens County Comprehensive Plan: 
Volume I.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.stevenscountywa.gov/files/documents/StevensCountyComprehensivePlan-
Volume11342111527120722AM.pdf  

Stevens County's 2022 Comprehensive Plan mentions septic systems in its rural development 
standards, setting minimum lot size requirements for their installation to ensure proper 
function. It supports the installation of on-site sewage systems to protect surface and 
groundwater quality, but the plan doesn't specifically address the environmental risks of septic 
systems or include detailed policies for improving their management. While the Land Use and 
Housing elements do not discuss septic systems, the Natural Resources Element (NR-20) 
supports their installation as a means to safeguard public health and the environment.  

41. White Bluffs Consulting, Anchor QEA, LLC, & AHBL. (2022b). “Stevens County Comprehensive Plan: 
Volume II.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.stevenscountywa.gov/files/documents/StevensCountyComprehensivePlan-
VolumeIIwithoutallappendices1342111629120722AM.pdf  

Stevens County's 2022 Comprehensive Plan mentions septic systems in its rural development 
standards, setting minimum lot size requirements for their installation to ensure proper 
function. It supports the installation of on-site sewage systems to protect surface and 
groundwater quality, but the plan doesn't specifically address the environmental risks of septic 
systems or include detailed policies for improving their management. While the Land Use and 
Housing elements do not discuss septic systems, the Natural Resources Element (NR-20) 
supports their installation as a means to safeguard public health and the environment.   

https://www.grantcountywa.gov/238/Grant-County-2018-Comprehensive-Plan
https://www.grantcountywa.gov/238/Grant-County-2018-Comprehensive-Plan
https://www.stevenscountywa.gov/files/documents/StevensCountyComprehensivePlan-Volume11342111527120722AM.pdf
https://www.stevenscountywa.gov/files/documents/StevensCountyComprehensivePlan-Volume11342111527120722AM.pdf
https://www.stevenscountywa.gov/files/documents/StevensCountyComprehensivePlan-VolumeIIwithoutallappendices1342111629120722AM.pdf
https://www.stevenscountywa.gov/files/documents/StevensCountyComprehensivePlan-VolumeIIwithoutallappendices1342111629120722AM.pdf
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42. White Bluffs Consulting, Anchor QEA, LLC, & Oneza & Associates. (2023). “Pend Oreille County 
Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from https://www.pendoreille.gov/media/4791  

Pend Oreille County's 2023 Comprehensive Plan mentions that the primary method of sewage 
treatment in rural areas is through on-site septic systems managed by private developers. These 
systems are regulated by the Northeast Tri-County Health and DOH. The plan highlights 
residential land use patterns that range from dispersed, large-acreage parcels to more densely 
settled rural subdivisions with community water and/or sewer. However, the plan does not 
provide specific policies for improving the management of septic systems or address the 
environmental risks of septic systems.  

43. Whitman County. (2022). “Whitman County Comprehensive Plan.” Retrieved January 24, 2025, from 
https://www.whitmancounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/4964/Whitman-County-Comprehensive-
Plan---Adopted-July-5-2022-PDF   

Whitman County's 2022 Comprehensive Plan acknowledges the widespread use of septic 
systems in unincorporated areas and mentions that septic systems are reviewed and approved 
by the county's Environmental Health Department. The plan briefly highlights septic capacity as 
a factor to consider when allowing zoning changes for industrial and commercial developments. 
However, it does not discuss the environmental risks associated with septic systems nor include 
specific policies aimed at improving their management or reducing environmental risks. The 
focus is mainly on ensuring that proposed developments have adequate water supply and 
sewage disposal systems  

44. Yakima County. (2017, August 29). “Horizon 2040 Comprehensive Plan | Yakima County, WA.” 
Retrieved January 24, 2025, from https://www.yakimacounty.us/846/Horizon-2040-Comprehensive-
Plan  

Yakima County's 2017 Horizon 2040 Comprehensive Plan addresses septic systems in both its 
Land Use and Housing elements, highlighting challenges like poor ground conditions in isolated 
areas and stressed community systems. The plan includes policies to ensure proper lot sizes for 
individual wells and septic systems, particularly in rural and remote areas, and emphasizes self-
sufficiency in these developments. It also allows interim septic systems in Urban Growth Areas if 
specific conditions are met, such as ground water protection and the ability for future sewer 
hookups. While it doesn't specifically address environmental risks, the plan includes strategies 
to manage and reduce pressure on septic systems by regulating lot sizes and encouraging 
suitable densities for safe operation.  

45. Vialle, Marvin (2003, May). Septage Management Strategic Plan. “Washington State Department of 
Ecology Publication No. 03-07-018”   

The Septage Management Strategic Plan described the process and findings of a Septage 
Management Advisory Committee (SMAC) which was comprised of a broad group of industry 
professionals. The Committee evaluated the current management of septage in Washington and 
identified problems within existing rules and barriers within the septage management industry 
as well as suggested solutions. 

https://www.pendoreille.gov/media/4791
https://www.whitmancounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/4964/Whitman-County-Comprehensive-Plan---Adopted-July-5-2022-PDF
https://www.whitmancounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/4964/Whitman-County-Comprehensive-Plan---Adopted-July-5-2022-PDF
https://www.yakimacounty.us/846/Horizon-2040-Comprehensive-Plan
https://www.yakimacounty.us/846/Horizon-2040-Comprehensive-Plan
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Appendix A: Comprehensive Plan Review 
 

Appendix Table A-1. Adams County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Adams County 

GMA Status Partially Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://cms5.revize.com/revize/adamscounty/document_center/Building/2015%20
Adopted%20Comp%20Plan.pdf 

Comp Plan Date 3/10/2015 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site sewage 
disposal systems, or biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

Background information section notes that rural populations rely on septic systems; notes 
odor issues with industrial wastewater; policies related to wastewater and septic. Residential 
Development Policy 2: "Require residential development to make adequate provision for 
wastewater, water, and stormwater facilities and apply best management practices to protect 
shoreline water quality and meet the needs of the development."  

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? Yes, in two policies (see below). 

What did its capital facilities element 
cover? No specific mention. 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Residential Lands Policy 11: "Require new development on existing townsite plats that 
contain nonconforming lot sizes to meet the minimum lot size of the applicable zone or 
the minimum land area required to handle on-site wastewater disposal needs, 
whichever is greater." 
Mixed Use Lands Policy 1: "Limit the development or creation of such areas to locations 
that have or will have adequate public water and sewer/septic facilities 

https://cms5.revize.com/revize/adamscounty/document_center/Building/2015%20Adopted%20Comp%20Plan.pdf
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/adamscounty/document_center/Building/2015%20Adopted%20Comp%20Plan.pdf
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Does the plan discuss environmental 
risks of septic systems? No 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

No 

Summary Septic systems mentioned and acknowledged as an important consideration for siting 
development. 

Additional Notes Unclear if this is the current comp plan. It is the most recent I could find and 
Commerce's status list does note that Adams is overdue. 

 

Appendix Table A-2. Asotin County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Asotin County 

GMA Status Partially Planning 

Link to Comp Plan Unavailable 

Comp Plan Date 2/17/2015 

  

https://masoncountywa.gov/community-services/planning/2036-comp-plan-update/index.php
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Appendix Table A-3. Benton County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Benton County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://bentoncountywa.municipalone.com//files/documents/2017CompPlan-
dMay2024129012228080124PM.pdf 

Comp Plan Date 5/14/2024 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, 
septage, on-site sewage disposal systems, 
or biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

Utilities element states: "Most rural residents rely on on-site septic tanks and drain 
fields for their wastewater system needs. While adequately designed and installed 
on-site septic systems can be appropriate for rural level development, 
maintenance of such systems varies from excellent to none at all. Poorly 
maintained septic systems are a source of ground and surface water pollution and 
have been identified both at the state and local level as significant contributors to 
high nitrate levels in soil and coliform bacteria in surface water." 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? No 

What did its capital facilities element 
cover? No 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions 
relating to septic systems, their capacities, or 
information gathering on this subject? 

WR Goal 2 Policy 4: Support the Benton-Franklin Health District to develop and 
implement septic tank and drain field standards that protect surface and ground 
water quality and human health.  

https://bentoncountywa.municipalone.com/files/documents/2017CompPlan-dMay2024129012228080124PM.pdf
https://bentoncountywa.municipalone.com/files/documents/2017CompPlan-dMay2024129012228080124PM.pdf
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Does the plan discuss environmental risks of 
septic systems? Yes 

Does the plan include policies specifically 
aimed at improving management of septic 
systems/ reducing environmental risks? 

Yes 

Summary Limited discussion of septics, but acknowledgment of environmental risks and 
inclusion of a policy to improve standards. 

 

Appendix Table A-4. Chelan County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Chelan County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan 
https://www.co.chelan.wa.us/files/community-
development/documents/comps_plan/2017%20Comp%20Plan/Attachment%20A%20-%202017-
27%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf 

Comp Plan Date 12/1/2017 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 
Discussion of concern that most soil types in the county are not suitable for septic tank absorption 
fields. Housing element states: "All residential development within the County is challenging to develop 
due to rural or primitive roads, distance to communities, water availability, and land for septic." 

https://www.co.chelan.wa.us/files/community-development/documents/comps_plan/2017%20Comp%20Plan/Attachment%20A%20-%202017-27%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf
https://www.co.chelan.wa.us/files/community-development/documents/comps_plan/2017%20Comp%20Plan/Attachment%20A%20-%202017-27%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf
https://www.co.chelan.wa.us/files/community-development/documents/comps_plan/2017%20Comp%20Plan/Attachment%20A%20-%202017-27%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf


 

 

  Septage Capacity Study | 108 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? 

Yes, land use element includes a policy to monitor and repair septic systems. Housing element 
includes discussion of septic system types in the county (page 18, PDF page 96). 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

Yes, includes an entire section on sanitary sewer systems which states that "On-site septic 
systems are the anticipated method for treatment of wastewater in the rural portions of Chelan 
County due to lower population densities and the prohibitive associated costs of providing 
treatment plant capabilities." 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Policy LU 3.5: Support ongoing health department efforts to adequately monitor on-site septic 
systems, and require the repair of failing on-site septic systems.  
Rationale: Failing on-site systems have the potential to introduce fecal coliform and bacteria into 
water systems.  

Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

Yes 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Yes 

 

Appendix Table A-5. Clallam County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Clallam County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://clallam.county.codes/CCC/31.02 

https://clallam.county.codes/CCC/31.02


 

 

  Septage Capacity Study | 109 

Comp Plan Date 12/10/2024 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? Mentioned in the Public utilities, facilities and services chapter (CCC 
31.02.285) 

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? No 

What did its capital facilities element cover? 
That public sanitary sewer systems are prohibited unless on-site 
sewage would pose a threat or risk to public health, and that on-site 
sewage disposal systems are considered appropriate waste disposal 
method in rural and resource areas.  

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Public utilities, facilities and services 
Policy No. 7 | Public sanitary sewer systems shall be prohibited in 
rural areas except when on-site sewage disposal systems pose a 
threat or risk to public health, as determined by the Clallam County 
Board of Health. 
Policy No. 8 | On-site sewage disposal systems will be considered an 
appropriate waste disposal method in rural and resource areas. 

