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Response to Comment G01-01 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

The King County Hearing Examiner, in his August 3, 2004, decision, found that the discussion in 
the Brightwater Final EIS of potential seismic impacts to the conveyance tunnels and pipelines 
was adequate under SEPA. The Supplemental EIS provides additional analysis of how the 
conveyance system and the treatment system on the Route 9 site could be affected by seismic 
conditions that exist on the site. 

Response to Comment G01-02 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment G01-03 

Plant facilities were not relocated as a result of determining the locations of Lineaments 4 and X. 
The layout of facilities, or the plant footprint, has been consolidated since issuance of the Final 
EIS to reduce construction and long-term operating and maintenance costs. 

To date, despite perhaps the most extensive seismic investigation for an environmental review of 
a project of this type anywhere in the Puget Sound region, neither USGS (the nation’s leading 
seismic experts) nor King County’s seismic team have identified any likely fault candidates 
between Lineaments 4 and X in the area of proposed new facilities. Please see Summary 
Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment G01-04 

Please see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment G01-05 

Conveyance structures are not considered treatment process structures, and are not subject to the 
same design criteria, because they are buried linear structures and behave differently than plant 
structures in an earthquake. The King County Hearing Examiner, in his August 3, 2004, decision, 
found the Brightwater Final EIS adequate for the conveyance system. The Supplemental EIS 
acknowledges that the conveyance line crosses Lineament X and that a risk of rupture is present, 
as it is for all linear facilities that cross potential faults. The standard of practice is to allow 
conveyance pipelines to cross fault lines, and design the pipelines to be repaired if damaged. As 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the Supplemental EIS, pipe connections within the treatment plant will 
be designed with flexibility to allow relative movement during strong ground shaking. Please see 
the Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards for additional discussion of design 
measures to minimize seismic impacts to the combined influent/effluent tunnel. 
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Response to Comment G01-06 

King County’s siting evaluation criteria did not change from "proximity to a fault" to 
“liquefaction potential.” Both criteria were considered in the siting process. As discussed in 
Section 1.5 of the Supplemental EIS, a two-phased approach was used by King County to screen 
potential treatment plant sites. As discussed, the E&E constraint of proximity to a known fault 
was applied during Phase 1 of the siting process when the number of potential sites was narrowed 
from 95 to 38. As further discussed in this same section of the Supplemental EIS, subsequent 
screening of remaining sites used policy criteria adopted by the King County Council to guide the 
process, including the consideration of liquefaction potential of sites to evaluate seismic 
conditions. 

Response to Comment G01-07 

The impacts from a system without a safety relief point have been analyzed in previous SEPA 
documents for the Brightwater proposal as well as in this Supplemental EIS. The impacts would 
be the same as those that would result from the No Action Alternative evaluated in the Final EIS 
for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (King County, 1998). Please see Summary Response 
on Scope of Supplemental EIS for a discussion of previous SEPA review. 

Overflows would occur with or without a safety relief point. The volume and frequency of 
overflows would be the same, but the location of the overflows would be different. A safety relief 
point would concentrate the overflows and discharge them at one point—near the mouth of 
Sammamish River where it flows into the north end of Lake Washington. If no safety relief point 
is built, the overflows would be dispersed at multiple locations along the conveyance line and into 
Lake Washington, the Sammamish River, and some streams. The Supplemental EIS describes the 
overflows and evaluates the impacts that would occur under worst-case conditions. Please see 
Chapters 4 and 5 and Figure 5-3 in the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment G01-08 

Please see Summary Response on 50-Year Design Life. 

Response to Comment G01-09 

Thank you for your comment. King County is aware of the potential consequences of failure of 
the Brightwater Treatment Plant facility, as described in the three worst-case scenarios presented 
in the Supplemental EIS. Although the risk of such a failure is remote, King County is including a 
number of safeguards in the treatment plant design and the emergency preparedness plan that 
would reduce the potential consequences of specific system failures.  

Please see Summary Responses on Seismic Design Standards and Understanding Seismic Risk. 

Response to Comment G01-10 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response indicates the sections of the Supplemental EIS 
that describe how King County would respond to emergencies at the Brightwater Treatment 
Plant. Chapter 3 of the Supplemental EIS describes how the Brightwater facility is being designed 
to minimize the risks identified in your comment. Potential alternative routes and other means of 
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access to the Brightwater site are discussed in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS. As noted in 
that chapter, helicopters could be used if roads were impassable. The use of helicopters would 
depend on their availability and regional priorities for their use. 

Response to Comment G01-11 

Electrical power for redundant power feed to the Brightwater Treatment Plant would be located 
on separate power poles from the main BPA SnoKing substation, which is located approximately 
5 miles offsite, to the intersection of SR-9 and 228th Street SE. From this intersection to the 
treatment plant substation, a distance of approximately 0.5 mile, both feeds will be on the same 
pole. In the unlikely event that one of the common poles were to fail, the power to the plant 
would be interrupted until such time as the poles were repaired and power restored.  

An essential services generator would be kept on the treatment plant site. It would not be sized to 
operate the entire treatment plant; however, it would be capable of supplying critical life-safety 
services, such as critical lighting and ventilation, and power for limited preliminary and primary 
treatment of wastewater and discharge of effluent to Puget Sound. With the available fuel supply, 
it is estimated that the essential services generator could operate for 48 hours at maximum output. 
However, if the generator were to operate at a reduced level, the fuel supply would be conserved 
and the generator could be operated for a longer period of time. An earthquake that was strong 
enough to eliminate power at the treatment plant for 48 hours would also be likely to disrupt the 
regional potable water delivery system, which would reduce wastewater flows to the treatment 
plant and result in less need for power. In addition, if power were available to the offsite influent 
pump station, influent could be stored and rerouted to other plants for treatment and discharge 
thus reducing the need for power at Brightwater. 

It is expected that temporary generation equipment would be available should the need for the 
essential services generator exceed the fuel supply. Most power is expected to be restored within 
72 hours.  

At some point, King County expects to add cogeneration and auxiliary power generation to 
Brightwater, as described in Table 3-2 of the Supplemental EIS. This additional onsite generation 
capability would provide sufficient power for complete treatment, disinfection, and discharge of 
the average wet-weather flow and for auxiliary treatment plant systems, including odor control. 

Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response. 
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Response to Comment G02-01 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Offsite environmental impacts to the City of Woodinville and its citizens, beyond those described 
for Little Bear Creek, would not be expected to occur as a result of an earthquake damaging the 
Brightwater Treatment Plant. Please see the response to Farris, Comment I11-36. 

Response to Comment G02-02 

The potential impacts from an earthquake occurring on Lineament X or at another hypothetical, 
unknown location on the site are adequately characterized in the Supplemental EIS. Mitigation is 
presented in the Supplemental EIS to address the impacts of all analyzed scenarios. Please see 
Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS and Summary Responses on Worst-Case Scenarios, 
Trenching, and Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment G02-03 

Thank you for your comment regarding a desire for King County to provide a containment berm 
to mitigate impacts resulting from failure of the digesters, aeration basins, and chemical storage 
under worst-case Scenario C.  

As discussed in the Supplemental EIS, King County would provide containment for bulk 
chemical storage that exceeds the minimum requirements of applicable building codes. Please see 
Summary Response on Chemicals for a discussion of potential impacts to Little Bear Creek from 
chemical releases. 

The entire contents of the aeration basins are belowground; thus, if the basins were to fail, they 
would release the contents into the surrounding ground, not onto the surface. If the contents were 
to enter the underdrain system, temporary plugs could be installed to isolate the contents before 
they could reach Little Bear Creek, and the surrounding soil and groundwater would be 
remediated as discussed in the groundwater section of Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS. As 
noted in the Supplemental EIS, the worst-case impact to Little Bear Creek would be failure of the 
digester tanks. Although this worst case is the most unlikely scenario to occur because there is no 
known or identified fault under the digesters, failure of the digesters would release a significant 
quantity of wastewater solids that would flow overland into the creek. King County recognizes 
the concerns of the City of Woodinville and will work with the City of Woodinville to develop 
feasible approaches that King County considers to be reasonable for mitigating potential impacts 
to Little Bear Creek resulting from failure of treatment facilities during an earthquake. 

Response to Comment G02-04 

Thank you for your comments. King County intends to build the Brightwater Treatment Plant to 
very high standards that will be protective of the environment and citizens of the area. 
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Response to Comment G02-05 

The piping systems within the treatment plant will be designed to isolate the process pipes from 
the liquid-holding structures and to minimize leakage should the pipes fail. Mitigation will 
include flexible joints near the wall as well as isolation valves and weir walls downstream and 
upstream in the piping systems. Isolation valves, in the form of flap valves, will be installed on 
the discharge side of piping that is entering liquid-holding structures; these valves close 
automatically when the flow direction is reversed. On the upstream, or inlet side of the piping, 
weir walls will be provided to isolate the piping from the main liquid-holding structures. This 
protection upstream and downstream will minimize the quantity of wastewater that would be 
released if the pipes were to fail. See Chapter 3 of the Supplemental EIS for additional discussion 
on measures being taken in the design to limit and mitigate the effects of a major earthquake at 
the Route 9 site. 

Response to Comment G02-06 

Thank you for your comment; please see the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment G02-
03. 

Response to Comment G02-07 

Thank you for your comment; please see the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment G02-
03. 

Response to Comment G02-08 

The earthquake that is considered to be the “least unlikely” to occur is referred to in the 
Supplemental EIS as Scenario A, which focuses on Lineament 4. The worst-case analysis 
encompasses the impacts that would result from an earthquake that was less damaging than the 
one assumed in the worst case; thus, a separate analysis is not needed. In addition, the Final EIS 
evaluated and described the impacts and mitigation for a M 6.0 or greater earthquake that would 
likely occur somewhere in the Puget Sound region during the next 50 years. This evaluation was 
conducted in accordance with requirements of the International Building Code. The Supplemental 
EIS summarizes new seismic information related to the SWIF and evaluates potential impacts 
that could result from three worst-case scenarios developed to reflect the new seismic information 
of the SWIF. 

The earthquake design ground motions for the Route 9 site (0.65g) are dominated by the potential 
occurrence of an earthquake on the SWIF. However, a deep earthquake, like the 2001 Nisqually 
Earthquake, is more likely to occur during the life of the plant than an earthquake on the SWIF. 
Such an earthquake is likely to produce ground shaking at the site of only about half the level that 
the Brightwater Treatment Plant is designed to withstand. Consequently, the “probable” deep 
earthquake is not expected to result in any significant damage. 

Response to Comment G02-09 

The Draft Supplemental EIS was not the initial document where a M6.0 or greater earthquake 
was evaluated for the Brightwater facility. The Final EIS evaluated a M6.0 or greater earthquake 
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that would be likely to occur in the Puget Sound region during the life of the facility. This 
evaluation was conducted in accordance with requirements of the current IBC. 

Observations from past earthquakes show that a structure can be successfully designed to 
withstand the required shaking level. However, if the supporting soil liquefies, significant damage 
can still result to the structure. The resulting impacts and mitigation identified in the Final EIS for 
this likely seismic event are still valid, and local liquefaction is the greatest potential hazard for 
this type of earthquake. Please see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards and the 
response to City of Woodinville, Comment G02-63 for further discussion of how liquefaction 
hazards will be minimized.  

Other hazards can also be associated with strong ground shaking, such as slope failures and 
ground faulting. Geotechnical assessments conducted as part of the Final EIS confirmed that 
slope failures resulting from the design ground motions would not damage any treatment plant 
structures. 

In light of the new seismic information on the SWIF, the Supplemental EIS evaluates and 
summarizes the potential impacts that could occur from in the unlikely event that a fault on the 
SWIF ruptured in the vicinity of the Route 9 site. 

Response to Comment G02-10 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

For linear facilities, such as roads or pipelines that extend across miles of terrain, it is accepted 
that such facilities may cross seismically active areas. The possibility that the Brightwater 
conveyance could cross such faults was disclosed in the Final EIS (see Chapter 4). The King 
County Hearing Examiner found that the discussion in the Final EIS of seismic impacts to the 
conveyance system was adequate. (Decision Denying Appeal, Subject to Conditions, Brightwater 
Final Environmental Impact Statement Appeals of Adequacy, Seattle, WA, Office of the King 
County Hearing Examiner, King County, 2004.) The Examiner’s decision was affirmed by King 
County Superior Court Judge Theresa Doyle in her June 17, 2005 Order upholding the adequacy 
of the Brightwater Final EIS. The discussion of seismic impacts to the conveyance system will 
not be revisited as part of this Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment G02-11 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment G02-12 

It is acknowledged that flooding or impacts to water quality in Little Bear Creek could have 
impacts to existing or future land use in the areas adjacent to the creek. Section 5.3 of the 
Supplemental EIS includes a discussion of impacts to Little Bear Creek under each of the 
scenarios evaluated under the worst-case analysis. As noted in Section 5.3.5 of the Supplemental 
EIS, flooding impacts could occur under Scenario C if the digesters were to crack and release 
their contents. As noted in Section 5.3.5, the peak flow in the creek would be comparable to a 5-
year storm event; peak flows would dissipate within three hours.  
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Chapter 5 of the Final Supplemental EIS has been revised to note that cleanup of contamination 
would occur prior to permitting for any new development and that existing structures within the 
floodway would require inspection prior to sale, should a release from the digesters occur that 
resulted in substantially increased flows in Little Bear Creek. 

Response to Comment G02-13 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

A major natural disaster such as a high-magnitude earthquake could cause widespread 
infrastructure damage with substantial economic consequences for the region. 

Response to Comment G02-14 

The specific mortality of the listed chinook and other salmon species is speculative and would 
depend upon the time of year of the event and if the species was present in the creek in the 
unlikely event that a release to Little Bear Creek occurred. The text has been modified in the 
Supplemental EIS to add a mitigation step that includes restoration of fish habitat in collaboration 
with appropriate public agencies/organizations, if fish mortality were to occur. Please see the 
Text Changes section in this volume. 

Response to Comment G02-15 

The text in the Supplemental EIS has been revised. It now states that Little Bear Creek and 
downstream surface waters, including the Sammamish River, would be inspected for signs of 
sediment deposition and that contaminated sediments would be removed. Please see the Text 
Changes section in this volume. 

Response to Comment G02-16 

It appears that the commenter has misunderstood the terms “least unlikely,” “more unlikely,” and 
“most unlikely.” As stated in Section 1.7.2 of the Supplemental EIS, of the three hypothetical 
scenarios considered, a surface rupture on Lineament 4 is least unlikely to occur. In other words, 
it is the most likely event to occur in a group of unlikely scenarios. A surface rupture on 
Lineament X is considered more unlikely (the second most likely event to occur in a group of 
unlikely scenarios), and a surface rupture in the area between Lineaments 4 and X is considered 
to be the most unlikely to occur (the least likely event in a group of unlikely scenarios). 

Therefore, the responses to the commenter’s questions are that (1) a rupture on Lineament 4 is 
considered the least unlikely (most likely) to occur because it has been documented as an active 
fault, (2) Lineament X is less likely to rupture than Lineament 4 because it has not been 
documented as an active fault, and (3) ground rupture is more likely to occur on a fault. 

Response to Comment G02-17 

Brightwater treatment facilities will be designed to withstand ground shaking of 0.65g.  Please 
see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 
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Response to Comment G02-18 

Please see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards.  Note that Table 3-1 has been 
revised to include the Seismic Importance Factor used for design of each of the Brightwater 
treatment facilities. 

Response to Comment G02-19 

King County has considered “hardening” the main control room if it were to be located in the 
existing StockPot Building. However, King County has decided that the additional cost of 
hardening is not warranted. Initially, two other control centers would exist within the plant: one at 
the MBR Basins Building and one at the Solids Building. Another control center would be placed 
in the future Energy and Cogeneration Building. These multiple control rooms would be linked 
with redundant fiber optic cables that allow communication between all elements of the plant. In 
addition, the actual controllers (programmable logic controllers, or PLCs) would be distributed 
throughout the plant rather than consolidated in one central location in the main control room. 
This distribution and redundancy would allow complete monitoring and control of the entire 
treatment plant process and auxiliary systems from any of the remote control locations. 

Response to Comment G02-20 

The monitoring and control system for the Brightwater Treatment Plant will consist of multiple 
local programmable logic controllers and servers distributed throughout the plant. The control 
system will be linked with redundant fiber optic cables for plant-wide communication. No 
mainframe computers will be used in the system. Please see the response to the City of 
Woodinville, Comment G02-19, for additional information. 

Response to Comment G02-21 

The Supplemental EIS reports a 240-foot length for Lineament GA because that is the extent of 
what USGS interpreted to be the anomaly and is the area shown on Figure 4 of USGS Open-File 
Report 2005-1136 (Sherrod et al., 2005). The length of the lineament as shown on Figure 4 is 
based on the interpretation of Dr. Richard Blakely of USGS. Two magnetic profiles are shown on 
Figure 5 of the report. Variable magnetic intensity is shown all along these two profiles, including 
the intervals corresponding to Trench 2a. Unfaulted and undeformed sediments were exposed in 
Trench 2a northwest of the two ground magnetic profiles. (Please see Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

In addition, the 240-foot length pertains to the line that the USGS (Sherrod et al., 2005) used to 
depict Lineament (anomaly) GA. A southward projection of Lineament GA (as postulated by the 
commenter) would pass through the StockPot Building south of the projection of Lineament 4, 
but would not pass beneath any newly constructed Brightwater structures on the Route 9 site. 
(Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al, 2005) 

Response to Comment G02-22 

Lineament GA, as delineated by USGS on Figure 4 in Open-File Report 2005-1136 (Sherrod et 
al., 2005), is within the North Mitigation Area of the Route 9 site. Any surface rupture on 
Lineament GA would be well north of any new wastewater treatment facilities at the site. King 
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County has developed a worst-case scenario in which fault rupture occurs under wastewater 
processing facilities. The impacts of that unlikely occurrence are described in Chapter 5 of the 
Supplemental EIS. (Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et 
al., 2005).  Figure 2-3 has been revised and is included in the text changes section of this 
document. 

Response to Comment G02-23 

King County stocks some emergency repair equipment and materials and some spare parts at its 
treatment plants. It would not be cost-effective to stock extensive inventories of repair parts at the 
treatment plants, especially in view of the extreme unlikelihood that the scenarios described in the 
Supplemental EIS would occur during the plant’s lifetime. Please see Summary Response on 
Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment G02-24 

King County is aware of the scheduled update to the IBC in 2006 and its likely adoption in 2007. 
All building permit applications for construction of Brightwater are expected to be submitted by 
the end of 2005. This schedule should allow time for regulatory review and approval of permits 
based on national building codes that are currently in place and adopted. 

Response to Comment G02-25 

Overflows would occur with or without a safety relief point. The volume and frequency of 
overflows would be the same, but the location of the overflows would be different. A safety relief 
point would concentrate the overflows and discharge them at one point—near the mouth of 
Sammamish River where it flows into the north end of Lake Washington. If no safety relief point 
is built, the overflows would be dispersed at multiple locations along the conveyance line and into 
Lake Washington, the Sammamish River, and some streams. The Supplemental EIS describes the 
overflows and evaluates the impacts that would occur under worst-case conditions. Please see 
Chapters 4 and 5 and Figure 5-3 in the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment G02-26 

The site design has changed from the forest concept presented in the Brightwater Final EIS to a 
landform concept, as shown in this Supplemental EIS. The change has been made to reduce 
construction, operation, and maintenance costs. Approximately the same number of trees will be 
provided in the revised site plan as was planned for the forest concept, and no change in the 
removal of trees is planned. There is also no change anticipated in the impact on the surrounding 
environment from the landform concept. The landform concept will provide more immediate 
visual screening of the treatment facilities and will make better use of the soil excavated for 
construction of the plant facilities. The stormwater detention and treatment system will be 
integrated into the landform concept to meet King County’s goals of providing enhanced 
stormwater treatment for the Brightwater site.  
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Response to Comment G02-27 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response indicates the sections of the Supplemental EIS 
that describe how King County would clean up any spills of wastewater, solids, or hazardous 
materials. King County Wastewater Treatment Division operations staff are trained to initial 
responder and incident commander levels and will be able to control or contain routine spills at 
the Brightwater plant and offsite facilities. The Wastewater Treatment Division conducts regular 
training and drills to maintain the staff’s readiness to respond to spills and other emergencies. The 
Wastewater Treatment Division maintains stocks of spill containment supplies and personal 
protective equipment appropriate for routine chemical spills at its facilities. This will be the case 
for Brightwater facilities. In addition, as described in the Chapters 3 and 5 of the Supplemental 
EIS, the Brightwater plant is being designed to contain any leaks or spills in containment areas. 

Staff will be familiar with the storm drain system both onsite and offsite, including discharge 
points that lead to Little Bear Creek.  

The Summary Response on Emergency Response describes how King County would notify 
government agencies and the public. Coordination with other government agencies, including the 
City of Woodinville, would take place as appropriate. Please also see the response to the City of 
Woodinville, Comment G02-28. 

Response to Comment G02-28 

Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response for a discussion of King County’s 
proposed notification plan. King County will work closely with the City of Woodinville to ensure 
that adequate public notification occurs and that all potentially affected parties are included on the 
notification network. King County’s expectations from the City of Woodinville include continued 
coordination and communication through the design, construction, and operation of the 
Brightwater facility. The City will likely need to provide contact information, a listing of 
potential resources, and an understanding of the City’s emergency response plan. 

Response to Comment G02-29 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment G02-30 

The statement “no pollutants are expected to move offsite” is made in the Supplemental EIS in 
the context of discussions regarding rupture along Lineament 4 and Lineament X (Scenarios A 
and B in the Supplemental EIS). Under these scenarios, leakage would be from broken pipes or 
the tunnel, both of which are below ground and thereby would be contained in the surrounding 
ground. As noted in the groundwater impact section in Chapter 5, it would take a minimum of 4 
to 5 years for unremediated contaminated groundwater to reach Little Bear Creek. This would 
provide ample time for King County to remediate the contaminated groundwater before it reaches 
the creek. 



Individual Responses to Comments  

84  Brightwater Final Supplemental EIS 

Response to Comment G02-31 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response lists sections of the Supplemental EIS that 
identify where overflows from the system could take place. 

Response to Comment G02-32 

Please see the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment G02-25. 

Response to Comment G02-33 

As noted in the Supplemental EIS, the possibility exists that a release of wastewater into the 
groundwater could occur, which could slowly move toward Little Bear Creek. Although the 
contaminated groundwater would move toward the creek, it would take a minimum of 4 to 5 
years for it to reach the creek. This would allow ample time for King County to use proven 
remediation techniques to remove the contaminated water long before it reached the creek. 

Response to Comment G02-34 

In the highly unlikely event that wastewater were to spill as the result of an earthquake, King 
County would clean up the spill as quickly as practicable. The Summary Response on Emergency 
Response addresses the emergency cleanup measures King County would take if a spill were to 
occur. Prompt cleanup is the best way to reduce the potential for offsite odors; however, during 
the cleanup period, there would be some short-term odor impacts. 

Methane and hydrogen sulfide (H2S) are gaseous byproducts of naturally occurring 
decomposition in wastewater; both would be emitted by any wastewater that spilled during an 
earthquake, but at levels well below those that could cause hazards to the public. Chloroform 
would also be present in small quantities as a byproduct of water supply system disinfection; 
those quantities likewise would not pose a threat to public health. In the event that an inversion 
occurred during the period following an earthquake, offsite concentrations of odor-causing 
chemicals could be higher but would not reach hazardous levels. Please see Chapter 5 of the 
Supplemental EIS for more information on impacts associated with air emissions. Also see 
Summary Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment G02-35 

The King County Wastewater Treatment Division maintains stocks of spill containment supplies 
and personal protective equipment appropriate for routine spills at its facilities. This will be the 
case for Brightwater facilities. In addition, as described in the Chapters 3 and 5 of the 
Supplemental EIS, the Brightwater plant is being designed to contain any leaks or spills in 
containment areas. 

Response to Comment G02-36 

The annular space between the pipelines within the combined influent/effluent tunnel will be 
filled with concrete for the entire length of the tunnel. Filling the annular space with concrete will 
improve the tunnel’s ability to withstand earthquake loads. Since the tunnel annular space will be 
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filled with concrete for the entire length, no provisions will be made for access to the annular 
space. Inspections and repairs would be made from within the pipelines. 

Response to Comment G02-37 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS, Executive’s Decision, and Worst-
Case Scenarios.  

Information about the site selection process can be found in the document: Phase 1 
Environmental and Engineering Constraints Analysis, Appendix J: Siting the Brightwater 
Facilities: Site Selection and Screening Activities (King County, March 2001). This document is 
available on a CD by contacting the Brightwater team at 206-684-6799 or toll free at 1-888-707-
8571. Or email: brightwater@metrokc.gov. 

Response to Comment G02-38 

The Brightwater Treatment Plant is being designed for unattended operation, which means it may 
be staffed less than 24 hours/day, 7 days/week. The decision on staffing will be made by King 
County as the plant nears startup and commissioning. If the plant is staffed 24 hours/day, 7 
days/week, it may be considered as occupied, even though many elements of the facility 
(specifically the process facilities) would likely have less than the 2,000-person-hours-per-year 
definition of human occupancy in the Alquist-Priolo Act in California. 

Response to Comment G02-39 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response indicates the sections of the Supplemental EIS 
that describe how King County would clean up any spills of wastewater, solids, or hazardous 
materials. King County Wastewater Treatment Division operations staff are trained to initial 
responder and incident commander levels and will be able to control or contain routine spills at 
the Brightwater plant and offsite facilities. The Wastewater Treatment Division conducts regular 
training and drills to maintain the staff’s readiness to respond to spills and other emergencies. The 
Wastewater Treatment Division maintains stocks of spill containment supplies and personal 
protective equipment appropriate for routine chemical spills at its facilities. This will be the case 
for Brightwater facilities. In addition, as described in Chapters 3 and 5 of the Supplemental EIS, 
the Brightwater plant is being designed to contain any leaks or spills in containment areas. 

Response to Comment G02-40 

Please see Summary Response on Other Earthquakes. 

Response to Comment G02-41 

Section 4.7.3 appears on page 4-26 of the Draft Supplemental EIS, thus King County assumes the 
comment refers to constructing a berm around the digesters. King County is not planning to 
construct a berm. However, King County recognizes the concern of the City of Woodinville and 
will attempt to develop additional, feasible, reasonable and cost effective mitigation measures in 
consultation with the City. Please see the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment G02-03. 
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Response to Comment G02-42 

The emergency response plan for Brightwater will include these measures. The Summary 
Response on Emergency Response indicates where the Supplemental EIS discusses these matters. 

Response to Comment G02-43 

As a result of information gathered during the SEPA process, facilities at the Brightwater 
Treatment Plant, including the chemical storage facilities and digesters, are being designed to 
more stringent seismic criteria than would be required by the published IBC 2003 seismic hazard 
maps. In addition, chemical storage facilities would be separated by approximately 1,200 feet and 
would have a greater volume of containment than mandated by minimum code requirements. 
King County has also decided to increase the Seismic Importance Factor for chemical storage to 
1.5, which is more protective than the 1.25 required by code. Please see Summary Response on 
Seismic Design Standards and the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment G02-03, for 
more discussion on design of the facilities. 

Response to Comment G02-44 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment G02-45 

This comment seeks information that is beyond the scope of an EIS and essentially calls for a 
legal analysis, as opposed to environmental information or information related to environmental 
impacts or mitigation of those impacts.  

Response to Comment G02-46 

All of King County’s wastewater facilities are inspected on a regular basis. Among other things, 
these inspections help ensure that no effluent releases take place. Brightwater facilities will be 
inspected in the same manner. 

Response to Comment G02-47 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response indicates the sections of the Supplemental EIS 
that describe how King County would clean up any spills of wastewater, solids, or hazardous 
materials. The information on cleanup time frames and methods provided in the Supplemental 
EIS is necessarily somewhat general because cleanup time frames and methods are situation 
specific. The methods used and the length of time required for cleanup very much depend on the 
particular circumstances of each incident. If an offsite cleanup were required, King County would 
work with affected jurisdictions, including the City of Woodinville as applicable, to minimize the 
impacts of the cleanup on those jurisdictions. Areas with high potential for human contact, such 
as Woodinville’s parks along Little Bear Creek, would have a high priority for cleanup. 

