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Engineers.. Working Wonders With Water™

Meeting Notes

(
E Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project
E00022E06
King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
. Wastewater Treatment Division
Date of August 5, 2009 Date of August 6, 2009 Work 7562A.10
Meeting: Notes: Order No:
Time: 1:00 pm
Location: King Street Center 8th Floor Conference Room
Purpose: 1. Summarize input from July 21 CSO team meeting and July 29 meeting with
Seattle Parks.
2. Review alternatives development and evaluation strategy and overall process.
3. Review alternatives developed for Barton/Murray basins.
4. Obtain additional feedback from CSO team.
Meeting # 207-1 - CSO Control Alternatives Development
Barton/Murray Basin CSO Control Alternatives
Attendees: County : Consultant
- Shahrzad Namini Shaun O’Neil Kevin Dour
Betsy Cooper Sekhar Palepu Bob Eimstad
Chris Okuda John Phillips Karl Hadler
. Bill Wilbert Kevin Sandquist Jeff Lykken
( : Wes Sprague .Kevin Schock Brian Matson
Kathy Mathena Bob Swarner Bob Wheeler
Sue Meyer Martha Tuttle Ellen Blair
Lee Miller Mary Wohleb Lisa Adolfson
Ukwenga Oleru Monica Van Der Vieren Regina Raichart
Josho Karl Zimmer
SPU
Sahba Mohandessi
Distribution: Attendees, Allen de Steiguer, Hien Dung,
Pam Erstad, Ron Kohler, Mary Beth
Gilbrough
ACTION ITEMS
ltem # Action Action By Due By
1 Review the schedule and determine where input from | Matson 9/2/09
the advisory board is required. Include this work in the
-schedule so that input is received at the appropriate
time. ‘
2 Lobk at revising the process schematic or providing Matson 8/19/09
- more definition to prevent revisiting criteria and
(\7 alternatives at a set point.
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3 Update schedule information to reflect facility plan Matson 8/19/09
deadline and new dates for Workshop No. 1 and 2.

4 Document how you determined the sites and the “Kevin Dour/ Allen 8/11/09
flexibility with siting options. Site technical reasons de Steiguer/ Karl
such as topography and show areas that meet the Hadler
minimum requirements rather than a single site.

5 lllustrate the focus area for alternative development Kevin Dour/ Allen 8/11/09
on graphics and summaries and document why. de Steiguer/ Karl

Hadler

6 v Determine if there are any feasible alternatives with Kevin Dour 8/19/09
storage in Subbasin B_8.

7 Determine whether the storage volume required Kevin Schock/ Ed 9/2/09
assumes that flows go to West Point or if a portion of | Wicklein
the flow pumped out of storage goes to wet weather
facilities such as Alki.

8 Document the O&M requirements for approaches Kevin Dour/ Allen 8/11/09
including frequency of use and duration of use. de Steiguer/ Karl

Hadler

9 Confirm the diameter of the existing outfall at Barton. Kevin Dour 8/11/09

10 Provide comments on Barton Basin alternatives to Team : 8/10/09
Shahrzad.

DISCUSSION
1. Alternative Development Process Review

a. Public Participation

i. Need to define the problem and present approaches (e.g. storage, peak flow
reduction, etc.) for the public before we present the alternatives so they have
an understanding of what we are trying to solve and the infrastructure options
available to address the problem.

ii.  The public participation process needs to account for the political sensitivity
of the work within these basins.

iii. Public participation will occur throughout the alternative development and
evaluation process.

b. Advisory Board

i.” An advisory board will be assembled within King County to provide
recommendations and guidance on big picture policy and political issues.

ii. The project will require input from the advisory board at key milestones
throughout the project. The technical schedule will be looked at with respect
to the advisory board and public participation efforts to see where we need
input and when so that information is not received too late.
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c. The Brightwater siting process did not.include a process with feedback loops to
adjust criteria. The project needs to reach a point where criteria and alternatives are
fixed so the evaluation does not enter into a constant “do loop”. The team will look at
revising the process or providing more definition to prevent revisiting criteria and
alternatives at a set point.

d. King County Review

i. The next meeting (scheduled for August 11) will allow the team to provide
additional feedback on the alternative development process as well as the
initial Barton alternatives.

ii. Provide comments focusing on:
1. Is the range of alternatives complete?
2. Are there additional alternatives we are missing?

3. Are there alternatives that should be eliminated because of a fatal
flaw?

e. Schedule Updates

i. Update presentation graphic to reflect facility plan deadline of December 31,
2010.

ii. Workshop No. 1 and 2 will be scheduled in December 2009 to provide more
time for public participation and detailed evaluation of the final three
alternatives.

f. Storage Volume Calculations

i. Determine whether storage volume required assumes that flows go to West
Point or if a portion of the flow pumped out of storage goes to wet weather
facilities such as Alki.

ii. Alkiis permitted to treat and discharge more total volume (longer duration)
than it sees today, however, there is no more capacity at peak times.

2. Barton Basin Control Alternatives
a. See attached handout showing the initial alternatives matrix and summaries.

b. Alternative Development Phase

i. Flow monitoring centered attention around the trunk sewer that runs along
Director Street in the Barton Basin since this carries a significant portion of
the basin flow. Murray flows are spread throughout the basin so that the
focus for alternatives really becomes the bottom of the basin to capture
enough flow. Consultant to illustrate the focus area on graphics and
summaries and document why.

ii. Document how the sites were determined and the flexibility with siting
options. Note technical reasons such as topography and show areas that
meet the minimum requirements.

c. Barton Alternative Summaries
i. Determine if there are any feasible alternatives with storage in Subbasin B_8.

ii. The technical summaries provided for each alternative are an initial starting
point for the evaluation process and provide basic information to the team.
The team should provide comments and clarifications on the summaries,
however, these will continue to be developed as the team evaluates the nine
“alternatives in the next step of the process.
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ii. Alternative 1B would provide management of overflows for the entire basin,
however, modeling may show that slightly more than 110,000 gallons of ( :
storage is required to relieve the peak flows from other locations to the
Barton Pump Station.

iv. There will be disruption to the ferry terminal for bottom of the basin options.
Potential issues include staging, trenching, etc. One lane of traffic will be
closed for the Barton Pump Station improvements. The community has not
had too many issues with improvements to the Barton Pump Station.

v. There are cultural resource issues associated with the site shown in
Alternative 1E.

vi. Consultant will document the O&M requirements for alternatives including
frequency of use and duration of use.

vii. No new outfalls are anticipated. The existing outfalls are assumed for end of
pipe treatment approaches. Confirm the diameter of the existing outfall at
Barton.

viii. Peak Flow Reduction Alternative

1. Pipes in alleys are not desirable. SPU prefers utilities in streets for a
number of reasons. Peak flow reduction options would also be trying
to capture flows on the streets. Therefore, MS4 development is
assumed to be within the streets and not in alleys.

2. MS4s are assumed to connect to the existing system in an adjacent
basin. The evaluation process will need to look at the capacity of
those systems, outfall locations and impacts, etc. to determine the
feasibility of this approach.

/"\

3. No treatment is assumed for disconnected area flows. This
assumption would need to be confirmed during detailed evaluation.

4. Approximately 665 rooftops and associated right of way would need
to be disconnected in the Barton Basin to eliminate the need for
storage. The evaluation process needs to consider the disruption to
homeowners and streets during construction.

END OF NOTES
CSO Control Alternatives Development
Barton/Murray Basin CSO Control Alternatives
8/06/09
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Engineers...Working Wonders With Water™

-

Meeting Notes
Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project
E00022E06

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division

Date of August 11, 2009  Date of August 13, 2009 Work 7562A.10

Meeting: Notes: Order No:
Time: 12:30 pm ‘

Location: King Street Center 3E

Purpose: 1. Receive comments on alternatives development process.

2. Receive comments on Barton Basin alternatives.
3. Review alternatives developed for the Murray basin.

Meeting # 307-1 - CSO Control Alternatives Development
Barton/Murray Basin CSO Control Alternatives

Attendees: County Consultant

Shahrzad Namini Norm Alberg Brian Matson
Betsy Cooper Linda Sullivan Karl Hadler
Chris Okuda Sekhar Palepu Jeff Lykken
Bill Wilbert John Phillips Ellen Blair
Sue Meyer Kevin Sandquist

_ Martha Tuttle Kevin Schock SPU

( Mary Wohleb Bob Swarner Sahba Mohandessi

- ‘ Hien Dung Monica Van Der Vieren

Pam Erstad

Distribution: Attendees, Allen de Steiguer, Kevin
Dour, Wes Sprague, Ron Kohler, Mary
Beth Gilbrough, Kathy Mathena, Lee
Miller, Ukwenga Oleru, Shaun O’Neil,
Mike Sand, Karl Zimmer

ACTION ITEMS
item # Action Action By Due By
1 A clear problem statement is required to guide the Jeff Lykken/ Allen TBD
alternatives development. In addition, the team needs | de Steiguer/ Karl
to document the process for the public and the Hadler

decision makers.