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? No 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

No 

Summary Mentions of on-site sewage disposal are limited to allowing when 
connection to sewer is a risk to public health.  
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Appendix Table A-6. Clark County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Clark County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://clark.wa.gov/community-planning/current-adopted-plan 

Comp Plan Date 6/12/2016 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

Community Framework | Wastewater management issues mentioned as a general message.  
Rural and Natural Resource Element | Rural lands generally shall be served by septic tanks and 
individual wells (when public water is not available). Wastewater treatment shall be provided by 
individual on-site treatment systems or approved alternative sewage treatment technologies. 
Environmental Element 
Goal: Require sewer service within urban growth areas and discourage septic use. 
Policies: Septic systems in urban areas are to be phased out; In rural areas, wastewater treatment 
shall be provided by individual on-site treatment systems or approved alternative sewage 
treatment technologies. 
Capital Facilities & Utilities Element | Require regular inspections of existing on-site sewage 
disposal systems in wellhead protection areas.; Provide public education about the potential for 
groundwater contamination from on-site sewage disposal systems. 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? Yes, in land use. Not mentioned in Housing Element 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

Overall, septic systems are primarily used in rural areas, with gradual transition to public sewer 
services in urban areas as development progresses. 

https://clark.wa.gov/community-planning/current-adopted-plan
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Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Rural and Natural Resource Element 
3.17        Rural lands generally shall be served by septic tanks and individual wells (when public 
water is not available). Wastewater treatment shall be provided by individual on-site treatment 
systems or approved alternative sewage treatment technologies.   
Environmental Element 
Goal: Require sewer service within urban growth areas and discourage septic use. 
4.5.2        Septic systems in urban areas are to be phased out 
4.5.3        In rural areas, wastewater treatment shall be provided by individual on-site treatment 
systems or approved alternative sewage treatment technologies. 
Capital Facilities & Utilities Element   
6.0.13        The county, municipalities, special districts and Public Health will work cooperatively to 
develop fair and consistent policies and incentives to: eliminate private water and sewer/septic 
systems in the urban areas; and to encourage connection to public water and sewer systems. 
6.3.2        Develop strategies for the conversion of on-site septic disposal systems to public sewer 
use in the urban area. 
6.3.3        New and existing development in the rural area outside of rural centers shall use 
individual on-site septic disposal systems, unless public sewer is available. New or existing 
development within designated rural centers may use community septic systems. 
6.3.4        Installation of new individual or community septic systems shall be subject to the 
approval of Clark County Public Health. Installation approvals for new septic systems shall include 
agreements for mandatory future monitoring unless waived by Public Health. 
6.3.5        Require regular inspections of existing on-site sewage disposal systems in wellhead 
protection areas.   
6.3.6        Work with the Public Health to support efforts to establish mandatory subsurface 
sewage disposal septic inspection/maintenance programs for existing septic systems, particularly 
areas needing environmental health guarantees. 
6.3.10        Provide public education about the potential for groundwater contamination from on-
site sewage disposal systems. 
Land Use Element 
1.2.8        Encourage retrofitting areas with sewer and prohibit new development on septic tanks in 
the urban growth area. 

Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

Yes 
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Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Yes 

Summary 

 
Septic Systems: In rural areas, septic systems are the primary method of sewage disposal. Since 
1974, the Clark County Department of Health has regulated their installation. There are over 
50,000 septic systems in the county, with about half in urban service areas. Newer septic systems 
are subject to mandatory maintenance requirements, but these are limited. As urban areas 
expand and public sewer becomes available, septic systems will be phased out in favor of public 
sewage systems. 
Wastewater Management: Clark County's wastewater management is handled by various entities, 
including cities like Vancouver, Washougal, Camas, and Battle Ground, as well as the Clark 
Regional Wastewater District. The Discovery Clean Water Alliance manages regional wastewater 
treatment. The system is designed to meet current and future demands, with planned expansions 
to address new development needs. The Alliance's capital plan includes improvements for 
wastewater treatment plants and transmission systems. 
Policy and Planning: The Growth Management Act (GMA) emphasizes the importance of ensuring 
that sewage services (along with other utilities) are available when development occurs, through a 
concept called concurrency. For areas outside urban growth areas, septic systems will remain in 
use, with limited expansion of public sewer services encouraged. Additionally, the regionalization 
of wastewater services has been studied to improve economic and environmental outcomes, with 
recommendations for collaboration among various agencies to provide unified sewage treatment 
and conveyance services. 
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Appendix Table A-7. Columbia County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Columbia County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.columbiaco.com/466/Columbia-County-
Comprehensive-Plan-Info 

Comp Plan Date 3/1/2023 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

The wastewater management strategy in rural and resource lands 
prioritizes on-site systems, such as septic tanks, to treat and dispose 
of wastewater while ensuring water quality protection in lakes, wells, 
and aquifers. Development in these areas is expected to comply with 
state and local health regulations, with new technologies allowed if 
they meet or exceed the effectiveness of traditional septic systems. 
Rural areas are generally discouraged from large-scale residential or 
commercial development without central sewer services, and new 
rural development should adhere to specific infrastructure standards, 
with a focus on preserving the area's rural character. 

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? Mentioned in Land Use element, not mentioned in Housing element 

What did its capital facilities element cover? Wastewater Disposal Facilities 

https://www.columbiaco.com/466/Columbia-County-Comprehensive-Plan-Info
https://www.columbiaco.com/466/Columbia-County-Comprehensive-Plan-Info
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Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Septic 
G3: Use on-site systems to treat and dispose of wastewater from 
uses on resource lands and in rural areas. On-site wastewater 
treatment systems should be designed and located to protect water 
quality in lakes, wells, and aquifers. New on-site system technologies 
may be used, when at least as effective as septic tanks and when 
approved by state and local health agencies. On-site wastewater 
treatment systems in rural areas and resource lands should be 
designed, built, and operated as permanent methods of sewage 
disposal. Development in the rural areas shall be consistent with 
DOH’s new on-site septic system rules. 
I5: Discourage residential or commercial uses at intensities greater 
than one unit per acre without provision of central sewer service 
through an amendment to the zoning ordinance [consistent with DOH 
regulations for on-site septic systems]. 
Wastewater 
E1: Establish rural infrastructure standards that are consistent with 
appropriate rural development patterns and densities. In general, 
such standards will preclude the development of public wastewater 
collection and public stormwater collection systems in rural areas, 
reflecting lower densities and land coverages in these areas. Public 
water supply systems may be developed in the rural areas to meet 
the requirements of rural residents. Rural development shall provide 
adequate water for domestic use. Water sources and transmission 
lines may be developed in rural areas to meet the needs of UGAs. 
When feasible, rural developments will be encouraged to use 
existing community systems with adequate availability for domestic 
water and wastewater disposal.   
G3: Explore rural areas for their potential to meet the demand for 
non-traditional "specialty crops." The more intensive operations, 
which these crops require, can thrive on smaller acreages. The 
raising of these crops has potential to replace declining traditional 
resource employment options. Allow flexibility in land-use regulations 
for local processing and direct marketing of agricultural produce. 
Roadside stands, U-pick operations, and farmer’s markets are viable 
projects, which can provide enhanced economic return to the 
producer.  Use on-site systems to treat and dispose of wastewater 
from uses on resource lands and in rural areas. On-site wastewater 
treatment systems should be designed and located to protect water 
quality in lakes, wells, and aquifers. New on-site system technologies 
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may be used, when at least as effective as septic tanks and when 
approved by state and local health agencies. On-site wastewater 
treatment systems in rural areas and resource lands should be 
designed, built, and operated as permanent methods of sewage 
disposal. Development in the rural areas shall be consistent with the 
DOH’s new on-site septic system rules.  
Sewage 
G3: Use on-site systems to treat and dispose of wastewater from 
uses on resource lands and in rural areas. On-site wastewater 
treatment systems should be designed and located to protect water 
quality in lakes, wells, and aquifers. New on-site system technologies 
may be used, when at least as effective as septic tanks and when 
approved by state and local health agencies. On-site wastewater 
treatment systems in rural areas and resource lands should be 
designed, built, and operated as permanent methods of sewage 
disposal. 

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? Somewhat 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Somewhat 
 

Summary 

The wastewater management approach in rural and resource areas 
relies on on-site systems, such as septic tanks, to treat and dispose 
of sewage, ensuring water quality protection in lakes, wells, and 
aquifers. New technologies are permitted if they are as effective as 
traditional systems and approved by health agencies. Development 
in these areas is regulated to prevent high-density residential or 
commercial uses without central sewer services, and rural 
infrastructure standards avoid the creation of public wastewater 
systems in low-density regions, promoting self-sustaining, permanent 
sewage disposal methods. 
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Appendix Table A-8. Cowlitz County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Cowlitz County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.co.cowlitz.wa.us/1309/Comprehensive-Plan 

Comp Plan Date 7/19/2017 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

In Cowlitz County, on-site sewage is defined as an integrated system of 
components, located on or nearby the property it serves, that conveys, 
stores, treats, and/or provides subsurface soil treatment and dispersal of 
sewage. It consists of a collection system, a treatment component or 
treatment sequence, and a soil dispersal component. An on-site septic 
system also refers to a holding tank sewage system or other system that 
does not have a soil dispersal component.  

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? 

Mentioned in the Land Use element but not in the housing element. 
The Land Use element first talks about the smallholding land use 
category. These are areas intended to provide for self-sustaining 
lifestyle choices, with the opportunity for the management of natural 
resources for the creation of economic benefit. The guideline is for 
lots to have a minimum lot size of five acres and lot width of 100 feet 
where minimum lot configuration provide adequate area for on-site 
sewage system and domestic well, in addition to any required 
buffering from adjacent uses.  

https://www.co.cowlitz.wa.us/1309/Comprehensive-Plan
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What did its capital facilities element cover? Not mentioned in the public services, facilities, and utilities element 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Policy LU 12.2 New development within the Smallholding 
classification should be served by individual wells and on-site 
sewage systems on individual lots.  
Policy LU 14.1 New development within the Remote classification 
should be served by individual wells and on-site sewage systems.  

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? No 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

No 

Summary 
Both Smallholding and Remote classifications rely on individual wells 
and on-site sewage, while suburban areas vary in intensity based on 
utility availability, with a two-acre lot minimum for on-site systems 

 

Appendix Table A-9. Douglas County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Douglas County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.douglascountywa.net/DocumentCenter/View/2154/Countywide-Comprehensive-
Plan-Approved-2021 

Comp Plan Date 9/28/2021 

https://www.douglascountywa.net/DocumentCenter/View/2154/Countywide-Comprehensive-Plan-Approved-2021
https://www.douglascountywa.net/DocumentCenter/View/2154/Countywide-Comprehensive-Plan-Approved-2021
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Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

Under the critical areas element, Douglas County promotes land use intensity limitations aligned 
with state and federal standards, encouraging community sewage systems for developments like 
clustering to reduce groundwater contamination risks. Public sewage and water systems may be 
required in areas with high contamination potential, with careful consideration of utility needs and 
impacts when siting essential public facilities. 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? Not mentioned in the land use element, plan does not have a housing element 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? Not mentioned in the capital facilities element 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

CA-24. Douglas County encourages the establishment of land use intensity limitations in 
accordance with state and federal standards. Some types of developments, such as clustering, 
may be encouraged to utilize community sewage disposal systems instead of 
dispersed individual septic systems depending on the type and potential impacts to the aquifer. 
 
CA-32. Community/public sewage disposal and water systems are encouraged and may be 
required where site conditions indicate a high degree of potential contamination to groundwater 
resources. When siting an essential public facility, consideration must be given to what type of 
public utilities and/or services the facility requires, impacts on existing systems, improvements, 
public costs involved and alternatives for self-contained, on-site facilities. 

Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

No 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

No 
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Summary The plan mostly spoke about community sewage systems and ways of encouraging it 

Additional Notes 
The County has began its comprehensive plan update. This is a 20-year vision for how 
unincorporated Douglas County will grow through 2046 and the details can be found here. 
https://www.douglascountywa.net/684/Douglas-County-2046-Comprehensive-Plan-U 

 

Appendix Table A-10. Ferry County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Ferry County 

GMA Status Partially Planning 

Link to Comp Plan 
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/ferry/Document%20Center/Depart
ment/Planning%20&%20Building/Planning%20application/Plans,%2
0Policies%20and%20Programs/ComprehensivePlanUpdatedWithM
aps2016.pdf 

Comp Plan Date 9/24/2012 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 
Septics are referred to multiple times in the document as noted in 
columns I through K. The EIS for the comp plan discusses impacts 
related to septic systems. 

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? 

Yes, noting that most floodplain development is on septic, noting risk 
of contamination from failure of septic tanks during floods. "The Ferry 
County CAO will state that new and replacement on-site sewage 
disposal systems shall be located to avoid impairment to them or 
contamination from them during flooding." 

https://www.douglascountywa.net/684/Douglas-County-2046-Comprehensive-Plan-U
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/ferry/Document%20Center/Department/Planning%20&%20Building/Planning%20application/Plans,%20Policies%20and%20Programs/ComprehensivePlanUpdatedWithMaps2016.pdf
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/ferry/Document%20Center/Department/Planning%20&%20Building/Planning%20application/Plans,%20Policies%20and%20Programs/ComprehensivePlanUpdatedWithMaps2016.pdf
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/ferry/Document%20Center/Department/Planning%20&%20Building/Planning%20application/Plans,%20Policies%20and%20Programs/ComprehensivePlanUpdatedWithMaps2016.pdf
https://cms5.revize.com/revize/ferry/Document%20Center/Department/Planning%20&%20Building/Planning%20application/Plans,%20Policies%20and%20Programs/ComprehensivePlanUpdatedWithMaps2016.pdf
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What did its capital facilities element cover? 