Response to Comment G02-48 

King County will coordinate with the City and other concerned government agencies to identify 
all priority signage/notification areas in the event of a spill or other release. 
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Response to Comment G02-49 

Cleanup methods and time frames are discussed in the body of the Supplemental EIS. Please see 
Summary Response on Emergency Response for locations of these discussions in the 
Supplemental EIS. In addition, Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS discusses cleanup time frames 
and Chapter 5 discusses offsite impacts. Thank you for your suggestion to revise the Scenario 
Table however, it was designed to show onsite impacts while the other information requested is 
available elsewhere in the document. 

Response to Comment G02-50 

Disaster supplies are stockpiled at all staffed King County Wastewater Treatment Division 
facilities to sustain personnel for a minimum of 72 hours. All operations and maintenance 
vehicles used offsite are also stocked with 72-hour disaster kits. Personnel receive periodic 
training in disaster preparedness, not only for work but home as well so that they will be better 
able to stay on the job without worrying about their families. 

The Wastewater Treatment Division is a signatory and active participant in the King County 
Regional Disaster Response Plan, and its ongoing planning and drills. All facilities and offsite 
vehicles are equipped with 800-MHz radios, which are programmed with links to Zone 1 and 
state and federal interoperable talk groups. Interoperability with Snohomish County will be added 
through the Homeland Security–Funded Tri-County Regional Interoperability Plan. 

An essential services generator would be kept on the treatment plant site. It would not be sized to 
operate the entire treatment plant; however, it would be capable of supplying critical life-safety 
services, such as critical lighting and ventilation, and power for limited preliminary and primary 
treatment of wastewater and discharge of effluent to Puget Sound. With the available fuel supply, 
it is estimated that the essential services generator could operate for 48 hours at maximum output. 
However, if the generator were to operate at a reduced level, the fuel supply would be conserved 
and the generator could be operated for a longer period of time. An earthquake that was strong 
enough to eliminate power at the treatment plant for 48 hours would also be likely to disrupt the 
regional potable water delivery system, which would reduce wastewater flows to the treatment 
plant and result in less need for power. It is expected that temporary generation equipment would 
be available should the need for the essential services generator exceed the fuel supply. Please 
also see the response to Gilbert, Comment I13-09.  

The King County Wastewater Treatment Division has a long history of sharing its emergency 
response plans with the local fire jurisdictions and of participating in joint drills. The Wastewater 
Treatment Division also makes its facilities available as sites for fire departments to conduct their 
own internal training. This will continue to be the case for Brightwater. The Wastewater 
Treatment Division will also coordinate with King County Office of Emergency Management and 
its counterpart in Snohomish County on emergency management and response planning. 

Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response. 

 



Individual Responses to Comments  

88  Brightwater Final Supplemental EIS 

Response to Comment G02-51 

Thank you for your comment. King County agrees that a major earthquake in the area would have 
impacts to police response, potentially affecting a wide range of emergency services. Section 
5.7.1 of the Supplemental EIS has been changed to reflect this. Please see the Text Changes 
section in this volume. 

Response to Comment G02-52 

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment G02-53 

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment G02-54 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment G02-55 

King County has used the USGS information cited in the comment to develop a worst-case 
scenario in which fault rupture (interpreted from the two trenches) occurs under wastewater 
processing facilities at the Route 9 site. There is no evidence supporting this interpretation; 
however, it allows a worst-case scenario to be evaluated. The impacts of that unlikely occurrence 
are described in Chapters 4 and 5 of the Supplemental EIS. 

The commenter noted that the USGS recommends an experimental trench across one of the well-
defined aeromagnetic anomalies located between the Little Bear Creek Lineament and Lake 
WashingtonSuch an experimental trench is not relevant to the Route 9 site, as these anomalies are 
beyond the boundary of the site and the potential impacts of an offsite earthquake on the 
Brightwater Treatment Plant have already been factored into the seismic analysis.  

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment G02-56 

Thank you for your comment. The King County Hearing Examiner, in his August 3, 2004, 
decision, stated that the Brightwater Final EIS adequately evaluated seismic impacts on the 
conveyance system. Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS.  That decision 
was recently affirmed by King County Superior Court Judge Theresa Doyle in her June 17, 2005 
order upholding the adequacy of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment G02-57 

Thank you for your comment. Your summary statement is accurate. Please see Summary 
Response on Other Earthquakes. 
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Response to Comment G02-58 

Thank you for your comment. As noted, the Brightwater Treatment Plant will be designed to 
comply with IBC 2003 design standards. 

Response to Comment G02-59 

King County concurs with the commenter that even under the Alquist-Priolo Act, the combined 
tunnel at the south end of the site would be exempt from fault setback provisions. As a point of 
clarification, Lineament X has not been shown to be an active fault.  Although Lineament X is 
postulated by USGS to be an active fault, no confirmation of this theory has been completed to 
date. However, for purposes of analysis, Lineament X is assumed to be an active fault in Scenario 
B, one of the three worst-case scenarios described in the Supplemental EIS.  

Response to Comment G02-60 

Please see Summary Response on Other Earthquakes. 

Response to Comment G02-61 

Please see the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment G02-05. 

Response to Comment G02-62 

Section 4.4 of the Supplemental EIS describes damage to wastewater treatment plants from four 
historic earthquakes with magnitudes and faulting styles similar to the SWIF, including the M 7.1 
Loma Prieta Earthquake, the M 6.7 Northridge Earthquake, the M 6.9 Kobe Earthquake, and the 
M 7.6 Chi Chi Earthquake. The figure in the Summary Response on Other Earthquakes presents 
near-field earthquake accelerations from the Kobe and Northridge Earthquakes. The figure shows 
that the Brightwater design acceleration of 0.65 g is comparable to the motions recorded from 
these historic earthquakes.  

The 0.65 g peak ground acceleration for the Route 9 site, as derived from the PSHA (Appendix B 
in the Supplemental EIS), is a mean horizontal ground acceleration. Vertical accelerations are 
typically two-thirds of the horizontal values. The proximity to the various configurations of the 
SWIF (i.e., Lineaments 4 and X) was considered in deriving the peak ground acceleration in the 
PSHA. 

Response to Comment G02-63 

Chapter 4 of the Final EIS describes the potentially liquefiable soil that exists beneath the area 
planned for the treatment plant structures and the resulting mitigation approaches. The location of 
these liquefiable soils is typically within 10 to 20 feet of the ground surface. As described in the 
Final EIS, large process-related structures will be founded on glacial till that is located below 
liquefiable soils or at depths where the soils are too dense to liquefy. The glacial till is not 
susceptible to liquefaction during even the strongest levels of ground shaking. For structures 
whose bases will be potentially located above liquefiable soil, the liquefiable soil will be removed 
and the structure founded on compacted fills that are not susceptible to liquefaction. With either 
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of these approaches, there will be no soil beneath the new structures that can liquefy during an 
earthquake.  Please also see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment G02-64 

Chapter 3 of the Supplemental EIS discusses a range of potential impacts to the combined tunnel 
under the three worst-case scenarios. Large offsets were identified as part of Scenario B. Under 
this scenario, the combined tunnel is assumed to break. Under the other two scenarios, A and C, 
the combined tunnel would not break but some damage could occur from shaking and potential 
smaller offsets. The damage, if it occurred, would be less than under Scenario B; this damage is 
described in the Supplemental EIS as consisting of cracked or offset joints, which would not 
prevent operation of the system. 

Response to Comment G02-65 

Using sand to fill the annular space within the tunnel would not provide adequate restraint to the 
pipe, nor would it provide adequate strength for the pipe walls to resist buckling. Additionally, 
even if the wall of the pipes were very thick to accommodate a sand backfill, it is not possible to 
backfill the tunnel with sand in a manner such that the sand is fully consolidated around the pipes 
to provide full support of the pipes at the joints, curves, and vertical transitions where restraint is 
required. Finally, using plain sand does not provide any corrosion protection to the pipeline walls; 
corrosion of pipe exteriors would reduce the design life or require even thicker pipe walls. 

Response to Comment G02-66 

As noted in the comment, King County is designing the combined tunnel in a manner that will 
limit the possibility of damage in the unlikely event of a surface rupture on Lineament X. 

Response to Comment G02-67 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching and the response to City of Woodinville, Comment 
G02-55. 

Response to Comment G02-68 

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment G02-69 

Please see the response to Snohomish County, Comment G01-06. 

Response to Comment G02-70 

King County would take steps to avoid or minimize any impacts to Little Bear Creek from a 
release of wastewater as a result of an earthquake. Mitigation measures could include diverting 
influent flows to the effluent pipeline; blocking the flow of digester solids as much as possible to 
prevent them from spreading; cleaning up spills as soon as possible; and taking steps to restore 
the environment, such as removing contaminated sediments and replanting vegetation. Please see 
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Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS for a discussion of mitigation and City of Woodinville, 
Comment G02-03 which addresses groundwater flow to Little Bear Creek. 

Response to Comment G02-71 

The hydraulic conductivities and permeabilities of various hydrogeologic units underlying the 
Route 9 site are presented in Appendix 6-B of the Final EIS. The hydraulic conductivity and 
permeability units of measure are expressed in volume per area per unit time (e.g., feet3/feet2/day 
and cm3/cm2/sec), which reduces to distance per unit time (e.g., feet/day and cm/sec). These units 
of measure do not represent groundwater flow rates. Groundwater flow rates are given by a 
modified form of Darcy’s Law, where the average linear groundwater velocity equals the product 
of hydraulic conductivity (or permeability) and groundwater gradient divided by the effective 
porosity of the hydro-geologic unit. The Final EIS and Supplemental EIS are consistent with 
respect to flow rates and units of measure. 

Response to Comment G02-72 

The underdrain system could be "blocked" in a number of ways, including plugging from the high 
solids content of the wastewater, installation of valves, or installation of temporary plugs in the 
piping where accessible at the manholes. Installation of manual valves on the underdrain system 
is not recommended because of the low probability of ground fault rupture during the life of the 
plant and the much higher probability that these valves could be closed inadvertently under 
normal operation, resulting in failure of the tank. King County typically drains liquid-holding 
structures annually for inspection and maintenance. The permanent underdrain systems that will 
be provided at Brightwater would allow draining under all weather and groundwater conditions. 
If the underdrain system were plugged or valved off, groundwater would rise, creating uplift on 
the floor of the liquid-holding structures that could crack the floor slab. 

Response to Comment G02-73 

In the highly unlikely event that wastewater were to spill as the result of an earthquake, King 
County would clean up the spill as quickly as practicable. The Summary Response on Emergency 
Response addresses the emergency cleanup measures King County would take if a spill were to 
occur. Prompt cleanup is the best way to reduce the potential for offsite odors; however, during 
the cleanup period, there would be some short-term odor impacts. 

Response to Comment G02-74 

Please see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. IBC 2003 Table 1604.5 does 
consider wastewater treatment plants as Category III (Seismic Use Group II) requiring a Seismic 
Importance Factor of 1.25. The majority of the facilities in the Brightwater Treatment Plant are 
designated as Category III (Seismic Use Group II), with a Seismic Importance Factor of 1.25. The 
rest of the facilities (odor control and chemical storage) are designated as Category IV (Seismic 
Use Group III), with a Seismic Importance Factor of 1.5.  Please see the revised Table 3-1 in the 
Text Changes section of this volume. 

Response to Comment G02-75 

Please see the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment G02-71. 
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Response to Comment G02-76 

The Brightwater Treatment Plant structures are being designed to meet or exceed the 
requirements of IBC 2003. Although all structures could be designed for Seismic Use Group II 
(Seismic Importance Factor of 1.25), King County has decided to increase the design of the 
chemical storage and odor control facilities to Seismic Use Group III, with a Seismic Importance 
Factor of 1.50. 

 Please see the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment G02-63.  All new facilities are 
located a significant distance from the known Lineament 4 and postulated Lineament X. 
Although the Supplemental EIS analyzes the worst-case scenario of ground fault rupture between 
Lineaments 4 and X, no evidence exists that an active fault is present in the area of proposed new 
facilities; this scenario, Scenario C, is the most unlikely event to occur during the design life of 
the plant. 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS for discussion regarding the 
conveyance system. 
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Response to Comment O01-01 

The statements provided by the commenter are accurate for the portion of the Draft Supplemental 
EIS cited;  King County did not make the decision to place all treatment plant facilities between 
Lineaments 4 and X because of seismic reasons. Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I07-
29.  

Response to Comment O01-02 

Interpretations regarding the standard of care will vary in regions where certain hazards are not 
regulated. Some uncertainty always will remain, regardless of the type or extent of investigation. 
King County agrees that the magnetic and topographic anomalies identified by USGS do not clear 
the remainder of the area from faulting. In fact, King County believes that no amount of 
investigation could conclusively “clear” the area on the Route 9 site that is planned for 
development. It is for this reason that King County has developed a worst-case scenario in which 
a hypothetical fault rupture occurs under wastewater processing facilities. The impacts of that 
occurrence are described in the Supplemental EIS.  

Topographic anomalies on the Route 9 site will not be meaningful indicators of active faults 
because the entire site has been disturbed, including the North Mitigation Area where Trench 2a 
was excavated. It should be noted that Lineament 4 was identified by USGS from aeromagnetic 
and topographic features located off of the Route 9 site. King County believes that other features 
on the Route 9 site similar to Lineament 4 also would have aeromagnetic and topographic 
lineaments located off of the site. Lineament X is such a feature. Lineament GA appears to be 
short and located close to Lineament 4. It is for these reasons that King County believes that 
Lineament GA is not significant to the proposed plant site area to the south. King County 
disagrees with the statement in this comment that “because some faults of the SWIFZ might be 
strike/slip,” they “would not produce a scarp.” King County believes that evidence in Trench 2a 
indicates a strike-slip component, but a strike-slip displacement would produce a scarp on all 
terrain that was not perfectly flat. The post-glacial landscape along the SWIF is not flat in most 
places. 

The area on the Route 9 site south of Lineament 4 is adequate for the proposed facilities. 
Lineament X is being treated as though it were an active tectonic feature similar to Lineament 4. 
Evidence similar to Lineament 4 or Lineament X does not exist between these two lineaments. 
Consequently, USGS shows no aeromagnetic lineament, scarp, or Lidar lineament on Figure 6 in 
Open-File Report 2005-1136 between Lineaments 4 and X (Sherrod et al., 2005). King County 
believes that adequate space is available on the Route 9 site, and the likelihood is extremely low 
that faults will displace the ground surface in the foundation of the plant facility during the life of 
the facility.  

King County believes that the Route 9 site is adequate for the proposed Brightwater facilities 
even though it is located near Lineament 4, which may be within the SWIF. Part of Comment 
O01-08 speculates that the SWIF “may be a pervasive zone of faulting throughout the Route 9 
site.” The USGS Open-File Report 2005-1136 concludes that “the SWIFZ could exceed 12 km in 
width, but at present, active strands are known only at Woodinville and Maltby.” The scale of a 
“pervasive zone of faulting” may be subject to speculation; however, King County believes that 
the Route 9 site has adequate area for the proposed Brightwater wastewater treatment facilities 
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and that the likelihood of fault rupture under the facilities is very low. (Please see Chapter 2 of 
the Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment O01-03 

Thank you for your comment. SEPA is a procedural environmental disclosure statute that does 
not dictate a particular substantive outcome or adherence to a particular “standard of practice.”   
Those agencies making decisions on permits and approvals of Brightwater based on the 
Supplemental EIS will consider its information prior to making those decisions.  Please see 
Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment O01-04 

The Supplemental EIS reports a 240-foot length for Lineament GA because that is the extent of 
what USGS interpreted to be the anomaly and is the area shown on Figure 4 of USGS Open-File 
Report 2005-1136 (Sherrod et al., 2005). The length of the lineament as shown on Figure 4 is 
based on the interpretation of Dr. Richard Blakely of USGS. Two magnetic profiles are shown on 
Figure 5 of the report. Variable magnetic intensity is shown all along these two profiles, including 
the intervals corresponding to Trench 2a. Unfaulted and undeformed sediments were exposed in 
Trench 2a northwest of the two ground magnetic profiles. (Please see Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment O01-05 

Please see Summary Response on 50-Year Design Life. 

Response to Comment O01-06 

The probabilistic seismic hazard analysis (PSHA) performed for the Route 9 site and presented in 
Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS includes crustal fault sources and hanging wall effects in 
the hazard calculations. 

Response to Comment O01-07 

Please see Summary Responses on Seismic Design Standards, Worst-Case Scenarios, and Scope 
of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment O01-08 

The evidence of the SWIF has been described by USGS in Open-file Reports 2004-1204 (Blakely 
et al., 2004) and 2005-1136 (Sherrod et al., 2005). Multiple strands of the SWIF have been found 
on Whidbey Island and at additional locations near the Route 9 site. Unfaulted and undeformed 
post-glacial sediments were exposed in the southwest half of Trench 2a, thereby demonstrating 
that a pervasive zone of faulting is not present throughout the Route 9 site. However, to meet the 
requirements of SEPA, King County has developed a worst-case scenario in which fault rupture 
occurs under wastewater processing facilities. The impacts of that unlikely occurrence are 
described in the Supplemental EIS. (Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full 
citation for Blakely et al., 2004, and Sherrod et al., 2005.) 
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Response to Comment O01-09 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment O01-10 

The journal article submitted as a comment on the Supplemental EIS provides a rebuttal of 
statements made in an earlier journal article by geologists who are consultants to King County on 
the Brightwater project. The author of the rebuttal provided other comments on the Supplemental 
EIS as well. Statements in the rebuttal about “a proposed regional wastewater treatment plant in 
southern Snohomish County” appear to refer to the Brightwater Treatment Plant. Other 
statements in the article express professional opinions by the author of the article about the type 
and extent of investigations that should be conducted for development projects. King County 
acknowledges receipt of the article. 
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Response to Comment O02-01 

Thank you for your comments regarding the value of sharing the seismic information developed 
for this Supplemental EIS process as a part of an education program at the Brightwater Treatment 
Plant site. King County will seriously consider this suggestion. 
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Response to Comment O03-01 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment O03-02 

The King County Hearing Examiner’s August 3, 2004, decision speaks for itself and does not 
prohibit King County from submitting permit applications nor does it prohibit agencies and 
governments from issuing permits. SEPA regulations allow project proponents to proceed with 
certain activities related to the project, including permitting, which King County has under way. 

Response to Comment O03-03 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

King County's compliance with SEPA to date for the Brightwater project is documented by 
publication of the Draft and Final EIS for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (1997 and 
1998), the Draft and Final EIS for the Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System (2002 
and 2003), Addenda 1 through 4 to the Brightwater Final EIS (2004), and the Draft and Final 
Supplemental EIS (2005). 

Response to Comment O03-04 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Comment I01-01 

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment I01-02 

King County will design and construct the Brightwater treatment facilities, including processing 
and non-processing facilities and the potential Community-Oriented Building, to standards that 
exceed the minimum standards of the current building code, the 2003 International Building Code 
(IBC 2003). As a result of the site-specific investigation that was completed along Lineament 4 
and the USGS postulation of a fault along Lineament X, treatment facilities will be designed for 
ground acceleration from faulting that is 25 percent higher than would have been done with no 
site-specific investigation. This increased design standard is 30 percent higher than the standards 
of the Uniform Building Code, which were used less than 1 year ago for buildings and other 
major infrastructure projects before the State of Washington adopted IBC 2003. Please see 
Chapter 3 of the Supplemental EIS and Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 
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Response to Comment I02-01 

Please see Summary Response on 50-Year Design Life. 

Response to Comment I02-02 

Please see Summary Responses on Trenching and Worst-Case Scenarios. 

Response to Comment I02-03 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision 

Response to Comment I02-04 

Please see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision and Understanding Seismic Risk. 

Response to Comment I02-05 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision.  

Response to Comment I02-06 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I02-07 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision.  

In addition to other information, comments by the public and responses to comments on the 
Supplemental EIS will be considered as part of the Executive’s evaluation. 

Response to Comment I02-08 

Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS correctly estimates a 1 percent probability that ground 
deformation or faulting could occur on Lineament 4 over the next 50 years. The 1 percent 
probability of occurrence for ground deformation or faulting is derived by dividing the average 
interval of past earthquake occurrences on Lineament 4 (4,000 years) by the assumed design life 
(or exposure period) of the Brightwater facility (50 years). This calculation results in an estimated 
probability of occurrence of 0.8 percent, which was rounded up to 1 percent.  

The April 11, 2005, Seattle Times newspaper article misquoted USGS. The article inaccurately 
reported a 15 percent probability of a fault rupture occurring within the next 50 years along one 
of the extensions of the Southern Whidbey Island Fault (SWIF), when in fact USGS was referring 
to the probability of a seismic event occurring in the entire Puget Sound region—not just on the 
SWIF but potentially from any one of the numerous other seismic sources in the region. USGS 
initially reported the 15 percent probability of occurrence in 50 years for a magnitude 6.5 or 
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greater earthquake in the Puget Sound area during the February 28, 2005, Seattle Fault 
Earthquake Scenario Conference held in Bellevue, Washington, and sponsored by USGS and the 
Earthquake Engineering Research Institute (EERI), among others 
(http://seattlescenario.eeri.org/documents.php). A publication from EERI, with USGS as a major 
contributor, is planned in July 2005 that will restate their estimate of a 15 percent probability of 
occurrence in the next 50 years for a magnitude 6.5 or greater earthquake in the Puget Sound 
region.  

Response to Comment I02-09 

Please see Summary Response on Other Earthquakes. 

Response to Comment I02-10 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I02-11 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

For linear facilities, such as roads or pipelines that extend across miles of terrain, it is accepted 
that such facilities may cross seismically active areas. The possibility that the Brightwater 
conveyance could cross such faults was disclosed in the Final EIS (see Chapter 4). The King 
County Hearing Examiner found that the discussion in the Final EIS of seismic impacts to the 
conveyance system was adequate. (Decision Denying Appeal, Subject to Conditions, Brightwater 
Final Environmental Impact Statement Appeals of Adequacy, Seattle, WA, Office of the King 
County Hearing Examiner, King County, 2004.) The Examiner’s decision was affirmed by King 
County Superior Court Judge Theresa Doyle in her June 17, 2005 Order upholding the adequacy 
of the Brightwater Final EIS. The discussion of seismic impacts to the conveyance system will 
not be revisited as part of this Supplemental EIS. 
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Response to Comment I03-01 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I03-02 

Figure 3-7 in Appendix 6-B of the Final EIS shows that the Route 9 plant site straddles the 
southwestern downgradient or groundwater outflow boundary of the Cross Valley Sole Source 
Aquifer and is located outside of the Cross Valley wellhead protection area. The Final EIS shows 
that wells in the shallow or Cross Valley aquifers would not be affected by the construction or 
operation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Route 9 site. 

As noted in Section 5.4.1 of the Supplemental EIS, groundwater in both the shallow unconfined 
aquifer and the deeper regional Cross Valley Aquifer flows westward, discharging to Little Bear 
Creek. No known water supply wells drawing from the shallow or regional aquifers are located 
between the plant site and Little Bear Creek; therefore, wells in either aquifer would not be 
affected by any leaks from the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Route 9 site caused by an 
earthquake. 

Response to Comment I03-03 

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment I03-04 

King County has developed a comprehensive list of provisions to ensure that the Brightwater 
facility will be designed to meet or exceed all applicable standards. In addition, King County has 
developed a broad range of mitigation measures to address impacts should they occur. 

Please see Summary Responses on Seismic Design Standards and Understanding Seismic Risk. 

Response to Comment I03-05 

Section 5.6.1 of the Supplemental EIS describes potential environmental health impacts 
associated with wastewater spills. Potential health risks, including bacterial and viral illness, if the 
public comes in contact with the wastewater are described in that section. No significant risk to 
public health is likely. Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-33. 

Response to Comment I03-06 

As described in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS, fish and other aquatic organisms could die in 
Little Bear Creek from digester solids resulting from an earthquake at the Brightwater site. 

Response to Comment I03-07 

Estimates of mortality are not included in Section 5.6 of the Supplemental EIS because deaths are 
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not anticipated to occur from contact with wastewater following an earthquake at the Brightwater 
Treatment Plant. As noted in Section 5.6, those individuals with the greatest potential for 
exposure are wastewater treatment plant workers, who will be prepared for an emergency with 
appropriate training, emergency response techniques, and safety equipment. In the remote 
possibility that untreated wastewater were to flow off the Brightwater site, King County would 
work with local emergency service providers to provide notification of the release as described in 
the Summary Response on Emergency Response.  

King County identified potential sensitive receptors/populations as part of air quality modeling 
for the Final EIS. "Sensitive receptors" are defined as those individuals who may have 
compromised respiratory systems and could therefore have a higher sensitivity to emissions from 
the wastewater treatment plant. Sensitive receptors are typically associated with those populations 
that experience potential sensitivity to air or odor impacts. Potentially sensitive populations 
include children and older adults. These groups would also be appropriate in considering 
sensitivity to other types of releases, including water-borne risks. Sensitive populations within a 
5-mile radius of the Brightwater Treatment Plant site were identified as part of the air quality 
modeling for the Final EIS; a total of 46 receptors, mostly schools, were identified within this 5-
mile radius. These receptors are listed in Appendix 5-A to the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I03-08 

Please see Summary Responses on Chemicals and Worst-Case Scenarios. 

Response to Comment I03-09 

King County complies with all applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) standards for workers at all treatment plant locations under current conditions and will 
continue to comply with applicable requirements for all facilities in the future. The Brightwater 
Treatment Plant will operate in compliance with all applicable regulatory requirements; at this 
time, there is no specific health or safety need or requirement for vaccination of the public in the 
vicinity of wastewater treatment plants. Therefore, King County is not contemplating such an 
action. 

Please see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios. 

Response to Comment I03-10 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 
Any site selected for an essential public facility will entail development costs that are particular to 
that specific site, all of which must be addressed, along with all design standards, permit 
requirements, and other applicable rules, for all elements of the proposed project system-wide. 

Response to Comment I03-11 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Comment I03-12 

The approach used by King County to estimate the probability of a fault rupture at the plant site is 
one of conditional probability. King County does not believe that it is appropriate to evaluate 
multiple independent events—for example, a surface rupture earthquake on the SWIF occurring 
at the same time as the 100-year flood. Conditional probability treats dependent events in a 
hierarchical way: (1) a crustal earthquake occurring in the Puget Sound region, (2) that 
earthquake occurring on the SWIF, (3) that earthquake on the SWIF producing surface rupture, 
(4) that surface rupture on the SWIF occurring on one of the strands at the Route 9 site; and (5) 
that part of the SWIF strand at the Route 9 site passing under a Brightwater facility. King County 
agrees with the comment that these are dependent events or, more specifically, dependent 
components of an event scenario. Because they are dependent components, they are treated as 
conditional probabilities that are multiplied to estimate the probability of a fault movement under 
a facility at the site. 

Response to Comment I03-13 

During an earthquake, the influent pump station would be shut down; therefore, the influent in the 
force mains would stop flowing. For a discussion of what would happen if the tunnel were to 
break during an earthquake, please see Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS.  

Liquefaction is not anticipated in the vicinity of the combined tunnel on the treatment plant site. 
Therefore, soil in the vicinity of the tunnel, other than soil required for construction of the tunnel, 
would not be removed and no additional soil is planned for removal in the tunnel area to mitigate 
for potential liquefaction. Liquefiable soils are anticipated to be further north on the site, and 
higher in elevation, than the zone of the combined tunnel. 

Response to Comment I03-14 

Chapter 4 of the Final EIS describes the potentially liquefiable soil that exists beneath the area 
planned for the treatment plant structures and the resulting mitigation approaches. The location of 
these liquefiable soils is typically within 10 to 20 feet of the ground surface. Removal of soil with 
the potential for liquefaction on the Route 9 site was addressed in the Brightwater Final EIS and 
has already been calculated into cost estimates for the project. 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I03-15 

Any excavation at the site would be filled with either appropriate soil (fill) or a structure. 
Following construction, no holes would remain unfilled. Any onsite spills at the treatment plant 
would be routed to spill containment facilities. It is possible that a “sink hole” could develop over 
the top of a tunnel break at the treatment plant site under Scenario B, but it is not likely that the 
contents of the tunnel would reach the surface. Please see Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS for 
a discussion of spill containment and potential impacts to groundwater. 
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Response to Comment I04-01 

Please see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios. 

Response to Comment I04-02 

Please see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision, Scope of Supplemental EIS, and 
Trenching. 