2 Confirm the detailed schedule is posted on the project | Allen de Steiguer 8/19/09
website.

3 Evaluate if several smaller facilities up in the Murray Jeff Lykken 9/16/09
Basin is an option.

4 Refine the number of acres for the disconnection Jeff Lykken 9/16/09
option to maximize the reduction in storage
requirements.

P
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DISCUSSION

1. Alternative Development Process:

a. The total of nine alternatives to be evaluated is somewhat arbitrary (it originated from 3
approaches at 3 sites) but helps us limit the scope to the most viable alternatives.

b. A clear problem statement is required to guide the alternatives development. In addition, the
team needs to document the process for the public and the decision makers.

c. For alternatives evaluation and screening:
i. ldentify key points of input.
ii. Define the project driver (schedule).
iii. Confirm resources to get input.
d. Define feasible parcels based on technical criteria.
e. Confirm the detailed schedule is posted on the project website.
2. Barton Basin Alternatives Comments:
a. Comments were grouped into three general categories:
i. Need to define and document the alternatives identification procesé.

ii. Examine other potential alternatives such as GSI, distributed storage and sending flows to
the Delridge Basin.

iii. Feedback on criteria that will be used during the alternatives analysis.
b. A meeting will be scheduled in the future to discuss comments in detail.
3. Murray Basin Alternatives:
a. Are several smaller facilities up in the basin an option? TetraTech to evaluate.

b. Wastewater can be sent to the Alki WWTP as long as it does not impact the permit
conditions. In general, Alki cannot accept more flow during peaking events but can accept
additional flow following the peak event. Therefore, wastewater from a storage basin can be
discharged following the peak even if it goes to Alki and not West Point.

The constructability of a circular storage tank in Lowman Beach Park will be evaluated.

Alternative 1J - The Pipeline can be filled by gravity. It is possible to make the pipe more
shallow but the flow would need to be captured as it comes from a higher elevation or pump it
from the Murray Diversion Structure.

e. Tetratech will refine the number of acres for the disconnection option to maximize the
reduction in storage requirements.

f.  Alternative 2K - The Alki WWTP would require upgrade to handle additional peak flows for
this option.

END OF NOTES
CSO Control Alternatives Development
Murray Basin CSO Control Alternatives
8/11/09
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Engineers...Working Wonders With Water™

-~ Meeting Notes

( . - .
Ce Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project
E00022E06
King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
, Wastewater Treatment Division .
Date of August 19, 2009 Date of August 28, 2009 Work 7562A.10
Meeting: Notes: ‘ Order No:
Time: 1:00 pm
Location: King Street Center 8th Floor
Purpose: 1. Receive comments on alternatives development process.
2. Receive comments on Murray Basin alternatives.
3. Review alternatives developed for the South Magnolia Basin.
Meeting # 407-1 - CSO Control Alternatives Development
South Magnolia Basin CSO Control Alternatives
‘Attendees: County Consultant
Shahrzad Namini Mary Wohleb Bob Eimstad
Betsy Cooper ~ Sekhar Palepu Brian Matson
Jim Weber John Phillips Allen de Steiguer
Sue Meyer Kevin Schock Karl Hadler
Martha Tuttle Monica Van Der Vieren Jeff Lykken
i Hien Dung Kathy Mathena Kevin Dour
( Pam Erstad Darren Depew Bob Wheeler

Lloyd Skinner
Jennifer Corrigan

SPU
Sahba Mohandessi

Distribution: Attendees, Ron Kohler, Mary Beth
Gilbrough, Lee Miller, Ukwenga Oleru,
Shaun O’Neil, Mike Sand, Karl Zimmer,
John Cameron, Karen Huber, Chris .
Okuda, Kevin Sandquist, Bob Swarner

ACTION ITEMS

tem # Action Action By Due By

1 | APDF of the schedule will be posted to the project Allen de Steiguer 9/4/09
website. Create a specific tab on the project website
for alternative development.

2 An additional column needs to be added to the Mary Wohleb 9/2/09
comment form to indicate which comments King
County needs to respond to.

3 Need to examine capping pump station capacity at Jeff Lykken/ 9/9/09
Barton. This would increase storage requirements at
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Barton, but would benefit the alternatives available in

Murray. Kevin Dour

4 Examine downstream capacity for S. Magnolia John Phillips 9/24/09
conveyance

DISCUSSION
1. General
a. A PDF of the schedule will- be posted to the project website.

b. Initial public meetings on the project are scheduled for October 5 - 16, 2009. Exact
dates for each basin will be available soon.

2. Alternative Development Process

a. A series of project memoranda have been developed to document the alternative
development process. An additional memo documenting the draft
considerations/criteria for alternative development will be prepared in the next few
weeks (prior to the public meetings).

b. Create a specific tab on the project website for alternative development.
3. Murray Basin Alternatives Comments
a. Three general areas of comments received:
i. Why aren’t we considering X?
ii. Specific issues to consider during evaluation.
ii. Comments on the alternatives development process.

b. An additional column needs to be added to the comment form to indicate which
comments King County needs to respond to.

c. Distributed storage at Murray would still require some storage at the bottom of the
basin.

d. Need to examine capping pump station capacity at Barton. This would increase
storage requirements at Barton, but would benefit the alternatives available in
Murray.

4, South Magnolia Basin Alternatives

a. Need to develop a process for assessing downstream impacts including increasing
conveyance capacity to 4.3 mgd from south Magnolia to the Interbay Pump station.

b. The team has not looked in detail at staging or construction impacts. These will be a
significant issue for all of the alternatives.

c. Ownership issues associated with pipe storage including maintenance, odor control,
in-line/off-line, etc. need to be considered for those alternatives.

END OF NOTES
CSO Control Alternatives Development
South Magnolia Basin CSO Control Alternatives
: 8/19/09
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Meeting Notes

Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project

Date of
Meeting:

Time:
Location:
Purpose:

Meeting #

Attendees:

Distribution:

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks

E00022E06

Wastewater Treatment Division -

August 26, 2009 Date of August 31, 2009 Work 7562A.10
Notes: Order No:
1:00 pm
King Street Center 5B/C
1. Receive comments on alternatives development process.
2. Receive comments on South Magnolia Basin alternatives.
3. Review alternatives developed for the North Beach Basin.
507-1 - CSO Control Alternatives Development
South Magnolia/North Beach Basin CSO Control Alternatives
County Consultant
Shahrzad Namini Norm Alberg Brian Matson
Sue Meyer Linda Sullivan Allen de Steiguer
Martha Tuttle John Phillips Karl Hadler
Mary Wohleb Kevin Schock Kevin Dour
Hien Dung Jim Weber Ellen Blair
Pam Erstad Ukwenga Oleru Lloyd Skinner
Kathy Mathena Meredith Redman

Attendees, Betsy Cooper, Chris Okuda,
Ron Kohler, Lee Miller, Shaun O'Neil,
Sekhar Palepu, Kevin Sandquist, Bob
Swarner, Mike Sand, Karl Zimmer,
Monica Van Der Vieren, Sahba

Mohandessi, Jeff Lykken

SPU

Martha Burke

ACTION ITEMS

ftem # Action Action By Due By

1 King County will provide an example for Kevin Schock 9/4/09
documentation of calibration.

2 Check to see if South Magnolia has a plan for Monica Van Der 9/24/09
developing 32nd Avenue West. Vieren

3 Confirm setback requireménts from bluffs Pam Erstad 9/24/09

4 County will review calculations of rooftop area for Kevin Schock 9/24/09
disconnection.

1218 THIRD AVENUE -
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5 Review Crown Hill site status Hien Dung 9/24/09
DISCUSSION
1. Alternative Development Process

a. The Shoreline Permit Plan requires an alternatives analysis to document why
facilities cannot be elsewhere.

b. The King County right-of-way group is looking into alternative sites in each of the
basins.

c. -Calibration is complete. Long-term simulation of the South Magnolia Basin is being
run now.

d. The team will review the site selection criteria. Criteria for each basin should be
consistent if possible. Differences will need to be thoroughly explained based on
basin specific drivers.

2. South Magnolia Basin Alternatives Comments
a. Check to see if South Magnolia has a plan for developing 32nd Avenue West.
b. Setback of 300 feet from biuffs is required by the City of Seattle.

c. No new outfalls are anticipated. Any additional flow to the existing outfalls will need to
be addressed in the facility plans.

d. Rooftop area for disconnection was based on a GIS analysis of connected
impervious area and square footage of residential buildings in each basin. King
County will review calculations of rooftop area for disconnection.

e. Any additional overland flows caused by rooftop disconnection will need to be
addressed.