The element notes that sewage disposal in the county is almost 
exclusively via septic, and states that "if they are improperly 
designed or constructed, installed in inadequate soils, or used at too 
high a development density, they can adversely impact surface and 
groundwater quality and public health." The element discusses lot 
sizes and soil types necessary for septic systems. It states that a 
community sewer system is "almost imminent" for Curlew due to 
population density. 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Policy L4: "Establish septic guidelines for dense developments." 

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? Yes 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Somewhat 

Summary Risk of contamination from septic systems discussed. Policy calling 
for additional guidelines around septic systems included. 

Additional Notes This Comp Plan is old (2012) but is the plan linked to on the county's 
planning department site. 
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Appendix Table A-11. Franklin County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Columbia County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.franklincountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/286/20
18-2038-Franklin-County-Comprehensive-Plan-PDF 

Comp Plan Date 5/25/2021 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

Utilities 
In Franklin County, the majority of sewer waste disposal is via septic 
systems, which are usually private systems serving only one 
household but occasionally may serve several homes. The Benton-
Franklin Health District oversees the issuance of septic system 
permits throughout Franklin County. 

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? 

Mentioned in Land Use element but not in the housing element.  
Land Use 
In Franklin County, residential developments within rural lands are 
generally low density, with parcels varying between one and two 
acres to five acres in size that are served by individual wells and 
septic tanks as well as private roads. Policies under land use 
element require that developments meet standards for sewer/ septic 
prior to final plat or short plat approval. 

What did its capital facilities element cover? Not mentioned in the capital facilities element 

https://www.franklincountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/286/2018-2038-Franklin-County-Comprehensive-Plan-PDF
https://www.franklincountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/286/2018-2038-Franklin-County-Comprehensive-Plan-PDF
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Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Rural Lands Goal 1 Policy 2c.  
Require that development meet design standards for roads, rights-of-
way, sewer/septic, domestic water, lighting, and storm drainage, prior 
to final plat or short plat approval 
 
Natural environment element 
Goal 4, Policy 4 
Support the Benton-Franklin Health District to develop and 
implement septic tank and drain field standards that protect surface 
and ground water quality and human health. 
 
Utilities Goal 6, Policy 4a. 
Monitor the siting of new utility facilities so as to avoid or mitigate 
adverse environmental consequences. 
A. Determine the capability of land and natural systems when 
providing such facilities and services as storm water drainage and 
flood prevention, water, sewage/septic and solid waste disposal. 

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? No 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Yes 

Summary 

Franklin County relies primarily on septic systems for waste disposal 
and ensures their maintenance by supporting the Benton-Franklin 
Health District in developing and implementing standards to protect 
water quality and human health. The county requires compliance 
with design standards for septic systems before approving 
developments and monitors utility siting to minimize environmental 
impacts. 
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Appendix Table A-12. Garfield County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Garfield County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.garfieldcountywa.gov/media/5241 

Comp Plan Date 6/1/2019 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention?  

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? The plan notes that portions of the UGA, as well as rural parts of the County, are on septic. 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? A wastewater treatment facility is listed, but nothing specific to septic. 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Objective D (rural infrastructure standards) Policy 3: On-site systems should be used to treat and 
dispose of wastewater from uses on Resource Lands and in Rural Areas. On-site wastewater 
treatment systems should be designed and located to protect water quality in lakes, wells, and 
aquifers. New on-site system technologies may be used, when at least as effective as septic tanks 
and when approved by State and Local Health Agencies. On-site wastewater treatment systems 
in Rural Areas and Resource Lands should be designed, built, and operated as permanent 
methods of sewage disposal.  

https://www.garfieldcountywa.gov/media/5241
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Does the plan discuss environmental 
risks of septic systems? No 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

No 

 
 

Appendix Table A-13. Grant County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Grant County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.grantcountywa.gov/238/Grant-County-2018-
Comprehensive-Plan 

Comp Plan Date 6/1/2018 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

https://www.grantcountywa.gov/238/Grant-County-2018-Comprehensive-Plan
https://www.grantcountywa.gov/238/Grant-County-2018-Comprehensive-Plan
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If yes to above, what did it mention? 

Septic systems are included in multiple policies and discussed 
throughout the land use element. 
Section 9.5.4 of the Utilities element covers sewer systems, and 
notes:  "When adequately designed and installed, on-site septic 
systems can be appropriate for rural level development. Maintenance 
of such systems varies from excellent to none at all. Poorly 
maintained septic systems are a potential source of ground and 
surface water pollution and have been identified both at the state and 
local level as significant contributors to high nitrate levels in soil and 
to coliform bacteria in surface water." 
Essential Facilities Element notes that sewage treatment facilities are 
essential facilities. 
Section 11.2.2.3.2 of the Natural Settings and Water Resources 
Element discusses septic systems and groundwater quality. It states: 
"Septic (on-site sewage) systems that are improperly sited, operated, 
or maintained can affect groundwater quality by discharging 
contaminants to groundwater. WAC Chapter 246-272A regulates on-
site sewage system location, design, installation, operation, 
maintenance, and monitoring to limit the discharge of contaminants 
and to minimize public health impacts from septic systems. The 
Grant County Health District is the authority in Grant County 
regarding on-site sewage systems." 
Environmental Analysis mentions malfunctioning on-site sewage 
systems as a source of contaminants for water and lists compliance 
with development standards and County Health District regulations 
as mitigation. 

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? 

Land use element: It is noted that rural residential development tends 
to be on on-site septic systems. A discussion of rural services notes: 
"The absence of adequate services poses many public health and 
safety problems. For instance, it increases the danger for septic 
system failures, well contamination, and congestion of roads." 
Descriptions of zoning types note where densities are limited by the 
ability of area soils to support on-site sewage disposal. 
Not mentioned in housing element. 
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What did its capital facilities element cover? Septic is not mentioned. 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Policy RU-3.1: "Limited areas of more intense rural development 
(LAMIRD) should be provided on land exhibiting existing intense 
patterns of development and lifestyle preferences. Mixed-use areas 
comprised of high-density residential, small-scale industries and 
businesses, and public facilities may be located in rural areas that 
meet the following criteria: ...Where soil conditions are able to handle 
the cumulative long-term impacts of on-site sewage disposal without 
adverse impacts to ground and surface waters ..." 
Policy RU 7.4: "RU-7.4: Residential sewage generated from rural 
development should be treated via individual onsite septic systems, 
or other method approved by the Grant County Health Officer. 
Community systems or de-centralized treatment systems may be 
used in Rural Villages and Rural Communities. Municipal sewer 
collection and/or treatment systems should only be extended outside 
the boundary of a UGA in response to an identified public health 
hazard." 
Policy NS-2.2: "NS-2.2: Encourage cluster developments that 
implement shared community sewage disposal systems instead of 
dispersed individual septic systems." 
Policy NS-9.4: "NS-9.4: Support the Grant County Health District to 
develop and implement septic tank and drain field standards that 
protect surface and groundwater quality and human health." 

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? Yes 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Yes 
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Appendix Table A-14. Grays Harbor County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Grays Harbor County 

GMA Status Partially Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.graysharbor.us/departments/public_services/planning_division/planning_infor
mation/comprehensive_plan.php 

Comp Plan Date  

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention?  

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? No Housing Element, Land use element does not appear to include septic 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

Mentions wastewater treatment facility, no mention of septic, septage, on-site sewage 
disposal or biosolids 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

 

Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

No 

https://www.graysharbor.us/departments/public_services/planning_division/planning_information/comprehensive_plan.php
https://www.graysharbor.us/departments/public_services/planning_division/planning_information/comprehensive_plan.php
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Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

No 

Summary Grays Harbor County does not appear to include discussion of wastewater or septage in 
their planning. 

 

Appendix Table A-15. Island County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Island County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/270/Full-Comprehensive-Plan-
PDF?bidId= 

Comp Plan Date 12/13/2016 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 
Notes that Clinton "has been experiencing major problems as septic systems age and collapse." 
 
Natural Resources section notes septic system effluent as a source of chloride in the environment. 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? 

Policies related to placement of different zoning areas call for consideration of the suitability of 
areas for on-site septic systems. 

https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/270/Full-Comprehensive-Plan-PDF?bidId=
https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/270/Full-Comprehensive-Plan-PDF?bidId=
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What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

Element notes: "Intensively developed residential areas with septic tank drainfields require close 
monitoring to protect water quality.  Alternative sewage treatment solutions may be needed for 
areas where concentrations of septic tank failures occur, yet population density will not support 
development of regionally centralized sewage treatment facilities." 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Policy LU 6.4: "Consider the long term availability of known and/or verifiable water supplies, the 
general suitability of the area for on-site septic systems, the presence of geologically unstable 
areas, and the presence of flood or tsunami hazards when establishing density." 
 
Policy LU 8.4: "Permit the use of open space areas in Planned Residential Developments for off-
site wells, septic systems, trails and walkways, and, where desired by applicants, permit trail 
systems through open space areas to neighboring properties as connections to other trail 
systems." 
 
Policy LU 9.1: "Maintain development patterns in Rural (R) areas that provide primarily for low 
density rural residential use, while also considering the long term availability of known and/or 
verifiable water supplies, the general suitability of the area for on-site septic systems, the 
presence of geologically unstable areas, and the presence of flood or tsunami hazards." 
 
Policy LU 10.1: "Maintain parcel patterns in Rural Agricultural (RA) areas that provide for rural 
agricultural and rural residential use, while also considering the long term availability of known 
and/or verifiable water supplies, the general suitability of the area for on-site septic systems, the 
presence of geologically unstable areas, and the presence of flood or tsunami hazards. " 

Does the plan discuss environmental 
risks of septic systems? Yes 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

No 

Summary Risk of contamination from septic systems discussed. Policies include consideration of septic 
systems in siting development. 

Additional Notes Comp Plan is in process of being updated by 12/2025 
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Appendix Table A-16. Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Jefferson County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.co.jefferson.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/18001/J
efferson-CP-2018_12 

Comp Plan Date 12/1/2018 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 
From the plan foundation, it is stated that the UGA in Jefferson 
County relies entirely on septic systems for wastewater 
treatment. This includes de facto UGAs. 

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? 

Mentioned in the Land Use element but not in the housing 
element. From the land use section, some residential areas 
have smaller lots that may need consolidation to meet modern 
septic, water, and critical area standards, as these factors can 
reduce developable land by 30-50%. Brinnon, a Rural Village 
Center in Jefferson County, relies on septic systems with 
known issues, prompting efforts like feasibility studies for 
wastewater treatment expansion, pollution correction projects, 
and policies supporting flexible lot sizes and urban 
development plans accommodating septic systems. 

https://www.co.jefferson.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/18001/Jefferson-CP-2018_12
https://www.co.jefferson.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/18001/Jefferson-CP-2018_12
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What did its capital facilities element cover? 

Under the capital facilities element, the plan seeks to 
encourage the development of community septic systems in 
Rural Centers to protect public health, and the environment, 
and foster a reliable, integrated collection system. This way 
areas with water quality concerns associated with septic 
systems can resort to sewage treatment options 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Policy CF-P-6.2 Encourage development of community septic 
systems in Rural Centers to protect public health, the 
environment, and foster a reliable, integrated collection 
system. In areas with water quality concerns that are or appear 
to be related to problems associated with individual septic 
systems, Jefferson County supports utilizing a range of 
sewage treatment options, including community drainfields and 
centralized systems, subject to State law.  
 
Policy LU-P-11.4 Promote best management practices and 
voluntary open space conservation to protect critical areas in 
land use regulations related to septic systems, forest 
management, agricultural practices, industry, and other 
development.  
 
Policy LU-P-20.7 Allow minimum lot sizes within the 
designated boundaries of Rural Village Centers (RVC) which 
are flexible and determined by such considerations as: septic 
or sewer availability, potable water availability, zoning, and 
building regulations such as setbacks and parking 
requirements, fire prevention measures, and community 
character.  
 
Policy LU-P-32.6 Consider Urban Growth Area development 
plans that allow urban development on septic systems or 
alternative wastewater treatment systems in a site design 
process, such as a binding site plan, subdivision or shadow—
plat, that ensures future urban development will not be 
precluded, and develop regulations that facilitate urban infill in 
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areas previously developed or platted at sub urban densities, 
including multiple accessory dwelling units.  
Policy LU-P-32.7 Provide incentives for affordable housing 
through planned urban densities initially on septic systems.  
 