Response to Comment I04-03 

Please see the response to Gray, Comment I04-04.  Also see Summary Responses on Executive’s 
Decision and Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

This SEPA process does not evaluate existing King County wastewater treatment plants relative 
to seismic features. 

Response to Comment I04-04 

During preparation of the Final EIS, King County’s consultants reviewed all available scientific 
literature on the SWIF, including both the Gower et al. (1985) and the Johnson et al. (1996 and 
2001) reports. King County also spoke with Johnson regarding his reports. Neither Gower nor 
Johnson had specifically mapped the SWIF onto the mainland. King County discussed both 
reports in the Final EIS and Final EIS Addendum 3. The first hard evidence that the SWIF 
projected onto the mainland was provided by Blakely et al. (2004). The history of investigation of 
the SWIF is summarized in Section 2.6 of the Supplemental EIS. (Please see Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental EIS for full citations of documents cited in this response.) 

Response to Comment I04-05 

The origin of the commenter’s statement of “over nine ruptures within the last 2,700 years” is 
unknown to King County. The USGS Open File Report 2005-1136 (Sherrod et al., 2005; 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2005/1136/) states on page 2, “In total, paleoseismological evidence 
suggests that the SWIFZ produced at least four events since deglaciation about 16,400 years ago, 
the most recent after 2.7 ka. Liquefaction features near Everett indicate that strong shaking has 
occurred there at least three times in the last 1100 years, although evidence that those earthquakes 
occurred on the SWIFZ has not yet been found.” These comments address the entire Southern 
Whidbey Island Fault Zone (SWIFZ); of relevance to the Route 9 site is that the USGS found 
only two or possibly three indications of folding or possible faulting in the last 16,000 years in the 
trench excavated at Lineament 4. (Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full citation 
for Sherrod et al., 2005.) (Note: “ka” means 1,000 years ago.) 

Response to Comment I04-06 

Thank you for your comment. Please see the response to Gray, Comment I04-07. 
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Response to Comment I04-07 

A description of how the earthquake scenarios were developed and why they encompass a range 
of worst-case scenarios is included in Chapters 2 and 4 of the Supplemental EIS. Also see 
Summary Responses on Worst-Case Scenarios, Scope of Supplemental EIS, and Executive’s 
Decision. 

The Final EIS and Supplemental EIS for the Brightwater System include substantial mitigation to 
minimize the impacts that could occur in the event of a major earthquake. Please see mitigation 
sections of both documents for specific information about how the siting, design, construction 
and operation of facilities respond to existing or potential earthquake faults. 
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Response to Comment I05-01 

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment I05-02 

Thank you for your comment. King County will provide redundancy in all treatment units for the 
Brightwater Treatment Plant, including liquid processing, solids processing, and odor control. 
The facilities will provide substantially better treatment of wastewater than most secondary 
treatment processes. (On an annual basis, the membrane bioreactor [MBR] treatment system that 
will be used at Brightwater will discharge 75 percent less pollutants to Puget Sound than 
conventional secondary treatment.) In addition, King County will provide a state-of-the-art odor 
control system that is more advanced than any in the Northwest. Redundant units will be included 
in the odor control system to ensure King County meets the commitment of no detectable odor 
during maintenance and repair of the units. 

Response to Comment I05-03 

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment I05-04 

It is well established that elevated fecal coliform bacteria concentrations observed in local 
streams pose a potential risk to human health and are an indicator of other possible problems 
(e.g., elevated nutrient and organic matter inputs). The Washington State Department of Ecology 
is in the process of developing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) limitations and cleanup 
plans to address excessive fecal coliform bacteria levels in area streams. A draft plan has already 
been developed for North Creek and the planning process has begun for Little Bear Creek. 

Response to Comment I05-05 

Thank you for your comment. Accommodating the wastewater treatment needs of King County’s 
growing wastewater service area (including south Snohomish County) was the goal of the 
Regional Wastewater Services Plan, adopted in 1999 and updated in 2004. Having Brightwater 
facilities on line by the year 2010 will provide adequate treatment capacity and avoid overflows. 
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Response to Comment I07-01 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision.  

Response to Comment I07-02 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I07-03 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. In addition to other information, 
comments by the public and responses to comments on the Supplemental EIS will be considered 
as part of the Executive’s evaluation. 

Response to Comment I07-04 

King County does not intend to issue another Draft Supplemental EIS. Following issuance of the 
Final Supplemental EIS relating to seismic conditions at the Route 9 site, the King County 
Executive will review the Brightwater siting decision that he made in December 2003. Please see 
Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I07-05 

Please see Summary Response on 50-Year Design Life. 

Response to Comment I07-06 

Estimates of movement of Lineament 4 were derived from observations that two or possibly three 
earthquakes occurred on this lineament in the past 16,000 years, a time span that is over 300 
times longer than 50 years. The recorded history of earthquakes in the region (the past 160 years) 
suggests that historical ground shaking at the Route 9 site has reached only a fraction of the levels 
that the plant will be designed to withstand. 

Response to Comment I07-07 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I07-08 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I07-09 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 
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Response to Comment I07-10 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I07-11 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s decision.  The Final EIS and Draft Supplemental 
EIS for the Brightwater facilities include substantial mitigation to minimize the impacts that 
could occur in the event of a major seismic event.  Please see mitigation sections of both 
documents for specific information about how the siting, design, construction and operation of 
facilities responds to existing or potential earthquake faults. 

Response to Comment I07-12 

Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I02-08. 

Response to Comment I07-13 

Please see Summary Responses on Other Earthquakes and Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I07-14 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I07-15 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. Also see the response to Dixon, 
Comment I02-11. 

Response to Comment I07-16 

As noted in Section 5.4.1 of the Supplemental EIS, groundwater in both the shallow unconfined 
aquifer and the deeper regional Cross Valley Aquifer flows westward, discharging to Little Bear 
Creek. No known water supply wells drawing from the shallow or regional aquifers are located 
between the plant site and Little Bear Creek; therefore, wells in either aquifer would not be 
affected by any leaks from the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Route 9 site caused by an 
earthquake. Water supply wells are discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. Also, see Chapter 5 
and Appendix F of the Supplemental EIS for a discussion of groundwater impacts. 

Response to Comment I07-17 

Please see Summary Response on Comment Period. 

Response to Comment I07-18 

All documents referenced at the end of each chapter and appendix, including the USGS report, 
have been available for review since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Please contact the 
Brightwater Project Team at (206) 684-6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For accessible formats, 



Individual Responses to Comments 

152  Brightwater Final Supplemental EIS 

call (206) 684-1280 or 711 (TTY). The USGS Open-File Report 2005-1136 (Sherrod et al., 2005) 
is also available on the Internet at http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2005/1136/. (Please see Chapter 2 of 
the Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment I07-19 

This comment seeks information that is beyond the scope of an EIS and essentially calls for a 
legal analysis, as opposed to environmental information or information related to environmental 
impacts or mitigation of those impacts.  

Response to Comment I07-20 

This comment does not address environmental impacts. Please see Summary Response on Scope 
of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I07-21 

Please see the response to Gray, Comment I17-09. 

Response to Comment I07-22 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I07-23 

As discussed in the Supplemental EIS in Chapter 5 under Scenario C, it is highly unlikely that 
chemicals released from chemical storage buildings would reach Little Bear Creek. If chemicals 
were to somehow reach the creek in a reactive form, the mortality to fish would be rapid (acute) 
not allowing time for emaciation to occur. The number of fish that would die would be dependent 
on a number of factors including the time of year (the stage of salmon breeding), the quality of 
habitat present in Little Bear Creek, the weather (particularly rainfall), and others. To estimate an 
absolute number of fish deaths is highly speculative, but it is possible that the entire fish 
community in Little Bear Creek would be killed downstream of the plant under Scenario C. 
Please see mitigation for adverse impacts to biological resources in Chapter 5 of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I07-24 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I07-25 

The analysis in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS shows that there would be no chemical release 
that would be dangerous to the community. Consequently, no evacuation would be necessary. 
Please see Summary Response on Chemicals for further information. Chapter 5 of the 
Supplemental EIS describes planned measures to minimize or mitigate adverse impacts to air 
resources, including installation of chemical release detection equipment in the odor control 
buildings and other steps to minimize air emissions. Among the emergency response measures 



Dixon (I07)  

Brightwater Final Supplemental EIS  153 

described in that chapter are measures to prevent toxic gases from forming and notification of the 
surrounding community if such gases should form despite these measures. King County would 
work with local emergency service providers to provide notice to the public, as described in the 
Summary Response on Emergency Response.  

Response to Comment I07-26 

The facility damage and the impacts to public health and the environment from a break in the 
combined tunnel from a ground surface rupture on Lineament X are described in Chapter 5 of the 
Supplemental EIS. As described in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS, the influent pump station 
would cease to pump flows to the plant in the event of a strong earthquake but up to 200,000 
gallons of influent already in the tunnel could be released into the surrounding ground if there 
was a break in the tunnel. Because the tunnel would be 25 to 30 feet below the ground surface at 
this location, no wastewater released by a break in tunnel pipes is expected to reach the surface. 
The various mitigation actions King County may take are also described in Chapter 5. Please see 
Summary Responses on Chemicals and Emergency Response. The Supplemental EIS does not 
conclude that human health would be compromised or medical conditions would result from 
exposure to wastewater if the worst-case scenario occurred. 

Response to Comment I07-27 

In the highly unlikely event that wastewater were to spill as the result of an earthquake, King 
County would clean up the spill as quickly as practicable. The Summary Response on Emergency 
Response addresses the emergency cleanup measures King County would undertake if a spill 
were to occur. Prompt cleanup is the best way to reduce the potential for offsite odors; however, 
during the cleanup period, there would be some short-term odor impacts. 

Methane and hydrogen sulfide (H2S) are gaseous byproducts of naturally occurring 
decomposition in wastewater; both would be emitted by any wastewater that spilled during an 
earthquake, but at levels well below those that could cause hazards to the public. Chloroform 
would also be present in small quantities as a byproduct of water supply system disinfection; 
these quantities likewise would not pose a threat to public health. In the event that an inversion 
occurred during the period of an earthquake, offsite concentrations of odor-causing chemicals 
could be higher but would not reach hazardous levels. Please see Chapter 5 of the Supplemental 
EIS for more information on impacts associated with air emissions. Also see Summary Response 
on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I07-28 

Please See Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I07-29 

The footprint of the treatment plant facilities on the Route 9 site has been compressed to reduce 
construction cost and long-term operation and maintenance costs. The footprint would have been 
reduced with or without discovery of an active fault along Lineament 4. Elimination of the forest 
concept and compression of the footprint eliminated more than 600 linear feet of major pipe 
galleries and associated excavation and dewatering, resulting in significant construction cost 
savings. Reducing the distance between process units shortens the piping, thereby reducing the 
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energy required to convey wastewater and byproducts between the units. Compression of the 
facilities also results in less travel time between units and lower operation and maintenance costs. 

Response to Comment I07-30 

Please see the response to Snohomish County, Comment G01-05, and Summary Response on 
Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment I07-31 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I07-32 

The volume of flow that can be diverted to the other treatment plants will depend on the volume 
of flow in the conveyance system and the volume reaching those plants during the time when 
diversion is needed. The regional wastewater treatment system is not at full capacity at all times. 
The system’s volume of flow varies substantially based on weather conditions and other factors. 
Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS describes the system’s capacity to divert and store wastewater 
flows if the Brightwater plant were shut down. 

Response to Comment I07-33 

Please see Summary Response on 50-Year Design Life. 

Response to Comment I07-34 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. As part of the Regional 
Wastewater Services Plan, adopted in 1999 and updated in 2004, King County is implementing a 
6-year Regional Infiltration and Inflow Control Program. The program is described in Chapter 2 
of the Brightwater Final EIS. 

Response to Comment I07-35 

The Supplemental EIS discussion of repair of liquefaction damage that is referenced in this 
comment is in the context of damage to roadway embankments and pavements. In many cases, 
this damage is in the form of sand boils, localized settlement, and cracks in the ground. This type 
of damage can usually be repaired by filling the sand boil, subsided ground, or crack with soil and 
putting an asphalt patch over the fill. For example, the King County Airport (Boeing Field) was 
damaged by liquefaction during the 2001 Nisqually Earthquake and was repaired by compaction 
grouting within 2 weeks.  

As correctly noted by the commenter, it is not always the case that repairs can be made easily. 
Damage to structures can take months to repair, and in some cases the extent of damage requires 
the structure to be demolished and rebuilt. This possibility is acknowledged in Chapter 4 of the 
Supplemental EIS. 
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Response to Comment I07-36 

As stated in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS, fault rupture did not occur beneath treatment 
plant facilities in the Loma Prieta, Northridge, Kobe, or Chi Chi earthquakes. Damage to 
treatment facilities resulted from liquefaction or differential settlement. Please see Summary 
Response on Other Earthquakes for additional information. 

For Brightwater, surface fault rupture under the new treatment facilities is the most unlikely of 
the three scenarios that are described in the Supplemental EIS. Although there is no scientific 
information suggesting the presence of a fault between Lineaments 4 and X on the plant site in 
the area of the proposed new facilities, the Supplemental EIS describes the worst-case impacts 
that would result from a ground fault rupture under the chemical storage facilities and resulting 
release of chemicals to the environment. Please see Summary Response on Chemicals for 
additional information on potential release of onsite chemicals. 

Response to Comment I07-37 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS regarding cost information. 

In terms of relative project costs, the cost to clean up wastewater or solids after a worst-case 
scenario spill would be much less than what would be required to construct a dike or berm around 
the digesters. Please also see the response to City of Woodinville, Comment G02-41. 
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Response to Comment I08-01 

The decision to build Brightwater was made after careful review of technical, environmental, 
financial, and community issues over several years.  

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), adopted by the King County Council in 1999, 
sets forth both the purpose and need for a new wastewater treatment system to be in place by 
2010 to prevent untreated wastewater overflows. The Regional Wastewater Services Plan 2004 
Update (King County, 2004) confirms the need for Brightwater by 2010. These documents can be 
viewed at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/library.htm. Please see Summary Response on 
Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I08-02 

Alternatives to building additional wastewater facilities were studied early in the development of 
the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP). These alternatives included maximizing use of 
onsite wastewater systems, separating gray water from toilet water, and eliminating garbage 
grinders. These alternatives and their role in the RWSP are discussed on page 3-43 of the RWSP 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (1998). These documents can be viewed at 
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/library.htm 

Response to Comment I08-03 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Farris (I09) 

 

I09-01 



Farris (I09)  

Brightwater Final Supplemental EIS  159 

 

Response to Comment I09-01 

Please see Summary Response on Comment Period. 
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Farris (I10) 
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Response to Comment I10-01 

All documents referenced at the end of each chapter and appendix, including the USGS report, 
have been available for review since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. These documents 
were provided in a timely manner to all who requested them. The USGS Open-File Report 2005-
1136 (Sherrod et al., 2005) is also available on the Internet at http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2005/1136/. 
(Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full citation of Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment I10-02 

Please see Summary Response on Comment Period. 

Response to Comment I10-03 

Please see the response to Farris, Comment I10-01 and Summary Response on Comment Period.  
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Response to Comment I11-01 

Please see Summary Response on 50-Year Design Life. 

Response to Comment I11-02 

Please see Summary Responses on Understanding Seismic Risk, Seismic Design Standards and 
Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I11-03 

Please see Summary Response on Other Earthquakes. 

Response to Comment I11-04 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I11-05 

It is believed that this comment references a memorandum dated September 21, 2003, from Don 
Davis of URS consultants regarding Brightwater System Implementation Phasing Alternatives. 
That analysis emphasizes the importance of completing major portions of the Brightwater System 
on time. If the plant is not constructed by 2010, it will be necessary to design and construct 
additional storage capacity somewhere in the north King County service area so that excess flows 
can be stored during the wet season and then be transferred to either the West Point or South 
Treatment Plants for treatment when wet-weather flows subside. 

The need for Brightwater by 2010 is confirmed by the latest population forecasts in the Regional 
Wastewater Services Plan 2004 Update. This report can be viewed at 
http//dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/library.htm. 

If additional wastewater treatment capacity is not constructed in a timely manner to meet the 
demand of new development, then water quality problems may result. To prevent such a scenario, 
the Washington State Department Ecology (Ecology) has the authority to impose sewer hook-up 
bans. Some municipal sewer agencies impose sewer connection bans on themselves when their 
treatment capacity is being reached or exceeded. However, when a treatment system experiences 
repeat wastewater violations because of inadequate capacity and the municipality does not act to 
impose a sewer connection ban, Ecology will impose the ban through an administrative order. 
Ecology has imposed such bans in about 30 communities over the past 10 years. 

Response to Comment I11-06 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 
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Response to Comment I11-07 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I11-08 

Potential displacements along the SWIF, as described in the USGS report (Sherrod et al., 2005) 
and in the Supplemental EIS are 3 to 6 feet (1 to 2 meters ), significantly lower than suggested in 
the comment. The commenter may have used incorrect units of measurement in the question 
above. Also, as described in the Supplemental EIS, Lineament 4 is the only feature on the Route 9 
site that shows any evidence of past ground deformation, in contrast to the commenter’s 
characterization of “faults all over the site.” Although Lineament X has not been confirmed as an 
active fault, in this Supplemental EIS it has been evaluated as though it were one. No other active 
faults are known to exist on the site in the area of the proposed new facilities. However, for 
purposes of evaluating a worst-case scenario, it was assumed that an additional hypothetical fault 
exists between Lineaments 4 and X. (Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full 
citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment I11-09 

King County worked independently from, but closely with, the USGS in logging Trench 2a (Beef 
Barley trench in the USGS Open File Report 2005-1136, Sherrod et al., 2005). There are no 
substantial differences in displacement between the Supplemental EIS and the USGS Open-File 
Report 2005-1136, although a few minor differences resulted from different interpretations of the 
trenching exposures. It appears that the writer of this comment may have mistaken a trench 
station number in meters for a displacement value in the USGS Open File Report text. (Please see 
Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Please see the response to Farris, Comment I11-08, regarding the confusion over meters and feet. 

Response to Comment I11-10 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I11-11 

Please see Summary Responses on Understanding Seismic Risk and Executive’s Decision. Also 
see the response to MacRae, Comment I03-12, for an explanation of the method used to calculate 
probability. 

Response to Comment I11-12 

Please see Summary Responses on Worst-Case Scenarios and Understanding Seismic Risk. 

Response to Comment I11-13 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 
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Response to Comment I11-14 

This comment seeks information that is beyond the scope of an EIS and essentially calls for a 
legal analysis, as opposed to environmental information or information related to environmental 
impacts or mitigation of those impacts.  

Response to Comment I11-15 

This comment does not address environmental impacts. Please see Summary Response on Scope 
of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I11-16 

Please see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision and Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I11-17 

Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response. As indicated in that response, King 
County would work with local agencies on emergency response, including notification of the 
community. Citizens observing an emergency should contact local emergency service providers 
by calling 911. 

Response to Comment I11-18 

Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I02-08. 

Response to Comment I11-19 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. As indicated in that response, Lineament GA was 
identified through magnetic data; it was not trenched. 

Response to Comment I11-20 

Please see the response to Sno-King Environmental Alliance, Comment O01-04.  

Figure 4 in the USGS Open File Report 2005-1136 (Sherrod et al., 2005) clearly shows lineament 
GA to be about 240 feet long. The length of the lineament as shown on Figure 4 is based on the 
interpretation of Dr. Richard Blakely of USGS. Furthermore, the magnetic data presented in this 
figure clearly show the lineament to be truncated at the south and that the lineament does not 
extend further into the Route 9 plant site. (Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full 
citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment I11-21 

There are many elements in King County’s emergency response plan. One is an essential services 
generator that would be kept on the treatment plant site. It would not be sized to operate the entire 
treatment plant; however, it would be capable of supplying critical life-safety services, such as 
critical lighting and ventilation, and power for limited preliminary and primary treatment of 
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wastewater and discharge of effluent to Puget Sound. With the emergency fuel supply, it is 
estimated that the essential services generator could operate for 48 hours at maximum output. 
However, if the generator were to operate at a reduced level, the fuel supply would be conserved 
and the generator could be operated for a longer period of time. An earthquake that was strong 
enough to eliminate power at the treatment plant for 48 hours would also be likely to disrupt the 
regional potable water delivery system, which would reduce wastewater flows to the treatment 
plant and result in less need for power. In addition, if power were available to the offsite influent 
pump station, influent could be stored and rerouted to other plants for treatment and discharge 
thus reducing the need for power at Brightwater. 

It is expected that temporary generation equipment would be available should the need for the 
essential services generator exceed the fuel supply. Most power is expected to be restored with 72 
hours. Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response. 

At some point, King County expects to add co-generation and auxiliary power generation to 
Brightwater, as described in Table 3-2 of the Supplemental EIS.  This additional onsite generation 
capability would provide sufficient power for complete treatment, disinfection, and discharge of 
the average wet-weather flow and auxiliary systems, including odor control. 

Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I11-22 

Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response, which indicates sections of the 
Supplemental EIS that discuss emergency power sources, and Summary Response on Scope of 
Supplemental EIS concerning history of power outages. 

Response to Comment I11-23 

Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I07-23. The impacts of chemicals entering Little Bear 
Creek would be experienced by both King and Snohomish Counties. 

Response to Comment I11-24 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I11-25 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. Please also see Summary Response on Scope of 
Supplemental EIS regarding costs. 

Response to Comment I11-26 

The environmental evaluation in the Supplemental EIS concludes that human health issues and 
medical conditions resulting from exposure to wastewater, if the worst-case scenario were to 
occur, are highly unlikely. 
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Response to Comment I11-27 

Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I07-25. 

Response to Comment I11-28 

Please see the response to Dixon, I07-26. 

Response to Comment I11-29 

Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I07-27. 

Response to Comment I11-30 

Please see the response to Farris, Comment I11-36. Potential impacts to residents near the Route 
9 site are described in Section 5.6 of the Supplemental EIS. Please also see Summary Response 
on Scope of Supplemental EIS, concerning damage to livelihood. 

Response to Comment I11-31 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response indicates the sections of the Supplemental EIS 
that describe how King County would clean up any spills of wastewater, solids, or hazardous 
materials. Cost is not part of an environmental review under SEPA; please see Summary 
Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I11-32 

Please see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios. Cost is not part of an environmental 
review under SEPA; please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I11-33 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I11-34 

Chapter 9 of the Brightwater Final EIS and Chapter 5 of this Supplemental EIS present analyses 
of the chemicals that would be used at the Brightwater Treatment Plant. Also, please see 
Summary Responses on Chemicals and Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I11-35 

The Supplemental EIS does not conclude that there will be “loss of life” by locating Brightwater 
at the Route 9 site. Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 
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Response to Comment I11-36 

The probability of serious effects on the surrounding population resulting from an earthquake at 
the Brightwater Treatment Plant site is very low, because of the very low probability that an 
earthquake occurring at the site would cause release of chemicals or pathogens. Fatal effects are 
not expected even if a release of chemicals were to occur. If a release were to occur, mitigation 
measures have been incorporated into the facility design to minimize any offsite transmission or 
transport of toxic chemicals or pathogens. Please see Summary Responses on Emergency 
Response and Chemicals. 

Sensitive receptors within a 5-mile radius of the Brightwater site are described in Appendix 5-A 
to the Brightwater Final EIS; Chapter 11 of the Final EIS describes population and land use 
characteristics adjacent to the treatment plant site. Potential injuries, death, and long lasting health 
impacts are not anticipated to occur as a result of constructing or operating the Brightwater 
Treatment Plant at the Route 9 site and are therefore not quantified. It is acknowledged, however, 
that any type of natural disaster can cause injuries, deaths, and long-term effects. Impacts 
associated with the three worst-case scenarios are described in Section 5.6 of the Supplemental 
EIS. 

Response to Comment I11-37 

Potential alternative routes to the Brightwater site are discussed in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental 
EIS. 

Response to Comment I11-38 

King County’s proposed Water Supply Contingency Plan, also known as a Potable Water Supply 
Plan, is described in Section 17.3.2.1 in Chapter 17 of the Final EIS. In the event that local 
roadways were damaged to the point of being impassable, King County would coordinate with 
local utilities to provide potable water supply in the most efficient way possible. 

Response to Comment I11-39 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response indicates the sections of the Supplemental EIS 
that discuss how wastewater treatment and conveyance would be conducted under various post-
earthquake conditions. 

Response to Comment I11-40 

Damage to SR-522 and SR-9 might involve localized slumping of roadway embankments, 
general subsidence from liquefaction-induced settlement, depressions from sand boils, or cracks 
in the roadway surface. This type of damage can usually be repaired by regrading the surface with 
imported granular soil and eventually re-surfacing the roadway. In most cases this damage repair 
can be completed in several days. While the resulting surface may not be suitable for driving at 
the posted speed, the repair would be suitable for emergency vehicles and repair equipment to 
travel on the roadway, albeit at much slower speeds. 
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Response to Comment I11-41 

The short period of time being referred to is to repair damage for sand boils, local subsidence, and 
potential cracking that is often observed following a strong earthquake. Repairs can often be 
made in a period of a few days (i.e., 3 or 4) by regrading the damaged ground surface and placing 
temporary patches. This type of repair is suitable for temporary emergency use, and it would 
require more permanent repairs at some later date. However, the temporary repairs offer the 
possibility of opening the airfields for transporting critical equipment and specialized repair crews 
to the area.  

Response to Comment I11-42 

If helicopters were needed and available, they would be obtained from governmental and 
commercial sources after the helicopters had met higher-priority regional safety and health needs. 
Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response. The emergency service providers 
discussed in that response would determine necessary measures to protect public safety. The 
analysis in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS shows that there would be no chemical release that 
would be dangerous to the community. Consequently, no evacuation would be necessary. 

Response to Comment I11-43 

King County currently has no Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in place with fire, police, 
or any other first responders regarding the Brightwater Treatment Plant, because the facility has 
not yet been built. However, King County staff and the design team members have been working 
with first responders to involve them in the design process to address their concerns, gain their 
insights, and educate them about the facility layout being proposed. This collaborative process 
will continue throughout the design, construction, and startup process for the Brightwater 
Treatment Plant and will allow King County to address emergency plans with all of the first 
responders and all of the backup responders. 

Response to Comment I11-44 

This conclusion was based on information provided in the Earthquake Engineering Research 
Institute publication, Scenario for a Magnitude 6.7 Earthquake on the Seattle Fault (February 
2005; http://seattlescenario.eeri.org/documents.php). 

Response to Comment I11-45 

The history of power outages is beyond the scope of this Supplemental EIS. Please see Summary 
Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. Also see Chapter 8 of the Final EIS for further 
discussion of the power supply to Brightwater. 

Response to Comment I11-46 

King County’s Wastewater Treatment Division has emergency generators that are deployed to 
facilities that need emergency power. These generators are stored at the existing treatment plants 
when not in use. One or more could be stored at the Brightwater Treatment Plant, however this 
decision will be made during final design. 
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Response to Comment I11-47 

Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response as well as the responses to Snohomish 
County, Comment G01-11, and Gilbert, Comment I13-09. 

Response to Comment I11-48 

As discussed in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS, Snohomish Public Utility District will provide 
electrical power to the Brightwater plant at Route 9 from the SnoKing substation approximately 5 
miles from the Route 9 site. The SnoKing substation is fed by multiple lines from Bonneville 
Power Authority. Two independent high voltage (115 kV) transmission lines will carry power 
from the substation to the Route 9 site on separate power poles to the intersection of SR-9 and 
228th Street SE; both feeds will run together on large, single steel poles from this intersection to 
the substation location on the south end of the plant site. This method of power feed meets the 
requirements for dual power supply for redundancy and reliability and is not considered a "single 
point failure" due to the multiple feeds to the major (SnoKing) substation and the independent 
transmission lines for the majority of the distance from the substation to the plant site. The history 
of power outages is beyond the scope of this Supplemental EIS. Please see Summary Response 
on Scope of Supplemental EIS. Also see Chapter 8 of the Final EIS for further discussion of the 
power supply to Brightwater. 

Response to Comment I11-49 

In the event of loss of power on the entire grid, wastewater would continue to receive limited 
treatment (preliminary, primary, and some disinfection) and be discharged to Puget Sound as long 
as the offsite influent pump station, which is fed from a different power source, was still in 
operation. If that pump station were out of service, flow to the plant would stop, no treatment 
would be provided, and no effluent would be discharged. Influent would be rerouted and/or stored 
in the conveyance system, subject to available capacity, for the duration of the power outage. For 
these reasons, a complete grid failure would not be considered a worst-case scenario. 