3. North Beach Basin Alternatives

a. The Crown Hill Elementary Scholl site may not be possible due to federal funding
issues. King County will provide more detail on the issue including restrictions and
timing. '

END OF NOTES
CSO Control Alternatives Development
North Beach Basin CSO Control Alternatives
8/26/09
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Meeting Notes

( : -Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project

E00022E06

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division

Date of September 16, Date of September 22, Work 7562A.10
Meeting: 2009 Notes: 2009 Order No:
Time: 1:00 pm
Location: King Street Center 8th Floor
Purpose: 1. Review response to Barton Basin alternative comments
2. Present revisions to Barton Basin alternatives.
3. Review Informational needs for non-technical crite| Barton
Basin alternatives.
Meeting # 100-51 - Barton Non-technical Criteria Reggj%'
Attendees: - County" g Consultants
Chris Okuda Shahrze ) Bob Eimstad
Hien Dung Jo Brian Matson
Pam Erstad : Karl Hadler
Sue Meyer Jeff Lykken
‘Ron Kohler W Kevin Dour
Kathy M t@m Monica Van Der Vieren Jennifer Corrigan
( Ukwenga Lisa Adolfson
E Ellen Blair
SPU
Sahba Mohandessi
Distribution: Attendees, John Cameron, Betsy
Cooper, Karen Huber, Sekhar Palepu,
Mary Wohleb, Kevin Sandquist, Lee
Miller, Bob Swarner, Shaun O’Neil, Mike
Sand, Karl Zimmer, Allen de Steiguer
ACTION ITEMS
Item # Action Action By Due By
1 Schedule meeting to discuss the approach to Brian Matson 9/30/09
evaluating stormwater treatment requirements.
2 New or modified comment sheets will be provided so Allen de Steiguer 9/25/09
the County can comment on revisions to basin
alternatives.
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‘ DISCUSSION
<\ v 1. Response to Barton Basin Alternative Comments
a. Need to discuss approach to evaluating stormwater treatment requirements.
b. Copy of responses to comments are on the project web site.
2. Revisions to Barton Basin Alternatives

a. New or modified comment sheets will need to be provided so the County can
comment on revisions to basin alternatives.

b. Concerned about'showing ancillary facilities such as odor control on a separate
(adjacent) property from the storage facility.

c. Preferred parcels will need to be determined in January for detai
three alternatives.

d. For Alternative 1D, extend blue outline north and d J g at this point.
3.  Criteria Information Needs

a. Criteria Ieads are responsible for comple W% g
emblmg information and data

also evaluate whether additional

necessary to complete the ratmgs» Leads s@%g‘
i to complete the matrix is needed by

rmze to 5 or so key issues.

END OF NOTE
-technlcal Criteria Review Regular Team Meeting
9/16/09
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Engineers.. .Working Wonders With Water™

( ' Meeting Notes
Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project
E00022E06

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division

Date of September 17, Date of September 21, Work 7562A.10
Meeting: 2009 Notes: 2009 Order No:
Time: 1:00 pm

Location: KSC 603
Purpose: Murray Non-Technical Criteria Review
Meeting# 100-52

Attendees: County

Hien Dung
Sue Meyer
Shahrzad Namini

Chris Okuda

John Phillips

Monica Van Der Vieren
Mary Wohleb
Kart Zimmer

Distribution:  Attendees

Lloyd Skinner
Bob Wheeler

C

ACTION ITEMS

Action By Due By

94 Carollo team 19/22/09
County team 9/24/09

Category leads 10/12/09

DISCUSSION

1. The county provided an updated on public meetings.

a. Barton/Murray open houses are scheduled for October 7 and 8.
2. The Carollo team presented highlights of responses to comments by the county on the initial nine
alternatives.

a. Comment #5; need to consider how to get public participation in peak flow reduction; consider
risk of success. Need to be more specific in response to comments.
Comment #10; opportunity to transfer flows to Delridge basin not as great as Barton basin.
Comment #21; prepare information on how long to get rights of entry.
Comment #25; Actiflo is no longer a pilot process, but considered available for full scale.

e
QOO
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e. Comment #26; Is there a more programmatic approach to sizing end of pipe treatment ( :
' alternatives.
2. The Carollo team provided detailed graphics of the initial nine alternatives.

a. Alt. 1C; team indicated that lengths of pipe storage in the two locations could be modified.

b. Alt. 1D; team noted that some of the length of pipe would have to be tunneled due to depth.

C. Alt. 1E; team noted that this storage tank could be located almost anywhere in the basin, though
an undeveloped site next to a water reservoir is shown. Team recognized that lower in the basin
would be better from an energy and cost standpoint.

d. Alt. 1F; relative sizes of pipe storage would vary depending on how large a tank would be feasible
on the site shown.

e. Alt. 3A; team noted the reduced feasible area for the treatment plant due to footprint shape and
area constraints. ’

3. The Carollo team provided review of information needed to inform alternatives evaluation for the initial
nine alternatives.

a. Category leads to be responsible for getting together resources to provide information.

b. Information is needed by second week in October.

4. The Carollo team asked for comments on the usefulness of the Technical Memorandum, “Technical
Considerations for Alternatives Development.”

a. The team was confused about the purpose of the table. Carollo team to review and revise the

memo.

END OF NOTES
MEETING 100-52
9/17/09
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Meeting Notes

Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project

E00022E06

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division

Date of September 22, Date of September 22, Work 7562A.10
Meeting: 2009 Notes: 2009 Order No:
Time: 1:00 pm
Location: King Street Center 8th Floor
Purpose: 1. Review response to South Magnolia Basin alternative comments.
2. Present revisions to South Magnolia Basin alternatlves '
3. Review Informational needs for non-technical criteria associated with South
Magnolia Basin alternatives.
Meeting # 100-53 - South Magnolia Non-technical Critéri
Attendees: v Consultants
Betsy Cooper Allen de Steiguer
Chris Okuda Karl Hadler
Hien Dung Jennifer Corrigan
Pam Erstad Lloyd Skinner
Sue Meyer Bob Wheeler
C ‘ SPU
- : Sahba Mohandessi
Distribution;
alepu, Mary Wohleb, Ron
athy Mathena, Kevin Sandquist,
ee Mlller Ukwenga Oleru, Bob
Swarner, Shaun O’Neil, Kevin Schock,
Mike Sand, Martha Tuttle, Jim Weber,
Karl Zimmer, Brian Matson, Jeff Lykken,
Kevin Dour -
ACTION ITEMS
ltem # Action Action By Due By
1 Provide information on street end plan for 32nd John Phillips 10/14/09
Avenue W.
2 New or modified comment sheets will be provided so Allen de Steiguer 9/25/09
the County can comment on revisions to basin
alternatives.
3 Show sub-basin and basin boundaries on the maps. Basin Leads 10/14/09
B Clarify odor control and electrical labels on figures.
- 4 Determine if SPU has any planned projects at their Sahba Mohandessi | 10/14/09
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pump station in South Magnolia.

5 Confirm the need for standby generators at CSO Shahrzad Namini 10/14/09
facilities.
6 Confirm design requirements for odor control with the | Shahrzad Namini 10/14/09

odor control task force.

7 Request direction from the management advisory Shahrzad Namini 10/14/09
team on mitigation plans and constraints.

8 Confirm initial understanding that the CSO facilities Pam Erstad . 5".10/14/09
would be classified as non-essential. ,

°] Estimate street use fees for pipeline storage in the 9/30/09

right-of-way. %&

DISCUSSION

1. Response to South Magnolia Basin: Altem tlv

a. The technical a
was selected to

chmcal Byaluation will be an iterative process. Non-technical
“ause the schedule for developing technical information
S is JUSt the request for information to be assembled

pos _
toverify that the hydraulic grade line is below the top of the manholes and manholes
are not surcharged.

2. Revisions to South Magnolia Basin Alternatives

a. Provide a summary of changes to alternatives to facilitate team review. As detail is
added we need to have a method for identifying changes.

b. Modeling is required to determine if tanks can be eliminated and how big the
" remaining tank needs to be for distributed storage aiternatives such as Alternative
1.2.

Consider how the tanks are to be cleaned.

Convey and treat option should discharge to the EBI and not the Interbay Pump
Station.

e. Review inflection point on tunnel option. Is it feasible to considering range of
locations for the west portal or does this restrict potential locations for the west
portal?

f. Alternative 1.2 potential area needs to consider the commercial area and be based
on technical criteria.

Show sub-basin and basin boundaries on the maps.
h. Confirm the need for standby generators at CSO facilities.

i. Confirm design requirements for odor control with the odor control task force. The
facilities are used infrequently and generally in cold weather with low solids
concentrations.

C:\pw_working\projectwise\adesteiguer\dms25710\100-53 South Magnolia Non-Technical Criteria Mig Notes_092209.doc



j.  Clarify odor control and electrical labels on figures.
k. Floatables need to be addressed for treatment facilities. What is the basis of design?