Policy LU-P-33.6 In addition to the LOS adopted for public 
facilities in the Capital Facilities and Utilities Element of this 
Comprehensive Plan, adopt Urban LOS standards for the 
following capital facilities and public services in the Port 
Hadlock / Irondale Unincorporated Urban Growth Area:  
a. On-Site Septic Sewage Treatment and Disposal: Per 
Jefferson County Code Chapter 8.15 (On-Site Sewage 
Disposal Systems)  
 
Policy EN-P-2.4 Promote best management practices and 
voluntary open space conservation to protect critical areas in 
land use regulations related to septic systems, forest 
management, agricultural practices, industry, and other 
development. 

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? No 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Yes 

Summary 

Franklin County relies primarily on septic systems for waste 
disposal and ensures their maintenance by supporting the 
Benton-Franklin Health District in developing and 
implementing standards to protect water quality and human 
health. The county requires compliance with design standards 
for septic systems before approving developments and 
monitors utility siting to minimize environmental impacts. 
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Appendix Table A-17. King County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan King County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan 

https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-
county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-
planning/2016compplanupdate/2022updateto2016-
asamended/2016_kccp_kingcountycomprehensive_plan-
updated_12062022_with_ord_19555.pdf?rev=09dfcfcf75b6457092
15832e6ed42d66&hash=3F362F136FC5B7FB74D6CA3FE6CDA973 

Comp Plan Date 12/5/2016 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? Environment element includes discussion of pollutants from failing 
septic systems.  

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? Discussed in rural areas element. 

What did its capital facilities element cover? Discussed in services, facilities, and utilities element 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

R-303: Rural Area zoned properties should have low residential 
densities that can be sustained by minimal infrastructure 
improvements such as septic systems and rural roads, should cause 
minimal environmental degradation and impacts to significant historic 
resources, and that will not cumulatively create the future necessity 
or expectation of urban levels of services.   
 

https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/2016compplanupdate/2022updateto2016-asamended/2016_kccp_kingcountycomprehensive_plan-updated_12062022_with_ord_19555.pdf?rev=09dfcfcf75b645709215832e6ed42d66&hash=3F362F136FC5B7FB74D6CA3FE6CDA973
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/2016compplanupdate/2022updateto2016-asamended/2016_kccp_kingcountycomprehensive_plan-updated_12062022_with_ord_19555.pdf?rev=09dfcfcf75b645709215832e6ed42d66&hash=3F362F136FC5B7FB74D6CA3FE6CDA973
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/2016compplanupdate/2022updateto2016-asamended/2016_kccp_kingcountycomprehensive_plan-updated_12062022_with_ord_19555.pdf?rev=09dfcfcf75b645709215832e6ed42d66&hash=3F362F136FC5B7FB74D6CA3FE6CDA973
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/2016compplanupdate/2022updateto2016-asamended/2016_kccp_kingcountycomprehensive_plan-updated_12062022_with_ord_19555.pdf?rev=09dfcfcf75b645709215832e6ed42d66&hash=3F362F136FC5B7FB74D6CA3FE6CDA973
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/2016compplanupdate/2022updateto2016-asamended/2016_kccp_kingcountycomprehensive_plan-updated_12062022_with_ord_19555.pdf?rev=09dfcfcf75b645709215832e6ed42d66&hash=3F362F136FC5B7FB74D6CA3FE6CDA973
https://cdn.kingcounty.gov/-/media/king-county/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/2016compplanupdate/2022updateto2016-asamended/2016_kccp_kingcountycomprehensive_plan-updated_12062022_with_ord_19555.pdf?rev=09dfcfcf75b645709215832e6ed42d66&hash=3F362F136FC5B7FB74D6CA3FE6CDA973
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E-499i: King County should work with landowners, other jurisdictions, 
the state Department of Health, sewer districts, and the Puget Sound 
Partnership to proactively address failing septic systems with a 
priority in environmentally sensitive areas, including constrained 
shoreline environments.  
 
F-264: "Except as otherwise provided for in this policy, public sewer 
service shall be prohibited in the Rural Area or on Natural Resource 
Lands. Public sewer service may be expanded to the Rural Area or 
to Natural Resource Lands only: Where needed to address specific 
health and safety problems threatening the sue of existing structures 
and the use of septic or other onsite wastewater systems has been 
determined by King County to be not feasible; or..." 
 
F-281: "King County should monitor onsite wastewater systems that 
have shown evidence of failure or potential for failure.  The data 
should be used to correct existing problems and prevent future 
problems.  King County should analyze public funding options for 
correcting on-site wastewater system failures and only as a last 
resort in Rural and Natural Resource Lands, and as otherwise 
consistent with this plan, conversion to community sewage systems 
or installation of public sewers." 
 
F-282a: "King County should work with landowners, other 
jurisdictions, the state Department of Health, sewer districts, and the 
Puget Sound Partnership to develop effective strategies and 
additional resources for working with landowners to provide technical 
assistance and requested support regarding managing onsite septic 
systems, and proactively addressing failing septic systems in 
environmentally sensitive areas." 
 
R-303: Rural Area zoned properties should have low residential 
densities that can be sustained by minimal infrastructure 
improvements such as septic systems and rural roads, should cause 
minimal environmental degradation and impacts to significant historic 
resources, and that will not cumulatively create the future necessity 
or expectation of urban levels of services.  
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Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? Yes 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Yes 

Summary 
Risk of contamination from septic systems discussed. Policies to 
proactively manage contamination risks from septic systems are 
included in the plan. 

Additional Notes Update in process 

 
 

Appendix Table A-18. Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Kitsap County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.kitsap.gov/dcd/Pages/2016_Comprehensive_Plan.aspx 

Comp Plan Date 6/30/2016 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

https://www.kitsap.gov/dcd/Pages/2016_Comprehensive_Plan.aspx
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If yes to above, what did it mention? 

The policies focus on coordinating utilities and services in densely populated areas like 
Manchester and Gorst, addressing the impacts of septic systems on groundwater, and 
encouraging connection to sewer systems when septic capacity is exceeded. Keyport 
policies emphasize monitoring and addressing failed septic systems, particularly those 
affecting water quality in Dogfish Bay and Liberty Bay, and promoting sewer connections 
for properties near critical areas. 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? No 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

The capital facilities element focuses on coordinating utilities in densely populated areas 
like Manchester and Gorst, addressing the impacts of septic systems on groundwater, 
and promoting connections to sewer systems when septic capacity is exceeded. Keyport 
policies emphasize monitoring, addressing failed septic systems, and encouraging 
properties near critical areas or shorelines to connect to the sewer system, particularly to 
protect water quality in nearby bays. 
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Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Septic  
CapF and Utilities Policy 32. Consider the impacts of septic systems on groundwater 
quality and quantity. 
Manchester Goal 11. Work with Kitsap Public Health District and Kitsap Sewer Utility to 
establish clear communication between government agencies as it relates to septic and 
sewer issues. 
Keyport Policy 20. Encourage all new construction and remodel projects involving an 
increase in sewage beyond the existing capacity of the septic system to connect to sewer 
if within 200 feet of an existing line. 
Keyport Policy 21. Immediately address failed septic systems. 
Keyport Policy 30. Work with the Kitsap Health District to monitor private septic systems 
and immediately respond to any failed system within Keyport that may flow into Dogfish 
Bay or Liberty Bay. 
On-site Sewage 
CapF and Utilities Policy 33. Support Kitsap Public Health District efforts to identify and 
correct failing on-site sewage systems. 
Environmental Considerations 
Keyport Policy 22. Encourage property owners on shorelines or near other critical areas 
to connect to the sewer system. 
Keyport Policy 30. Work with the Kitsap Health District to monitor private septic systems 
and immediately respond to any failed system within Keyport that may flow into Dogfish 
Bay or Liberty Bay. 

Does the plan discuss environmental 
risks of septic systems? Yes 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Somewhat 
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Summary 

The plan focuses on coordinating utilities in densely populated areas like Manchester 
and Gorst, addressing the impacts of septic systems on groundwater, and promoting 
connections to sewer systems when septic capacity is exceeded. Keyport policies 
emphasize monitoring, addressing failed septic systems, and encouraging properties 
near critical areas or shorelines to connect to the sewer system, particularly to protect 
water quality in nearby bays. 

 

Appendix Table A-19. Kittitas County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Kittitas County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/uploads/documents/cds/comp-
plan/2021/2021%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf 

Comp Plan Date 12/1/2021 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention?  

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? Yes, both. 

https://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/uploads/documents/cds/comp-plan/2021/2021%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf
https://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/uploads/documents/cds/comp-plan/2021/2021%20Comprehensive%20Plan.pdf
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What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

The plan emphasizes that public sewers should be the primary method for wastewater treatment in 
new developments. It also outlines that individual developments must meet service standards for 
sewage disposal, and in areas where public sewer systems or water systems lack capacity, 
development should be deferred until the services are upgraded to meet the standards. 
Additionally, it highlights the need for coordinated efforts to ensure that the extension of services 
supports both current and planned growth without overburdening existing infrastructure. 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Land Use Element 
2.2.4        Future Challenges: Nonconforming Lots – talks about how there are approximately 
5,900 nonconforming lots that fall below the minimum lot size for rural areas. While they are 
capable of being developed, meeting minimum lot size necessary for a septic system and a 
well would be difficult. 
LU-P34: Construction of a MPR and all necessary on-site and off-site capital facilities and 
utilities infrastructure must be concurrent.  
Rural and Resource Lands   
RR-P56:         Developments located for commercial, residential/recreational purposes, such as 
Master Planned Resorts or Planned Unit Developments, shall have adequate water, septic and 
public facilities to service such development without over-burdening the County public services.   
Capital Facilities and Utilities 
Objective 3:        Public and private facilities and services should be provided at levels 
necessary to support anticipated growth and development per the Comprehensive Plan. The 
facilities and services needed to support this growth and development include: sewage 
disposal, solid waste disposal, water, surface water management, police and fire protection, 
parks and open space and other public utilities. 
7.1.4 Sewage Treatment and Disposal 
2.        New on-site systems should only be allowed in limited areas for small scale 
development where public sewers are not feasible. 
3.        On-site wastewater treatment should be designed and located to protect water quality in 
lakes, streams, wells and aquifers, in compliance with District standards. 
4.        Operation and maintenance standards should be established for all areas served by on-
site systems. Special programs, including inspections and regular pumping of tanks, should be 
established in all areas with a high risk of system failure. 
5.        On-site systems that create health or pollution problems should be repaired or replaced. 
Provision of public sewers to these areas should be considered an option. 
6.        On-site wastewater systems should be monitored for evidence of existing or potential 
failures and the data should be used to correct problems and prevent future problems. 
7.        Solid waste should be handled and disposed in ways that minimize land, air and water 
pollution, and protect public health. 
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Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

Yes 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Somewhat 

Summary 
Overall, the chapter emphasizes sustainable management of sewage treatment through well-
maintained on-site systems, proper infrastructure, and stringent regulations to safeguard water 
quality and public health. 

 

Appendix Table A-20. Klickitat County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Klickitat County 

GMA Status Partially Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.klickitatcounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/13818/Klickitat-County-
Comp-Plan-091316 

Comp Plan Date 10/1/2013 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

https://www.klickitatcounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/13818/Klickitat-County-Comp-Plan-091316
https://www.klickitatcounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/13818/Klickitat-County-Comp-Plan-091316
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If yes to above, what did it mention? 

Under the environment/land element, it is said that soil characteristics like texture, depth to 
bedrock, and permeability are crucial for land use planning, especially for septic systems, building 
foundations, and road construction. Ignoring these constraints can lead to water contamination 
and slope instability, with slope stability and differential settlement being key geologic 
considerations. 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? Mentioned in the Land Use element but not in the housing element 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? The plan does not have a capital facilities element 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Environmental Goal 8 
Where severe soil limitations coincide with other lighting factors such as geologic instability or 
surface flooding, natural slopes without providing compensating measures to stabilize the slopes. 
Otherwise, firm earth materials may be weakened by overwatering from septic tank drain fields 
and irrigation of lawns and fields, the two major geologic factors to consider under land use 
planning are slope stability and different settlements  

Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

No 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

No 

Summary There is a concern on sloped resulting in firm earth materials being weakened by overwatering 
from septic tank drain fields and irrigation of lawns and fields 

Additional Notes The comprehensive plan they have is that of 1979 and this is a scanned copy.  
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Appendix Table A-21. Lewis County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Lewis County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://lewiscountywa.gov/departments/community-
development/adopted-plans/ 

Comp Plan Date 2/8/2021 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

The Land Use Element and Utilities and Capital Facilities policies 
focus on managing wastewater and septic systems in rural and 
urban areas. They emphasize the use of septic systems in areas with 
suitable soil, support the development of centralized wastewater 
treatment in urban growth areas (UGAs), and encourage innovative 
treatment methods to reduce costs. The policies also aim to protect 
water quality, limit sewer line extensions, and ensure that utility 
projects respect environmental limits while accommodating 
development in designated areas. 