Response to Comment I11-50 

The communication system is statewide, with several talk groups (channels) designated for 
statewide communication. The three indicated talk groups are channels. As a critical utility, the 
Wastewater Treatment Division has third priority after police and fire agencies. The failsoft 
system is a backup system. Every 800-MHz transmitter in King County incorporates a failsoft 
repeater. If the primary system were to fail, the failsoft system would go into operation. The 800-
MHz radio users would use the failsoft system by switching to the second bank of talk groups on 
their radio. If that failed, they could switch to a third bank. So the system is “tridundant.”  

King County has established an overlapping network of transmitter sites that covers King County 
and nearby areas. This system will provide coverage to the Brightwater site. 

The 800-MHz system has been designed to maximize the flow of communication during 
emergencies. This includes training of King County staff in the appropriate use of the system. 
Use of the 800-MHz system in any of its tridundant modes will enhance emergency response in 
the event of an earthquake or other emergencies. 
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All King County Wastewater Treatment Division facilities and offsite vehicles are equipped with 
800-MHz radios which are programmed with links to Zone 1 (a shared emergency coordination 
channel for cities and jurisdictions) and state and federal interoperable talk groups. 
Interoperability with Snohomish County will be added through the Homeland Security–Funded 
Tri-County Regional Interoperability Plan. By the time the Brightwater plant is in operation, the 
King and Snohomish County 800-MHz communication systems will be fully interoperable. 
Additional talk groups (e.g., for other local agencies) will be added as appropriate. 

Further information about the 800-MHz radio communication system is provided on the King 
County Office of Emergency Management, Radio Communication Services Web site: 
http://www.metrokc.gov/emd/800MHz.htm. 

Response to Comment I11-51 

The analysis in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS shows that there would be no chemical release 
that would be dangerous to the community. Consequently, no evacuation would be necessary. 
King County’s Emergency Response Programs are described in Sections 5.5.4 and 5.6.5 of the 
Supplemental EIS. As described in these sections, King County will coordinate with local 
emergency providers, including both the City of Woodinville and Snohomish County, to develop 
a specific response plan prior to operating the Brightwater Treatment Plant. The text of Section 
5.6.5 in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS has been modified to include more information about 
emergency response provisions. Please also see Summary Response on Emergency Response.  

Response to Comment I11-52 

The method of communication within the Brightwater Treatment Plant will be an 800 MHz radio 
system such as is used at the current Wastewater Treatment Division treatment plants and offsite 
facilities. In addition, off-duty key personnel carry cell phones with a radio feature and pagers so 
that they can be called to the plant if needed. 

Response to Comment I11-53 

The King County 800-MHz system is tested on a weekly basis from the Brightwater office to 
ensure functionality. Staff is trained in the appropriate use of the system to maximize the flow of 
communications during emergencies. 

Response to Comment I11-54 

As stated in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS, an emergency response plan will be prepared for 
the Brightwater Treatment Plant, similar to those being used for King County’s existing treatment 
plants. 

Response to Comment I11-55 

Please see the response to Farris, Comment I11-43. King County does not currently have a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in place with Snohomish County regarding mitigation, 
construction, or operation of the Brightwater treatment system, and none is required to develop 
the system as designed. 
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Response to Comment I11-56 

There will be access to the 800 MHz system and incident commander from all parts of the Route 
9 site, including main control and the satellite centers. 

Response to Comment I11-57 

Drawdown from wells in the area of Route 9 resulting from construction or operation of the 
Brightwater facilities is not anticipated to occur.  

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I11-58 

Section 5.4.2 and Section F2.2 of Appendix F in the Supplemental EIS discuss possible 
groundwater impacts caused by leakage from the influent tunnel as it enters the Route 9 site if it 
is damaged by a rupture along Lineament X. The results show that no known shallow or regional 
aquifer wells would be affected. The analysis indicates that in this location, it would take a 
minimum of 4 or 5 years for any contaminated groundwater to reach Little Bear Creek; this long 
time frame would allow sufficient time for groundwater remediation before the contamination 
could reach the creek. 

Response to Comment I11-59 

Information relating to losses in service was obtained from the Earthquake Engineering Research 
Institute publication, Scenario for a Magnitude 6.7 Earthquake on the Seattle Fault (February 
2005; http://seattlescenario.eeri.org/documents.php). 

Response to Comment I11-60 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I11-61 

Disruption of the conveyance system is beyond the scope of this Supplemental EIS. Please see 
Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I11-62 

Please see response to Dixon, Comment I02-11. 

Response to Comment I11-63 

Possible earthquake effects on sewer pipelines in the Brightwater service area and possible 
earthquake effects on pipes in the Brightwater combined conveyance tunnel are discussed in 
Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS. 
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Response to Comment I11-64 

Digester gas would continue to be used as a fuel source for digester and space heating as long as 
wastewater treatment continued at Brightwater. If neither natural gas nor digester gas was 
available, the digesters would gradually cool and the digestion process would slow down. If it 
appeared that there would be a long-term shortage of digester and natural gas, King County 
would attempt to obtain a hot water boiler and fuel tank. The boiler would be connected to the 
plant’s hot water circulation loop to heat the digesters and, to the extent possible, the plant. 

Response to Comment I11-65 

Liquefaction is not anticipated to occur at the south end of the site in the vicinity of the combined 
tunnel. Liquefiable soils are anticipated to be further north on the site, and higher in elevation, 
than soils at the south end. In areas on the site where liquefiable materials are found beneath 
proposed plant structures, they would be removed and replaced with appropriate compacted fill 
materials. If liquefaction were to occur outside the footprint of treatment plant structures, there 
would be no direct effect to the treatment plant facilities. 

Response to Comment I11-66 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS.  

The Supplemental EIS provides an analysis of the new information that has become available on 
the Southern Whidbey Island Fault since publication of the Brightwater Final EIS in November 
2003. It does not address seismic risk at other treatment plants in the King County Regional 
Wastewater Treatment System. 

Response to Comment I11-67 

Please see Summary Response on Other Earthquakes. 

Response to Comment I11-68 

The two trenches excavated at the site exposed deformed sediments. The characteristics of the 
deformation provided the basis for judgments regarding affected areas. Lineament 4 is recognized 
to be a tectonically active fold with minor faulting. No other confirmed faults or folds are known 
to exist on the site, but the assumption has been made that faults may be present and 
environmental impacts have been analyzed accordingly. 

Response to Comment I11-69 

Only one lineament on the site (Lineament 4) has been determined to be an active fault. If other 
lineaments are determined to be active faults, then they would be part of the SWIF zone and, 
therefore, would be interrelated. Perpendicular lines are not expected to exist within the SWIF; all 
tectonic features of the SWIF are expected to have a northwest trend. 
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Response to Comment I11-70 

Please see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment I11-71 

Temporary shutdown of the Brightwater Treatment Plant is highly likely in the event of an 
earthquake on the SWIF. Brightwater requires that flow be pumped to the plant for the plant to 
operate. If no flow is pumped, no flow would be treated and discharged to Puget Sound. In the 
event of an earthquake on the SWIF, the influent pump station at Portal 41 would be shut down 
and the plant structures and facilities would be inspected for damage. If no damage was found, 
the pump station would be restarted and the plant would resume treatment and discharge of the 
flows conveyed to it. 

Response to Comment I11-72 

The Brightwater treatment facilities will be designed in accordance with applicable codes, 
including IBC 2003. Please see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 
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Response to Comment I12-01 

Under SEPA, an EIS is required to analyze the significant adverse environmental impacts of a 
proposal. The questions in this comment relate to issues outside the scope of an EIS, as defined in 
WAC 197-11. Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I12-02 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

This comment refers to a Seattle Times story and is beyond the scope of the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I12-03 

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), adopted by the King County Council in 1999, 
sets forth both the purpose and need for a new wastewater treatment system to be in place by 
2010. An environmental impact statement was prepared for the RWSP in April 1998 entitled 
Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (King County, 
1998). New information in the Regional Wastewater Services Plan 2004 Update demonstrates the 
need for Brightwater by 2010. Updated population estimates indicate that the population served 
by sewers in the South Plant service area is greater than estimated in 1999. The Update (on page 
2-11) states: “Brightwater is now needed by 2010 not only to provide treatment capacity and peak 
conveyance flow relief to the north end of the service area, but also to receive flows from portions 
of the South Plant system until its next expansion.” These documents can be viewed at:  
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/library.htm. 

The Washington State Department of Ecology approved the original RWSP in September 2001. 
In a letter dated May 11, 2005, Jay Manning, Director, Washington State Department of Ecology, 
stated, “Our approval of the plan signified Ecology’s belief that the Brightwater system is needed 
and will need to be operational by 2010.”   

Response to Comment I12-04 

This information can be found in the document: Phase 1 Environmental and Engineering 
Constraints Analysis, Appendix J: Siting the Brightwater Facilities: Site Selection and Screening 
Activities (King County, March 2001). This document is available on a CD by contacting the 
Brightwater team at 206-684-6799 or toll free at 1-888-707-8571. Or email: 
brightwater@metrokc.gov. 

Please also see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I12-05 

USGS first disclosed the existence of LiDAR Lineament 4 to King County on March 18, 2004. At 
that time, LiDAR Lineament 4 was considered a topographic anomaly with a possible seismic 
origin; it was not confirmed as a seismic fault until after trenching was completed in October 
2004. See Sections 2.7.3 and 2.7.8 of the Supplemental EIS. 



Fleming (I12)  

Brightwater Final Supplemental EIS  185 

Response to Comment I12-06 

Under SEPA, an EIS is required to analyze the significant adverse environmental impacts of a 
proposal. The questions in this comment relate to issues outside the scope of an EIS, as defined in 
WAC 197-11. Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I12-07 

No money has been spent to relocate plant facilities as a result of trenching on Lineament 4. The 
layout of facilities, or the plant footprint, has been consolidated since issuance of the Final EIS to 
reduce construction and long-term operating and maintenance costs. Please see the response to 
Dixon, Comment I07-29.  

Response to Comment I12-08 

Under SEPA, an EIS is required to analyze the significant adverse environmental impacts of a 
proposal. The questions in this comment relate to issues outside the scope of an EIS, as defined in 
WAC 197-11. Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 
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Response to Comment I13-01 

Thank you for your comment. Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I13-02 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS, Executive’s Decision, and 
Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I13-03 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. Also, USGS and King County have confirmed only 
one active fault at the Route 9 site (Lineament 4). Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Supplemental 
EIS. 

Response to Comment I13-04 

Analysis included in the Supplemental EIS was based on documented research, which is included 
in the reference section for each of the respective sections, and historical experience at 
wastewater facilities throughout the region. Please see Summary Response on Chemicals for a 
discussion of the potential for chlorine gas to form. Impacts to surface waters are discussed in 
Section 5.3 of the Supplemental EIS. Potential impacts to property values are not an issue 
required for analysis under SEPA. Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I13-05 

Please see the responses to Dixon, Comment I02-08, and Gray, Comment I17-57. Also see 
Summary Responses on Chemicals and 50-Year Design Life. 

Response to Comment I13-06 

As explained in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS, a rupture of the combined tunnel would 
result in a limited spill to the ground, where it would be contained until it could be removed. 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response indicates the sections of the Supplemental EIS 
that describe how King County would clean up any spills of wastewater, solids, or hazardous 
materials. Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS for a discussion of EIS 
scope, including cost. The Summary Response on Emergency Response describes how King 
County would notify government agencies and the public. The Summary Response on Chemicals 
describes the extremely low likelihood of gas release from the treatment facility and gas behavior. 

Response to Comment I13-07 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 
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Response to Comment I13-08 

Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I07-26. 

Response to Comment I13-09 

The Brightwater treatment plant will be provided with electricity from the Snohomish PUD 
through two independent feeds, in accordance with Washington State Department of Ecology 
guidelines. Only one of the two power feeds is required to operate the treatment plant and odor 
control system; the second would serve as a backup in the event of an outage of the main feed. In 
addition, the plant will have an essential services generator for life safety elements within the 
plant such as critical lighting and ventilation. A 48-hour supply of diesel fuel will be stored 
onsite. Temporary generation equipment is expected to be available should the need for the 
essential services generator exceed the 48 hour fuel supply. Please also see the response to City of 
Woodinville, Comment G02-50. 

In the event that both power feeds from Snohomish PUD went out of service, there would be 
temporary loss of full treatment, which could result in temporary odors offsite. Wastewater would 
be contained within the covered tanks onsite during a full power outage, and no discharge of 
wastewater to the area surrounding the Route 9 site would occur.  

If the offsite influent pump station was still operational during a complete power outage at the 
plant site, wastewater delivered to the plant would flow by gravity into the treatment facilities, 
where it would receive preliminary and primary treatment and be discharged to Puget Sound. If 
the pump station were not operational, no flow would be delivered and the plant would be shut 
down until power was restored. During this time, wastewater would be stored in the conveyance 
system and/or rerouted to the South or West Point plants to the extent that capacity was available. 
If capacity was unavailable, overflows in the conveyance system would occur into fresh water, as 
discussed in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS, until such time as capacity was available at other 
plants or power was restored at Brightwater. 
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Response to Comment I14-01 

Please see response to Glaser, Comment I14-02 and Summary Responses on Seismic Design 
Standards, Executive’s Decision, and Understanding Seismic Risk.  A plant-damaging earthquake 
that results in impacts to wildlife and surface water quality is extremely unlikely to ever occur. 

Response to Comment I14-02 

The groundwater impact analysis presented in Section 5.4 and Appendix F of the Supplemental 
EIS assumed that as a worst case, treatment plant liquids would seep into the groundwater. The 
results of the analysis show that groundwater in both the shallow unconfined aquifer and the 
deeper regional Cross Valley Aquifer flows westward, discharging to Little Bear Creek. No 
known water supply wells drawing from the shallow or regional aquifers are located between the 
plant site and Little Bear Creek; therefore, wells in either aquifer would not be affected by any 
leaks from Brightwater facilities at Route 9 caused by an earthquake. The analysis also indicated 
that the time for the contaminated groundwater to reach Little Bear Creek would range from 
about 4 or 5 years up to 12 to 15 years, depending on the scenario and location of the source of 
leakage. This time frame would allow sufficient time for groundwater remediation before the 
contamination could reach the creek. 

Response to Comment I14-03 

Please see the response to Dixon, I07-27. Also see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision 
and Understanding Seismic Risk. 

Response to Comment I14-04 

The potential for impacts associated with constructing and operating the treatment plant at the 
Route 9 site was addressed in the Final EIS for the Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment 
System, November 2003. 

WAC 197-11-448(1) notes the following: 

The environmental impact statement is not required to evaluate and document all of the 
possible effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing judgments that 
must ultimately be made by the decision makers. Rather, the environmental impact statement 
analyzes environmental impacts.  

SEPA does not require that evaluation of socioeconomic impacts (including property values) be 
included in an EIS. Property values are highly variable and complex, and depend on a number of 
market factors that are not part of the environmental review. Please see Summary Responses on 
Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 
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Response to Comment I15-01 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I15-02 

Please see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision and Understanding Seismic Risk. 

Response to Comment I15-03 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 
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Response to Comment I16-01 

Please see Summary Response on Comment Period. 
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Response to Comment I17-01 

WAC 197-11-794(2) is part of the definition of “significant” under SEPA, noting that 
significance “involves context and intensity and does not lend itself to a formula or quantifiable 
test.”  In the Draft Supplement EIS, King County has used the “rule of reason” to analyze the 
probable, significant, adverse environmental impacts of several possible earthquake scenarios, 
including the likelihood that these impacts might occur during the design life of the treatment 
plant.  Such disclosure is consistent with the requirements of SEPA and WAC 197-11-794(2), 
which states, “the severity of an impact should be weighted along with its likelihood of 
occurrence”. 

The Final EIS and Supplemental EIS for the Brightwater facilities include substantial mitigation 
to minimize the damage that could occur in the event of a major earthquake. Please see mitigation 
sections of both documents for specific information about how the siting, design, and 
construction of facilities will respond to the risks associated with existing or potential earthquake 
faults. Please see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision and Understanding Seismic Risk.  

Response to Comment I17-02 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive's Decision. 

Response to Comment I17-03 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

King County is not aware of any documented published recommendations made by USGS 
concerning trenching the entire Route 9 site. The USGS Open File Report 2005/1136 (Sherrod et 
al., 2005) is the only published reference on the SWIF in proximity to the Route 9 site. This 
reference includes no USGS recommendations for further trenching at the Route 9 site. (Please 
see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment I17-04 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Conveyance structures are not considered treatment process structures, and are not subject to the 
same design criteria, because they are buried linear structures and behave differently than plant 
structures in an earthquake. The King County Hearing Examiner, in his August 3, 2004, decision, 
found the Brightwater Final EIS adequate for the conveyance system. The Supplemental EIS 
acknowledges that the conveyance line crosses Lineament X and that a risk of rupture is present, 
as it is for all linear facilities that cross potential faults. The standard of practice is to allow 
conveyance pipelines to cross fault lines, and design the pipelines to be repaired if damaged. As 
discussed in Chapter 3 of the Supplemental EIS, pipe connections within the treatment plant will 
be designed with flexibility to allow relative movement during strong ground shaking. Please see 
the Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards for additional discussion of design 
measures to minimize seismic impacts to the combined influent/effluent tunnel. 
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Response to Comment I17-05 

The current location of Howell Creek with respect to the interpreted location of Lineament X is 
shown on Figure 2-3 of the Supplemental EIS. The current location of Howell Creek is more 
clearly shown in Figure 1-4 of the Supplemental EIS, where streams are depicted in blue. 

Response to Comment I17-06 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching and the response to Sno-King Environmental 
Alliance, Comment O01-04. 

Response to Comment I17-07 

Please see response to Gray, I17-01.  Also see Summary Responses on Worst-Case Scenarios, 
Understanding Seismic Risk, Emergency Response, and Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I17-08 

The hearing examiner ordered King County to publish the Supplemental EIS prior to further 
governmental actions on the proposal. Under SEPA, an “action” involves a decision on a project 
(WAC 197-11-704).  Applying for a permit is not considered an “action” under SEPA. 

Response to Comment I17-09 

As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS under Scenario C, it is highly unlikely that 
chemicals from chemical storage areas could reach Little Bear Creek. Impacts to Little Bear 
Creek under Scenario C are discussed in Section 5.3.5 in the remote case where chemicals and 
digester solids reach Little Bear Creek. Sections 5.4 to 5.7 include descriptions of the impacts to 
groundwater, air, environmental health, and public services and utilities. Mitigation steps to be 
taken by King County are also described at the end of each of these sections.  

Please see the Summary Response on Chemicals for a discussion of the potential for stored 
chemicals to reach Little Bear Creek. 

Response to Comment I17-10 

Please see Summary Responses on Worst-Case Scenarios, Understanding Seismic Risk, 
Emergency Response, and Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I17-11 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 



Gray (I17)  

Brightwater Final Supplemental EIS  207 

Response to Comment I17-12 

Conveyance structures are not considered to be treatment process structures. Please see the 
response to Snohomish County, Comment G1-05, and Summary Response on Seismic Design 
Standards. 

Response to Comment I17-13 

If Brightwater were damaged in an earthquake, King County would be responsible for clean up 
and repair. King County is self-insured. 

Response to Comment I17-14 

Please see response to Dixon, Comment I07-26.  

Response to Comment I17-15 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I17-16 

Please see response to Gray, Comment I17-01 and Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental 
EIS. 

Response to Comment I17-17 

During preparation of the Final EIS, King County’s consultants reviewed all available scientific 
literature on the SWIF, including both the Gower et al. (1985) and the Johnson et al. (1996 and 
2001) reports. King County also spoke with Johnson regarding his reports. Neither Gower nor 
Johnson had specifically mapped the SWIF onto the mainland. King County discussed both 
reports in the Brightwater Final EIS and Addendum 3 to the Final EIS. The first hard evidence 
that the SWIF projected onto the mainland was provided by Blakely et al. (2004). The history of 
investigation of the SWIF is summarized in Section 2.6 of the Supplemental EIS. (Please see 
Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for full citations for the documents cited in this response.) 

Response to Comment I17-18 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I17-19 

Please see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision and Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I17-20 

The Supplemental EIS focuses on the seismic features of the Route 9 site and potential 
environmental impacts and mitigation. It does not analyze other treatment plants in the King 
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County Regional Wastewater System. Please see Summary Responses on Understanding Seismic 
Risk, Scope of Supplemental EIS, and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I17-21 

The Supplemental EIS does not conclude that there will be “loss of life” by locating Brightwater 
at the Route 9 site. Potential environmental damage as a result of seismic activity at or affecting 
the Route 9 site, although highly unlikely, was discussed in the Supplemental EIS. Please see 
Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS for a discussion of cost. 

Response to Comment I17-22 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I17-23 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. The most current information available at the time 
regarding the SWIF was reported in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. During the summer and fall of 
2003, USGS reported the existence of the Cottage Lake Lineament, which is located more than 1 
mile from the Route 9 site. USGS did not report any information regarding Lineament 4 until 
March 2004, which was several months after the Final EIS was published in November 2003. 
King County issued Addendum 3 to the Final EIS to the public as this information became 
available. These findings were confirmed by the King County Hearing Examiner in his August 3, 
2004, decision on the Brightwater Final EIS.  

Regarding the conveyance system, linear facilities such as roads and pipelines extend across 
miles of terrain. It is accepted that such facilities may cross seismically active areas. The 
possibility that the Brightwater conveyance system could cross such faults was disclosed in 
Chapter 4 of the Final EIS, and the Hearing Examiner found that the discussion in the Final EIS 
of seismic impacts to the conveyance system was adequate. (Please see Chapter 1 of the 
Supplemental EIS for a full citation of the appeal decision.) 

Response to Comment I17-24 

The area that would be occupied by the new wastewater treatment plant structures, including the 
potential Community-Oriented Building, is 29 acres. The stormwater detention canal would add 7 
acres for a total of 36 acres. This size has not changed as a result of information obtained on 
Lineaments 4, GA, and X. Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I07-29. 

Response to Comment I17-25 

The Hearing Examiner’s decision dated August 3, 2004, speaks for itself and is described in 
Chapter 1 of the Supplemental EIS. (Please see Chapter 1 of the Supplemental EIS for a full 
citation of the appeal decision.) 

Response to Comment I17-26 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 
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Response to Comment I17-27 

Overflows would occur with or without a safety relief point. The volume and frequency of 
overflows would be the same, but the location of the overflows would be different. A safety relief 
point would concentrate the overflows and discharge them at one point—near the mouth of the 
Sammamish River where it flows into the north end of Lake Washington. If no safety relief point 
is built, the overflows would be dispersed at multiple locations along the conveyance line and into 
Lake Washington, the Sammamish River, and some streams. The Supplemental EIS describes the 
overflows and evaluates the impacts that would occur under worst-case conditions. Please see 
Chapters 4 and 5 and Figure 5-3 in the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I17-28 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS.  

Construction-related traffic relative to the SR-9 highway improvements was addressed in Chapter 
10 of the Brightwater Final EIS. The first part of this analysis was a conservative approach 
assuming that no SR-9 improvements were constructed. It also included in the traffic projections 
a separate analysis of concurrent construction of the SR-9 improvement and the treatment plant 
facilities. 

Response to Comment I17-29 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

An analysis of the membrane bioreactor (MBR) process was included in the Final EIS for the 
Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System. 

Response to Comment I17-30 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I17-31 

A description of the use of the Engineering and Environmental Constraints is accurately set forth 
in Section 1.5.1 of the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I17-32 

During preparation of the Final EIS, King County’s consultants reviewed all available scientific 
literature on the SWIF, including both the Gower et al. (1985) and the Johnson et al. (1996 and 
2001) reports. King County also spoke with Johnson regarding his reports. Neither Gower nor 
Johnson had specifically mapped the SWIF onto the mainland. King County discussed both 
reports in the Brightwater Final EIS and Addendum 3 to the Final EIS. The first hard evidence 
that the SWIF projected onto the mainland was provided by Blakely et al. (2004). The history of 
investigation of the SWIF is summarized in Section 2.6 of the Supplemental EIS. (Please see 
Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for full citations of the documents cited in this response.) 

In addition, please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 
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Response to Comment I17-33 

Please see the response to City of Woodinville, Comment G02-63. 

Response to Comment I17-34 

Please see response to Gray, Comment I17-01.  Also see Summary Responses on Understanding 
Seismic Risk, Worst-Case Scenarios, and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I17-35 

It is the role of the various decision makers who rely on these SEPA documents to make the 
ultimate decisions on the extent to which the risks or impacts associated with the proposal, 
including safety considerations, should influence their decision. The role of SEPA documents is 
to provide information to the decision makers, not require what decision should be made. Please 
see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision and Understanding Seismic Risk. 

This comment seeks information that is beyond the scope of an EIS. Please see Summary 
Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I17-36 

Please see the response to Gray, Comment I04-05. 

Response to Comment I17-37 

Please see Summary Response on Other Earthquakes. 

Response to Comment I17-38 

Section 1.7.4 of the Supplemental EIS states that the worst-case scenarios describe potential 
impacts assuming the simultaneous occurrence of extreme conditions such as maximum ground 
rupture, maximum amount of wastewater at the plant, and the entire release of all wastewater to 
the environment. The text simply states that should a ground rupture occur, it is unlikely that the 
entire plant contents would be released to the environment because some combination of the 
following possibilities would be more likely to occur: (1) the fault movement would not be as 
extreme as assumed; (2) the damage caused by the movement would not be as large as assumed; 
and (3) the amount of wastewater present at the plant would not be at its maximum. If any one of 
these possibilities were to occur, the amount of wastewater released would be less. 

Response to Comment I17-39 

Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS describes the potential impacts of damage to Brightwater 
facilities, including the combined influent-effluent tunnel. Potential alternative routes to the 
Brightwater site are discussed in Chapter 4. The Summary Response on Emergency Response 
discusses where flows would be routed in the event they could no longer be conveyed to the 
Brightwater plant, locations of possible overflows, potential impacts of those overflows, and 
potential mitigation measures. 
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Response to Comment I17-40 

The approximate 600-foot setback distance from Lineament 4 that was discussed in the 
administrative appeal hearing for the Final EIS in July 2004 was based on the postulated distance 
to Lineament 4 reported by the USGS in Open File Report 2004-1204 (Blakely et al., 2004). 
Based on the October 2004 trenching of the Route 9 site, the location of Lineament 4 has been 
more accurately identified. The distance from Lineament 4 to the nearest new wastewater 
treatment facility is now approximately 500 feet. (Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS 
for a full citation for Blakely et al., 2004.) 

Please see Summary Responses on Trenching and Seismic Design Standards.  Also see the 
response to MacRae, Comment I28-48. 

Response to Comment I17-41 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I17-42 

Please see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment I17-43 

The Brightwater plant will be designed so that in a power failure closed gates should not result in 
a release of wastewater. In addition, at locations where in-plant overflows are possible, any 
overflows would be directed by gravity into the treatment stream. At other locations, such as 
where split flows can occur, passive weirs would be used to direct flows. These features would 
help ensure that wastewater would flow through the plant by gravity and not be blocked by valves 
or gates in emergency situations. Furthermore, specific critical gates will be designed so that in a 
power failure they will open or close, as appropriate, to not result in a wastewater release. 

Response to Comment I17-44 

King County will design the piping systems to be flexible where the pipes connect to treatment 
plant structures to reduce the potential for leakage during strong shaking. As noted in Chapter 3 
of the Supplemental EIS, flexibility will be provided to allow “relative movement between liquid-
holding tanks and the piping systems during strong ground shaking.” The level of flexibility that 
will be provided in the Brightwater design will be in accordance with American Society of Civil 
Engineers earthquake design guidelines entitled Seismic Screening Checklists for Water and 
Wastewater Facilities (September 2002). These guidelines were developed following assessment 
of damage at other water and wastewater treatment plants damaged by earthquakes. Following 
these guidelines provides a level of flexibility that equals or exceeds levels provided at other 
treatment plants damaged by earthquakes. As noted in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS, 
leakage from pipe connections during earthquakes at other plants has been relatively small, 
leading to the conclusion that similar or lesser amounts could be expected from Brightwater.  