I.  There is an active fire station on 34th Ave W near McGraw Street. The alternative
showing pipelines in the right-of-way will likely need to be modified to avoid impacting
this facility. :

3. Criteria Information Needs

a. Magnolia wants to create green streets near the downtown area (McGraw and 32nd
Ave W). ‘

b. Wolf Creek flows into the sewer system on the North side of Magnolia, not in our
project area in South Magnolia.

rage in the right-of-way. Initial estimate is
ve W which would make this alternative

END OF NOTE
M@gno ia Non-technical Criteria Review Regular Team Meeting
9/22/09
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Engineers.. .Working Wonders With Water

( Meeting Notes
\ Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project
- E00022E06

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division

Date of September 23, -  Date of September 25, Work 7562A.10
Meeting: 2009 Notes: 2009 Order No:

Time: 1:00 pm

Location:  King Street Center 7044 North Wind

Purpose: 1. Review response to North Beach Basin alternative comments.

2. Present revisions to North Beach Basin alternatives
3. Review Informational needs for non-technical criterig &
Beach Basin alternatives. g

ssociated with North

Meeting#  100-54 - North Beach Non-technical Criterid Révie

Attendees: County Consultants
Shahrzad Namini Brian Matson
Chris Okuda Karl Hadler
Hien Dung Jennifer Corrigan

Pam Erstad Lloyd Skinner
Sue Meyer Bob Wheeler
Jim Weber:

C sPu

; Sahba Mohandessi
es Betsy Cooper John
%Karen Huber, John Phillips,
,}a» Palepu Ron Kohler, Kathy
‘Mathena, Kevin Sandquist, Lee Miller,
Ukwenga Oleru, Shaun O’Neil, Mike
Sand, Martha Tuttle, Karl Zimmer, Allen
de Steig_]uer, Jeff Lykken, Kevin Dour

Distribution:..

ACTION ITEMS
Item # Action Action By Due By
1 Need to determine if environmental funding sources Shahrzad Namini/ 11/15/09
would be available if we eliminate the North Beach Brian Matson

Force Main by implementing an alternative that
transfers wastewater and stormwater via an overland
route to the 8th Ave Interceptor.

DISCUSSION
1. Response to North Beach Basin Alternative Comments:
( . a. Review responses to comments. Address any issues with consultant team.
o 2. Revisions to North Beach Basin Alternatives:

1218 THIRD AVENUE - SUITE 1600 + SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101-3032 + (206) 684-6532 « FAX (206) 903-0419
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Need to consider priming of force mains as an issue for startup of Alternative 1B, 1C,
2A, 2B, and 3B.

Consider option of incorporéting North Beach Pump Station requirements into option
1C, 2A, and 2B. Eliminating the North Beach Force Main has several advantages
including elimination of upgrade costs in the future.

Combining the North Beach Pump Station and CSO Pump Station in Alternative 1C
may have higher pumping costs for base flows to the 8th Avenue interceptor (over
the ridge) instead of to Carkeek Pump Station (around the ridge). Pumping costs
need to be considered in the evaluation.

Need to determine if environmental funding sources would be available if we
eliminate the North Beach Force Main by implementing an alternative:that transfers

odor control can be at the bottom of the basin.

Need to provide information on Carkeek Treatm tE
Alternative 2A and 2B.

in Iayout of pump stations.

T

‘shoreline zone and reSIdentlaI areas are currently

ations of structures for criteria evaluation.

kA %}eed t6 consider the impact of I/l control on groundwater flows and surface flows.
Basm assumption at this preliminary stage is that we would need to provide a
- stormwater conveyance system for flows that are removed from the combined sewer

system.

END OF NOTE
North Beach Non-technical Criteria Review
9/23/09
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Engineers.. Working Wonders With Water™

(

Meeting Notes

Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project

E00022E06

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks

Wastewater Treatment Division

Date of October 21, Date of November 3, 2009 Work 7562A.10
Meeting: 2009 Notes: Order No:
Time: 1:00 pm

Location: King Street Center 7045 North Wind

Purpose:

SRl i

Meeting # 100-55 - Technical Review Meeting #1 - ¢

Attendees:

Shahrzad Namini

Overview of organization of October meetings.
Review/status update of Non-Technical information needs development.
Review/status update of action items from last round of
Presentation and discussion of Storage Alternatives
Review of Storage Alternatives application in each

Consultants
Brian Matson

County

Chris Okuda Jeff Lykken
Ron Kohler Kevin Dour
Karl Hadler

#Karl Zimmer SPU

Distributio

ik é%}eﬂ
Redmon, Kevin Sandquist, Ukwenga
Oleru, Shaun O’'Neil, Mike Sand, Martha

Sahba Mohandessi

stsy Cooper, John

m 6n. Karen Huber, Mary Wohleb,

iller, Hien Dung, Meredith

Tuttle, Pam Erstad, Allen de Steiguer,
Jennifer Corrigan, Lloyd Skinner, Bob
Wheeler, Ellen Blair

ACTION ITEMS
Item # Action Action By Due By
1 Schedule a separate meeting for briefing and to Ron Kohler 11/3/09

receive input from O&M staff. Provide handout
materials electronically.

2 Check Orange Book requirements for odor control, Jim Weber _ 11/10/09
backup power, redundancy requirements to make
sure the schematic designs comply with the Ecology
standards.

1218 THIRD AVENUE -

SUITE 1600 - SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101-3032 « (206) 684-6532 + FAX (206) 903-0419

pw:\loco-pw-app:Carollo\Documents\ClientWA\King County\7562A10WMeetings\Task 100 PM\Meeting Notes 100-55_030911




Check space requirements of vertical versus | Kevin Dour 11/10/09
horizontal activated carbon vessel. Use worst case
footprint for planning.

Check air change requirements and use conservative | Jim Weber 11/10/09
value to develop the site footprint.

Provide SDOT right of way use fee structure to team. | Hien Dung 11/10/09

Provide information on SPU use of odor control for Sébha Mohandessi
CSO tanks.

11/10/09

Determine need for H2S sampling.

DISCUSSION

1.

® N o o

10.
11.

12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.

There is a meeting scheduled to discuss storage v
producing different storage requirements. We are
on the volumes developed by the County sev

Schedule a separate meeting for briefing:ani
materials electronically. ~

ontrol, backup power, redundancy requirements to

Check Orange Book requiren
th the Ecology standards.

make sure the sch

Check space
footprint fo
Right of way.acc rroutine maintenance not acceptable.
Weirs are preggrable to gates to keep solids in the sewer system.
Inline storage tanks are preferable with a flow-through design.

Check air change requirements and use conservative value to develop the site footprint. Changes
during design can have a significant impact on the site footprint. Spaces are Class 1/Div 1.

Standby power is more important if it is a point of failure during the peak flow event such as a
diversion gate. Pumps to drain the storage facility are not as critical because failure would simply
delay return to the sewer system after the peak event.

A 12 hour draining period should be assumed for planning purposes.

Assume corrosion resistant materials for hatches and other pieces of equipment due to a humid,
corrosive environment.

No special coatings are required for concrete.

Sand buildup is a concern in the storage tanks. Consider if a grit box is required.
Include washdown amenities in schematic design for cells likely to get most of flow.
Need to add SDOT right of way use fees to alternatives costs for evaluation.

The MAT wants to look at a range of storage volumes for alternatives.

County safety team to review operational aspects of alternatives.

Slope tunnel storage back towards sewer to facilitate solids removal.

END OF NOTES
Technical Review Meeting #1 - Storage Schematics
10/21/09
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Engineers...Working Wonders With Water™

( ' Meeting Notes

Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project

E00022E06

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division

Date of October 22, Date of November 3, 2009 Work 7562A.10
Meeting: 2009 Notes: Order No:
Time: 1:00 pm
Location: King Street Center 7045 North Wind
Purpose: 1. Overview of organization of October meetings.
2. Presentation and discussion of Pump Station approach for CSO control.
3. Review of Pump Station Alternatives application in each o;%gur basins.
4. Review/status update of Non-Technical information needs development
5. Overview of Technical Information needs. )
Meeting # 100-56 - Technical Review Meeting #2 - |
Attendees: County Consultants
Shahrzad Namini Allen de Steiguer
Chris Okuda Kevin Dour
Ron Kohler Karl Hadler
Lee Miller
ica Van Der Vieren
SPU

sy Cooper, John
n, Karen Huber, John Phillips,
)ung, Meredith Redmon, Kathy
athena, Kevin Sandquist, Ukwenga
Oleru, Shaun O’Neil, Mike Sand, Martha
Tuttle, Karl Zimmer, Brian Matson, Jeff
Lykken, Jennifer Corrigan, Lloyd
Skinner, Bob Wheeler, Ellen Blair

Sahba Mohandessi

ACTION ITEMS
Item # - Action Action By Due By

1 Provide a summary of pump station capacity and Allen de Steiguer 11/3/09
head requirements for each alternative.

2 Provide County Design Standards. Shahrzad Namini 11/3/09

3 Review the pump station design guidelines. Hold a Allen de Steiguer/ 11/13/09
separate meeting to review any deviations that may Kevin Dour/ Karl
be appropriate for a CSO pump station. Hadler

1218 THIRD AVENUE - SUITE 1600 « SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101-3032 - (206) 684-6532 -
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4 Consider retrofit of SPU pump station for the South Allen de Steiguer 11/17/09
Magnolia alternatives that impact PS 77. :
5 Look at gravity flow all the way to Interbay Pump Allen de Steiguer 11/17/09
Station to eliminate storage needs.
6 Provide Seattle Design Review Board requirements. Hien Dung | 11117/09
DISCUSSION

1. Pump Station Schematic
a.

b.

basin.
Submersible and VTSH pump stations are n

design.