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? Yes, the Land Use element. The Housing element did not mention septic.  

https://lewiscountywa.gov/departments/community-development/adopted-plans/
https://lewiscountywa.gov/departments/community-development/adopted-plans/
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What did its capital facilities element cover? 

The policies involving wastewater focus on improving collection and 
treatment facilities within urban growth areas (UGAs) and rural 
development zones, while limiting sewer line extensions outside 
these areas unless addressing health or contamination issues. They 
encourage properties to connect to available systems, support 
constructing a sewer system in the Packwood LAMIRD, and aim to 
reduce treatment costs through innovative sewage and biosolid 
management approaches. 
The policies involving sewage and biosolids aim to reduce the costs 
of wastewater treatment facilities by exploring alternative and 
innovative treatment methods, while ensuring that utility projects, 
including sewage disposal, are designed and constructed in ways 
that respect the environmental limits of the area. 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Land Use Element 
Septic – referenced use of septic systems in rural and resource land 
development.  
POLICY NE 3.1        Encourage development on septic systems to 
occur in areas with few soil limitations for drainfields to help prevent 
the contamination of groundwater supplies. 
POLICY NE 3.2        Nurture the establishment of public education 
campaigns, septic replacement efforts, and/or septic operation and 
maintenance programs where surface water bodies are impacted by 
excess nutrients (as a result of septic systems).   
POLICY NE 6.3        Ensure that land use activities and septic tank 
discharges do not pollute stormwater runoff that degrades surface or 
groundwater. 
Wastewater – Centralized wastewater treatment is the most 
referenced in rural and resource land development for more 
developed areas, with septic systems being the other option.  
POLICY RURAL 3.1          Ensure that rural public facilities and 
services are provided at levels that are consistent with the 
preservation of rural character and in the historical and typical 
manner that is found in rural Lewis County. Use development 
regulations to ensure that water, wastewater treatment and other 
services are consistent with established standards.   
POLICY RURAL 3.3          Ensure that lots within new land divisions 
are appropriately sized and configured for private wells and 
wastewater treatment facilities (when those facilities will be used). 
POLICY RURAL 8.1          Consider the locations in Map LU-2 as the 
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existing areas of rural residential settlement. These settlements have 
been classified in accordance with 36.70.070(5)(d)(i), and typically 
consist of: • Rural residential areas that have existing densities 
greater than one unit per five acres;  • Platted areas where lots have 
already been developed; or • Limited infill areas where water and 
wastewater disposal provide for lots that are smaller than typical rural 
development. 
Utilities and Capital Facilities 
UCF GOAL 11.0        Enhance wastewater collection and treatment 
facilities to support development within designated UGAs, certain 
areas of more intensive rural development, and areas where known 
pollution or health hazards exist. 
POLICY UCF 11.1          Limit the extension of sewer lines outside of 
urban growth areas and the boundaries of water/sewer districts, 
LAMIRDs, and the other special areas mentioned in Appendix A, 
except when necessary to correct documented groundwater 
contamination, or existing or impending health hazards.   
POLICY UCF 11.3        Encourage properties within wastewater 
service areas to hook to the available system. 
POLICY UCF 11.4        Work to construct a sewer system within the 
Packwood LAMIRD.   
POLICY UCF 11.5          Strive to minimize the cost of existing and 
future wastewater treatment facilities through strategies such as the 
consideration of alternative and/or innovative approaches to sewage 
and biosolid treatment and disposal.   
POLICY UCF 11.1          Strive to minimize the cost of existing and 
future wastewater treatment facilities through strategies such as the 
consideration of alternative and/or innovative approaches to sewage 
and biosolid treatment and disposal. 
POLICY UCF 11.5          Strive to minimize the cost of existing and 
future wastewater treatment facilities through strategies such as the 
consideration of alternative and/or innovative approaches to sewage 
and biosolid treatment and disposal.   
POLICY UCF 6.2                Design and construct utility and facility 
projects, such as storm water drainage, water withdrawals, and 
sewage disposal, to respect the environmental limits of the area in 
which they are proposed.   
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Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? Yes 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Somewhat 

Summary 

The Land Use Element outlines policies for septic systems and 
wastewater management in rural and resource land development. It 
emphasizes encouraging septic system use in areas with suitable 
soil, supporting septic system education and maintenance, and 
preventing contamination of water sources. It also highlights the 
importance of centralized wastewater treatment in developed areas 
and ensures that rural development adheres to standards that 
preserve the rural character and accommodate private wells and 
septic systems for new land divisions. 

Additional Notes The county is currently working on its 2025 comprehensive plan 

 

Appendix Table A-22. Lincoln County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Lincoln County 

GMA Status Partially Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.co.lincoln.wa.us/land-services/wp-
content/uploads/sites/22/2022/01/compplanFINAL_FULL-1.pdf 

Comp Plan Date 8/1/2019 

https://www.co.lincoln.wa.us/land-services/wp-content/uploads/sites/22/2022/01/compplanFINAL_FULL-1.pdf
https://www.co.lincoln.wa.us/land-services/wp-content/uploads/sites/22/2022/01/compplanFINAL_FULL-1.pdf
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Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? Cities and towns within the County have municipal water systems and sewage collection systems, 
while the majority of the rural residents rely on domestic exempt wells and on-site septic systems 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? There is no housing element 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

There is a public services, facilities and utilities element. Under facilities for sewage, the majority 
of the rural residents rely on domestic exempt wells and on-site septic systems 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Policy 2.6 - New development should be designed at appropriate densities to protect aquifer 
recharge areas and mitigate septic effluent to maintain clean drinking water and protect 
public health. 

Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

No 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Yes 

Summary 
most rural areas depend on individual wells and septic systems, accessed via county or private roads. 
New developments that are coming in should maintain appropriate densities to protect aquifer 
recharge areas and manage septic effluent, ensuring clean drinking water and public health. 

Additional Notes The Lincoln County 2019 comprehensive plan does not have a housing element and there is no 
capital facilities element. However, there is a public services, facilities & utilities element. 
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Appendix Table A-23. Mason County Comprehensive Plan Review 

  Answer 

County Comp Plan Mason County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://masoncountywa.gov/community-services/planning/2036-comp-plan-
update/index.php 

Comp Plan Date 2/17/2015 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

In its Citizens Guide: it specifically calls out wastewater recycling, onsite sewage 
systems, and a strong commitment to regular and ongoing monitoring to ensure systems 
work properly (pg 8) There are also some policies on it but not major policies in land use, 
housing, or rural. 
Land use, capital facilities, and utilities also discussed it. Land use it was addressed 
under master planned development policy. In capital facilities it discussed funding for 
wastewater treatment. In Utilities it discussed OSS but not policies 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? Yes. In land use. Not housing or rural. 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

Discussed services, facilities, costs, and funding of services.  
 
Sewer, solid waste, and wastewater but not septic.  
 
However, its Utilities Element discussed septic more than Capital Facilities, but no policies 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 

Chap 2 - CPPs  
10.1 -    In order to protect public health and water quality, septic systems and/or 

https://masoncountywa.gov/community-services/planning/2036-comp-plan-update/index.php
https://masoncountywa.gov/community-services/planning/2036-comp-plan-update/index.php
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their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

appropriate alternative disposal systems will be installed where appropriate in rural 
areas, according to adopted County health codes. Alternative sewage collection and 
treatment systems should be considered as an option when public health is in jeopardy, 
and or to correct environmental  
15 -   In areas within the Urban Growth Area, where public sewer and water are not 
available, subdivisions must be designed to allow more intensive development when 
such services become available. This can be accomplished on one of the following two 
ways:  
• Before annexation or before urban services are otherwise available at a property, 
subdivision shall be to urban densities. However, development may be allowed wherein 
non-urban services are provided on several lots in support of development on others.  
• Before annexation or before urban services are otherwise available on a property, 
subdivision of the property may provide for a number of lots meeting the definition of 
urban density while the remainder of the property is maintained as a single large lot. The 
large lot portion may be used to site non-urban type services such as wells and septic 
systems to serve development on the smaller, urban size, lots.  
Chap 3 - Land Use - under Master Development Policies 
1.3. Require that adequate road, water, drainage, sewer and/or septic capacity exist or is 
planned to meet the demands of the proposed development within the Master 
Development Plan. Consider alternative standards for utilities and roads that address 
rural and urban character and utilize low impact development techniques in harmony with 
the unique environmental characteristics of the area.  
Chap 11 - Health & Human Services 
Environmental Health  
1.4 The County sanitary code will include standards that ensure new and replacement 
on-site sewage systems are property designed, constructed and maintained to reduce 
risks to public health and surface water resources.  
1.5 The County will ensure that septic systems are property monitored and managed and 
failing systems are identified and promptly repaired.  
1.6 The County will ensure that wastes are managed to protect groundwater and surface 
water resources.  
1.8   The County will ensure that on-site sewage systems in urban growth areas that  
pose significant public health risk are converted to sewer upon availability. 
2.2  The County will permit solid waste facilities and assure they comply with permit 
conditions and applicable law to assure wastes are properly managed. 
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Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

Yes 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Yes 

Summary 

Mason's county plan is confusing with its structure in including CPPs, but does mention 
septic systems explicitly due to the rural nature of the county.  
 
Supporting documentation include Mason County's Solid Waste Management Plan and 
Solid Waste Investment Plan 

Additional Notes Comp plan is being updated in partnership with SCJ Alliance, with draft by June 2025 

 

Appendix Table A-24. Okanogan County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Okanogan County 

GMA Status Partially Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://cms9files.revize.com/okanoganwa/Comprehensive
%20Plan%20-%20Nov%204.pdf 

Comp Plan Date 11/4/2021 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

https://cms9files.revize.com/okanoganwa/Comprehensive%20Plan%20-%20Nov%204.pdf
https://cms9files.revize.com/okanoganwa/Comprehensive%20Plan%20-%20Nov%204.pdf
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If yes to above, what did it mention? 

Environment and natural resource element encourages 
collaboration with Okanogan County Public Health to develop 
policies for septic systems near critical aquifer recharge areas. 
The Resource Lands Element explains that residential 
development in agricultural resource lands is permitted based 
on zoning, water supply, on-site sewage capacity, and 
transportation access. 

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? 

Mentioned in the Land Use element and not Housing.  
Land use in rural areas must accommodate housing and 
businesses while ensuring water supply, septic capacity, and 
public services. Lot sizes should prevent contamination 
between septic and wells, and infrastructure must support 
more intensive development. 

What did its capital facilities element cover? The capital facilities element did not mention septic or sewage 
or any on-site disposal system 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Land Use    WR-4.8 Encourage working with Okanogan 
County Public Health on the development of policies for onsite 
septic systems near critical aquifer recharge areas.  
LU-1.2 Land use designations within rural lands must provide 
sufficient land for housing and business activities suitable to 
the rural areas. These designations must be compatible with 
physical and legally available water supplies, capacity of the 
area for on-site septic, and the ability to provide adequate 
levels of public services.  
RU-1.4 Minimum lot size shall be adequate to provide land for 
septic and well installations without cross contamination  
UN-2.5 Establish the existence of adequate roads, water, 
sewage/septic, power, fire suppression, and internet to support 
a more intense development  
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Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? No 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Somewhat 

Summary 

The plan encourages conformance to development standards 
such as lot sizes to ensure that areas are compliant with on-
site sewage disposal and the protection of potable water 
sources. The plan also encourages collaboration with 
Okanogan County Public Health to develop policies that will 
secure onsite septic systems near critical aquifer recharge 
areas.  

 

Appendix Table A-25. Pacific County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Pacific County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.co.pacific.wa.us/ordres/2020-2040-CompPlan-FINAL.pdf 

Comp Plan Date 4/1/2021 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

https://www.co.pacific.wa.us/ordres/2020-2040-CompPlan-FINAL.pdf
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If yes to above, what did it mention? 

New septic systems near Willapa Bay surpass State standards for effluent treatment, 
ensuring higher environmental protection. The critical areas and resource lands element 
contains a policy that promotes limiting land use intensity based on sewer availability and 
encourages cluster developments for shared sewage disposal systems over individual 
septic systems. 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? 