To mitigate potential impacts in the unlikely event of ground fault rupture beneath the treatment 
units, King County will provide gates and/or valves to isolate piping from the liquid-holding 
basins. Please see the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment G02-05. 
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Response to Comment I17-45 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response indicates the sections of the Supplemental EIS 
that discuss emergency power sources. This summary response also describes the levels of 
treatment that different levels of electrical power would support, including no treatment, primary 
treatment, and secondary treatment. 

The section of the Supplemental EIS referred to in the comment does not state that enough 
portable power generators to provide secondary treatment would be brought to the site. This 
section states that up to 9 megawatts of onsite power would ultimately be available when 
cogeneration and emergency power generation facilities were on line. In other words, nearly all of 
the emergency power generating capacity needed to provide secondary treatment would 
eventually reside at the site; it would not need to be imported. As also stated in this section, the 
Brightwater facility could have access to about 1 megawatt of portable generating power as well. 

Potential alternative routes and means to access the Brightwater site are discussed in Chapter 4 of 
the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I17-46 

Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response and the responses to Gilbert, Comment 
I13-09 and City of Woodinville, Comment G02-50.  

Response to Comment I17-47 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Either influent and/or effluent conveyance lines would be needed for the Brightwater Regional 
Wastewater Treatment System regardless of whether the plant was located at the Route 9 site or 
on the coast. 

The King County Hearing Examiner, in his August 23, 2004, decision, determined that if a 
supplemental EIS were prepared, it should focus on the seismic features of the Route 9 site. At 
the same time, he found that the conveyance system analysis in the Final EIS for Brightwater was 
adequate under SEPA. In addition, King County was not directed to analyze other technologies 
beyond those discussed in the Final EIS. (Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full 
citation for the appeal decision.) 

Response to Comment I17-48 

Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS discusses time frames for facility repair. 

Response to Comment I17-49 

Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS describes who would conduct inspections and how they would 
conduct them. 
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Response to Comment I17-50 

Please see the response to Snohomish County, Comment G01-05, and Summary Response on 
Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment I17-51 

Please see the response to Gray, Comment I17-27. 

Response to Comment I17-52 

This comment calls for further speculation on an unlikely hypothetical situation. To date, despite 
perhaps the most extensive seismic investigation for an environmental review of a project of this 
type anywhere in the Puget Sound region, neither USGS (the nation’s leading seismic experts) 
nor King County’s seismic team have identified any likely fault candidates between Lineaments 4 
and X on the plant site in the area of the proposed new facilities. King County’s response, should 
such a seismic feature be identified in the  future, would depend on several factors including the 
location of the seismic feature, its seismologic history, and the type of facility and the proximity 
of that facility to the feature.   

Response to Comment I17-53 

Please see Summary Responses on Understanding Seismic Risk and Scope of Supplemental EIS.  

The Supplemental EIS does not conclude that there will be “catastrophic damage/death potential” 
by locating Brightwater at the Route 9 site. Potential environmental damage as a result of the 
worst-case scenario affecting process facilities at the Route 9 site, although highly unlikely, was 
discussed in the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I17-54 

Please see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment I17-55 

Laws of physics dictate that for a given magnitude earthquake and rupture length, the amount of 
vertical displacement on multiple ruptures will be less than that of a single rupture. 

Response to Comment I17-56 

King County believes that deformation will be negligible outside a relatively narrow zone. This 
conclusion is based on the presence of undeformed sediments in Trench 2a, which was excavated 
across Lineament 4 in the North Mitigation Area, and King County’s analysis of data collected by 
the USGS at other trenching sites around Puget Sound. Please see Summary Response on 
Trenching. 
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Response to Comment I17-57 

A 4,000-5,000 year average recurrence interval of ground rupture on Lineament 4, based on the 
identification of two or possibly three folding/faulting events in the Beef Barley trench (Trench 
2a) of Lineament 4 (Sherrod et al., 2005), suggests that Lineament 4 would have a 2 percent 
probability of rupture in 100 years. (Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full 
citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment I17-58 

The Brightwater treatment plant is designed for a peak flow of 170 million gallons per day (mgd) 
when expansion of the plant is completed in approximately 2040; however, the plant would not 
“regularly process 170 mgd.” Peak flow during Phase 1 (2010 to 2040) would be 130 mgd. Peak 
flow is the maximum flow rate anticipated during a 1-hour period following a 20-year return 
storm event in the service area. In other words, this flow would occur only during relatively 
infrequent storm conditions and is the highest instantaneous flow rate for which the pipes and 
pumps are designed. 

Average flow rates would be significantly less than the peak flow rate, with an average flow 
during the wet season of 36 mgd initially and 54 mgd following expansion. Please see Table 4-1 
in the Supplemental EIS for a complete listing of flows ranging from the minimum diurnal of 9 
mgd to the peak of 170 mgd. 

Please see Chapters 1 and 2 of the Brightwater Final EIS for a discussion of why the Brightwater 
Regional Wastewater Treatment System is needed by 2010. 

Response to Comment I17-59 

The primary issue associated with the Alaskan Way Viaduct is the effects of liquefaction on the 
viaduct structure, where liquefaction-induced lateral spreading of the soil results in additional 
loading to the structure. The situation along SR-522 and SR-9 appears to be significantly different 
in terms of the types of structures that could be affected by liquefaction. Evidence from past 
earthquakes suggests that the more likely damage to roadways such as SR-522 and SR-9 would 
be localized embankment slumps, liquefaction-induced settlement, sand boils, and ground cracks. 
Generally, this type of damage can be repaired by filling damaged areas with earth fill, regrading 
and compacting the filled surface, and then patching. During emergency planning, it is generally 
assumed that roadways can be repaired sufficient for use by emergency vehicles and repair 
equipment within several days, or less. This does not preclude the possibility of repairs that take 
much longer where bridges are involved.    

Response to Comment I17-60 

Potential volumes of spills of wastewater and solids are estimated in Chapter 4 of the 
Supplemental EIS. Potential impacts and mitigation measures for these impacts are described in 
Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS. Please also see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios 
and Section 4.2 of the Supplemental EIS. As noted in that section, during the first 30 years of 
operation (which includes the year 2030), there would be less wastewater contained onsite and a 
lesser volume of potential releases from damaged facilities than would occur under the worst-case 
conditions assumed in the Supplemental EIS. 
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Response to Comment I17-61 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response describes the levels of treatment that different 
levels of electrical power would support. This response also discusses where flows would go in 
the event they could no longer be conveyed to the Brightwater plant, the potential impacts of 
overflows, and potential mitigation measures. If it became necessary to shut down the influent 
pump station, this could be done remotely or by turning off the electricity onsite. Fiber optic lines 
installed in the combined influent-effluent tunnel will provide communication between the 
influent pump station and the Brightwater plant. The influent pump station will be designed to 
automatically stop pumping if communication with the Brightwater plant is lost. As a result, if the 
influent/effluent pipe was broken, communication between the influent pump station and the 
plant would cease and pumping would stop. 

Response to Comment I17-62 

The impact to the operation of the  Brightwater Treatment Plant at Route 9 from temporary loss 
of water supply due to seismic damage to regional water supply wells or lines is discussed in 
Section 4.3.7 of the Supplemental EIS. In general, the potential impacts at the treatment plant 
would be minimal or could be mitigated.  

If the comment was intended to be about the availability of public water supplies following an 
earthquake at, or in the vicinity of the Route 9 site, the analyses in the Supplemental EIS and 
Final EIS do not reach the conclusion that public water supplies would be adversely affected by 
the construction or operation of the Brightwater facilities. 

Response to Comment I17-63 

Potential displacements along the SWIF, as described in the USGS report and in the 
Supplemental EIS, are 1 to 2 meters (3 to 6 feet), significantly lower than suggested in the 
comment. Please note that there is no evidence identified to date to suggest that any of the 
planned treatment facilities at the Route 9 Brightwater Treatment Plant would sit atop any active 
faults. The closest identified active fault on the Route 9 site is located several hundred feet north 
of the closest treatment facility. In California, the Alquist-Priolo Act allows treatment plant 
facilities to be located 50 feet from active faults, and, if unoccupied, over faults.  

King County is not aware of any treatment plants located over fault ruptures anywhere in the 
world; however, there are many thousands of plants worldwide and many thousands of active 
faults. No tabulation exists of plants that sit atop active faults.  

To the best of King County’s knowledge, there were no treatment plants located over active faults 
associated with the Loma Prieta, Northridge, Kobe, and Chi Chi earthquakes, which are discussed 
in the Supplemental EIS. The damage reported at Kobe was related to liquefaction of soil beneath 
a liquid-holding basin. As discussed in the Supplemental EIS, liquid-holding structures at 
Brightwater will be located below the maximum depth of liquefiable soils or liquefiable soils will 
be excavated and replaced with nonliquefiable materials. This means that the potential for 
damage from liquefaction, as occurred in Kobe, will be mitigated at the Brightwater site. Please 
see Summary Response on Other Earthquakes. 
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Response to Comment I17-64 

Existing data does not confirm that “there are many active surface rupture SWIF faults covering 
the Route 9 site.” As discussed in the Supplemental EIS, the only active fault confirmed onsite is 
at Lineament 4. And, Lineament X is presumed to be active for purposes of the Supplemental EIS 
analysis. 

King County is not concerned only about ground shaking. The potential for fault rupture on the 
Route 9 site has been studied in detail, and the potential impacts from rupture along Lineament 4, 
Lineament X, and between Lineaments 4 and X are described in the worst-case scenarios in 
Chapters 4 and 5 of the Supplemental EIS. If any of the three worst-case scenarios were to occur, 
they would be accompanied by strong ground shaking. As a result, both mechanisms must be 
considered. While King County believes that the effects of fault rupture would be limited to a 30-
to-50-foot band along each side of the fault, strong ground shaking associated with the rupture 
would be felt over a very wide area. 

Response to Comment I17-65 

The Brightwater Treatment Plant would not be processing 170 million gallons per day (mgd) of 
wastewater in the year 2030.  Please see the response to Gray, Comment I17-58, for a discussion 
of wastewater flow volumes expected at the plant through the year 2050. 

Table 4-2 in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS provides the time needed to fill available storage 
in the system under year 2050 flow conditions. In the year 2030, flows would be less, so the time 
to fill the conveyance system would be longer. As a result, impacts would be less than those 
described in the Supplemental EIS. The Summary Response on Emergency Response lists 
sections of the Supplemental EIS that identify where overflows from the system could take place, 
the potential impacts of those overflows, and potential mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment I17-66 

The facility damage and the impacts to public health and the environment .from a break in the 
combined tunnel from a ground surface rupture on Lineament X (Scenario B) are described in 
Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS. As described in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS, the 
influent pump station would cease to pump flows to the plant in the event of a strong earthquake 
but up to 200,000 gallons of influent already in the tunnel could be released into the surrounding 
ground if there was a break in the tunnel. Because the tunnel would be 25 to 30 feet below the 
ground surface at this location, no wastewater released by a break in tunnel pipes is expected to 
reach the surface. The various mitigation actions King County may take are also described in 
Chapter 5. Section 3.5.2 describes the Emergency Flow Management System that King County 
could activate to divert wastewater flows from Brightwater to one of King County’s other 
treatment plants if Brightwater facilities were disabled. Please see Summary Responses on 
Chemicals and Emergency Response. The Supplemental EIS does not conclude that human health 
would be compromised or medical conditions would result from exposure to wastewater if the 
worst-case scenario occurred. 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision for a discussion of how the Executive 
will consider the potential seismic impacts of building the Brightwater Treatment Plant in  
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proximity to known and hypothetical earthquake faults on the Route 9 site. Also see Summary 
Response on Understanding Seismic Risk. 

The portion of this comment regarding legal and financial responsibility seeks information that is 
beyond the scope of an EIS. Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I17-67 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response indicates sections of the Supplemental EIS that 
describe the volumes and levels of treatment that different levels of available power would 
support. The Summary Response on Emergency Response lists sections of the Supplemental EIS 
that identify where overflows from the system could take place and potential impacts of those 
overflows as well as potential mitigation measures. Table 4-2 in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental 
EIS provides the volume of possible overflows to fresh water if the Brightwater plant were shut 
down. 

Response to Comment I17-68 

The type of bypass to Puget Sound and the method of construction would depend on the 
magnitude and location of the tunnel break. The bypass could consist of a number of temporary 
connections, including a temporary welded steel pipe connection between the influent force main 
and the effluent pipeline; a manhole consisting of either a caisson, pre-cast concrete sections, or a 
cast-in-place structure; or a combination of the above. The specific method of construction would 
be determined following inspection of the break, with the goal of providing a bypass in the 
shortest reasonable time in order to minimize discharge of influent into fresh waters. 

Response to Comment I17-69 

There is no evidence indicating there are “surface rupture faults all over the site.” Please see 
Summary Responses on Seismic Design Standards and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I17-70 

Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS describes where leaking wastewater from the aeration basins 
would go in the event of leakage caused by earthquake damage, and Chapter 5 of the 
Supplemental EIS describes the associated impacts and mitigation measures. 

Response to Comment I17-71 

King County stores pumps at its existing treatment plants for use in emergencies. The Summary 
Response on Emergency Response indicates the sections of the Supplemental EIS that discuss 
emergency power sources. 

Response to Comment I17-72 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 
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Response to Comment I17-73 

The term “half life” is applied to nuclear reactivity and is not applied to the type of chemicals 
anticipated for use at the Route 9 site; a more appropriate term is “persistence.” The persistence 
of all of these chemicals in the environment depends on a number of factors, including wind, 
temperature, and dilution, and could range from hours to days, depending on environmental 
conditions and elapsed time until cleanup occurs. Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I17-74 

As stated in Section 4.8.2, it is assumed that at least one of the four control centers would be fully 
operational within a short period of time following an earthquake. King County evaluated 
scenarios that reflect various levels of seismic risk and represent the full range of potential worst-
case outcomes. Please see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios. 

Response to Comment I17-75 

During an earthquake, the influent pump station would shut down; therefore, the influent in the 
force mains would stop flowing and would lose pressure. The residual pressure would not be 
sufficient to push the influent to the ground surface. The effluent and reuse pipelines would flow 
by gravity, so neither would have the necessary pressure to reach the ground surface. For a 
discussion of what would happen if the tunnel were to break during an earthquake, please see 
Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I17-76 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals.  

Response to Comment I17-77 

Chapter 5 in the Supplemental EIS discusses odor and air emissions from damage to odor control 
systems “if a fault were to rupture” in the area between Lineaments 4 and X. The discussion 
considers what could happen if an unknown and hypothetical fault were to rupture. There is no 
“new fault” and no information to suggest that such a fault actually exists between Lineaments 4 
and X on the treatment plant site in the area of the proposed new facilities. Please see the 
discussion of worst-case Scenario C in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS. Also see Summary 
Responses on Worst-Case Scenarios and Trenching. 

Response to Comment I17-78 

The Federal Risk Management Plan General Duty Clause (EPA, 2000) requires the assessment of 
potential environmental hazards and mitigation through design modifications. In response to this 
requirement and in light of the seismic characteristics of the site, King County separated the 
alkaline and acidic chemical storage facilities by a distance of 1,200 feet to mitigate the potential 
for chlorine gas to form as a result of mixing. The distance chlorine gas would travel, in the 
highly unlikely event it is formed, was calculated in accordance with Federal Risk Management 
guidelines. Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 



Gray (I17)  

Brightwater Final Supplemental EIS  219 

Response to Comment I17-79 

There is no information indicating that “a large number of active surface rupture earthquake faults 
cover the site.” The only active fault identified on the Route 9 site is Lineament 4, and no 
chemical storage areas lie within the expected zone of deformation of Lineament 4. Scenario C 
describes the impacts that could occur if an unknown and hypothetical fault were to rupture under 
the chemical storage areas on the Route 9 site. Please see the discussion of worst-case scenarios 
in Chapter 4 and the discussion of mitigation in Chapter 5. Also, please see Summary Responses 
on Worst-Case Scenarios and Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I17-80 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals for a discussion of the stability and potential for 
volatilization of these compounds. Worst-case impacts for air, including potential for releases of 
gases, are described in Section 5.5 of the Supplemental EIS. 

This comment seeks information that is beyond the scope of an EIS and essentially calls for a 
legal analysis, as opposed to environmental information or information related to environmental 
impacts or mitigation of those impacts. Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental 
EIS. 

Response to Comment I17-81 

Potential alternative access routes and means to the Brightwater site are discussed in Chapter 4 of 
the Supplemental EIS. The Summary Response on Emergency Response indicates the sections of 
the Supplemental EIS that discuss emergency power sources. The potential impacts from 
earthquake damage to Brightwater Treatment Plant facilities along with potential mitigation 
measures are described in Chapter 5. 

Response to Comment I17-82 

Table 4-2 in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS provides the conveyance capacity. King County 
routinely notifies local utilities when overflows take place or are likely to take place. 

Response to Comment I17-83 

Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response as well as the responses to Snohomish 
County, Comment G01-11, and Gilbert, Comment I13-09.  

Response to Comment I17-84 

Potential alternative access routes and means to the Brightwater site are discussed in Chapter 4 of 
the Supplemental EIS. The potential impacts from earthquake damage to Brightwater Treatment 
Plant facilities along with potential mitigation measures are described in Chapter 5 of the 
Supplemental EIS.  
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Response to Comment I18-01 

All documents referenced at the end of each chapter and appendix, including the USGS report, 
have been available for review since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Please contact the 
Brightwater Project Team at (206) 684-6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For accessible formats, 
call (206) 684-1280 or 711 (TTY). The USGS Open-File Report 2005-1136 (Sherrod et al., 2005) 
is also available on the Internet at http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2005/1136/. (Please see Chapter 2 of 
the Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment I18-02 

Please see Summary Response on Comment Period. 

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), adopted in by the King County Council in 
1999, sets forth both the purpose and need for a new wastewater treatment system to be in place 
by 2010. The Regional Wastewater Services Plan 2004 Update confirms the need for Brightwater 
by 2010. These documents can be viewed at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/library.htm.  

Response to Comment I18-03 

No additional subsurface explorations are recommended in the paragraph identified by the 
commenter. The intent of this paragraph is to inform readers of a geotechnical report (1) that 
actual subsurface soil/rock/groundwater conditions are generally exposed to their greatest extent 
during earthwork (i.e., the construction phase in which soils and rock are excavated from beneath 
the building or structure) and (2) that the geotechnical engineer responsible for design should 
have the opportunity to observe the earthwork to determine whether the subsurface conditions 
encountered are consistent with those interpreted from the previous site explorations and used in 
design. This type of statement is consistent with the standard of practice within the geotechnical 
engineering profession and is usually found as a discussion of limitations within reports prepared 
by geotechnical engineers. 

Response to Comment I18-04 

The pre-trench borings in the vicinity of the Beef Barley trench (Trench 2a) were drilled at widely 
spaced intervals of 100 to 200 feet. As such, the results of the borings cannot be expected to 
provide the same level of detail as that from the continuous trench excavation. The exposures in 
the Beef Barley trench were “folds” as opposed to discrete fault plane slippages. 

Response to Comment I18-05 

The Supplemental EIS reports a 240-foot length for Lineament GA because that is the extent of 
what USGS interpreted to be the anomaly and is the area shown on Figure 4 of USGS Open-File 
Report 2005-1136 (Sherrod et al., 2005). The length of the lineament as shown on Figure 4 is 
based on the interpretation of Dr. Richard Blakely of USGS. Two magnetic profiles are shown on 
Figure 5 of the report. Variable magnetic intensity is shown all along these two profiles, including 
the intervals corresponding to Trench 2a. Unfaulted and undeformed sediments were exposed in 
Trench 2a northwest of the two ground magnetic profiles. (Please see Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 
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Response to Comment I19-01 

Please see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision and Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I19-02 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I19-03 

Several worst-case scenarios were developed in the Supplemental EIS in order to allow King 
County to evaluate what the impacts would be if a fault were to rupture on the Route 9 site; 
however, there has been no confirmation that Lineament X is an active fault. 

For linear facilities such as roads or pipelines, which extend across miles of terrain, it is accepted 
that such facilities may cross seismically active areas. The possibility that the Brightwater 
conveyance could cross such faults was disclosed in the Final EIS (see Chapter 4). The King 
County Hearing Examiner found that the discussion in the Final EIS of seismic impacts to the 
conveyance system was adequate. (Please see Chapter 1 of the Supplemental EIS for a full 
citation of the appeal decision.) 

Response to Comment I19-04 

The worst-case scenario approach taken in the Supplemental EIS is a methodology allowed in 
SEPA to address potential environmental impacts where the scientific data may possess a level of 
uncertainty. The worst-case scenarios assumed for fault rupture are not based on probability. 
However, the time between events on Lineament 4 (i.e., two or possibly three events in the past 
16,000 years) is relatively long when compared with the life expectancy of the plant, indicating 
that the worst-case scenario is in fact unlikely. In addition, the Supplemental EIS fully discloses 
the potential impacts and reasonable mitigation for the assumed worst-case scenarios. 

Response to Comment I19-05 

Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I02-08. 

Response to Comment I19-06 

Please see Summary Response on 50-Year Design Life. 

Response to Comment I19-07 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 
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Response to Comment I20-01 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I20-02 

Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I02-08. 
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Response to Comment I21-01 

All data used in the analyses in the Supplemental EIS have been available for review since the 
Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Please contact the Brightwater Project Team at (206) 684-
6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For accessible formats, call (206) 684-1280 or 711 (TTY).  

Response to Comment I21-02 

The Supplemental EIS is not an academic publication requiring peer review but rather is a 
disclosure document under SEPA. Technical Appendix A, Surface-Fault-Rupture Hazard 
Evaluation, and Technical Appendix B, Revised Probabilistic Seismic Hazard Analyses, were 
peer reviewed as drafts in late 2004 by a USGS team led by Craig Weaver, who is the Pacific 
Northwest Coordinator, National Earthquake Program, Co-Chief, Pacific Northwest Earthquake 
Studies Project. The final documents include comments, suggestions, and corrections from that 
exercise. Please see the response to Hensley, Comment I24-17. 

Response to Comment I21-03 

Please see Summary Response on Comment Period. 
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Response to Comment I22-01 

The 1998 slide that occurred during the construction of the Stockpot Soup facility is unrelated to 
Lineament 4.  As described in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS, the slide occurred when the slope was 
destabilized by site grading to construct the Stockpot facility. The grading removed soil at the toe 
of the slope that was acting as a buttress.  Following the slide, the slope was re-stabilized by 
constructing a cylinder pile wall at the toe of the slope. 

Response to Comment I22-02 

The public hearing on May 4, 2005, was not tape recorded. King County hired a court reporter to 
transcribe the proceedings. The court reporter, Catherine A. Decker, Notary Public (Van Pelt, 
Corbett & Associates, Seattle), was present in the hearing room, and she transcribed the entire 
proceedings. She was positioned near the front of the room. All testimony from the hearing is 
provided at the beginning of the comment and response section of this document.  

Response to Comment I22-03 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. Any new information about seismic features on the 
Route 9 site will be made available to the public and to agencies, including the USGS. King 
County will follow standard construction procedures during grading onsite. This normally would 
not include having USGS staff onsite; however, if the USGS expresses a desire to monitor 
activities, they would be welcome to do so. 

Response to Comment I22-04 

Election activities are not part of an environmental analysis under SEPA. Please see Summary 
Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I22-05 

Please see the response to Hensley, Comment I24-16. 

Response to Comment I22-06 

Please see the response to Farris, Comment I11-14. 

Response to Comment I22-07 

Bonding and insurance are not part of an environmental analysis under SEPA. Please see 
Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I22-08 

All of the faults listed in Section 3.1.3 of Appendix B to the Draft Supplemental EIS were used to 
develop the peak ground accelerations.  Each of these faults was represented by the parameters 
summarized in Tables 3.2 and 3.3.   
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The faults in the PSHA were not represented by a single set of parameters.  Rather, multiple 
representations of each fault were used in the PSHA model.  The parameters used to develop 
these alternate representations are listed in Tables 3.2 and 3.3 of the Draft Supplemental EIS.  
The range of parameters identified in Tables 3.2 and 3.3 was incorporated into the representation 
of each fault to account for uncertainties that currently exist with these faults.  Information 
published by the USGS and other scientists involved in seismic hazard modeling in the Puget 
Sound area was used in developing the parameters.  Introducing these parameters allowed a large 
number of different possible models of the faults to be used to produce the peak ground 
accelerations.  The approach used to model these faults is consistent with the standard of practice, 
is used by USGS, and is referenced for use by the IBC 2003 seismic design codes. 

Each of the extensions of the SWIF was represented in the hazard analysis – with different 
weights (or probabilities) assigned to the different extensions.  The parameters assigned to each 
representation are summarized in Table 3.3 of the Draft Supplemental EIS.  Section 3.1.3.3 
provides a discussion of these extensions, and Figures 3-9 and 3-10 show the alternate locations 
for the models.   

As described in Appendix B of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the PSHA considers all three splays 
of the SWIF zone (the northern, central and southern) in determining the peak ground 
acceleration for the Route 9 site. 

The magnitude assigned to each seismic source (i.e., fault or interplate source and intraslab 
source on the Cascadia Subduction Zone) potentially affects the peak ground acceleration 
determined by the seismic hazard model.  In general, the peak ground acceleration increases as 
the magnitude increases – though this relationship is distance-dependent.  If the source is close to 
the site being evaluated, the increase can be significant.  On the other hand, an increase in 
magnitude on a distant source may have little effect on the peak ground acceleration.  Maximum 
magnitudes assigned to each of the seismic sources used in the Brightwater PSHA were selected 
from information published by the USGS and other experts working in the area.  Generally, 
scientists estimated the magnitude on the basis of potential length of fault rupture or rupture area.  
The magnitude assigned to a fault must be consistent with the length or rupture area of a fault; 
therefore, an increase in magnitude must be supported by an increase in the length/rupture area of 
the fault.     

The 1-second spectral acceleration is used within the IBC 2003 to develop a response spectrum, 
which structural designers use to estimate forces that will occur in a structure during a seismic 
event.  As part of the design process, spectral accelerations are determined at various periods, one 
being the 1-second period.  The spectral acceleration at 1 second is determined in the PSHA by 
using a ground motion attenuation relationship for 1 second, when modeling the various seismic 
sources as discussed in Appendix B.   

It is not totally clear what the commenter is specifically referencing when commenting on the 
“Average spectral acceleration.”  If the reference is to Figure 4-14 of Appendix B, an average of 
the high and low directivity value is used to account for the possibility that rupture could occur in 
either direction along the fault.  Additional discussion of directivity effects is provided in Section 
4.3 of Appendix B.  The approach being taken when representing this directivity effect is 
consistent with the standard of engineering practice. 
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Response to Comment I22-09 

Little Bear Creek roughly parallels Lineament 4 for about a mile and in this reach the creek is 
located between 400 and 850 feet southwest of the lineament. 

Response to Comment I22-10 

Please see the response to Hensley, Comments I24-15 and I24-16. 

Response to Comment I22-11 

The Supplemental EIS presents an analysis of new seismic information about the Southern 
Whidbey Island Fault that became available since issuance of the Final EIS for the Brightwater 
Regional Wastewater Treatment System in November 2003.  It is based on new evaluations of 
aerial magnetic, ground magnetic, and LiDAR information for the Route 9 site by the USGS and 
a trenching investigation of Lineament 4.  The purpose of the Supplemental EIS is to analyze new 
information and impacts and mitigation associated with that new information that was not 
available when the Final EIS was prepared and issued in 2003. Revisions were made to the PSHA 
model in light of this new seismic information. 

Response to Comment I22-12 

Figure 4-5 in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS depicts King County’s understanding of the estimated 
extent of potentially liquefiable soil at the Route 9 site based on information available at the time 
the Final EIS was published.  The extent of potentially liquefiable soil was estimated based on 
surface geology designations (soil units that had not been under prior glacial pressures) and 
general density of the soil as determined from borings drilled at the site.  As shown on Figure 4-5, 
the majority of the site was designated as having liquefaction potential. 

Since the issuance of the Final EIS, additional soil borings were drilled at the site and 
geotechnical analyses were conducted to further evaluate liquefaction potential.  The additional 
data and the results of the analyses indicate that little, if any, liquefaction is anticipated beneath 
any of the proposed new treatment plant structures. If liquefiable materials are encountered 
beneath the structures, they will be removed and replaced with very dense, imported granular fill 
or onsite soil mixed with cement.  Both materials will be highly resistant to liquefaction during a 
seismic event. 