No access to the wet wells is & :
acceptable.

appropriate fer a CSO pump station.
Check City of Seattle requirements for height restrictions and view shed issues.

Consider ancillary facilities in the site footprint such as access roads, restroom, HVAC,
etc.

Fencing and security to be provided for pump stations.

Consider retrofit of SPU pump station for the South Magnolia alternatives that impact PS
77.

Look at gravity flow all the way to Interbay Pump Station to eliminate storage needs.

2. Force Mains:

a.
b.

The design maximum velocity in force mains is 10 feet per second.

The most practical route is assumed for planning purposes. Non-technical issues may
affect routing and final evaluation.

END OF NOTES
Technical Review Meeting #2 - Pump Station Schematic
10/22/09
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Engineers...Working Wonders With Water™

P

-

Meeting Notes

Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project

Date of
Meeting:

Time:
Location:
Purpose:

E00022E06

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division

October 2228, Date of November 9, 2009 Work 7562A.10
2009 Notes: Order No:
1:00 pm

~ King Street Center 8th Floor Conference Room

1. Presentation and discussion of End of Pipe Treatment approach for CSO control.
Review of End of Pipe Treatment Alternatives application in each of four basins.

2
3. Review/status update of Non-Technical information nee
4

Overview of Technical Information needs.

Meeting # 100-57 - Technical Review Meeting #3 - End

Attendees: Consultants
Chris Okuda Brian Matson
Ron Kohler Jeff Lykken
Karl Zimmer Karl Hadler
Pam Erstad Lloyd Skinner
_ SPU
( None
' Distribution:
uist, Sue Meyer, Ukwenga Oleru,
Shaun O’Neil, Mike Sand, Martha Tuttle,
Kevin Schock, Monica Van Der Vieren,
Allen de Steiguer, Kevin Dour, Jennifer
Corrigan, Bob Wheeler, Ellen Blair,
Sahba Mohandessi
ACTION ITEMS
Item # Action Action By Due By
1 Look at space requirements for sodium hypochlorite Karl Hadler 12/1/09
and dechlorination.
2 Include access for chemical truck and boom trucks in | Allen de Steiguer/ 12/1/09
facility layout and costs. Kevin Dour/ Karl
Hadler
( : 3 Include an HVAC room. Karl Hadler 11/3/09

1218 THIRD AVENUE « SUITE 1600 +« SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98101-3032 - (206) 684-6532
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DISCUSSION

1. Overview of Non-Technical Issues:

a.

b.

2. End of Pipe Treatment Schematic:
a.

b.

= «Q

[ S —

The Broadview Community may weigh in on the North Beach alternatives because they
are interested in the impacts on Carkeek facilities.

Need to start planning coordination effort with the City of Seattle Department of Planning
and Development.

The team is working on a definition and requirements for above grade and below grade
facilities based on City of Seattle code.

South Magnolia alternatives should look at discharge downstream of the
Station.
The November 3 meeting with O&M staff will look at approaches an teria information

erbay Pump

Fecal coliform limits mandate disinfection.

The type of disinfection process has not be irmed yet: UV has been assumed for
comparison purposes and is a com j
comparison of UV versus sodium kely need to be conducted if end of

atives.

Look at space requiremen ochlorite and dechlorination. The space
requirements are expecte d may preclude certain sites
Sludge and screening %re ed to be recycled to the sewer. Consider the impact on

end of pip ksgatment makes it to the next round of alternatlves

Need to determine if a pump station is required or flow through treatment facility is by
gravity. This is basin specific and the costs of a pump station, if applicable, need to be
included in the alternative.

Include access for chemical truck and boom trucks in facility layout and costs.

Include an HVAC room.

The screenings area will require a cover.

Consider how the facility will drain and the standard operating procedures for startup and
shutdown. Alki is required to drain automatically. Alki requires approximately 15 to 20
minutes to start up.

The sand used in high rate clarification stays in the tanks during standby periods.
Makeup sand will be required for losses during operatlon Routine maintenance may
require disinfection of the sand.

The convey and treat options in North Beach assume high rate clarification and
disinfection at Carkeek combined with the existing facility. It is not feasible to retrofit the
existing basins but a new facility would likely fit on the site.

END OF NOTES
Technical Review Meeting #3 - End of Pipe Treatment Schematic
' 10/28/09
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Engineers Workmg Wonders With Water™

C Meeting Notes
) Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project
E00022E06

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division

Date of October 29, Date of November 20, @ Work 7562A.10
Meeting: 2009 Notes: 2009 Order No:
Time: 1:00 pm
- Location: King Street Center 8th Floor Conference Room
Purpose: 1. Review of Alternatives Analysis upcoming work.

2. Overview of technical information needs.
3. Discuss O&M coordination meeting format and agenda.

Meeting # 100-58 - Technical Review Meeting #4 - Crlterla Infi ati

Attendees: County Consultants
Shahrzad Namini Kevin Schock® Brian Matson
Chris Okuda John Phillip Jeff Lykken
Ron Kohler i 1 Kevin Dour
Karl Zimmer Allen de Steiguer
Karl Hadler
SPU

(' Sahba Mohandessi
. Distribution:

e)%*ér Bob Swarner Ukwenga Oleru
. Shaun O'Neil, Mike Sand, Martha Tuttle,
©  Sekhar Palepu, Mary Wohleb, Lloyd

Skinner, Jennifer Corrigan, Bob Wheeler,

Ellen Blair
ACTION ITEMS
ltem # Action ~ Action By Due By
1 Carollo will provide a written description of the Brian Matson 11/6/2009

approach and instructions for preparation work.

2 Discuss how to account for impacts of Basin Leads 11/3/2009
alternatives on downstream facilities.

3 Provide summary of storage, pumping and treatment | Basin Leads 11/3/2009
requirements for each alternative to O&M staff.

N
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DISCUSSION

1. Alternatives Analysis Upcoming Work
a. The November meetings will include an overview of alternatives but focus on schematic
design of storage, pumping and end-of-pipe treatment.

b. Carollo will provide a written description of the approach and instructions for preparation
work.

2. Overview of Technical Information Needs
a. Technical criteria will be completed by the basin leads but input on certain issues like
technical complexity will be required from O&M team.

b. Criteria evaluation will be relative to each alternative.

c. The team needs direction from O&M on whether access in th
d. Include definition of low/medium/hi

e. Provide list of O&M information*‘ﬁ??aﬁ

f. ‘

g.

out the reliability of operation and Iess about proof that it

h. Proven tech /
ast to control CSOs.

has been Us

END OF NOTES
Technical Review Meeting #4 - Criteria Information Needs
10/29/09
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Technical Information Needs

Bottom of Upper Basin Convey and End of Pipe
Category Sample Criteria Sample Questions General Questions | Basin Storage Storage Convey and Store Treat Treatment
Technical
1. Technical
Complexity
1. Does implementation A. What data
require complex flow measurements are
measurement, required to
algorithms, or PLC determine a CSO
programming and event is imminent?
infrastructure to direct
flow to the alternative
storage or treatment
facility? Will the
technology reliably
meet CSO control
objectives using the
required controls?
(Note: Re-worded to
clarify).
2. How many individual A. How many A. Can a control A. Are there
= sites are included in the parcels at the cabinet be temporary
C, | alternative and what is bottom of the located wit construction
the consistency of basin would be easement
technical and required for the requirements for
construction approach facility. stormwater
across the sites? B. What additional construction
space projects
requirements
may be needed
beyond the
standard
footprint for
County
operation and storage access
maintenance be within the
i paved right-of —
way or must
structures be
built for side
entry?
CAROLLO ENGINEERS MEETING 100-58 - OCTOBER 29, 2009
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Technical Information Needs

~_
/ Bottom of Upper Basin Conveyand | EndofPipe o, :
Category Sample Criteria Sample Questions General Questions | Basin Storage Storage Convey and Store Treat Treatment 4 D

requirements
may be needed
for mitigation?

2. Compatibility
with Existing
WW system

. Do the standards of

other agencies affect
the design and
operation of the
facility?

A.SDOT: Do road
access
requirements
such as
driveway
entrance affect
siting?