Mentioned in both the Land Use element and the Housing element. Under Land use, it 
states that The Seaview UGA line limits sewer extension to the west, with septic systems 
commonly used in rural activity centers, which are served by public water but maintain 
low-density development due to soil conditions and septic tank use. The County's policy 
restricts sewer and water services to situations of public health hazards, influencing 
zoning and density regulations, including those for Transitional Forest Lands, which have 
a density limit of one unit per five acres based on environmental suitability. Under 
housing, it states that despite the availability of undeveloped residentially-zoned land in 
the unincorporated county, the addition of affordable housing is hindered by factors such 
as minimum acreage requirements, environmental regulations, and high costs for land, 
utilities, water supply, and on-site sewage treatment. These constraints make it 
challenging to expand the county’s affordable housing stock. 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

Under the Capital facilities element, it states that property owners in unincorporated 
Pacific County are individually responsible for the maintenance and servicing of their 
septic systems. 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Policy LU-2.7: Residential sewage in rural areas should be treated via individual or 
neighborhood septic systems, or by other methods approved by the County Health 
Officer. Municipal sewer treatment systems should be extended beyond UGAs only in 
response to an identified public health hazard. 
Policy R-7.2: The establishment of land use intensity limitations based on the availability 
of sanitary sewers should be encouraged. Cluster developments are encouraged 
because of the potential for shared, 
community sewage disposal systems instead of dispersed individual septic systems. 
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Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

No 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Somewhat 

Summary 
The plan supports treating residential sewage in rural areas with septic systems or 
approved methods, extending municipal sewer systems beyond UGAs only for public 
health hazards. 

 

Appendix Table A-26. Pend Oreille County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Pend Oreille County 

GMA Status Partially Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.pendoreille.gov/media/4791 

Comp Plan Date 1/1/2023 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

https://www.pendoreille.gov/media/4791
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If yes to above, what did it mention? 

The County does not maintain sewage treatment facilities. The 
primary method of sewage treatment in the rural parts of the 
County is through on-site systems provided by private 
developers, either for individuals or for larger developments. 
Northeast Tri-County Health and DOH regulate on-site septic 
systems 

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? 

Mentioned in Land Use Element and not in Housing Element. 
Residential land use patterns in Pend Oreille County range 
from areas of dispersed very large acreage residential parcels, 
to single residences on 2.5 acres with private wells and septic 
systems, to more densely settled rural subdivisions served by 
community water and/or sewer. 

What did its capital facilities element cover? The capital facilities element did not mention septic or sewage 
or any on-site disposal system 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

None 

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? No 
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Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

No 

Summary 
The plan does not give specific policies aimed at improving the 
management of septic systems, but it mentions Northeast Tri-
County Health and DOH as institutions that regulate septic 
systems in Pend Oreille County 

 

Appendix Table A-27. Pierce County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Pierce County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.piercecountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/140621/20240926_CompPl
anCompiled_FINAL_DRAFT 

Comp Plan Date 10/22/2024 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 
The  environment and climate change element has policies that aim to support routine 
septic maintenance and provide loans to low-income communities to help repair, 
upgrade, or replace failing septic systems  

https://www.piercecountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/140621/20240926_CompPlanCompiled_FINAL_DRAFT
https://www.piercecountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/140621/20240926_CompPlanCompiled_FINAL_DRAFT
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Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? 

Mentioned in the Land Use element and not the housing element. The land use element 
has a policy on how to discourage individual septic systems  

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

Capital facilities element, the county recognizes on-site septic systems as interim 
facilities and is exploring more decentralized systems 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

 
CFU-15.5 (CFU-15.5) Recognize that on-site sewage septic systems within the Urban 
Growth Area are considered interim facilities.  
CFU-15.5.1 (CFU-15.5.1) Explore strategies to expedite the extension of sewer or 
developing decentralized LOSS sites in areas with elevated environmental risks from 
small on-site septic systems.  
 
ENC-5.7 (NEW ENV-5.9A) Support TPCHD in enforcing existing state regulations 
regarding routine septic maintenance regulations through the expansion of an operation 
and maintenance program.  
ENC-5.8 (NEW ENV-5.9B) Continue to connect septic system owners in low-income 
communities outside of established sewer areas with affordable loans to help repair, 
upgrade, or replace failing systems.  
ENC-5.9 (NEW ENV-5.9C) Explore partnerships and opportunities to support financing 
the transition from septic to sewer.  

Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

No 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Yes 
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Summary 

The county designates rural areas as having individual services (septic tanks, water 
wells), some district services, and minimal roads. First, the county is seeking to start 
utilizing more sewer systems. Under maintenance, policies look at supporting routine 
septic maintenance and to provide loans to low income communities to to help repair, 
upgrade, or replace failing septic systems 

Additional Notes 
The county's comprehensive plan update was due December 31, 2024, and they have a 
draft plan available on their site. This is not the final plan and it has several markings in it 
but it is the final draft and it is complete enough to be used for this review. 

 

Appendix Table A-28. San Juan County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan San Juan County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.sanjuancountywa.gov/510/Comprehensive-
Plan 

Comp Plan Date 10/30/2022 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

https://www.sanjuancountywa.gov/510/Comprehensive-Plan
https://www.sanjuancountywa.gov/510/Comprehensive-Plan
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If yes to above, what did it mention? 

Under the water resource element, it mentions the on-site 
sewage system permitting and operation & maintenance. 
Health and Community Services (H&CS) implements SJCC 
Chapter 8.16 On-Site Sewage System (OSS) Disposal to 
protect public health by minimizing exposure to untreated 
sewage. This includes inadequately treated discharges from 
OSS that can affect surface and ground water. Permitting 
requirements for on-site sewage systems include vertical 
separation to groundwater and horizontal separation to surface 
water adopted by reference from WAC 246-272A.  

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? 
Mentioned in Land Use Element and not in Housing Element. 
Under land use, the availability of water and septic services 
are noted as the primary factors that limits residential density 
in residential rural development areas.  

What did its capital facilities element cover? 

The capital facilities element describes the types of services 
that exist for urban areas and rural areas and for rural areas, 
one of such services is the septic system. There was one 
policy in the capital facilities element that centered on 
collaboration 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Policy 7.3.C.  
5. Work cooperatively with independent sewer districts to 
develop fair and consistent policies and incentives to phase 
out private sewer/septic systems in areas served by 
community sewage treatment facilities.  

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? No 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Yes 
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Summary 
On-site sewage is well-regulated in San Juan County. Their 
Health and Community Services (H&CS) implements the San 
Juan County Code Chapter 8.16 to ensure that on-site sewage 
is well maintained. 

Additional Notes https://engage.sanjuancountywa.gov/2025-comp-plan-
update 

 

Appendix Table A-29. Skagit County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Skagit County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.skagitcounty.net/PlanningAndPermit/Documents/CompPlan2016/com
p-plan-2016-adopted-text-only.pdf 

Comp Plan Date 12/28/2015 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

https://www.skagitcounty.net/PlanningAndPermit/Documents/CompPlan2016/comp-plan-2016-adopted-text-only.pdf
https://www.skagitcounty.net/PlanningAndPermit/Documents/CompPlan2016/comp-plan-2016-adopted-text-only.pdf


 

 

  Septage Capacity Study | 160 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

In the rural element, it mentions that Similk Beach was designated a LAMIRD in 2002 to 
address their failing septic system. The element also includes some policies on how the 
county will address failing septic systems. The utilities element also states that the only 
utility problem in Skagit County is septic failures and water rights in the low-flow stream 
basin. However, the health department is working with the communities experiencing 
septic failures to find solutions that utilize improved septic treatment. That process 
involves testing existing systems and determining solutions to problems, most of which 
have been resolved. 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? 

Neither the Land Use element or the Housing element mentions septic systems, on-site 
sewage, or anything related 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

The capital facilities element did not mention septic or sewage or any on-site disposal 
system 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

policy 3A-3.4 The County’s public health responsibility for ensuring adequate wastewater 
treatment includes the determination of failing on-site septic systems, technical 
assistance to property owners, and actions to require necessary improvements. These 
services may include community plans and other strategies for creating 
area-wide solutions when surface waters or groundwater is threatened. 
 
policy 3C-1.9 Single-family residential densities for land designated as Rural Village 
Residential 
are: 
(a) 1 residential dwelling unit per acre, with public water and an approved onsite 
septic system; 
(b) 1 dwelling unit per 2.5 acres, with private water and an approved on-site 
septic system; 

Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

No 
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Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Yes 

Summary 
The county is experiencing septic failures and is working to address these.  The County 
has considered the feasibility of providing sanitary sewer service to some areas where 
public health issues have been raised due to failing on-septic systems, although they 
suggest that sewer service is prohibitively expensive.  

Additional Notes 
The county is in the process of updating its comprehensive plan. The project time line is 
copied here 
https://www.skagitcounty.net/Departments/PlanningAndPermit/2025CPA.htm 

 

Appendix Table A-30. Skamania County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Skamania County 

GMA Status Partially Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.skamaniacounty.org/home/showpublisheddo
cument/1385/637122005286830000 

Comp Plan Date 7/10/2007 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

https://www.skamaniacounty.org/home/showpublisheddocument/1385/637122005286830000
https://www.skamaniacounty.org/home/showpublisheddocument/1385/637122005286830000
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If yes to above, what did it mention? 

The environment element mentions that Septic system 
regulations are administered by the Skamania County Health 
Department, and are directed toward the protection of critical 
resources, which are not necessarily at the site of the potential 
pollutant source.  

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? The land use element briefly mentioned septic and individual 
sewage disposal but the housing element did not have any  

What did its capital facilities element cover? The capital facilities element did not mention septic or sewage 
or any on-site disposal system 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Policy LU.2.6: Building permits, septic tank permits, or other 
development permits issued by the County for any project will 
be in conformance with this Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Policy LU.5.7: Adequate on-site wells and septic systems 
should be properly installed, monitored and maintained in 
accordance with local and state health department 
requirements.  

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? No 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Yes 
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Summary 

A minimum lot size of two acres for places served by individual 
wells and sewage disposal systems. A minimum lot size of 
12,500 sf for areas served by public water and individual 
sewage disposal systems. 
The plan also seeks to ensure that septic tank permits are in 
conformance with the comprehensive plan and to ensure 
proper installation and maintenance as specified by the health 
department 

Additional Notes 
City has put out an RFP for consultants to help with their 
comprehensive plan update. RFP copied here 
https://www.skamaniacounty.org/home/showpublisheddo
cument/15565/638726203207970000 

 

Appendix Table A-31. Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Snohomish County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://snohomishcountywa.gov/2139/Comprehensive-Plan 

Comp Plan Date 11/29/2018 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? N/A 

https://snohomishcountywa.gov/2139/Comprehensive-Plan
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Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? There is no Land Use and Housing Element 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

Transmission and distribution water piping shall be separated at least 10 feet horizontally 
from on-site waste disposal piping, drainfields, and/or wastewater gravity or force mains 
whenever possible. 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

None 

Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

No 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

No 

Summary The plan briefly talks about the transmission and distribution of water piping for on-site 
waste disposal 

Additional Notes The county does not have all elements of a comprehensive plan. They only have a 
capital facilities plan, transportation element, and a parks and recreation element 

 

Appendix Table A-32. Spokane County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Island County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.spokanecounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/52538/Comp-Plan-2023-Printing?bidId= 

https://www.spokanecounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/52538/Comp-Plan-2023-Printing?bidId=
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Comp Plan Date 6/23/2020 

Did the plan have 
anything on 
wastewater, septage, 
on-site sewage 
disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what 
did it mention? 

Limited mentions of septics and on-site wastewater disposal, mostly to clarify that rural areas are served 
by septics and not sewers. 

Did its land use or 
housing element 
mention septic? 

Rural Land Use section states: "Typically, rural areas will be served by individual wells, on-site 
wastewater disposal, volunteer fire departments and low levels of police protection." Rural policies note 
that septic systems are the appropriate level of infrastructure for various rural land uses. 

What did its capital 
facilities element 
cover? 

Includes a goal and set of policies related to sanitary sewer systems, which focuses on wastewater/sewer 
systems and doesn't mention septic’s. 

Were there any 
goals, policies, or 
actions relating to 
septic systems, their 
capacities, or 
information 
gathering on this 
subject? 

Policy RL 1.2: "Designated rural lands shall have low densities which can be sustained by minimal 
infrastructure improvements such as septic systems, individual wells and rural roads without significantly 
changing the rural character, degrading the environment or creating the necessity for urban levels of 
service." 
 
Policy RL 3.1: "Designated rural lands shall have low densities which can be sustained by minimal 
infrastructure improvements, such as septic systems, individual wells and rural roads, without altering the 
rural character, degrading the environment or creating the necessity for urban level of services." 
 