King County is not aware of how much of the Route 9 site Snohomish County considers as 
liquefiable.  At the time the Final EIS was published, Snohomish County had not extended its 
Geologic Hazard Area mapping to the Route 9 site area.  For the Final EIS, King County applied 
the same criteria used by Snohomish County for their geologic hazard maps to estimate the 
liquefaction hazard at the Route 9 site.  

It is unclear what change to data the commenter is referring to.  King County has not changed any 
data regarding liquefiable soils.  Throughout the siting and EIS process, King County has 
gathered an increasing amount of site-specific soil and groundwater data that has resulted in an 
increasingly accurate  understanding of liquefaction potential at the Route 9 site. 
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Response to Comment I22-13 

The last large interplate event on the CSZ was in 1700.  Historic tsunami records in Japan and 
geologic evidence of paleoseismicity indicate that the interplate source must be considered as an 
active source.  The paleoseismic evidence has been used to develop the model for activity on the 
interplate of the CSZ.  This model is generally consistent with what is used by the USGS and 
other scientists specializing in seismic hazard studies; it is also consistent with the seismic 
hazards maps in the IBC 2003. 

Yes, the Cascadia Subduction Zone (CSZ) is active, as identified and discussed in Appendices A 
and B of the Draft Supplemental EIS.  As reported on Figure 2 of Appendix A, the most recent 
earthquake of the CSZ was in 1700.  The peak ground accelerations developed for the 
Brightwater site during the PSHA account for the activity of the CSZ. 

Response to Comment I22-14 

The slip rates in the PSHA model are not greater for the SWIF zone than for the Seattle Fault 
Zone.  Section 3 of Appendix B to the Draft Supplemental EIS shows that the slip rates across the 
Seattle Fault Zone and the SWIF are approximately the same.  

Response to Comment I22-15 

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the Draft Supplemental EIS, recurrence intervals were estimated 
using data from Lineament 4. These data were considered in the PSHA model by confirming that 
the slip rates in the PSHA model were consistent with the observed recurrence intervals 
determined during the trenching program.  Please see Appendix B of the Draft Supplemental EIS. 

It is somewhat unclear what is being requested by the commenter concerning averaged or 
reinterpreted data.  Input parameters used to model each seismic source are summarized in Tables 
3.1 through 3.3.  The attenuation relationships are described in Section 3.3 of Appendix B, and 
references describing the basis of each model were made available by King County.  
Contributions from each source as a function of mean annual rate of exceedance are provided in 
Figures 4-2 through 4-7, and contributions of each source to the spectral accelerations are 
provided in Figures 4-11 through 4-4-13.  This information can be used to evaluate the basis of 
the final results.   

Response to Comment I22-16 

The PSHA model used for Brightwater is not the same as those used in Indonesia and Sumatra.  
The Brightwater model was specifically developed to represent the seismic source mechanisms in 
the Puget Sound area.  This is the same model being used to determine seismic hazards for the 
Tacoma Narrows Bridge and for many other structures in the Seattle area, including the Seattle 
Monorail, Sound Transit, etc.  It is consistent with the model used by the USGS to determine 
peak ground accelerations throughout the United States, and it is consistent with the requirements 
of the IBC 2003 building code.  It should be noted that the Brightwater Route 9 PSHA 
methodology has been reviewed by the USGS since the earthquakes in Indonesia, and was found 
to be an acceptable approach to calculate ground motions for the Route 9 site. 
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Response to Comment I22-17 

The Final EIS and Draft Supplemental EIS for the Brightwater facilities include substantial 
mitigation to minimize the impacts that could occur in the event of a major earthquake.  Please 
see mitigation sections of both documents for specific information about how the siting, design 
and construction of facilities responds to existing or potential earthquake faults. Also see 
Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment I22-18 

The Supplemental EIS itself is not an academic publication requiring peer review but rather is a 
disclosure document under SEPA. All data used in the analyses in the Supplemental EIS have 
been available for review since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Please contact the 
Brightwater Project Team at (206) 684-6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For accessible formats, 
call (206) 684-1280 or 711 (TTY). 

Response to Comment I22-19 

The USGS Open-File Report 2005-1136 is referenced in Chapter 2 of this Supplemental EIS. 
This report and all other data used in the analyses in the Supplemental EIS have been available 
for review since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued, as noted in the response to Comment 
I22-18. The USGS Open-File Report 2005-1136 is also available on the Internet at 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2005/1136/. 

Response to Comment I22-20 

As described and referenced in Appendix B of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the USGS uses 
truncated exponential distributions for their own PSHA analyses.  In addition, at USGS’s 
suggestion, King County specifically included a truncated exponential distribution as part of the 
PSHA model. 

Yes, it is typical to use truncated exponential distributions for smaller earthquakes when 
evaluating earthquake recurrence.   

Response to Comment I22-21 

It is unclear what the commenter means by “professionally accurate.”  The attenuation 
relationships used in the PSHA have been published in scientific journals, and they have been 
subject to review by experts in the field.  Each of these ground motion attenuation relationships is 
based on an assessment of ground motion records from past earthquakes.  To the extent that the 
attenuation relationships are based on the recorded motions, they are accurate.  Note that many of 
the models are the same as those used by the USGS in their national hazard mapping program 
which is included in the IBC 2003.  Moreover, the relationships used in the Brightwater PSHA 
have been peer-reviewed during work on the Tacoma Narrows Bridge and, more recently, the 
Seattle Monorail project.  The basis of modeling was also submitted to and reviewed by USGS as 
the Brightwater analysis was being conducted.   
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Response to Comment I22-22 

As described in Appendix B of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the standard of practice for 
conducting a PSHA is to include weighting factors (degree of belief or certainty) for basic 
earthquake input parameters to account for uncertainty and natural random variability.  A 
weighting factor of 1.0 equals 100 percent certainty concerning the considered input parameter, 
while a weighting factor of 0.50 equates to a 50 percent certainty associated with the considered 
input parameter.  As described in Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS, conservative weighting 
factors were assumed in the revised PSHA model that would result in higher estimates of ground 
motion hazard.  King County chose this conservative approach to ensure that the Brightwater 
treatment plant would be designed to an appropriately safe seismic level if future USGS studies 
confirm that postulated extensions of the SWIF indeed exist and are active.  Additional discussion 
of the use of weighting factors in a PSHA can be found in Kramer (1996). 

Response to Comment I22-23 

The information the commenter cites was considered in the PSHA for the Brightwater site. As 
discussed in Section 4.2 of Appendix B, the ground motions calculated from the PSHA for return 
periods of 240 and 400 years were high enough to cause liquefaction, demonstrating that the 
PSHA-determined ground motions were consistent with past observations of liquefaction.  
Additionally, the results of the PSHA demonstrated that two other seismogenic sources, the 
intraslab and random crustal sources, were capable of producing ground motions at the site. 
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Response to Comment I23-01 

Thank you for your comment.  Please see Summary Response on Comment Period. 

Response to Comment I23-02 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I23-03 

Cost-benefit analyses are not part of a SEPA evaluation and are not included in the Supplemental 
EIS. Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I23-04 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I23-05 

Assessing the value of existing homes that are along newly identified fault lines is beyond the 
scope of the Supplemental EIS. Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I23-06 

Homes and businesses are at no greater risk because of the information developed or identified by 
USGS and King County than they were before the presence of faults was known. There is a very 
low probability that a surface fault rupture would cause facility damage that resulted in escape of 
pollutants at the Route 9 treatment plant site during the life of the Brightwater Treatment Plant. 
King County’s “buying out” homes and businesses because of their location would constitute an 
unlawful and unconstitutional gift of public funds. 

Response to Comment I23-07 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I23-08 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

It is not clear what is meant by this comment. Other than the worst-case scenario of water quality 
impacts disclosed in the Supplemental EIS, King County is unaware of specific impacts to Little 
Bear Creek. The Supplemental EIS identifies a range of potential impacts associated with the 
unlikely scenario of a surface rupture earthquake taking place on the Route 9 site during the 
lifetime of the proposed facilities that would result in damage to the facilities and adverse impact 
on the environment. The Supplemental EIS identifies for each impact a range of mitigation 
measures to address each identified impact. 
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Response to Comment I23-09 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-33, for a discussion of potential illness-causing 
constituents in untreated wastewater. 

Response to Comment I23-10 

There are several scenarios for where untreated wastewater could be routed if an earthquake were 
to occur and damage Brightwater treatment facilities. Depending on the nature of the event, 
wastewater could be treated at the Brightwater, West Point, or South Treatment Plants. If 
treatment were not feasible, wastewater would be stored in the conveyance system within the 
limits of the system’s capacity. Overflows would occur only if other treatment and/or storage 
options became infeasible. Figures in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS show the locations 
where wastewater would overflow in the event that it could not be treated at Brightwater or at 
other plants in the King County wastewater system. Please see Summary Response on Emergency 
Response. 

Response to Comment I23-11 

Potential alternative access routes to, and ways of accessing the Brightwater site are discussed in 
Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS. Brightwater will have an emergency response plan that onsite 
staff will be trained to carry out in response to emergencies. Please see Summary Response on 
Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I23-12 

The Supplemental EIS sets forth the worst-case scenarios. These scenarios are based on new 
information on seismic conditions on the Route 9 site that has become available since publication 
of the Final EIS. They were not included in the Final EIS, but will become part of the overall 
SEPA record for the Brightwater project through their inclusion in the Supplemental EIS. Please 
see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios. 

Response to Comment I23-13 

Mitigation measures identified in this Supplemental EIS range from specific to general. Because 
of the high level of uncertainty about the nature and severity of potential earthquakes, some 
measures apply to hypothetical scenarios that cannot be precisely defined. For these hypothetical 
scenarios, more general measures to achieve an objective (e.g., cleaning up spilled wastewater) 
are described. 

Response to Comment I23-14 

Please see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision and Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I23-15 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 
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Response to Comment I23-16 

The purpose of the Supplemental EIS is to provide analysis of new information on the Southern 
Whidbey Island Fault (SWIF) that has become available since publication of the Brightwater 
Final EIS in November 2003 and to respond to the August 3, 2004, decision by the King County 
Hearing Examiner. That decision requested a trenching analysis of LiDAR Lineament 4, which 
King County has completed. The Hearing Examiner’s decision upheld the adequacy of the siting 
evaluation and selection process and King County’s selection of the Route 9 site following 
publication of the Final EIS. (Please see Chapter 1 of the Supplemental EIS for a full citation for 
the appeal decision.) 

Response to Comment I23-17 

Please See Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I23-18 

As evidenced by the discussions in the Brightwater Final EIS, Addendum 3 to the Final EIS, and 
the Supplemental EIS, King County has done extensive evaluation of seismic conditions at the 
Route 9 site. Seismic considerations were one of many policy factors that were considered by the 
King County Executive as part of his decision on where to site Brightwater. Following 
publication of the Final Supplemental EIS, the Executive will consider the information contained 
in the document as part of his reevaluation of his original siting decision. Please see Summary 
Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I23-19 

Please see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision and Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I23-20 

All documents referenced at the end of each chapter and appendix have been available for review 
since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Previous Brightwater SEPA documents also had 
supporting documentation that was available at the time of issuance. Please contact the 
Brightwater Project Team at (206) 684-6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For accessible formats, 
call (206) 684-1280 or 711 (TTY). 

Response to Comment I23-21 

Downstream of the Route 9 site, the City of Woodinville categorizes the lower reaches of Little 
Bear Creek as a Class 1 stream and a shoreline of statewide significance; the City categorizes the 
upstream portion within city limits as a Class 2 stream. Snohomish County classifies the upstream 
portion near the Route 9 site as a Type 2 stream for the purpose of administering the Snohomish 
County critical areas regulations. For more discussion of existing conditions in Little Bear Creek, 
please see Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. If an earthquake were to damage the Brightwater Treatment 
Plant and result in adverse impacts to Little Bear Creek, King County would mitigate the impacts, 
as described in Chapter 5 of this Supplemental EIS. 
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Response to Comment I23-22 

See Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios. 

Response to Comment I23-23 

Trench 2a exposed a tectonic fold with minor faults in post-glacial outwash sediments. Trench 2b 
exposed faulted glacial deposits. Both trenches were located on Lineament 4. Based on this 
evidence, Lineament 4 is being called a fault, and it is the only one known on the Route 9 site. 
Lineament X  has features that are similar to Lineament 4 and may be an active fault, but has not 
been confirmed as such. For the worst-case scenario evaluations, an additional hypothetical active 
fault has been assumed beneath the treatment plant facilities. Lineament 4 is adequately 
referenced in the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I23-24 

King County has described all information it has regarding faults on the Route 9 site. 

Response to Comment I23-25 

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment I23-26 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision.  

Response to Comment I23-27 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Comment I24-01 

King County believes that Lineament 4 is adequately referenced in the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I24-02 

King County is mitigating for the shaking effects that would be caused by a crustal earthquake. 
Please see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 

If the commenter is referring to surface rupture, the standard of practice is that it is impracticable 
to design structures to completely mitigate damage from surface rupture. This is reflected in 
applicable building codes. The engineering design standard of practice does not include specific 
design considerations for surface rupture. 

Response to Comment I24-03 

Washington State follows the 2003 International Building Code (IBC 2003) with Washington 
State Amendments. IBC 2003 is the currently accepted standard for seismic design of structures. 
Some very seismically active jurisdictions (California, City of Los Angeles, Utah) have adopted 
additional provisions specific to certain classes of structures or certain locations.  

IBC 2003 represents a high standard for seismic design and is the most current guideline for 
designing seismically resistant structures. 

Please also see text change in Section 3.4, “Do Regulations Govern the siting of Facilities Near 
Active Faults. 

Please see the response to Hensley, Comment 124-02. 

Response to Comment I24-04 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I24-05 

Please see Summary Response on Other Earthquakes. 

Response to Comment I24-06 

There was some damage to the Eastside Interceptor pipeline resulting from the 1965 earthquake. 
The pipeline bowed but didn’t crack or break. The bow affected the flow of solids through the 
pipeline, which caused concerns about hydrogen sulfide buildup and corrosion. Repairs were 
ordered and completed about 12 months after the 1965 earthquake. Actual time spent on the 
repair was about two and a half months. 
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Response to Comment I24-07 

The USGS Open-File Report 2005-1136 (Sherrod et al., 2005) has been available for review since 
the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. It is also available on the Web at 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2005/1136/. (Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full 
citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment I24-08 

Thank you for your comment. All available data have been used in the Supplemental EIS analysis 
and are available for public review. Please contact the Brightwater Project Team at (206) 684-
6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For accessible formats, call (206) 684-1280 or 711 (TTY). 

Response to Comment I24-09 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I24-10 

The conversions are as follows: 0.5 kilometer = 1,640 feet, and 600 feet = 0.18 kilometer. 

Response to Comment I24-11 

A description of the use of the Engineering and Environmental Constraints is accurately set forth 
in the Supplemental EIS in Section 1.5.1. Please see Summary Responses on Scope of 
Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I24-12 

Crustal deformation is a general term referring to all types of tectonically generated permanent 
movement within the crust of the earth. The crust is the uppermost layer of the earth above the 
mantle. For the purposes of this response, it is approximately 12 to 18 miles (20 to 30 km) thick; 
however, adjacent to a subduction zone, it can be thicker. The process of crustal deformation is as 
follows: Rock material in the crust is stressed in tectonically active regions. Deformation occurs 
when the stress created by tectonic activity exceeds the strength of the rocks. Faults are produced 
in cases where shearing is concentrated along planes or discrete zones. Fault zones can be wide, 
as in the case of the SWIF, where the zone includes a number of parallel individual fault splays. 
Folds are produced where shearing is distributed in such a way that non-brittle material, such as 
the outwash sediments exposed in Trench 2a, responds by bending instead of displacing along a 
single plane. In other words, folding occurs when the rock or overlying soil bends under pressure 
and faulting occurs when it breaks.  

Crustal deformation is not a parameter used in building codes. 

Response to Comment I24-13 

Direct effects of an earthquake on local utilities are outside the scope of this Supplemental EIS. 
Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 
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Response to Comment I24-14 

The earthquake evaluations were based on magnitude and not on intensity. The probabilistic 
seismic hazard analysis (Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS) used maximum magnitudes for 
faults based on published and accepted USGS research. This approach represents the current 
standard of practice for estimating the level of expected ground shaking at a site. 

Response to Comment I24-15 

As discussed in Appendix A-B of the Supplemental EIS (Reinterpretation of Seismic Refraction 
Data Collected in April 2004), the original interpretations of the seismic refraction data focused 
on the deeper portions of the seismic refraction profiles in an attempt to determine if a fault offset 
was evident from the geophysical data, with the expectation that a fault offset would be more 
evident at depth. However, subsurface information developed from a series of borings drilled in 
the North Mitigation Area revealed that glacial till layers that could have been offset by faulting 
were at relatively shallower depths. In recognition of this new information, the refraction results 
were reviewed again and reinterpreted with a focus on the shallow portion of the subsurface 
profile. The figures in this appendix are therefore noted to be “reinterpreted” so as not to be 
confused with the initial interpretation of data. 

Response to Comment I24-16 

It is unclear what portion of the Supplemental EIS the commenter is specifically referring to. 
Therefore, two responses are provided. 

A damage probability model was not used in the Supplemental EIS to evaluate potential impacts 
that could occur as a result of the hypothetical seismic scenarios. Rather, a worst-case scenario 
approach was used and potential impacts were developed based on the site-specific aspects of the 
Route 9 site and the treatment plant facility. 

If the commenter is referring to the probabilistic seismic hazard analyses (PSHA) model, this 
model is not a damage probability model but rather one that estimates ground motions that may 
occur during seismic events based on the specific seismic history data of the evaluated area (in 
this case, the Puget Sound region).The PSHA model used for the Supplemental EIS is consistent 
with the model used by USGS to estimate ground motions. The 2003 International Building Code 
references the use of PSHA models to develop site-specific ground motions. 

The original PSHA was completed in June 2004 to assess earthquake ground motion hazards at 
the Route 9 site. The analysis was based on recent geologic evidence regarding the activity and 
mainland location of the SWIF and splays within the SWIF, as understood in early 2004. After 
submission of the original PSHA report, USGS and the King County design team conducted 
additional geologic studies (including the fault trenching studies on Lineament 4) in the summer 
and fall of 2004. The original PSHA study was revised in late 2004 and early 2005 to incorporate 
the results of these later geologic studies, as explained in Section 1.1 of Appendix B of the 
Supplemental EIS.   

Primary differences between the original PSHA model and the revised PSHA model are 
described in Section 3 of Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS and include the following: 



Individual Responses to Comments 

248  Brightwater Final Supplemental EIS 

• The original PSHA modeled the SWIF as a series of steeply dipping faults. The revised 
PSHA also included a model in which the SWIF is a single south-southwest dipping 
master floor thrust. This model is analogous to the recently proposed model of the 
passive roof duplex model for the Seattle Fault, in which the surface fault ruptures are 
fault splays in the roof above the floor thrust. 

• The length of the SWIF was increased in the revised PSHA model. 

• The number and overall activity of the splays at and adjacent to the site were increased in 
the steeply dipping-fault model of the SWIF in the revised PSHA. 
 

These changes in the PSHA were the result of discussions with USGS following the trench work 
that occurred in 2004. These discussions focused on how the original PSHA might be modified to 
consider the new information that had been developed by USGS, including alternative models of 
the potential fault mechanisms. 

Response to Comment I24-17 

The PSHA was conducted by Shannon & Wilson, one of King County’s consultants for the 
Brightwater project. Shannon & Wilson was selected to do the PSHA because of the recent 
similar work they had done for other major projects in the Seattle area, including the new Seattle 
Monorail and the new Tacoma Narrows Bridge. As part of the Seattle Monorail and Tacoma 
Narrows Bridge projects, seismic specialists from the University of Washington and a peer 
review board worked with Shannon & Wilson’s experts in the development of a high-quality 
seismic hazard model for the Puget Sound area.  

By their nature, PSHA studies rely heavily on published information to develop models of 
earthquake activity, fault mechanisms, and ground motion propagation. Shannon & Wilson used 
various sources of published information to conduct their PSHA study. These sources, referenced 
in Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS, illustrate the range of input information used in the 
Brightwater PSHA. This information included results of the geologic studies of the SWIF by 
USGS and King County. These results were used to develop and modify the model used in the 
original PSHA, and resulted in the revised model that was ultimately used in the revised PSHA. 
Please see the response to Hensley, Comment I24-16 

As the PSHA was being conducted, Shannon & Wilson’s experts met with the King County 
project team and USGS on several occasions to discuss the model that was being used to 
represent the new seismic information on the SWIF. Members of the King County team included 
experts in seismic faulting studies and ground motion estimation; participants from USGS 
included individuals with knowledge on both the causes and the prediction of ground motion, 
including experts who were responsible for the earthquake ground motion maps in the current 
IBC 2003 building code. From these meetings, a consensus was developed on the best 
representation, given the current state of understanding. This representation was used to update 
the original PSHA. 

Response to Comment I24-18 

The slip rates in the PSHA model are not greater for the SWIFZ than for the Seattle Fault Zone. 
In the revised PSHA model, slip rates across the Seattle Fault Zone and the SWIFZ are the same.  
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Length is one factor that determines an earthquake’s magnitude and potential ground shaking. 
Severity of likely damage is dependent on many other factors as well. Other factors that affect 
ground shaking at a given site include the distance between the site and the fault, the style of 
faulting, and the physical location of the site relative to the fault and direction of fault 
propagation. The length of the SWIFZ modeled in the revised PSHA is somewhat longer than the 
Seattle Fault Zone. If all other factors were the same, then somewhat higher ground shaking 
would be expected for the SWIF. However, all other factors are not the same between the two 
fault zones or among the various models of the SWIF in the PSHA.  

Differences in dip weighting factors used in the PSHA models by themselves do not correlate 
directly to whether or not damage is more likely along the SWIFZ or the Seattle Fault Zone. 

Response to Comment I24-19 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I24-20 

References for fault locations shown in the figures of Appendix B of the revised PSHA are 
provided on the figures.  

The two models used for the Intraslab Zone are based on work by Stanley et al. (1999) and 
Crosson and Owens (1987). A description of the models based on these works and complete 
citations of these works are provided in Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS. The two models 
based on these works represent the most likely source models based on information in peer-
reviewed scientific literature available at the time the PSHA study was performed. The 
differences in the locations of the modeled Intraslab Zones are shown in Figure 3-4 of Appendix 
B.  

“SAC” are the initials of the drafter responsible for creating the electronic version of a number of 
figures in the revised PSHA report. 

Response to Comment I24-21 

The soft rock acceleration response spectrum (ground motions) developed in the PSHA includes 
ground motion hazard from multiple sources, including magnitude 8.0 and 9.0 events on the 
Cascadia Subduction Zone.  

As described in Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS, an earthquake of magnitude 7.5 is considered 
the worst-case occurrence on the SWIF, based on previous research on the fault (Johnson et al., 
1996) and more recent findings about its length. Therefore, a magnitude 7.5 earthquake on the 
SWIF was used as part of the worst-case scenarios discussed in the Supplemental EIS. The PSHA 
considered the Route 9 site’s potential to be affected by a variety of seismic events from different 
sources, rather than only from the SWIF. For the PSHA, earthquake magnitudes ranged from 
magnitudes less than 5.0 to greater than 8.0, depending on the source of the seismic event. The 
relationship between source and earthquake magnitude was selected on the basis of published 
information or, in the case of the SWIF, of relationships between the possible fault length and 
earthquake magnitude.  
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The soft rock acceleration spectrum (ground motions) developed from the revised PSHA model 
includes potential for earthquakes of up to magnitude 9.0. The amount of damage to a given 
structure, however, also would depend on the distance of the seismic source from the site, the 
type of soil on which it is located, and the type and condition of the structure. All of these factors 
were considered when developing the seismic design criteria for the project.  

A magnitude 9.0 earthquake cannot be generated on the SWIF, based on current scientific 
understanding and models of the physical dimensions of possible fault rupture areas. 
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Response to Comment I25-01 

Aggregated results from the revised PSHA are shown on Figures 4-1 through 4-7 (heavy black 
line labeled “Total Mean Hazard”) and Figure 4-15 of Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I25-02 

The Summary Response on Emergency Response indicates the sections of the Supplemental EIS 
that describe how King County would clean up any spills of wastewater, solids, or hazardous 
materials and notify government agencies and the public. In addition, Chapter 3 of the 
Supplemental EIS describes how the Brightwater Treatment Plant facilities are being designed to 
lessen potential earthquake impacts.  

The Final EIS for the Brightwater facilities also describes substantial mitigation to minimize 
impacts that could occur in the event of a major earthquake.  Please see mitigation sections of 
both documents for specific information about how the siting, design, construction and operation 
of facilities responds to existing or potential earthquake faults. 

Response to Comment I25-03 

The difference in the level of ground shaking due to a strike-slip rupture toward and away from a 
given site is illustrated on Figure 4-14 of Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS. As discussed in 
the response to Hensley, Comment I24-21, actual damage also would depend on the type and 
condition of the structure being shaken. If there were no treatment plant facility on the site, then 
the damage described in the Supplemental EIS would not occur. 

Response to Comment I25-04 

Sommerville et al. (1997), as referenced in Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS, was the only 
relationship used in estimating fault directivity effects. This is because it has been published in a 
peer-reviewed journal and was the most widely used and accepted relationship in use at the time 
the revised PSHA analyses were performed. 

Response to Comment I25-05 

Geotechnical/geologic engineering work is routinely limited in warranty to generally accepted 
professional geologic and/or geotechnical engineering principles and practices in the area at the 
time the report was prepared. It is inappropriate and impossible to provide a warranty of 
subsurface conditions when the geotechnical engineer or geologist is not responsible for their 
presence or occurrence, and provision of such a warranty would raise professional liability issues. 
Consequently, the warranty is essentially limited to the engineer/geologist using state-of-practice 
explorations and analyses at the time in which their services were provided. 
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Response to Comment I25-06 

Current USGS mapping does not indicate that the SWIF crosses the Seattle Fault. Figure 1-1 in 
Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS shows the configuration of the SWIF that was 
conservatively used in the PSHA. This configuration of the SWIF was peer reviewed by USGS. 

Response to Comment I25-07 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS.  

Response to Comment I25-08 

The soft rock acceleration spectrum with average directivity effects (Figure 4-15 of the revised 
PSHA report, Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS) provides the basis for earthquake ground 
motions used for seismic design of the plant facilities.  

The conclusions and recommendations of the revised PSHA, presented in Appendix B of the 
Supplemental EIS, are based on accepted geotechnical and geologic engineering principles and 
practices in the area at the time the report was prepared and are suitable for design. Please see the 
response to Hensley, Comment I25-05, regarding what is and what is not typically warranted in 
the geotechnical/geologic engineering professions. 

A PSHA methodology provides a consistent, rational means to quantify and incorporate 
uncertainty in evaluating ground motion hazards. The revised PSHA included in Appendix B has 
been developed to incorporate the uncertainties associated with the current scientific 
understanding of the SWIF. Based on the various peer reviews of this report, the data on the 
SWIF available at the time the analyses were made and the characterization of the associated 
uncertainties are appropriately incorporated into the PSHA and the results of the PSHA are 
suitable for use in design.  

As additional scientific information is developed over time regarding the seismicity or 
seismogenic potential of the SWIF or other seismogenic sources that may affect the ground 
motion hazard at the site, this information can be reviewed and the ground motion hazard can be 
reevaluated in light of the new information (as was done for the original/revised PSHA). Please 
note that because the PSHA not only incorporates what is known about seismogenic sources but 
also quantifies the associated uncertainties, ground motion hazard estimates may not be 
significantly affected by new information. For example, the difference in the soft rock 
acceleration spectrum between the original and revised PSHA is a maximum of about 3 percent 
(see Section 4.2 and Figure 4-1 of Appendix B), even though the revised PSHA incorporates the 
new information learned from the field studies completed in fall 2004. 

The report as it appears in the Supplemental EIS is complete. Boring information was not 
required to perform the PSHA; consequently, none is provided with the PSHA report. 

Response to Comment I25-09 

IBC 2003 provides generic ground motions for design for particular geographic areas based on 
published USGS maps. IBC 2003 also has a provision that allows for the development of site-
specific seismic data. The site-specific assessment is made when new information about site 
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conditions suggests that the information used in the USGS map does not represent the latest 
thinking on the potential for seismic ground shaking at a site.  