B. SPU: What
drainage
requirements
apply to projects
in the rights of
way?

C. SDOT: What are
road use permit
& construction
requirements for
diversion
structure and
pipe to storage
tank?

D. A. What SPU
standards apply

for construction
that affects

. Is the alternative stand

alone or does its
implementation affect
other parts of the WW
system including the

West Point Treatment
Plant?

existing sewer
systems?

3. Flexibility/
Adaptive
Management

. Can the alternaj

meet changing co
criteria?

. Can the alternative be

sA. Are there

CAROLLO ENGINEERS

MEETING 100-58 - OCTOBER 29, 2009
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Technical Information Needs

Category

Sample Criteria

Sample Questions

General Questions

Bottom of
Basin Storage

Upper Basin
Storage

Convey and Store

Convey and
Treat

End of Pipe
Treatment

easily modified to meet
future flow conditions?

planned land use

and/or drainage
code changes
that could affect
future flows?

B. Is space
available to
increase storage
volume if
necessary?

C. If so, what are
the impacts to
the existing &
adjacent
properties?

D. Are there
technical
limitations to
accommodating
future flow
conditions?

4. Construct-
ability/
Implementation
Schedule

1. Are construction risks
associated with
groundwater, steep
slopes, or soil materials
significant?

staging, availabil
specialty contractors
availability of power,

A. What are the
hydrogeological
and soil
conditions
documented in
the potential

area for storage

tank placement?

A. What are the
hydrogeological
and soil
conditions
documented in
the potential area
for stormwater
disconnection?
(as relates to
storm/sanitary
sewer
construction in

R/W).

parcels within 1-
mile <OR

CAROLLO ENGINEERS

MEETING 100-58 - OCTOBER 29, 2009
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Technical Information Needs

)
Category

Sample Criteria

Sample Questions

General Questions

Convey and
Treat

Bottom of Upper Basin

Basin Storage’ Storage Convey and Store

End of Pipe
Treatment

etc. significant?

OTHER
SUGGESTED
DISTANCE?>
of proposed
placement area
that could be
used for
construction
staging?

. Is construction
staging area on-
site or
immediately
adjacent to site
required?

. Can construction
access or
temporary
access issues be
identified for
construction
within parts/all
of the proposed
placement area?

3. Can the alternative

meet the project
schedule?

A. What are critical

path
task/elements in
the alternative’s

estimated
schedule?

. Are there
requirements,
permits, reviews,

O&M

1. Staffing

»

1. Can the facility be

easily (automatic
started up? Cang
facility operaté
autonomously un
design conditions?

. What is the
proposed

N/A

CAROLLO ENGINEERS

MEETING 100-58 - OCTOBER 29, 2009
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=

Technical Information Needs

Sample Criteria

Sample Questions

General Questions

Bottom of
Basin Storage

Upper Basin Convey and
Storage Convey and Store Treat

End of Pipe
Treatment

Category

method/control
for startup and
operation of the
proposed
alternative?

. What are
potential
risks/difficulties
with automatic
operation of the
proposed
alternative?

. What level of staffing is | A. What are the A. Does the
required for operation County’s county have any
and shutdown (how standards/requir responsibility for |
often is the facility ements for maintenance of
used, how long is the staffing and resulting
facility in use, how operating the systems.? -
many operators are proposed '

_ required, what level of facility?
( operator experience is What is the
- requlrefi, what are anticipated
travel times)? What are frequency of use
peak staff based upon
requirements? modeling data?

. Does the alternative
impact downstream
treatment facility
processes?

2. Training .
. What level and A. What are the A. Does the

frequency of training is
required? Is the
existing staff familiar
with the technology? Is
similar equipment in
use in the West
Section?

County’s
standards#
ement
trai

county have any

responsibility for

maintenance of
resulting
systems.?

C

. Are similar contro

approaches specified

CAROLLO ENGINEERS

MEETING 100-58 - OCTOBER 29, 2009
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Technical Information Needs

) Bottom of Upper Basin Conveyand | End of Pipe l : iﬁ%,to er
Category Sample Criteria Sample Questions General Questions | Basin Storage Storage Convey and Store Treat Treatment " Disconnecti

with identical
components? Can the
facilities be used to
simulate an event for
testing and training?

3. Reliability

1. How complex is the A. What are the
system (number and startup
type of components)? procedures for
How complex are the the treatment
startup procedures and facility? Can
controls? Are treatment facility
redundant control be started and
systems provided? Is operated
dedicated backup power remotely? Can
available? treatment facility
be started and
operated
automatically?

B. What are the
risks or special

) considerations
- with automatic
& remote
operation?
2. Proven technology? A Will
Are the control systems disconnection
routinely used for reliably reduce
similar facilities and . uncontrolled
similar applications? CSO according
to permit

requirements? |

4, Maintenance

1. What is the level of A. Will there be

normal maintenance? any routine
How many mechanical/ maintenance
instrumentation requirements
components are for
required? stormwater
disconnection
(if treatment
¢ ) systems are
I required)?

CAROLLO ENGINEERS MEETING 100-58 - OCTOBER 29, 2009 v Page 6of 11



Technical Information Needs

Category Sample Criteria

Sample Questions

General Questions

Bottom of
Basin Storage

Upper Basin , Convey and
Storage Convey and Store Treat

End of Pipe

Treatment g

2. Are facility components
accessible? Is there
access and staging for
chemical, vactor and
boom trucks? Are
traffic control
procedures required for
routine maintenance?

A. Are there
specific County
requirements
beyond
minimum
code/regulatory
standards?

3. Do the facilities require
interaction with other
agencies?

5. Safety

1. Does the facility have
access requirements in
the right of way or
require confined space
entry? Are traffic
control procedures
required? Does access
require street use permit
or lane closure?

Cost Effectiveness

1. Project Costs

1. Are the Project Costs
predictable and
quantifiable in terms of
design, permitting and
mitigation costs?

A. Are there any
location spegific

hydrogeological

CAROLLO ENGINEERS

MEETING 100-58 - OCTOBER 29, 2009
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™ Technical Information Needs
/ _ : _ Bottom of Upper Basin Convey and End of Pipe
Category Sample Criteria Sample Questions General Questions | Basin Storage | Storage Convey and Store Treat Treatment

conditions, etc?)

B. Is there high
variability in
potential
mitigation costs
to consider that
may affect the
recommended
outcome of the
analysis?

2. Does the alternative
have higher risk than
other alternatives in
terms of potential

A. What the
anticipated
permit
requirements/mit

change orders, failure to
meet permits that could
result in cost increases?

igation
measures?

| 3. What is the relative

premium to provide
flexibility and
durability to meet
future uncertainty?

A. What additional
features are
needed to
provide
flexibility?

B. Are there design
and construction
considerations
which
can/should be
included in the
facility to
accommodate
these potential
system changes
or expansion’

2. Operation
Costs

.

1. Compared to other
alternatives, are
operational costs
predictable and
quantifiable, e.g. d
operational co
for uncertain
conditions pose

uncertainties in costs™

operating this
alternative?

CAROLLO ENGINEERS

MEETING 100-58 - OCTOBER 29, 2009
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Technical Information Needs

Sample Questions

General Questions

Bottom of
Basin Storage

Upper Basin
Storage

Convey and Store

Convey and
Treat

End of Pipe
Treatment &

Category Sample Criteria

2. Compared to other

alternatives, are

operational costs for

training, energy,

staffing, and external
agency costs greater,

the same or lower?

A.What are the
County’s
standards/requir
ements for
staffing and
training for
operation of this
type of facility?

B. What are the
external agency
costs associated
with the
operation of this
type of facility?
(disposal costs,
operational
permits, etc?)

3. Are additional, new
staff positions required

for operation?

A. Are there
currently O&M
staff shortages
for operation of
this type of
facility?

B. Will operation
of this new
facility require

“additional staff?
If so, what the
estimated FTE
need?

C. What is the
estimated cost
per FTE?

3. Maintenance
Costs

1. Does the alternative
require more or less
maintenance resources
than other alternatives?

require maintenar
skills beyond the
County’s typical

CAROLLO ENGINEERS
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Technicai Information Needs

—

Category Sample Criteria

Sample Questions

General Questions

Bottom of
Basin Storage

Upper Basin

Storage

Convey and Store

Convey and
Treat

End of Pipe

Treatment

expertise compared to
other alternatives?

. Does maintenance cost

increase with capacity?

A. Are any of the
anticipated tasks
variable
depending upon
frequency of
use/volume
stored or
treated?

4. External Costs

. How does the cost of

land and land
development compare
with other alternatives?

A. What are the
relative costs of
land in the
potential area of
facility
placement
compared with
other
alternatives?

B. Are there any
unique site
features which
would increase
the cost of
development
compared with
other
alternatives?

. Are there extra costs

imposed by external
agencies and/or
stakeholders resulting
from their design
standards or durability
requirements?