Policy NR.2.1: "Designated agricultural and forest lands shall have low residential densities which can be 
sustained by minimal infrastructure improvements such as septic systems, individual wells and rural 
roads without degrading the environment or creating the necessity for urban levels of service. " 
 
Policy NR.2.2: "Services in resource land areas will be limited.  On-site septic systems, private wells or 
small, self-contained water systems, volunteer fire departments and minimal police protection will support 
residences at appropriate densities." 
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Does the plan 
discuss 
environmental risks 
of septic systems? 

No 

Does the plan 
include policies 
specifically aimed at 
improving 
management of 
septic systems/ 
reducing 
environmental risks? 

No 

Summary Limited mentions of septics and on-site wastewater disposal, mostly to clarify that rural areas are served 
by septics and not sewers. 

Additional Notes County is currently working on 2026 update 

 

Appendix Table A-33. Stevens County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Stevens County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan 

https://www.stevenscountywa.gov/files/documents/Steven
sCountyComprehensivePlan-
Volume11342111527120722AM.pdf 
https://www.stevenscountywa.gov/files/documents/Steven
sCountyComprehensivePlan-
VolumeIIwithoutallappendices1342111629120722AM.pdf 

Comp Plan Date 12/8/2022 
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Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 
In the rural development standards and uses, a minimum lot 
size is required for septic systems. The plan also supports the 
installation of on-site sewage.  

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? Neither the Land Use element or the Housing element 
mentions septic systems, on-site sewage, or anything related 

What did its capital facilities element cover? Capital facilities section does not mention anything related to 
septic systems, wastewater, septage or sewage 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Natural Resources Element 
NR-20 Support installation of on-site sewage systems that 
protect surface and groundwater quality and human health 

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? No 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

No 

Summary 
The plan talks about minimum lot size requirements for septic 
systems. The plan also supports the installation of on-site 
sewage.  
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Appendix Table A-34. Thurston County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Thurston County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan 
https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/departments/communi
ty-planning-and-economic-development/community-
planning/comprehensive-plan/current-comprehensive-
plan 

Comp Plan Date 11/12/2019 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

Funding from Ecology to convert septic systems to sewer; 
septic-related policy in utilities section; references to 
contamination from septic systems throughout Health element; 
noted as a source of pollution in Environment section; 
biosolids management program listed in capital facilities 
element;  

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? 

No mention in housing element.   
 
Land Use element includes a policy about septic systems; 
mentions septic systems as part of locational guidelines for 
two zoning designations. 

What did its capital facilities element cover? Proposed project to "Implement Biosolids Management 
Program." 

https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/departments/community-planning-and-economic-development/community-planning/comprehensive-plan/current-comprehensive-plan
https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/departments/community-planning-and-economic-development/community-planning/comprehensive-plan/current-comprehensive-plan
https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/departments/community-planning-and-economic-development/community-planning/comprehensive-plan/current-comprehensive-plan
https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/departments/community-planning-and-economic-development/community-planning/comprehensive-plan/current-comprehensive-plan
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Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Utilities Goal 3 Policy 3: "Require that land use and activities, 
including septic tank effluent, not generate polluted stormwater 
runoff that has the potential to release pollutants to the 
County’s municipal stormwater system or degrade surface or 
groundwater, including shellfish harvest areas." 
 
Environmental, Recreation, and Open Space Goal 2 Policy 13: 
"The county should encourage the use of no- and low-water 
use appliances and fixtures, particularly in conjunction with 
septic systems, to reduce the potential for groundwater 
contamination." 
 
Land Use Objective B Policy 5: "Individual septic systems 
should be the method for handling residential sewage in rural 
areas. Only in areas of identified health hazards or water 
quality problems should sewer systems be permitted. In such 
cases, the county should be the sewer and water provider." 

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? Yes 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Somewhat 

Summary Risk of contamination from septic systems discussed. Includes 
policies related to contamination that involve septics. 
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Additional Notes 

From Health element: "There are an estimated 16,744 septic 
systems within the city limits of Lacey, Olympia, and Tumwater and 
their associated urban growth areas. These release more than 3.5 
million gallons of liquid sewage each day. The cumulative result of 
urban septic systems is significant volumes of largely untreated 
effluent flowing unimpeded through the area’s porous soils to 
groundwater aquifers and, eventually, to surface waters. While septic 
system effluent represents about 20% of the volume of all local 
wastewater, it contains roughly 75% of the total nitrogen loading from 
wastewater. This contamination threatens water supplies and has led 
to the abandonment of some drinking water wells." 

 

Appendix Table A-35. Wahkiakum County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 
County Comp Plan Wahkiakum County 

GMA Status Partially Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.co.wahkiakum.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/2935/Comp-Plan-1984 

Comp Plan Date 1/20/2025 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

A majority of Wahkiakum County is served through septic tanks. However, the natural 
environment element mentioned that some of these septic systems are failing. This is 
because some natural hazards like subsidence (sinking soils), soil movement or creep, 
fault displacement, liquefaction of sand and clay, and the like have been ignored which 
have resulted in several issues in addition to failing septic systems. 

https://www.co.wahkiakum.wa.us/DocumentCenter/View/2935/Comp-Plan-1984
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Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? 

Mentioned in the Land Use element but not in the housing element. The land use 
element covered the requirements and policies aimed at maintaining the septic system. 
Regional Health District approval for on-site sewage disposal is required before 
preliminary plat approval, and overdevelopment in rural areas relying on private wells 
and septic systems is discouraged to protect public health and rural character. 
Commercial and industrial proposals must align with community character and consider 
impacts on wells and septic systems, while rural residential areas depend on essential 
utilities like electricity, telephone, well water, and roadway access at relatively low service 
costs.  

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

There is no capital facilities element. However, there is a public facilities and services 
element that talks about septic systems. Wahkiakum County does not provide any public 
sewer service. The majority of homes and businesses in the unincorporated communities 
are on septic tank and private wells  

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Land Use: Rural service areas  
Policy 1 
Over-development in rural service areas on private wells and septic tank sewage 
disposal systems should be discouraged in the interest of public health and preserving 
the rural character of the service areas. 
Policy 11 
New commercial and industrial proposals should be reviewed for consistency with the 
overall character of the community 
and their impact on the capacity of the wells and septic tank drain fields in the area. 

Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

No 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Yes 
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Summary 

Wahkiakum County relies primarily on septic systems and private wells, with Regional 
Health District approval required for on-site sewage disposal before plat approvals to 
ensure proper system capabilities. However, natural hazards such as soil subsidence 
and liquefaction have contributed to septic system failures, highlighting the need for 
better land use policies and hazard mitigation to maintain system functionality. 

Additional Notes 

I called the building and planning office and they said the only comprehensive plan they 
have is that of 1984 and this is a scanned copy. The only copy aside from this is a 
physical copy at the assessor's office and even that the pages have been messed up by 
someone. I used "I love pdf OCR" to convert the scanned pdf to Word and did the review 
on the Word document. 
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Appendix Table A-36. Walla Walla County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Walla Walla County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan 
https://www.co.walla-
walla.wa.us/document_center/commdev/planning/comp%
20plan/FINAL%20Walla%20Walla%20County%20Comp%2
0Plan%20(080519)%20(complete).pdf 

Comp Plan Date 8/5/2019 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 

In the introduction section, The gravel aquifer, which is 
hydraulically connected to the overlying surface streams, 
readily receives recharge from these surface flows. Due to its 
porous nature, the gravel 
aquifer is susceptible to contamination from surface pollutants, 
such as agricultural 
chemicals or leaking septic systems. 

Did its land use or housing element mention septic? 

Mentioned in the Land Use element and not in the housing 
element. In the land use element, it mentions Lowden, Dixie, 
Prescott, Rural residential Mill Creek, and most places in 
Burbank, these areas only have septic systems. In these 
areas, there are limited soils to support on-site sewage and in 
addition to the extensive use of on-site sewage disposal 
throughout the county, water passes quickly through the soil in 
these areas.  

https://www.co.walla-walla.wa.us/document_center/commdev/planning/comp%20plan/FINAL%20Walla%20Walla%20County%20Comp%20Plan%20(080519)%20(complete).pdf
https://www.co.walla-walla.wa.us/document_center/commdev/planning/comp%20plan/FINAL%20Walla%20Walla%20County%20Comp%20Plan%20(080519)%20(complete).pdf
https://www.co.walla-walla.wa.us/document_center/commdev/planning/comp%20plan/FINAL%20Walla%20Walla%20County%20Comp%20Plan%20(080519)%20(complete).pdf
https://www.co.walla-walla.wa.us/document_center/commdev/planning/comp%20plan/FINAL%20Walla%20Walla%20County%20Comp%20Plan%20(080519)%20(complete).pdf
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What did its capital facilities element cover? Capital facilities section does not mention anything related to 
septic systems, wastewater, septage or sewage 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

RL 10.4 Rural lands often have an established land use 
pattern that precludes urbanization and are generally served 
by septic tanks and individual wells or a small community 
water system and are anticipated to continue as such. 
Policy RL 3.5 Development should occur where soil conditions 
are able to handle 
the cumulative long-term impacts of on-site sewage disposal 
without adverse impacts to ground and surface waters. 
Policy RL 11.1 Allow development in the LAMIRD designation 
to occur where soil conditions are able to handle the 
cumulative long-term impacts of onsite sewage disposal 
without adverse impacts to ground and surface 
waters. 
 

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? Yes 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

Yes 

Summary 

The plan briefly talks about one issue that exists in Walla 
Walla County in relation to septic systems. Several cities and 
unincorporated areas in Walla Walla County use septic 
systems and there ius not enough soil to support this as such 
On site septic systems rely exclusively on purification of the 
effluent by microorganisms in the soil. High percolation levels 
do not allow microorganisms enough time to properly treat the 
effluent, which in turn, contributes further contaminants to the 
water supply. 
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Appendix Table A-37. Whatcom County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Whatcom County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.whatcomcounty.us/1171/Current-Comprehensive-Plan 

Comp Plan Date 8/9/2016 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site 
sewage disposal systems, or 
biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? 
In the utilities element, it states that Whatcom County does not currently own, operate, or 
maintain a sewage treatment facility or associated pumping stations or pipelines. 
Sewage treatment in the unincorporated county is primarily by septic system. Sewage 
treatment is primarily by septic system in the unincorporated areas of the County 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? Mentioned in Land Use Element and not in Housing Element 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

Capital facilities section does not mention anything related to septic systems, 
wastewater, septage or sewage 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

Policy 2EE-5: Ensure that adequate onsite wells and onsite sewage and septic systems 
are properly installed, monitored, and maintained. Provide technical assistance to 
property owners, and require necessary improvements when needed to protect health, 
safety and environmental quality.  
Policy 2EE-6: Promote better land use practices and protect water quality by 
encouraging landowners and developers to investigate and implement innovative 
subdivision, septic system designs, and stormwater management.  

https://www.whatcomcounty.us/1171/Current-Comprehensive-Plan
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Does the plan discuss 
environmental risks of septic 
systems? 

Yes 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Yes 

Summary The plan briefly talks about the environmental effect of pporly maintained septic systems 
which includes high nitrate levels in soil and coliform bacteria in surface water 

 

Appendix Table A-38. Whitman County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Whitman County 

GMA Status Partially Planning 

Link to Comp Plan 
https://www.whitmancounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/49
64/Whitman-County-Comprehensive-Plan---Adopted-July-
5-2022-PDF 

Comp Plan Date 7/5/2022 

Did the plan have anything on wastewater, septage, on-
site sewage disposal systems, or biosolids?  Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? See other answers 

https://www.whitmancounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/4964/Whitman-County-Comprehensive-Plan---Adopted-July-5-2022-PDF
https://www.whitmancounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/4964/Whitman-County-Comprehensive-Plan---Adopted-July-5-2022-PDF
https://www.whitmancounty.org/DocumentCenter/View/4964/Whitman-County-Comprehensive-Plan---Adopted-July-5-2022-PDF
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Did its land use or housing element mention septic? 
Mentioned in one land use policy as part of the considerations 
in allowing a zoning change for commercial and industrial 
uses. See column K. 

What did its capital facilities element cover? 
Brief mention that on-site sewage disposal is used throughout 
the majority of unincorporated Whitman County and that OSSs 
are reviewed and approved by Whitman County Environmental 
Health. 

Were there any goals, policies, or actions relating to 
septic systems, their capacities, or information gathering 
on this subject? 

Policy LU-4.3 - The County should require proposed industrila 
and commercial uses seeking a zoning change to allow said 
uses to locate on sites that meet the crtieria below...With an 
adequate water supply and sewage disposal system to serve 
the full development and operation of the planed uses..." 