When USGS found additional information about the potential activity of the SWIF in the vicinity 
of the Brightwater Treatment Plant site, King County conducted an independent assessment of the 
seismic hazard on the project site (Appendix B in the Supplemental EIS) to account for this newer 
information. As a result, the Brightwater facility design is based on site-specific data that takes 
into account of the proximity of Lineaments 4 and X; therefore Brightwater is being designed to a 
higher standard than if, as required by IBC 2003, only the published USGS maps were used. 
Please see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment I25-10 

The meaning of this question is unclear. IBC 2003 provides guidance to the designer if liquefiable 
soils are found at a site. Liquefiable soils consist of loose, cohesionless soil that is located below 
the groundwater table. Some of the soil near the ground surface at the Brightwater site is 
liquefiable. However, plant structures will be located below the depth at which liquefiable soils 
exist or liquefiable soils will be removed and replaced with nonliquefiable soil. Please see the 
response to the City of Woodinville, Comment G02-63. 

Response to Comment I25-11 

The Brightwater Treatment Plant will be designed for very strong shaking in the event of a major 
earthquake in the Puget Sound area. This earthquake has a 2 percent chance of occurrence within 
a 50-year period. A number of sources in the region could potentially cause the strong ground 
shaking, including a rupture on one of the strands of the SWIF. These strands include the 
identified active Lineament 4 and the postulated Lineament X.  

In the highly unlikely event of surface fault rupture between Lineaments 4 and X, causing 
movement of 3 to 6 feet, liquid-holding structures would likely crack and their contents could 
leak out to the surrounding ground (if they were below grade) or to the surface (if they were 
above grade). This represents the worst-case scenario, Scenario C, in the Supplemental EIS. The 
Supplemental EIS considers this potential and then describes the environmental impacts of 
ground fault rupture on an unknown and hypothetical fault between Lineaments 4 and X. 
Scenario C is the most unlikely to occur, because there is no evidence of an active fault in the 
area of proposed facilities between Lineaments 4 and X. 

Please see Chapters 4 and 5 of the Supplemental EIS and Summary Response on Seismic Design 
Standards. 

Response to Comment I25-12 

Assuming the comment refers to the Route 9 site, any of the contents in the liquid-holding 
structures would flow to the west if they were to spill under a worst-case scenario. For those 
liquid-holding structures that are above the final ground surface, contents would flow west across 
the site toward SR-9. For liquid-holding structures located below grade, contents would 
eventually seep into the surrounding ground and either enter the underdrain system or, if the 
system was plugged, slowly seep into the groundwater. The underdrain system flows to the west 
and is discharged in the wetscapes along the east side of SR-9; groundwater flows in a generally 
western direction and discharges to Little Bear Creek. In either case, contents of the liquid-
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holding structures could be contained in the underdrain system by manually plugging the system 
or remediated by removal of the groundwater prior to the contents reaching Little Bear Creek. 
Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response for additional information on the steps 
that would be taken to prevent or minimize spills and their effects. 

Response to Comment I25-13 

Please see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios. 

Response to Comment I25-14 

In the highly unlikely event that wastewater were to spill as the result of an earthquake, King 
County would clean up the spill as quickly as practicable. The Summary Response on Emergency 
Response addresses the emergency cleanup measures King County would take if a spill were to 
occur. Prompt cleanup is the best way to reduce the potential for offsite odors; however, during 
the cleanup period, there would be some short-term odor impacts. The flow of wastewater in the 
event of a spill is described in the response to Hensley, Comment I25-12. 

Response to Comment I25-15 

A 20-year storm event is considered worst case because the Brightwater plant is being designed 
for a wastewater flow capacity up to that of a 20-year storm event. A 20-year storm event has the 
probability of 1 in 20 (5 percent) of occurring in any given year. Thus, Puget Sound and the other 
regional surface water bodies are likely to experience a 20-year storm once in 20 years. 

Response to Comment I25-16 

King County maintains a water quality monitoring program and supplies the resulting data 
without revision to Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology). NPDES permits are 
administered through Ecology. 

Response to Comment I25-17 

Pump stations are gravity fed. When a pump station loses power, a backup power supply is 
available to run the pump station. If the power backup fails or the pump station stops working for 
another reason, wastewater would back up in the conveyance system near low points and 
overflows would occur at these low points. The locations of the overflows and the dilution that 
may occur as a result of an earthquake at the Brightwater site are described in Appendix D and 
Section 5.3 of the Supplemental EIS. As described in Summary Response on Emergency 
Response, wastewater flows can be rerouted to avoid or minimize overflows. 

Response to Comment I25-18 

As described in Appendix D of the Supplemental EIS, the PLUME model is a near-field dilution 
model used to simulate the initial mixing and dilution of discharges to a water body. RIVPLUME 
is a far-field dilution model used to simulate mixing and dilution of the initial discharge as it 
moves away from the discharge area. Thus, the PLUME model is used to model dilution at the 
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first point of discharge and RIVPLUME is used to model dilution at greater distance from the 
discharge point. 

Response to Comment I25-19 

In the mixing models used, trace metals and organic contaminants are treated as conservative 
tracers that do not decay or sorb to sediments and settle to the bottom. Thus, in the mixing 
models, contaminants travel with the surface waters downstream. 

Response to Comment I25-20 

According to data collected by King County, there have never been unmixed wastewater 
overflows at the Swamp Creek or Kenmore manhole. Mixed (wastewater and stormwater) 
overflows have never been recorded along the Swamp Creek trunk. Mixed overflows occurred in 
the vicinity of the Kenmore Pump Station six times between 1996 and 2004. 

Response to Comment I25-21 

The worst-case storm scenario is the 20-year storm. For each seismic Scenario (A, B, or C), it has 
been assumed that the 20-year storm could occur coincidentally with the earthquake. Thus, the 
most severe impacts that are described as potentially occurring (in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental 
EIS) account for the occurrence of the worst-case storm flow coincident with the worst-case 
earthquake scenarios. Because of the storm event, wastewater would actually be more dilute than 
during a low-flow period of time. However, the low flow period is not considered worst-case, 
because it would not result in overflows of the conveyance system. For each scenario, the 
estimated duration of overflows is listed in Section 5.3 of the Supplemental EIS. The mitigation 
steps that King County would take are presented in Sections 5.3.7 and 5.6.5. 

Response to Comment I25-22 

The acute and chronic water quality screening assessments presented in Appendix D of the 
Supplemental EIS are generally representative of the worst-case scenario because the assessments 
were conducted under certain assumptions that, while necessary to perform a quantitative 
assessment, inherently insert some uncertainty into the results. The assessments assume that the 
influent at the South Treatment Plant is similar to that of Brightwater whenever the earthquake 
occurs and that the statistics used for comparison to water quality thresholds are similar to the 
highest concentrations of contaminants that will exist in wastewater overflows from Brightwater. 
Conservative assumptions were made so that any error would lead to an overestimation of 
impacts, not an underestimation. 

Response to Comment I25-23 

King County data from the South and West Point Treatment Plants indicate that levels of phenol 
in influent ranges from approximately 13.3 to 26.5 µg/L, as reported in Section 2.3.3.2 of 
Appendix 6-I of the Final EIS. Phenol was detected once in 42 effluent samples, with a 
concentration of 13.9 µg/L. 
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Response to Comment I25-24 

King County operates its treatment facilities to meet or exceed all applicable water quality 
standards. These standards are established at levels designed to protect human health and wildlife 
habitat in receiving waters. The effects of the listed compounds and chemicals are considered 
negligible when applicable water quality standards are met. Negative impacts can occur when 
these chemicals exceed applicable standards, including reduced biological diversity. King 
County’s treatment plant system is designed with an extensive flow management system to 
prevent overflows and to minimize the duration of these overflows if they do occur under 
emergency situations. As with every wastewater treatment system, it is not possible to avoid 
overflows under every possible condition. 

The range of worst-case damage to structures at the Route 9 site (and accompanying potential for 
facility damage that could result in releases) is incorporated into the range of worst-case 
earthquake scenarios evaluated in the Supplemental EIS. Impacts from chronic exposures are not 
expected to be worse than acute exposures, because of the low potential for significant releases, 
and if material releases should occur, the time of potential for direct exposure would be limited. 
King County would remove any potential long-term hazards, such as contaminated sediments, as 
part of its remediation program. 

Response to Comment I25-25 

Section 5.3.5 of the Supplemental EIS discusses impacts to Little Bear Creek resulting from the 
escape of wastewater–related materials (specifically digester solids) into Little Bear Creek. The 
discussion covers impacts to the creek including flooding and degradation of water quality and 
habitat. It is pointed out that the poor water quality conditions would result in the death of fish 
and most other organisms (including benthic invertebrates) along the lower stretch of Little Bear 
Creek below the treatment plant. Impacts to the Sammamish River are also described. It is 
assumed that the “April 2005 document” is referring to the Supplemental EIS, which discusses 
impacts to Little Bear Creek in Section 5.3.5 and Appendix E.  

The Final EIS prepared for the Brightwater project concludes that despite some violations of 
water quality standards, the water quality of Little Bear Creek is generally of good quality and 
supports a number of anadromous fish species. Recovery times for Little Bear Creek are 
discussed in Section 5.3.5 of the Supplemental EIS. Water quality would be expected to recover 
within a period ranging from several weeks to several months. Fish populations in the creek could 
take a period of years to fully recover, depending on the timing of the event. 
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Response to Comment I26-01 

As evidenced by the discussions in the Brightwater Final EIS, Addendum 3 to the Final EIS, and 
the Supplemental EIS, King County has done extensive evaluation of seismic conditions at the 
Route 9 site. Seismic considerations were one of many policy factors that were considered by the 
King County Executive as part of his decision on where to site Brightwater. Following 
publication of the Final Supplemental EIS, the Executive will consider the information contained 
in the document as part of his reevaluation of his original siting decision. Please see Summary 
Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I26-02 

The potential impacts on salmon runs in Little Bear Creek that would result from constructing 
and operating the Brightwater Treatment Plant and the conveyance pipelines were analyzed in the 
Final EIS for the Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System in November 2003. 

Response to Comment I26-03 

King County does not own any property in Edmonds that is set aside for wastewater treatment 
facilities. Also, please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS.  

Response to Comment I26-04 

The Supplemental EIS discusses the potential impacts of earthquakes on the Brightwater facilities 
at the Route 9 site, as well as measures King County would use to prevent or minimize such 
impacts. Also, please see Summary Response on Trenching. 
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Response to Comment I27-01 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I27-02 

Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I02-08. 

Response to Comment I27-03 

Please see Summary Response on 50-Year Design Life. 

Response to Comment I27-04 

The Final EIS looked at other system and plant alternatives and the No Action Alternative. In his 
August 3, 2004, decision, the Hearing Examiner upheld this analysis and found the Final EIS to 
be adequate. The SEPA rule on supplemental EISs (WAC 197-11-660) does not require repetition 
of previously analyzed information. Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental 
EIS and Executive’s Decision. (Please see Chapter 1 of the Supplemental EIS for a full citation 
for the appeal decision.) 

Response to Comment I27-05 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I03-02. 
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Response to Comment I28-01 

The appendices to the Supplemental EIS are documents specifically related to the Brightwater 
proposal. Other documents are either incorporated by reference, as allowed under SEPA, or they 
are referenced, as is standard practice in published reports. All documents incorporated by 
reference, as noted in the Fact Sheet at the beginning of the Supplemental EIS, and all documents 
referenced at the end of each chapter and appendix, including the USGS report (Sherrod et al., 
2005), have been available for review since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Please 
contact the Brightwater Project Team at (206) 684-6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For 
accessible formats, call (206) 684-1280 or 711 (TTY). The USGS Open-File Report 2005-1136 is 
also available on the Web at http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2005/1136/. (Please see Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment I28-02 

Thank you for your comment. Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I28-03 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I28-04 

Your comment cannot be answered with a simple yes or no. Please see Summary Responses on 
Understanding Seismic Risk and Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment I28-05 

Liquefaction is not anticipated to occur at the south end of the site in the vicinity of the combined 
tunnel;  please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIS.  Please see the responses to MacRae, Comment 
I03-02, and Farris, Comment I11-58 for discussions of impacts to the aquifer and to groundwater. 

Response to Comment I28-06 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals and the response to MacRae, Comment I28-33. 

Response to Comment I28-07 

The impacts of the Brightwater project on Little Bear Creek are not part of the Habitat 
Conservation Plan; they are addressed in Chapter 5 of this Supplemental EIS.  

Response to Comment I28-08 

The type of language referred to in this comment regarding disclaimers is routinely included on 
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illustrations and in published reports. The graphics in the Supplemental EIS and the reports 
provided by consultants and included in the technical appendices are provided in order to 
illustrate and/or support the discussion in the text.  

The comment regarding liability for damages is beyond the scope of an EIS and essentially calls 
for a legal analysis as opposed to environmental information or information related to 
environmental impacts or mitigation of those impacts.  

Response to Comment I28-09 

Section 2.7.4 of the Supplemental EIS discusses the interpretation of disturbed soil samples in 
Boring PB-12; Figure 2-3 in the Supplemental EIS shows the location of this boring. Soil 
disturbance of this nature is widely agreed by experienced geologists working in the Seattle area 
to be associated with processes that affected the region since the last glaciations, such as glacial 
rebound (by ice unloading), glaciotectonic remolding and fracturing of soils beneath great 
thicknesses of ice, landsliding, and faulting. Although disturbances such as slickensides, sand-
filled cracks, and clay clasts can be associated with faulting, the features that were observed 200 
feet below the ground surface in Boring PB-12 are commonly encountered in boreholes drilled in 
pre-Vashon sediments throughout the Puget Lowland, including areas that are far removed from 
known fault zones. The features observed in Boring PB-12 are very subtle compared to 
disturbance in other borings that have been evaluated by geologists in the Puget Sound region. It 
is notable that no soil disturbance features were observed in the upper 200 feet of Boring PB-12 
or in the Vashon sediments on the site, except at Trench 2a. 

There are no known methods to estimate or calculate the likelihood or probability that the 
mechanisms leading to the features in Boring PB-12 were either glacial or seismic in origin. 
However, the nature of the disturbance and the lack of disturbance in overlying soils strongly 
suggest that the disturbance was glacial in origin. 

Response to Comment I28-10 

The estimates of travel times for contaminated groundwater to reach Little Bear Creek take into 
account flow through three hydrogeologic units: (1) Vashon recessional outwash (shallow 
unconfined aquifer); (2) a combination of relatively impermeable Vashon diamicton, till, and 
lacustrine sediments (aquitard); and (3) pre-glacial fluvial sediments (regional aquifer).  

The results of the analysis of three seismic scenarios (A, B, and C) evaluated in the Supplemental 
EIS show that no known shallow or regional aquifer wells would be affected if leakage were to 
occur from the Brightwater Treatment Plant at Route 9. In addition, the analysis indicates that the 
time for the contaminated groundwater to reach Little Bear Creek would range from about 4 or 5 
years up to 12 to 15 years, depending on the location of the source, and that this long time frame 
would allow sufficient time for groundwater remediation before the contamination could reach 
Little Bear Creek. 

The groundwater flow modeling done for the seismic scenarios is described in Section F3 of 
Appendix F of the Supplemental EIS; the input data are summarized in Table F-2. 
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Response to Comment I28-11 

The groundwater flow modeling done for the seismic scenarios is described in Section F3 of 
Appendix F of the Supplemental EIS;, the input data are summarized in Table F-2. 

All models, data, and references used in the analyses in the Supplemental EIS have been available 
for review since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Please contact the Brightwater Project 
Team at (206) 684-6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For accessible formats, call (206) 684-1280 
or 711 (TTY). 

Please see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios. 

Response to Comment I28-12 

Please see Summary Response on Other Earthquakes. 

Response to Comment I28-13 

Section 5.6 of the Supplemental EIS describes public health impacts associated with the worst-
case scenarios evaluated at the Route 9 site; impacts to children are included within this analysis. 
No long-term health effects are expected to result from short-term exposure to compounds in 
wastewater in the unlikely event that children were to come into contact with it. King County will 
work with local emergency response providers to notify the public of potential health risks, as 
described in the Summary Response on Emergency Response. Where appropriate, King County 
will conduct water and/or sediment monitoring to ensure that health risks do not persist. 

Section 5.5.3 of the Supplemental EIS describes the potential impacts associated with airborne 
constituents. As noted in that section, air emissions following worst-case Scenario C, which 
represents the worst case for air emissions, are expected to be within air quality health guidelines 
offsite. Therefore, long-term health impacts associated with air emissions are not expected to 
occur. 

Response to Comment I28-14 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I28-15 

Activation of the Emergency Flow Management System after an earthquake would result in 
discharge of untreated or partially treated wastewater to Puget Sound. Puget Sound, being a large 
marine embayment with constant circulation to the Pacific Ocean, has the ability to dilute and 
disperse untreated wastewater discharged for a limited period of time without significant negative 
environmental impacts. Continuous discharges of untreated wastewater to Puget Sound for an 
indefinite period of time, if treatment plants did not exist, would ultimately result in significant 
impacts to the marine environment (e.g., algal blooms, bioaccumulation of contaminants).  

The distance, depth, and design of the marine outfall contribute to the minimal impacts of marine 
discharges on Puget Sound water quality. If Brightwater wastewater treatment facilities were not 
constructed, the existing wastewater system capacity would be exceeded in 2010, resulting in 
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periodic overflows of untreated wastewater to fresh waters such as the Sammamish River and 
Lake Washington. Because of the comparatively small size and low water volume of receiving 
creeks and rivers and the long retention time of Lake Washington water, the impacts of this 
alternative (No Action) on the environment would be much greater than if Brightwater were 
constructed, even if the worst-case earthquake were to occur. 

In addition to the environmental impacts that could result from not constructing Brightwater, the 
potential for human exposure to untreated wastewater would also be much higher if overflows to 
fresh waters were to occur. 

Please see the Final EIS, including Appendix 3-J, for an evaluation of the No Action Alternative 
and the Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I28-16 

The cause and scale of the accident at Bhopal differ considerably from the potential worst-case 
scenarios for Brightwater. Bhopal was not the result of a natural event. The Union Carbide India, 
Limited (UCIL), facility manufactured pesticides; the accident was caused by water entering a 
large holding tank containing a toxic chemical (methyl isocyanate) with properties similar to 
cyanide. The resulting reaction released approximately 40 metric tons of methyl isocyanate into 
the atmosphere. Conflicting reports suggest that the water was introduced to the tank by either a 
process failure or a saboteur. Additionally, UCIL had turned off all of the safety systems prior to 
the accident. The types and quantities of material stored and the safety practices employed at the 
Bhopal plant were very different from those that would be used at the Brightwater site; as a result, 
this is not an appropriate comparison. Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I28-17 

USGS, in Open-File Report 2005-1136 (Sherrod et al., 2005), referred to Lineament 4 as the 
Little Bear Creek lineament. The Supplemental EIS retains the earlier name, Lineament 4, and 
states in many places throughout the Supplemental EIS that the lineament is an active fault. 
(Please see Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment I28-18 

The constraint of 0.5 km from a documented fault was one of a number of broad engineering and 
environmental criteria used in the initial stage of site evaluation to screen approximately 95 sites 
to a lesser number for continued evaluation. Please see the Summary Responses on the 
Executive’s Decision and Scope of Supplemental EIS for more information on the Environmental 
And Engineering Constraints used in the initial screening.  

The new wastewater treatment facilities on the Route 9 site will be approximately 500 feet, or 
more, away from the only known active fault on the site, Lineament 4 and 300 feet from a 
postulated fault, Lineament X.  Please see text changes in Section 3.4   

In California, the setback can be as small as 50 feet for a wastewater treatment plant. If this 
criterion were applied to Lineaments 4 and X, the Route 9 site would have a buildable area of 
approximately 75 acres and its length-to-width ratio would be approximately 4:1. 
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Response to Comment I28-19 

Please see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision, Understanding Seismic Risk, and 
Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I28-20 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I28-21 

Please see Summary Responses on Worst-Case Scenarios and Chemicals, and the air quality 
impacts section of Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS. The scope of the Supplemental EIS does 
not include assessment of indirect impacts of an earthquake as a result of damage to infrastructure 
other than the Brightwater plant. 

Response to Comment I28-22 

As noted in this comment, the potential risk for the alkaline and acidic chemicals to mix is 
extremely low. Please see Summary Response on Chemicals for a discussion of the potential 
impacts and mitigation. 

Response to Comment I28-23 

The only known active fault on the Route 9 site is along Lineament 4 in the northern portion of 
the site, more than 500 feet from proposed new wastewater treatment facilities. The USGS has 
also postulated the presence of an active fault along Lineament X at the south end of the site. 
Lineament X has been assumed as an active fault in the worst-case scenarios described in Chapter 
4 of the Supplemental EIS. Trenching on Lineament 4 indicated the maximum offset along this 
fault to be on the order of 3 to 6 feet (1 to 2 meters). There is no indication of active faults or 
surface rupture beneath the new proposed treatment facilities. Please see the response to Hensley, 
Comment I25-11.  

Response to Comment I28-24 

For geotechnical data on the Route 9 site, please see the Final EIS, Appendix 4-A. All models, 
data, and references used in the analyses in the Supplemental EIS have been available for review 
since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Please contact the Brightwater Project Team at 
(206) 684-6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For accessible formats, call (206) 684-1280 or 711 
(TTY). 

Response to Comment I28-25 

Please see the response to McRae, Comment I03-12. 

Response to Comment I28-26 

Please see the response to McRae, Comment I28-09. 
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Response to Comment I28-27 

The probabilistic seismic hazard analyses (PSHA) presented in Appendix B of the Supplemental 
EIS is based on a logic tree approach to evaluating seismic hazards. In this approach, weights are 
assigned to different possibilities of faulting, such as rupture length, location, and dip angle. 
These weights are discussed in Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS. The numerical values for 
the weights were peer reviewed by USGS for fault configurations of the SWIF. The results of the 
analyses are expressed as a Total Mean Hazard, and this Total Mean Hazard accounts for the 
uncertainties associated with the various assumptions in the PSHA model. This use of weights in 
a logic tree to represent different possibilities of faulting is a standard practice that is also used by 
USGS in their development of seismic hazard maps of the United States. 

The Supplemental EIS takes a worst case scenario approach in addressing the seismic hazard and 
its potential effects at the Route 9 plant site. The three worst-case scenarios summarized in the 
Supplemental EIS are deterministic and not probabilistic. Therefore, “error bounds” do not apply 
to the worst-case scenarios, nor do they apply to the logic tree of the PSHA. 

Response to Comment I28-28 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I28-29 

Your comment cannot be answered with a simple yes or no. Please see Summary Responses on 
Understanding Seismic Risk and Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment I28-30 

Based on the speculative nature of the potential scenarios, it is not possible to quantify the risk for 
many potential impacts based on accepted scientific or statistical methods. Probabilities that can 
be calculated with a reasonable degree of confidence are presented in the Supplemental EIS 
where applicable (e.g., the probabilistic seismic hazards assessment [PSHA] in Appendix B). 
Please see Summary Responses on Worst-Case Scenarios and Understanding Seismic Risk. 

Response to Comment I28-31 

Please see Chapter 4 of the Final EIS for a discussion of the quantity of soil that will be moved 
for construction of Brightwater. For a discussion of liquefaction, please see the response to the 
City of Woodinville, Comment G02-63.  

The soil that is being removed for liquefaction mitigation will be used onsite for landscape berms 
and levees for surface water detention and treatment. Engineering evaluations have been 
performed to determine the stability of these berms and levees under seismic loading. Evaluations 
have also been conducted to determine the potential movement of slopes that could occur. The 
results of these studies indicate that the landscape berms and levees will not affect any of the 
treatment plant structures if they were to undergo some movement during an earthquake.  

The size of the excavation to remove liquefiable soils is limited to approximately the footprint of 
the structure under which the soils are present. The maximum depth of soil removal is typically 
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less than 10 feet below the base of the structure. These excavations will require dewatering 
through use of surface collection points or dewatering wells. Evaluations have been conducted to 
confirm that dewatering can be accomplished within reasonable costs. The effects of dewatering 
efforts would be limited to the period of construction.  

Excavations made for the construction of liquid-holding structures, pipelines, and other facilities 
within the treatment plant will be backfilled following construction and water testing. The entire 
site will be landscaped. 

Response to Comment I28-32 

Slope stability assessments have been conducted for both gravity and seismic loading for the 
landscape berms and levees. The results of these analyses indicate that no “massive topographic 
adjustments” will occur during an earthquake. For this reason, if chemicals were to spill, their 
flow would be the same as described in the Supplemental EIS. There will not be a “massive cloud 
of chlorine or hydrogen sulfide or other chemicals,” because the physical conditions of the 
chemicals and their locations preclude such an occurrence. Please see Summary Response on 
Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I28-33 

Estimates of human mortality are not included in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS because 
deaths are not anticipated to occur from contact with wastewater following an earthquake at the 
Brightwater Treatment Plant.  

Section 5.6.1 of the Supplemental EIS states that bacterial and viral illnesses could result from 
direct contact or ingestion of untreated wastewater. As noted in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS, 
specific viral and bacterial pathogens can be found in untreated wastewater. King County has 
acknowledged that under worst-case Scenarios B and C, untreated wastewater could be released 
to the environment. The potential worst-case impacts to human health have been described in 
Section 5.6; additional modeling would not provide increased accuracy to this discussion because 
of the numerous assumptions and levels of uncertainty.  

As noted in Section 5.6 of the Supplemental EIS, numerous pathogens in untreated wastewater 
could pose a hazard to human health if ingested or otherwise introduced into the body. A 
comprehensive list of these pathogens, along with potential reactions, is included below. While 
these pathogens may be present in untreated wastewater, levels can vary from non-detectable to 
relatively high levels. The reactions listed below would result from direct contact with the 
pathogens described, either through ingestion, inhalation, or introduction into the bloodstream. 
(Please see Summary Response on Chemicals for a discussion of other materials stored and used 
at the Route 9 site.)  Also see the Summary Response for Emergency Response for mitigation 
measures that would be implemented following the release of wastewater as the result of an 
earthquake.  Mitigation measures designed to protect human and environmental health are also 
included in both the Final EIS and Supplemental EIS. 

Pathogens in wastewater 

Direct contact with wastewater could result in illness caused by bacterial, viral, or protozoan 
pathogens. As noted in Section 5.6.1 of the Supplemental EIS, these pathogens typically cause 
intestinal illnesses. Following is a summary of the pathogens most likely to be found in untreated 
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wastewater—viruses, bacteria, and protozoa—and their health effects. If individuals were to 
ingest untreated wastewater or come into direct contact with untreated wastewater through a cut 
or open wound, they could become ill. Most of the time, people get these diseases when they have 
germs on their hands and they touch their mouth or nose or eyes. Individuals could become 
exposed to constituents in untreated wastewater associated with overflows from Brightwater if 
they waded, swam, or fell into the water at the point of the overflow during or immediately 
following the overflow. Overflow locations are illustrated in Figure 4-4 of the Supplemental EIS.  

Wastewater treatment plant workers have the greatest potential to be directly exposed to untreated 
wastewater. According to the American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees’ 
Health and Safety Guide for Water and Wastewater Treatment Plant Workers 
(http://www.afscme.org/health/riskybtc.htm), treatment plant workers can absorb viruses into 
their bodies by breathing in contaminated water droplets or aerosols, swallowing contaminated 
water, eating or smoking with contaminated hands, or through skin contact. Worker training and 
use of appropriate safety equipment reduce the potential for exposure.  

Enteroviruses 

As described on the home page for the Center for Disease Control (CDC) National Center of 
Infectious Diseases Respiratory and Enteric Viruses Branch 
(www.cdc.gov/ncidod/dvrd/entrvirs.htm), enteroviruses are small viruses that are made of 
ribonucleic acid (RNA) and protein. This group includes the polioviruses, coxsackieviruses, and 
echoviruses. All three types of polioviruses have been eliminated from the Western Hemisphere 
by the widespread use of vaccines. 

In addition to the three different polioviruses, there are 61 non-polio enteroviruses that can cause 
disease in humans: 23 Coxsackie A viruses, 6 Coxsackie B viruses, 28 echoviruses, and 4 other 
enteroviruses. Non-polio enteroviruses are second only to the “common cold” viruses, the 
rhinoviruses, as the most common viral infectious agents in humans. Non-polio enteroviruses 
cause an estimated 10-15 million or more symptomatic infections a year in the United States.  