A. are there new or
differing design
standards or

requirements for |

CAROLLO ENGINEERS
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Technical Information Needs

Category Sample Criteria

Sample Questions

General Questions

Bottom of
Basin Storage

Upper Basin
Storage Convey and Store Treat

Convey and

End of Pipe
Treatment

3. Are there extra costs for
durability elements to
insure successful
operation and
maintenance, e.g. what
are extra costs to insure
successful operation of
elements under external
control?

A. What elements

are under
external control?

. What are the

anticipated
features or
requirements to
ensure durability
or meet external
requirements?

5. Grant
Opportunities

1. Does the alternative
have attributes that
make it more or less
amendable to external
grant funding?

A. Are there any

potential grant
opportunities
identified?

. If so, what are

the specific
requirements?

. Are there any

design features
which can be
showcased to
take advantage
of any identified
grant
opportunity?

CAROLLO ENGINEERS
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Draft, For Discussion Only
11/23/09
Version 1

Alternative Narrowing Process
11/23/09

The Purposes of December King County CSO Narrowing Workshops

1. Describe and respond to King County staff clarifying questions related to the
narrowing process.

. 2. Provide an opportunity for King County staff to ask questions and for clarifications of

the criteria and ratings and then confirm the criteria and ratings.

Conduct an initial straw poli with King County staff of their Alternative preferences

Primarily to narrow the 9 alternatives for each Basin to three alternatives that

will be further evaluated and considered.

S. Important though is to provide the reasons and justification on why alternatives
were and were not selected for public, agency, and participants’ understanding.

bl

What Information Will We Have?

1.

- 2.

3.

s

P AA

Final revised Barton, Murray, and South Magnolia Basin Alternatives summary sheets
(1 for each alternative). .

Final revised table of criteria ratings and descriptions of Low, Moderate, and High
impact.

Final revised Alternative Rating Sheets for Barton, Murray, and South Magnolia Basins
(summary & expanded to include description of ratings).

Comment logs relating to Barton, Murray, and South Magnolia Basin Alternatives.
Summary of major changes to Barton, Murray, and South Magnolia Basin Alternatives
and overall evaluation criteria.

Cost information for Barton, Murray, and South Magnolia Basins.

Community input from public meetings

Initial Straw Poll Results (Available after December 9™ Workshop)

What process Will We Use?

1. King County staff will ask questions and for clarifications of the criteria and
ratings.

2. King County staff will confirm the criteria and the ratings for use in the
narrowing of the 9 Alternatives to 3 Alternatives

3. King County staff will participate in an initial Straw Poll of Alternative
preferences

4. Directions for Straw Poll Preference Process

o For each Basin there will be an enlarged wall chart of the criteria and ratings
for all Alternatives for that Basin

For all King County staff, 3 Green Dots and unlimited Red Dots

King County staff place Green Dots on Alternatives that they believe should
move forward for further evaluation and consideration, if any

o King County staff place Red Dots on Alternatives that should not move
forward, if any

o King County staff write on wall charts their justifications and rationales for
why any Alternative should be considered further or why it should not be
considered further

K.C CSO Alternative Narrowing Process



O

Draft, For Discussion Only
11/23/09
Version 1

King County staff write on wall charts any comments/questions/or thoughts
on any Alternative

5. Following the Initial Straw Poll by King County staff, the Team will meet at
subsequent Workshop meetings in an Iterative Process to work toward the
narrowing of Alternatives for further consideration to 3.

e}
e}

o)

© 0 0 o

Alternatives clearly not meriting further consideration

Alternatives clearly meriting further considération

‘Tterative Process for remaining Alternatives to decide what will be and not be

considered further

Truth Test — Do we have the right 3 Alternatives to consider further?
Identify reasons and rationale for selection or non-selection

Team Agreement on 3 Alternatives to consider further, or

Potential for a small number of Alternatives, identify what additional
information is needed to narrow all the way to 3 Alternatives

KC CSO Alternative Narrowing Process



Engineers.. Workmg Wonders With Water™

(" Meeting Notes

N

E00022E06

Barton Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facmtles Project

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks

Wastewater Treatment Division

Date of November 3, Date of November 4, 2009 Work 7562A.10
Meeting: 2009 Notes: Order No:

Time: 8:30am

Location: West Point Conference Room

Purpose: 1. Brief O&M staff on CSO control approaches

Meeting # 100-59A - O&M Briefing

Attendees: County
' Pedro De Arteaga
Al Brooks
Bob Bucher
Pam Elardo
Dan Grenet

Ron Kohler
Bill Lockinger

Eugene Sugita
Karl Zimmer

( Distribution:

Attendees

~ Consultants
len de Steiguer
Kevin Dour

Jeff Lykken

Brian Matson
Karl Hadler

Meeting P
1. Owe
2. Summarize Describe CSO Control Approaches
3. Prese r%t Alférnatlve Evaluation Methodology
4. Obtain Input on Key O&M Criteria

(cont’d nexf page)
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ACTION ITEMS

Action Action By Due By

ltem #

1

Prepare table of project elements for each of the CSO | Carolio - 11/16/09
control approaches so that county O&M staff can
provide input on labor hours for preventative
maintenance, response to operations, pre-season
regular O&M response, and event and post event
response.

Complete table above Ron Kohler

Research O&M costs for Densmore submersible Karl Zimm:
station

Research post event clean up requirements for Sale 12/1/09

and Bremerton facilities

Provide specific criteria for right-of-way a¢ 11/13/09

1.

ded sites indluding flow meters and sensors adds two days of labor per year per
site.

c. Hard-sided structures essential for above grade enclosures for durability and vandal
resistance.

d. Temperature control needed in all indoor spaces.
e. Consider proximity of salt water environment on corrosion and provide protection.

f. Include adequate space for access in all site planning. Include consideration of
carbon delivery, boom trucks, and other larger vehicles, plus at least two
maintenance vehicles during a single service event.

g. Include space needs for all elements of projects for checking by O&M of summary of
technical elements matrix.

h. Provide for adequate space for all elements, for instance, restroom.

i. Restroom at all facilities now a WTD policy.

j-  Consider security and safety of both county and public during activities at each site.
k. Look at service cycle to determine need for hard surface access at all sites.

. Consider what project elements will project to or above grade, like access hatches for
equipment and air inlets.

m. Surface access needed for gates, pumps. Consider surface loading rates in design.

pw:\oco-pw-app:Carollo\Documents\ClientWA\King County\7562A10\Meetings\Task 100 PM\Meeting Notes 100-54_092309
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n. Consider how to get power to submersible pumps from space that is above high
water level to counteract failures from water in power cables/conduits. Meet Class 1
Div 1 requirements. Submersible pump electrical disconnection should be above
grade.

0. Consider adequate space for odor control in site planning in case air volume
requirements are increased by Fire Marshal during design.

p. Electrical sizing should include load for temporary ventilation.
2. Storage Pipe CSO Control Approach

a. Consider flow through facility as design approach to allow limitation of access to
confined space, and to reduce permitting requirements for access.

; for all storage
draining

b. Determine criticality of having a generator backup for gates a
facilities; if power is out and storage fills by gravity, what is |m
immediately after storm events.

Need to measure and monitor tank volumes'for CS

ost dilute flow to fill
nd of tank.

For storage approaches, allow main tank toill
cleaning chamber, i.e. fill from downst war

‘storage in the streets in the evaluation
'om%‘of the storage pipe in the street can
cess, etc.

e. Address road closure issues as%p*%ga (<!
of location and alternatives injge ‘\%&
have a significant impact

f. Recommend com and generator in a small building if possnble

Behind the cur| t%way is preferable.
g. : ng gate. Need to store water for flushing but do not
3. Tunn ontrbl Approach

ve e slo e of tunnel to drain back toward the sewer. Acknowledged that slope of
nel’is set by direction of tunneling.

4. Pump Station (Convey and Store, Convey and Treat) CSO Control Approach

a. Submersible pumps not desirable. Only submersible pump in system is Densmore.
Problems with access to equipment.

b. Submersible pump station costs need to be captured for comparison to dry pit pump
station. Additional maintenance costs need to be factored in to O&M budget.

Series pumping for high head increases maintenance costs.
Use single generator set, no multiple generator designs.

e. O&M staffing needs are concentrated in the wet weather season. This makes it
difficult to level the workload. Need to assess if staff can service multlple facilities at
the same time.