Does the plan discuss environmental risks of septic 
systems? No 

Does the plan include policies specifically aimed at 
improving management of septic systems/ reducing 
environmental risks? 

No 

Summary 
Briefly mentioned to acknowledge use of septic in 
unincorporated areas and to note septic capacity as a 
consideration in allowing certain types of development. 
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Appendix Table A-39. Yakima County Comprehensive Plan Review 

Prompt Answer 

County Comp Plan Yakima County 

GMA Status Fully Planning 

Link to Comp Plan https://www.yakimacounty.us/846/Horizon-2040-Comprehensive-Plan 

Comp Plan Date 8/29/2017 

Did the plan have anything on 
wastewater, septage, on-site sewage 
disposal systems, or biosolids?  

Yes 

If yes to above, what did it mention? Natural settings element talks about the difficulty in creating septic systems due to slope. 
It also notes that areas that are isolated from services have poor ground for septic  tanks. 

Did its land use or housing element 
mention septic? 

It is mentioned in both Land Use element and the Housing element. In the Land Use 
element, it is mentioned in some policies. It is also mentioned under the creation of Rural 
self-sufficient areas. It can be found in some Rural Settlement LAMIRDs like Tampico 
and Outlook. Under housing, it is said that in some unincorporated areas there is 
stressed community septic systems and increasing population densities in specified 
unincorporated areas would encourage urban-level services that could prevent septic 
system failures. 

What did its capital facilities 
element cover? 

Achieving urban densities within Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) requires public water supply 
systems and regional sewer systems. Development relying on wells and septic systems leads 
to lower densities due to the land needed for well control zones and septic drainfields 

https://www.yakimacounty.us/846/Horizon-2040-Comprehensive-Plan


 

 

  Septage Capacity Study | 179 

Were there any goals, policies, or 
actions relating to septic systems, 
their capacities, or information 
gathering on this subject? 

LU-R 10.2 :Establish lot sizes which will make feasible individual wells and septic systems on 
each parcel, without unduly affecting nearby wells and septic systems. This lot size may vary 
depending on water availability and soil suitability for septic systems in each area.  
LU-R 11.4 : New development within the Remote Rural/Extremely Limited Development 
Potential category should be served by individual wells and septic systems.  
LU-ER-AG 1.17 :A second farm dwelling may be allowed on an agricultural parcel of at least 
twenty acres, subject to an administrative review. Siting approval should  
include location and capacity of the well(s) and septic system(s), road access, and impact on 
the agricultural productivity of the land. The property owner shall be required to sign a 
covenant stipulating that the second farm dwelling is intended for use by family or 
employees.  
 
Utilities: UT 11.1 :Development proposed for individual wells and septic systems should be 
allowed only at densities which meet self-sufficiency standards.  
UT 11.7 :Interim on-site approved septic systems may be permitted within the urban growth 
area if public sewer service is not available, only if:  
•        Ground water protection policies are enforced; and  
•        The design incorporates stub-outs to facilitate future hook-up; and  
•        The applicant agreed not to object to future Local Improvement Districts (LID) or hook-
up actions; and  
•        Land use densities and soil conditions allow for safe operation of the septic system.  

Does the plan discuss environmental 
risks of septic systems? No 

Does the plan include policies 
specifically aimed at improving 
management of septic systems/ 
reducing environmental risks? 

Yes 

Summary Briefly mentions ways of reducing pressure on septic systems by ensuring their location 
on smaller lot sizes. It  also seeks to encourage septic systems in unincorporated areas.  

Additional Notes They have updated their comprehensive plan and I used the current one called Horizon 
2040 
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Appendix B: Wastewater Projections  
from Growth Data 

Projections of the Total Resident Population for Growth Management 

Appendix Table B-1. 2022 Growth Management Population Projections by Year 

 2020* 2021** 2022** 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 
Washington State 7,706,310 7,766,975 7,864,400 8,748,039 9,406,820 10,043,320 10,660,617 11,262,964 11,853,278 

Adams 20,613 20,900 21,100 23,296 24,610 25,858 27,058 28,233 29,388 
Asotin 22,285 22,500 22,600 24,581 26,006 27,320 28,525 29,651 30,715 

Benton 206,873 209,400 212,300 238,560 255,501 272,005 288,124 303,953 319,548 
Chelan 79,141 80,000 80,650 89,082 96,710 104,044 111,117 117,996 124,721 
Clallam 77,155 77,750 77,625 85,816 89,024 91,835 94,274 96,396 98,274 

Clark 503,311 513,100 520,900 586,988 639,352 690,875 741,645 791,809 841,482 
Columbia 3,952 3,950 3,950 4,163 4,200 4,211 4,185 4,142 4,085 

Cowlitz 110,730 111,500 112,350 123,253 128,879 133,993 138,661 142,965 146,997 
Douglas 42,938 43,550 44,000 48,963 52,515 55,945 59,271 62,519 65,703 

Ferry 7,178 7,250 7,300 7,795 8,188 8,541 8,853 9,137 9,395 
Franklin 96,749 98,350 99,750 114,304 130,400 146,442 162,464 178,501 194,548 
Garfield 2,286 2,300 2,300 2,441 2,492 2,522 2,541 2,549 2,551 

Grant 99,123 100,800 101,800 113,551 123,176 132,526 141,665 150,669 159,567 
Grays Harbor 75,636 76,050 76,400 82,530 85,184 87,404 89,238 90,774 92,068 

Island 86,857 87,100 87,700 97,365 102,564 107,455 112,060 116,450 120,670 
Jefferson 32,977 33,100 33,350 37,353 40,784 44,090 47,284 50,365 53,357 

King 2,269,675 2,287,050 2,317,700 2,567,956 2,776,970 2,979,984 3,177,919 3,371,875 3,562,510 
Kitsap 275,611 277,700 280,900 309,140 337,507 364,872 391,380 417,222 442,539 

Kittitas 46,468 45,225 47,200 53,173 57,143 61,008 64,778 68,461 72,079 
Klickitat 22,735 23,000 23,150 25,515 27,092 28,583 30,004 31,361 32,666 
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 2020* 2021** 2022** 2025 2030 2035 2040 2045 2050 
Lewis 82,149 82,700 83,400 91,754 95,616 99,103 102,248 105,122 107,791 

Lincoln 10,876 10,900 11,050 11,982 12,597 13,147 13,651 14,105 14,541 
Mason 65,726 65,750 66,200 74,803 79,474 83,914 88,140 92,187 96,098 

Okanogan 42,104 42,350 42,700 46,329 49,745 52,946 55,958 58,827 61,584 
Pacific 23,365 23,425 23,600 25,930 26,788 27,508 28,101 28,577 28,973 

Pend Oreille 13,401 13,475 13,625 15,036 16,427 17,755 19,026 20,250 21,440 
Pierce 920,393 928,200 937,400 1,044,963 1,117,512 1,187,399 1,255,042 1,320,953 1,385,463 

San Juan 17,788 17,850 18,150 20,024 22,735 25,397 28,019 30,595 33,144 
Skagit 129,523 130,000 131,250 146,910 159,634 171,907 183,768 195,316 206,608 

Skamania 11,604 11,750 11,900 13,045 13,751 14,417 15,048 15,646 16,226 
Snohomish 827,957 837,800 847,300 951,570 1,023,820 1,094,295 1,163,254 1,231,038 1,297,841 

Spokane 539,339 542,100 550,700 608,092 649,417 688,854 726,624 763,083 798,495 
Stevens 46,445 46,725 47,050 52,179 57,057 61,745 66,257 70,635 74,905 

Thurston 294,793 297,800 300,500 339,104 363,211 386,639 409,440 431,732 453,608 
Wahkiakum 4,422 4,475 4,525 4,947 5,200 5,436 5,649 5,844 6,026 
Walla Walla 62,584 62,100 62,625 68,811 71,855 74,596 77,071 79,340 81,457 

Whatcom 226,847 226,300 231,650 259,547 279,846 299,569 318,762 337,551 355,998 
Whitman 47,973 44,600 47,800 52,541 54,128 55,536 56,794 57,931 58,976 

Yakima 256,728 258,100 259,950 284,647 299,710 313,644 326,719 339,204 351,241 
  

*OFM Adjusted Census **Estimate 
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Appendix Table B-2. 2022 GMA Projections Other than Population 

 

2050 
Housing 

Units 

Percentage in 
Incorporated 

Areas 

Population 
Assumed to be 

on Septic 

Volume of 
Septage 

Generated if 
Pumped Every 

5 yrs (gal) 

Volume of 
Septage 

Generated if 
Pumped Every 
5 yrs (gal/day) 

Volume of 
Septage 

Generated if 
Pumped Every 

10 yrs (gal) 

Volume of 
Septage 

Generated if 
Pumped Every 

10 yrs 
(gal/day) 

Washington 
State 

5,339,314       

Adams 13,238 42% 5,625 1,687,603 4,624 843,802 2,312 
Asotin 13,836 44% 6,052 1,815,559 4,974 907,779 2,487 

Benton 143,941 10% 13,870 4,160,967 11,400 2,080,483 5,700 
Chelan 56,181 35% 19,429 5,828,663 15,969 2,914,332 7,984 
Clallam 44,268 44% 19,385 5,815,589 15,933 2,907,794 7,967 

Clark 379,046 43% 164,355 49,306,524 135,086 24,653,262 67,543 
Columbia 1,840 40% 743 222,827 610 111,414 305 

Cowlitz 66,215 42% 27,981 8,394,203 22,998 4,197,102 11,499 
Douglas 29,596 57% 17,003 5,100,763 13,975 2,550,382 6,987 

Ferry 4,232 61% 2,594 778,209 2,132 389,105 1,066 
Franklin 87,634 9% 7,932 2,379,738 6,520 1,189,869 3,260 
Garfield 1,149 29% 332 99,608 273 49,804 136 

Grant 71,877 23% 16,840 5,052,135 13,841 2,526,068 6,921 
Grays 

Harbor 
41,472 36% 14,861 4,458,323 12,215 2,229,161 6,107 

Island 54,356 72% 39,035 11,710,587 32,084 5,855,293 16,042 
Jefferson 24,035 53% 12,729 3,818,829 10,463 1,909,414 5,231 

King 1,604,734 10% 153,875 46,162,472 126,473 23,081,236 63,236 
Kitsap 199,342 64% 127,301 38,190,356 104,631 19,095,178 52,316 

Kittitas 32,468 52% 16,741 5,022,198 13,759 2,511,099 6,880 
Klickitat 14,714 69% 10,222 3,066,516 8,401 1,533,258 4,201 
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Lewis 48,555 61% 29,818 8,945,398 24,508 4,472,699 12,254 
Lincoln 6,550 54% 3,566 1,069,917 2,931 534,959 1,466 
Mason 43,287 88% 38,230 11,468,965 31,422 5,734,483 15,711 

Okanogan 27,741 66% 18,283 5,484,887 15,027 2,742,444 7,514 
Pacific 13,051 74% 9,710 2,913,133 7,981 1,456,566 3,991 

Pend Oreille 9,658 81% 7,779 2,333,751 6,394 1,166,876 3,197 
Pierce 624,082 44% 271,607 81,481,966 223,238 40,740,983 111,619 

San Juan 14,930 89% 13,354 4,006,050 10,975 2,003,025 5,488 
Skagit 93,067 44% 40,490 12,146,883 33,279 6,073,441 16,640 

Skamania 7,309 79% 5,796 1,738,949 4,764 869,474 2,382 
Snohomish 584,613 43% 249,056 74,716,933 204,704 37,358,466 102,352 

Spokane 359,682 27% 98,251 29,475,242 80,754 14,737,621 40,377 
Stevens 33,741 79% 26,736 8,020,653 21,974 4,010,327 10,987 

Thurston 204,328 47% 96,889 29,066,732 79,635 14,533,366 39,817 
Wahkiakum 2,714 86% 2,332 699,746 1,917 349,873 959 
Walla Walla 36,692 26% 9,613 2,883,841 7,901 1,441,920 3,950 

Whatcom 160,359 42% 67,569 20,270,734 55,536 10,135,367 27,768 
Whitman 26,566 13% 3,497 1,049,070 2,874 524,535 1,437 

Yakima 158,217 34% 54,239 16,271,646 44,580 8,135,823 22,290 
  Total   517,116,167   1,416,757   258,558,084   708,378  
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Appendix C: Growth Projections 
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Appendix D: LOSS Operator Survey 
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Appendix E: WSALPHO  
Member Survey 
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