Infants, children, and adolescents are more likely to be susceptible to infection and illness from 
these viruses, but adults can also become infected and ill if they do not have immunity to a 
specific enterovirus. Enteroviruses can be found in the respiratory secretions (e.g., saliva, sputum, 
or nasal mucus) and stool of an infected person. Other persons may become infected by direct 
contact with secretions from an infected person or by contact with contaminated surfaces or 
objects. 

Most people who are infected with an enterovirus have no disease at all. Infected persons who 
become ill usually develop either mild upper respiratory symptoms (a “cold”), a flu-like illness 
with fever and muscle aches, or an illness with rash. Less commonly, some persons have aseptic 
or viral meningitis. Rarely, a person may develop an illness that affects the heart (myocarditis) or 
the brain (encephalitis) or causes paralysis. Enterovirus infections are suspected to play a role in 
the development of juvenile-onset diabetes mellitus (sugar diabetes). In rare cases, newborns who 
become infected with an enterovirus may develop an overwhelming infection of many organs, 
including liver and heart, and die from the infection. 

Usually, there are no long-term complications from the mild illnesses or from aseptic meningitis. 
Some patients who have paralysis or encephalitis, however, do not fully recover. Persons who 
develop heart failure (dilated cardiomyopathy) from myocarditis require long-term care for their 
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conditions. 

No vaccine is currently available for the non-polio enteroviruses. 

Bacteria 

Bacteria from human intestinal tracts can be found in untreated wastewater. Diseases such as 
shigellosis and salmonella can be caused by direct contact through an open wound or ingestion of 
bacteria. Symptoms are similar to those described for enteroviruses and include intestinal distress. 

Protozoa parasites 

Protozoan parasites, including Cryptosporidium and Giardia lamblia, result in symptoms similar 
to those described for enteroviruses. There is a risk that contact with untreated wastewater 
through an open wound or ingestion could result in an infection with protozoan parasites. 

As noted in Section 5.6.1 of the Supplemental EIS, it would be necessary for an individual to 
come into direct contact with these pathogens to become infected. Given the very low probability 
of a release of untreated wastewater from the Route 9 site, the public health risk associated with 
exposures to these contaminants is very low. 

Hepatitis/HIV 

Hepatitis A is a virus that could be present in untreated wastewater, if it were accidentally 
ingested and then excreted by humans. Hepatitis A causes liver disease. Blood borne viruses such 
as Hepatitis B and HIV are less likely to be present in wastewater, according the Center to Protect 
Workers’ Rights Web page, http://www.cdc.gov/elcosh/docs/d0200/d000283/d000283.html. 
These diseases have not been linked to exposure to wastewater in the United States. 

Response to Comment I28-34 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I03-07, for a discussion of sensitive populations in 
the vicinity of the Route 9 site. These populations were identified as part of the Final EIS analysis 
(Appendix 5-A). This characterization included a 5-mile radius from the site, which would 
include the City of Woodinville and south Snohomish County.  

Response to Comment I28-35 

The carcinogenicity risk of environmental releases from the site has not been estimated, because 
of the low probability of any releases occurring and the limited duration of potential exposure if 
they did occur. 

Response to Comment I28-36 

Lineament 4 and Lineament X are sub-parallel and located approximately 4,000 feet apart. Some 
zones of active faults have multiple traces that are similar in spacing to these two lineaments. 
Lineament 4 is known to have a tectonic origin; the origin of Lineament X is not known at this 
time. 
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The seismic relevance of Lineament 4 has been evaluated. For purposes of a worst-case scenario, 
Lineament X is assumed to be a feature similar to Lineament 4. Additionally, the worst-case 
scenario considers a northwest trending fault rupture in the interval between the two lineaments. 

The presence and location of lineaments on the Route 9 site were considered by King County and 
used as part of the basis for developing the worst-case scenarios described in the Supplemental 
EIS. 

Response to Comment I28-37 

This Supplemental EIS identifies a range of potential impacts associated with the unlikely 
scenario of a surface rupture earthquake taking place on the Route 9 site during the lifetime of the 
proposed facilities that would result in damage to the facilities and resulting adverse impact on 
the environment. The Supplemental EIS identifies for each impact a range of mitigation measures 
to address each identified impact. The Supplemental EIS does not conclude that there will be loss 
of life by locating Brightwater at the Route 9 site nor the level of adverse impacts described by 
the commenter. 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS, Executive’s Decision, and 
Emergency Response. Also see the responses to MacRae, Comments I03-07 and I03-09; I28-33  
Rutherford, Comment I34-42, Farris Comment I11-51;  and Snohomish County, Comment G01-
07. 

Personal protective equipment available to plant personnel will include eyewear, face shields, 
safety shoes, gloves, chemical-resistant protective clothing, and respiratory protection. This 
equipment, plus other safety items specific to individual tasks, will meet or exceed all Federal 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) and State of Washington Industrial 
Safety and Health Act (WISHA) requirements.  

The analysis in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS shows that there would be no chemical release 
that would be dangerous to the community. Consequently, persons outside the plant boundary 
would not need personal protective equipment.  Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I28-38 

As stated in Section 5.3.5 of the Supplemental EIS, the initial water quality impacts of the worst-
case Scenario C—digester solids entering Little Bear Creek—would be severe. However, natural 
degradation and dilution processes would restore water quality in the creek within a period of 
several weeks to several months, depending on the effectiveness of cleanup measures and the 
rainfall and streamflow conditions. The current in the creek constantly brings aquatic plants, 
benthic invertebrates, and fish from upstream areas. As water quality conditions improved, these 
organisms would re-establish the aquatic plant and benthic populations lost as the result of the 
spill, likely within a year. Rapid recovery of benthic and swimming aquatic species in streams has 
been documented in the scientific literature. To name two examples, benthic macroinvertebrates 
and periphyton were found to recover within 4 months of a major flood event that heavily 
impacted the stream bottom of a stream in New Zealand (Scrimgeour, G.J., Davidson, R.J., and 
Davidson, J.M., Recovery of benthic macro-invertebrate and epilithic communities following a 
large flood in an unstable, braided New Zealand River, New Zealand Journal of Marine and 
Freshwater Research Abstracts. 22: 337-344, 1988). A study of a Puerto Rico stream impacted 
by a release of liquid chlorine found that the benthic macroinvertebrates and shrimp populations 



MacRae (I28)  

Brightwater Final Supplemental EIS  283 

in the stream had recovered to their former numbers 3 months after the event (Greathouse, E.A., 
March, J.G., and Pringle, C.M., Recovery of a tropical stream after a harvest-related chlorine 
poisoning event, Freshwater Biology 50: 603, April, 2005). In both cases, the migration of 
organisms from adjacent or upstream areas was credited for the rapid recovery. 

Response to Comment I28-39 

This comment relates to contractual issues not included in the Supplemental EIS. Please see 
Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I28-40 

King County has designed its Brightwater Treatment Plant to meet or exceed all applicable design 
standards, including International Building Code 2003 seismic standards. Risk assessment is 
incorporated into these standards, which are developed to result in an acceptable level of seismic 
risk during facility operation. The statement in the Supplemental EIS that releases into the 
atmosphere are not expected is based on the application of these widely accepted design standards 
and the extremely low probability that an earthquake at the Route 9 site would result in rupture of 
onsite facilities.  

Response to Comment I28-41 

The public can obtain detailed budget information related to the Brightwater project by 
submitting a written request for public information with details of the exact information requested 
to the King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Wastewater Treatment Division, 
Attention: Brightwater Project, KSC-NR-0503, 201 South Jackson Street, Seattle, Washington 
98104-3855.  

Response to Comment I28-42 

The individuals contributing to the technical aspects of this Supplemental EIS are licensed 
professionals. To obtain engineering licensure, one must demonstrate a level of competency 
through education (a 4-year degree from an accredited university), 3 to 8 years of experience, and 
testing. Professional engineering licenses (PEs) are granted for a number of engineering 
specialties, including civil engineering, structural engineering, and environmental engineering. 
The use of this PE title is regulated through State Boards of Registration; in Washington State, it 
is the Washington State Department of Licensing. All states have strict guidelines regarding 
professional and ethical behavior. Individuals are expected to practice within their area of 
expertise and to the standard generally expected of the practicing professional. Individuals, and 
not their employers, are held accountable to this standard. 

Response to Comment I28-43 

Toxic constituents monitored in King County influent and effluent are typically measured at very 
low levels. Long-term health effects are not expected because low concentrations of these 
constituents are found in wastewater, any spilled wastewater would be diluted with receiving 
water, the duration of spills or overflows are expected to be limited to several hours, and the 
potential for individuals to directly ingest wastewater is very low. Section 2.3.3 in Appendix 6-I 
to the Final EIS lists constituents typically found in King County influent. Levels at the Route 9 
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site are not expected to be significantly different from the influent at the South or West Point 
plants, because the mixes of land uses in the service areas are roughly comparable. 

Response to Comment I28-44 

Please see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios.  

The use of a worst-case analysis cannot be characterized as “hope and opinion.” Worst-case 
analyses are authorized under the SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-080) where there are gaps in 
available information or scientific uncertainty concerning significant impacts. 

Response to Comment I28-45 

Up to approximately 56 workers over a 24-hour period are expected to be employed at the Route 
9 site at ultimate design flows; up to 39 workers per shift are expected. Emergency responders 
would vary depending on the level of emergency, but could range from 3-4 individuals to 15 or 
more. The number of visitors present could vary from zero to as many as 200. Appendix 16-A of 
the Final EIS describes the number of workers anticipated to be on site. Adjacent residents would 
vary depending on the level of development at the time the earthquake occurred, but could 
include dozens if future development next to the treatment plant site included dense residential 
housing. It is not possible to estimate how many individuals could be traveling on SR-9 or SR-
522 at the time an earthquake could occur because of the wide variety of factors affecting traffic. 
Please see Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for a discussion of traffic volumes on SR-9 and SR-522 
under current and projected conditions. 

Response to Comment I28-46 

Two major design changes have been made since issuance of the Final EIS: locating the influent 
pump station offsite at Portal 41 and  replacing the forest concept with a landform concept in the 
layout of the Brightwater Treatment Plant. Relocation of the influent pump station from the south 
end of the Route 9 site to the offsite location at Portal 41 eliminates the impact on the pump 
station from an earthquake on the plant site. Replacement of the forests with landforms has 
allowed for consolidation in the layout of the plant facilities, with resulting greater setback 
distances from Lineaments 4 and X. Both of these design changes reduce the impacts from 
earthquakes at the site. 

Omission of a safety relief point does not create additional risks. Overflows would occur with or 
without a safety relief point. The volume and frequency of overflows would be the same, but the 
location of the overflows would be different. A safety relief point would concentrate the 
overflows and discharge them at one point—near the mouth of Sammamish River where it flows 
into the north end of Lake Washington. If no safety relief point is built, the overflows would be 
dispersed at multiple locations along the conveyance line and into Lake Washington, the 
Sammamish River, and some streams. The Supplemental EIS describes the overflows and 
evaluates the impacts that would occur under worst-case conditions. Please see Chapters 4 and 5 
and Figure 5-3 in the Supplemental EIS. 

 



MacRae (I28)  

Brightwater Final Supplemental EIS  285 

Response to Comment I28-47 

Section 5.3.5 and Appendix E of the Supplemental EIS describe flow patterns associated with 
releases under Scenario C, the worst-case scenario that results in cracked digesters at the Route 9 
site. Depths of flow across surface roadways would be enough to result in a traffic hazard during 
the brief period of time when overland flow occurred. Vehicles would likely slow down to drive 
through the flooded roadway, or possibly stop. If individuals decided to stop their vehicles and 
wade through the flows, potential health risks could occur as described in Section 5.6.1. 

Response to Comment I28-48 

The new wastewater treatment facilities on the Route 9 site will be approximately 500 feet, or 
more, away from the only known active fault on the site, Lineament 4, and 300 feet from a 
postulated fault, Lineament X.  Please see text changes in section 3.4,  In California, the setback 
can be 50 feet for a wastewater treatment plant. Setback distances for the new Brightwater 
facilities on the Route 9 site will substantially exceed the requirements of California.  Also, 
California does not require setbacks for non-occupied structures.  

Scenario C in the Supplemental EIS describes the worst-case impacts if fault rupture were to 
occur under the new treatment plant facilities. 

Response to Comment I28-49 

The Supplemental EIS presents an analysis of new seismic information about the Southern 
Whidbey Island Fault that became available since issuance of the Final EIS for the Brightwater 
Regional Wastewater Treatment System in November 2003. It is based on new seismic analysis 
of the Route 9 site by USGS and a trenching investigation of Lineament 4. The purpose of the 
Supplemental EIS in this case is to analyze new information and the impacts and mitigation 
associated with that new information that was not available when the Final EIS was prepared and 
issued in 2003. 

Discussions of regional seismicity are important to understanding the Supplemental EIS. These 
discussions are relevant and applicable to the Brightwater site in that (1) they provide a context 
for understanding regional aspects of seismicity and the historical occurrence of earthquakes in 
and around the Route 9 site, and (2) the state of earthquake engineering professional practice is to 
understand all regional earthquake sources when developing site-specific studies of ground 
motions (as conducted for the Route 9 site and as documented in the revised probabilistic seismic 
hazards analyses [PSHA] in Appendix B of the Supplemental EIS). Revisions were made to the 
PSHA model in light of the new seismic information that became available in fall 2004. If the 
regional seismicity information were removed from the model used to evaluate the effects of the 
new seismic information about Route 9, a non-conservative basis of design would result (fewer 
safeguards). Because the regional seismic data must be incorporated into the model, a discussion 
of regional seismicity, as it relates to the PSHA, is necessary. 

Response to Comment I28-50 

In response to SEPA requirements, the Supplemental EIS provides full disclosure of earthquake-
generated damage to treatment plant facilities at the Route 9 site and resulting environmental 
impacts for the three worst-case scenarios. 
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Response to Comment I28-51 

Chapter 5 and Appendix F of the Supplemental EIS present the evaluation of the potential 
impacts to groundwater and wells that could occur from damage to the Brightwater facilities at 
Route 9 caused by an earthquake. Also please see the responses to MacRae, Comment I03-02, 
and Farris, Comment I11-58. 

Response to Comment I28-52 

The public can obtain detailed budget information related to the Brightwater project by 
submitting a written request for public information with details of the exact information requested 
to The Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Wastewater Treatment Division, KSC-NR-
0503, 201 South Jackson Street, Seattle, Washington 98104-9972, Attention Brightwater Project. 

The purpose of the Supplemental EIS is to provide analysis of new information on the Southern 
Whidbey Island Fault (SWIF) that has become available since publication of the Brightwater 
Final EIS in November 2003 and to respond to the August 3, 2004, decision by the King County 
Hearing Examiner. That decision requested a trenching analysis of LiDAR Lineament 4, which 
King County has completed. The Hearing Examiner’s decision upheld the adequacy of the siting 
evaluation and selection process and King County’s ultimate selection of the Route 9–195th 
Street Alternative. SEPA regulations allow project proponents to proceed with certain activities 
related to the project, including permitting, which King County has under way. (Please see 
Chapter 1 of the Supplemental EIS for a full citation of the appeal decision.) 

Please also see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I28-53 

Please see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios. 

Response to Comment I28-54 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 
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Response to Comment I29-01 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I29-02 

Please see the response to Dixon, Comment I02-08. Although the comment refers to an article in 
the Woodinville Weekly, the article cited did not include a specific reference to the probability of 
seismic events at the site. Therefore, it is assumed that the incorrect percentage was the same one 
quoted in the April 11, 2005, Seattle Times article. 

Response to Comment I29-03 

Chapter 5 and Appendix F of the Supplemental EIS present the evaluation of the potential 
impacts to groundwater and wells that could occur from damage to the Brightwater Treatment 
Plant at Route 9 caused by an earthquake. Also please see the responses to MacRae, Comment 
I03-02, and Farris, Comment I11-58. 

Response to Comment I29-04 

Please see the response to Farris, Comment I11-36, for a discussion of sensitive receptors within 
a 5-mile radius of the Route 9 site. 

Response to Comment I29-05 

Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response for a discussion of King County’s 
emergency response and cleanup approach. 

Response to Comment I29-06 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I29-07 

Chapters 4 and 5 of the Supplemental EIS discuss the potential impacts to Little Bear Creek that 
could occur if an earthquake were to damage the treatment plant. For all but the least likely 
scenario, Little Bear Creek would not be at risk for significant adverse impacts. Please also see 
the response to MacRae, Comment I03-02. 

Response to Comment I29-08 

Please see Summary Responses on Trenching and Worst-Case Scenarios. 
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Response to Comment I29-09 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I29-10 

Thank you for your comment. Responses to the SKEA letter may be found listed as responses to 
Comments O01-01 through O01-09 and Comments O03-01 through O03-04. Also, please see 
Summary Response on Trenching. 
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Response to Comment I30-01 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. The 
Kenmore site was considered and eliminated earlier in the siting process for the Brightwater 
Regional Wastewater Treatment System. The scope of this Supplemental EIS is to analyze 
seismic impacts on the Route 9 site and not to reconsider alternative sites. 

Response to Comment I30-02 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Comment I31-01 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I31-02 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 
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Response to Comment I32-01 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 
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Response to Comment I33-01 

Please see the response to Farris, Comment I11-36, for a discussion of sensitive receptors within 
a 5-mile radius of the Route 9 site. The treatment plant is being designed in accordance with the 
requirements of IBC 2003. Please see Summary Response on Seismic Design Standards. 

Response to Comment I33-02 

King County considered a wide range of factors when considering potential locations for the 
Brightwater Treatment Facility. These factors are described in detail in Chapter 3 of the Final 
EIS. Impacts to people and to the surrounding communities, such as consistency with adopted 
land use codes, traffic, noise, odor, environmental health, and aesthetic impacts, were included in 
this evaluation. 

Response to Comment I33-03 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I33-04 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Comment I34-01 

The type of language referred to in this comment regarding disclaimers is routinely included on 
illustrations and in published reports. The graphics in the Supplemental EIS and the reports 
provided by consultants and included in the technical appendices are provided in order to 
illustrate and/or support the discussion in the text.  

Response to Comment I34-02 

All available information regarding the likelihood and seriousness of the existing risks is 
provided in the Supplemental EIS, the appendices, or the referenced materials. All models, data, 
and references used in the analyses in the Supplemental EIS have been available for review since 
the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Please contact the Brightwater Project Team at (206) 
684-6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For accessible formats, call (206) 684-1280 or 711 (TTY). 

Response to Comment I34-03 

The appendices for the Supplemental EIS are documents specifically related to the Brightwater 
proposal. Other documents are either incorporated by reference, as allowed under SEPA, or they 
are referenced, as is standard practice in published reports. All documents incorporated by 
reference, as noted in the Fact Sheet at the beginning of the Supplemental EIS, and all documents 
referenced at the end of each chapter and appendix, including the USGS report (Sherrod et al, 
2005), have been available for review since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Please 
contact the Brightwater Project Team at (206) 684-6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For 
accessible formats, call (206) 684-1280 or 711 (TTY). USGS Open-File Report 2005-1136 is also 
available on the Web at http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2005/1136/. (Please see Chapter 2 of the 
Supplemental EIS for a full citation for Sherrod et al., 2005.) 

Response to Comment I34-04 

The Supplemental EIS indicates that Lineament 4 is a tectonic feature with a fold and small faults 
in post-glacial deposits. It is referred to as an active fault, but its primary feature is a fold. The 
Supplemental EIS states in many places that Lineament 4 is an active fault. 

Response to Comment I34-05 

The Supplemental EIS reports on the seismic investigation of the Route 9 site and the probable 
significant adverse environmental impacts that may be associated with that information. The 
Supplemental EIS also reports King County’s collective interpretation of the information 
following consultations between King County’s staff, King County’s seismic experts, and USGS. 
SEPA is a procedural environmental disclosure statute that does not dictate substantive results. 
Thus, there are no SEPA regulations and standards regarding the level of risk associated with 
building on the site. Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision.  
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Response to Comment I34-06 

Please see the preceding response to Rutherford, Comment I34-05. 

Response to Comment I34-07 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I34-08 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-18. 

Response to Comment I34-09 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I34-10 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I34-11 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I34-12 

Please see Summary Responses onExecutive’s Decision, Seismic Risk and Seismic Design 
Standards. 

Response to Comment I34-13 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I34-14 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I34-15 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-09.  

Response to Comment I34-16 

This comment seeks information that is beyond the scope of an EIS and essentially calls for a 
legal analysis, as opposed to environmental information or information related to environmental 
impacts or mitigation of those impacts.  
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Response to Comment I34-17 

This comment seeks information that is beyond the scope of an EIS and essentially calls for a 
legal analysis, as opposed to environmental information or information related to environmental 
impacts or mitigation of those impacts.  

Response to Comment I34-18 

The sources of funds are not environmental impacts and thus are not topics analyzed under SEPA. 
Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I34-19 

This comment seeks information that is beyond the scope of an EIS and essentially calls for a 
legal analysis, as opposed to environmental information or information related to environmental 
impacts or mitigation of those impacts.  

Response to Comment I34-20 

The chemicals that may be discharged from the chemical storage areas under Scenario C are 
listed in Section 4.7.4 and their quantities are presented in Table 3-2 of the Supplemental EIS.  

Response to Comment I34-21 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I34-22 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-33, regarding pathogens and Summary 
Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I34-23 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-10. 

Response to Comment I34-24 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-10. 

Response to Comment I34-25 

All models, data, and references used in the analyses in the Supplemental EIS have been available 
for review since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Please contact the Brightwater Project 
Team at (206) 684-6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For accessible formats, call (206) 684-1280 
or 711 (TTY). 
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Response to Comment I34-26 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-11. 

Response to Comment I34-27 

Please see Summary Response on Other Earthquakes. 

Response to Comment I34-28 

Under SEPA, the identification and evaluation of the worst-case scenario is based on the rule of 
reason. Please see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios. Also see the response to 
MacRae, Comment I28-16, for a discussion of Bhopal. 

Response to Comment I34-29 

Please see Summary Responses on Worst-Case Scenarios and Chemicals and the discussion of air 
quality impacts in Chapter 5 of the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I34-30 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals for a discussion of acidic and alkaline chemicals.  

Response to Comment I34-31 

Please see the response to Hensley, Comment I25-11, Summary Response on Seismic Design 
Standards, and Chapters 4 and 5 of the Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I34-32 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I34-33 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-27. 

Response to Comment I34-34 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-31. 

Response to Comment I34-35 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-32. 

Response to Comment I34-36 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I03-07. 
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Response to Comment I34-37 

Please see Summary Response on Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I34-38 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-33. 

Response to Comment I34-39 

Please see the responses to MacRae, Comment I03-07, for a discussion of sensitive populations; 
MacRae, Comment I28-45, for a discussion of potential numbers of individuals at or near the 
vicinity of the treatment plant site; and MacRae, Comment I28-35, for a discussion of 
carcinogenicity risk. 

Response to Comment I34-40 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I03-09, for a discussion of vaccination 
requirements.  

Response to Comment I34-41 

This Supplemental EIS identifies a range of potential impacts associated with the unlikely 
scenario of a surface rupture earthquake taking place on the Route 9 site during the lifetime of the 
proposed facilities that would result in damage to the facilities and resulting adverse impact on 
the environment. The Supplemental EIS identifies for each impact a range of mitigation measures 
to address each identified impact.  

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. Also 
see the responses to MacRae, I03-07, and Farris, I11-36. 

Response to Comment I34-42 

The Route 9 treatment plant site is within King County’s wastewater service area. However, it is 
true that many surrounding neighbors are not in the service area and rely on private septic 
systems. King County is working to make Brightwater a good neighbor by mitigating impacts to 
the fullest extent possible and building a facility that serves the region and enhances the local 
community. 

Response to Comment I34-43 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-37. 

Response to Comment I34-44 

Please see the response to Farris, Comment I11-36. 
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Response to Comment I34-45 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I03-07. 

Response to Comment I34-46 

The Final EIS and Supplemental EIS for the Brightwater facilities include substantial mitigation 
to minimize the damage that could occur in the event of a major earthquake. Please see mitigation 
sections of both documents for specific information about how the siting, design, construction 
and operation of facilities will respond to the risks associated with existing or potential 
earthquake faults. Also see Summary Responses on Executive’s Decision, Scope of Supplemental 
EIS, Understanding Seismic Risk, and Chemicals. 

Response to Comment I34-47 

Please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. 

Response to Comment I34-48 

The Final EIS and Supplemental EIS for the Brightwater facilities include substantial mitigation 
to minimize the damage that could occur in the event of a major earthquake. Please see mitigation 
sections of both documents for specific information about how the siting, design, construction 
and operation of facilities will respond to the risks associated with existing or potential 
earthquake faults. Also, please see Summary Response on Scope of Supplemental EIS. Add 
Response to Comment I34-49 

King County does not anticipate that the presence of the treatment plant will result in a decline in 
community image. All communities are required to have some type of wastewater disposal, 
whether it is individual onsite systems or centralized wastewater treatment. Such facilities are 
incorporated into communities throughout the United States without damage to community 
image. 

Response to Comment I34-50 

King County has designed its Brightwater treatment facility to meet or exceed all applicable 
design standards, including International Building Code 2003 seismic standards. Risk assessment 
is incorporated into these standards, which are developed to result in an acceptable level of 
seismic risk during facility operation. The statement in the Supplemental EIS that releases into 
the atmosphere are not expected is based on  the application of these widely accepted design 
standards and the extremely low probability that an earthquake at the Route 9 site would result in 
rupture of onsite facilities.  

Response to Comment I34-51 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-43, for a discussion of the level of toxic 
constituents in wastewater. 
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Response to Comment I34-52 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-45, for the number of individuals potentially 
present at the site. 

Response to Comment I34-53 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-47, for a discussion of traffic-related hazards.  

Response to Comment I34-54 

Please see the response to MacRae, Comment I28-48. 

Response to Comment I34-55 

Please see the responses to MacRae, Comment I03-02, and Farris, Comment I11-58. 

Response to Comment I34-56 

The public can obtain detailed budget information related to the Brightwater project by 
submitting a written request for public information with details of the exact information requested 
to the King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks, Wastewater Treatment Division, 
Attention: Brightwater Project, KSC-NR-0503, 201 South Jackson Street, Seattle, Washington 
98104-3855.   

Response to Comment I34-57 

Please see Summary Response on Executive’s Decision. 
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Response to Comment I35-01 

Please see Summary Response on Trenching. 

Response to Comment I35-02 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

Response to Comment I35-03 

Please see Summary Response on Worst-Case Scenarios. 

Response to Comment I35-04 

No “heavily chlorinated” influent or effluent would reach Little Bear Creek to kill fish or destroy 
the aquatic habitat under any of the worst-case earthquake scenarios described in this 
Supplemental EIS. Both the influent and effluent flow streams would be contained in pipes and/or 
tunnels buried below the ground surface. As discussed in Chapter 4 of the Supplemental EIS, in 
the unlikely event of a seismically induced pipe breakage, contents from buried pipes and 
structures would be contained in the surrounding soil and would take from 4 to 15 years to reach 
Little Bear Creek if left unremediated. King County would remove the contamination well within 
this time period. Please see Summary Response on Emergency Response. 

Response to Comment I35-05 

Mitigation of impacts to groundwater from potential leaks in the piping or tanks at the 
Brightwater Treatment Plant at Route 9 is discussed in Section 5.4.4 of the Supplemental EIS. In 
general, remedial actions would include isolation of the leak and pumping out the liquid contents 
of the damaged pipes and tanks; excavating contaminated soil; and capturing contaminated 
groundwater using wells or trenches. The remedial actions would be coordinated with the 
Washington State Department of Ecology. 

Response to Comment I35-06 

   

Please see the responses to Dixon, Comment I02-08;  Comment I07-27 and Comment I35-07.  
Please see the response to Gray, Comment I04-05. 

Response to Comment I35-07 

Please see the responses to Dixon, Comment I02-08, and Gray, Comment I04-05. 
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Response to Comment I35-08 

All documents referenced in the development of the Supplemental EIS are available for review on 
request. All documents referenced at the end of each chapter and appendix have been available 
for review since the Draft Supplemental EIS was issued. Please contact the Brightwater Project 
Team at (206) 684-6799 or toll free 1-888-707-8571. For accessible formats, call (206) 684-1280 
or 711 (TTY). 

Response to Comment I35-09 

Please see Summary Responses on Scope of Supplemental EIS and Executive’s Decision. 

 

 