. f.  Consider if surge control devices are required and the footprint required.

g. Intermittent operation creates a number of O&M issues such as the reliability of
automatic startup, force main full or empty during standby, etc. Need to capture in the
criteria assessment and cost data.

h. Design for peak capacity with provisions for firm capacity in the future.
5. End of Pipe Treatment CSO Control Approach

a. Document decisions on process elements, e.g. if UV is the only method of
disinfection, this decision needs to be documented, relative to siting space needs.

pw:Noco-pw-app:Carclic\Documents\Client\WA\King Couniy\7562A10\Meetings\Task 100 PM\Meeting Notes 100-54_092309



b. Compare space needs, capital, and O&M costs when considering disinfection -
technologies. ( b

c. Document redundancy and reliability assumptions in plant layouts relative to footprlnt
and durability.

d. Consider automated startup complexity with the number and type of project elements
to address reliability.

e. Consider affects on treatment efficiency if there is too little flow into the facility.

f. Consider needs for post event flushing and cleaning in staffing and access elements
of the project. Assume solids pumped back to sewer. Consider rate of return to sewer
relative to solids movement and downstream effects.

g. Research post event effort required for other projects, e.g. Sag merton, Alki,
and Carkeek. Cleaning system should be robust and accountéd for in‘space and
costs. | o

END OF NOTES
O&M BRIEF N
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Engineers...
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Working Wonders With Water™

Meeting Notes
Barton, Murray, Magnolia, North Beach CSO Facilities Project
E00022E06

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division

Date of November 18, Date of November 30, Work 7562A.10
Meeting: 2009 Notes: 2009 Order No:

Time: 1pm

Location: KSC 8" Floor

Purpose: Murray Basin November Work Session

Meeting#  100-62

Attendees: County : Consultants
Betsy Cooper Sekhar Palepu Elien Blair
Hien Dung John Phillips Jennifer Corrigan
Pam Erstad Bob Swar@%gr Allen de Steiguer
Ron Kohler Martha%g le Kevin Dour '
Kathy Mathena JimaWe Karl Hadler
Sue Meyer Ma N Jeff Lykken
Shahrzad Namini Der Vieren Brian Matson

Chris Okuda Lloyd Skinner

Distribution: Attendee

=,

Meeting Purp '
1

a0

o short list alternatives

2. Re f%’%f%Ml gﬁy ‘Alternatives
3. Presf‘e%?r%&t strawman rating matrix for Murray for discussion

4. Summarize action items needed to complete Murray evaluation for December workshop.

(cont’d next page)
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ACTION ITEMS

meeting dates are set.

ltem # Action Action By Due By
' 1. | The Community Impact category leads will meet | Monica Van der 11/24
with the basin leads to discuss criteria and Vieren and
information needs. Portal size will need to be Martha Tuittle,
considered for Alternative 1D. King County;
basin leads

9 Revisiops sho.uld be ’gracked by labeling Basin leads ongoing
alternatives with version numbers.

3. | Bob Swarner will check if there is capacity to Bob Swarne 12/3
convey additional flow to the 63" Ave. pump :
station along Beach Drive.

4. | The basis of design will include emergency
power and odor control at Murray Pump Statio

5. | Staging will assumed to be on land Sue Meyer, King | 49/3
of rating the Environmental cri County '

6. The word “signifi Basin leads 11/24
dlscussmg pot

7 ¢ Shahrzad Namini, | 45/3
handle pot otential fees for construction use of King County
SDOT rlght of way for the alternatives evaluation
process. »

- g. | Category leads will not use potential costs to rate | Land Use and 12/3
criteria outside of the cost category. However, Permitting
category leads will provide comments in the category lead,
criteria matrix about potential costs and related King County;
assumptions. _ basin leads

g. | The project team will provide comments on the Project team 11/24
criteria to the category leads by November 24.

Any comments that are outside of a project team
member’s category will be sent to Mary Wohleb -
by November 24.

10. Cgtegory Ieadg will prov@de comments on the Category leads 12/3
criteria and ratings to Brian Matson no later than
December 3.

11. | The project website calendar will be updated as | Allen deSteiguer, | 14,30

DISCUSSION AND COMMENTS

Carollo
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1.Murray Alternatives. The alternatives were presented in turn. Following are some of the comments
during the presentation.

a. Could you reroute Barton force main to storage, for 1B?
b. Can we make beach drive larger diameter, shorten pipe?
c. Construction impacts for tunnel portals need to be included in the evaluation.

d. Category leads need to meet with Basin leads to clarify details of alternatives in
order to complete the initial evaluation.

e. Alternative 1D: South end of tunnel will close roadway to several residences
unless it is moved out of the right of way. Need to capture impacts.in community
category ratings.

head limitation

A
) )

f.Alternative 1E: location of upper basin storage was limited
on single stage pumping.

g. Need to document changes in alternatives over the c
meetings.

h. We should Iook at increasing the capacity of

j. Relative to Murray PS u
include, where feasi

I. Alternative 3A: This use is prohibited by the zoning code in this area.

m. Alternative 4A: Need to consider O&M impacts and costs even if county not doing the
work. Possibly add a line in the life cycle costs for external costs?

n. Community Impact ratings need to look a property issues, including long term effects of a
re-zone for a treatment plant for instance and whether the impact is the facility itself of the
. effect of the change in zoning.

0. Staging areas. Think we should assume land staging for Murray projects, versus potential
for marine staging in Barton.

p. SEPA veérsus evaluation ratings: do not use the word “significant” as it has a specific
meaning in SEPA.

g. Permitting and property acquisition complexity: Important to be rated without cost; cost
should be included in the cost category.

2.Evalution Process. The process was reviewed. Key points included the following.

a. December meetings will look at bigger picture of comparing alternatives against each
other, versus the ratings being done now for each alternative being evaluated by the
questions.

b. December meetings will focus on how to use the ratings in making a decision with the
objective to shortlist three alternatives in each basin.

¢. Process has to be credible, defensible, and explainable.
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d. Deadline for comments on criteria and- alternatives is November 24. Mary will collect and
send to Carollo.

€. Matrices will be finalized by the category and basin leads by December 3.

f. Category leads who want to update or refine titles or criteria questions must have those
_done by December 3, too. Last update to the criteria was September 10.

END OF NOTES
0O&M BRIEFING
11/3/09
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King County Puget Sound Beach CSO Control Projects

Alternative Narrowing (9 to 3) Workshop for Barton
Dec. 10, 2009, 1:00 PM - 4:00 PM
King Street Center 7th Floor (Rm 7044/7045)

DRAFT Summary
Attendance
King County Consultant SPU
Betsy Cooper John Phillips Ellen Blair Sahba Mohandessi
Hien Dung Kevin Schock Jennifer Corrig
Pam Erstad Linda Sullivan Kevin Dour &
Sue Hildreth Bob Swarner
Ron Kohler Martha Tuttle
Kathy Mathena Jim Weber
Tiffany McClaskey Mary Wohleb
Sue Meyer Monica Van Der
Shahrzad Namini Vieren
Chris Okuda Karl Zimmer
Ukwenga Oleru

Project Overview

During heavy rains when flows in the combi
Pump Station, the system can gverflow into
happens, about 90 percentf

CSOs hgf es and businesses and onto streets, but CSOs can be
a publi . State regulations require King County to reduce the
number g-term goal of less than one untreated discharge per
location pe

Meeting Purpos
1. Primarily to e 9 “gray” Alternatives for the Barton Basin to 3 “gray”
Alternatives will be further evaluated and considered.

2. Provide the reasons and rationale why Alternatives were and were not recommended for
public, agency, and participants’ understanding.

Information Availabe for Workshop
1. Final revised Barton Basin Alternatives summary sheets (1 for each alternative)
2. Final revised table of criteria ratings and descriptions of Low, Moderate, and High impact
3. Final revised Alternative Rating Sheets for Barton Basin (summary & expanded to
‘include description of ratings)

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes 1



King County Puget Sound Beach CSO Control Projects

4. Comment logs relating to Barton, Murray, and South Magnolia Basin Alternatives

5. Summary of major changes to Barton, Murray, and South Magnolia Basin Alternatives
and overall evaluation criteria '

6. Preliminary planning level cost information for comparison purposes for Barton Basin

7. Community input from public meetings

8. Initial Straw Poll Results

Agenda

Brief Review of Initial Straw Poll Results for Barton, Murray, and Soli

fagnolia Basins (Bob
Wheeler, Triangle Associates) '

Initial Barton Alternative Narrowing - Discussion (facilitate Wheeler, Triangle
Associates) ' , '
e Alteratives clearly not meriting further considér:
e Alternatives clearly meriting further considet

e Iterative Process for remaining Alternati
further

Presentation of Preliminary Planning Le : ati ) parison Purposes (Brian
Matson, Carollo Engineers)
e Methodology for determining costs
e Review of method
e Discussion — Dog i any of the'three alternatives currently

Team Agreement on 3 Alte ouS] er (fécilitated by Bob Wheeler, Triangle
Associates) ' ‘

torage in Bottom of Basin. The Basin Lead will evaluate whether a

nk or a storage pipe is the best configuration for this alternative
(elements of Adternatives 1A and 1C). The project team decided to combine elements of
these two alternatives going forward because they are very similar, and the team wished
to maintain the flexibility to optimize the storage facility configuration during more
detailed evaluation. / '

e Pipe Storage in Upper Fauntleroy Way (Alternative 1E)

e Rectangular Storage in Vicinity of Fauntleroy School (Alternative 1F)

The Basin Lead for the Barton Basin supported these choices.

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes 2
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King County Puget Sound Beach CSO Control Projects

Key Points of Discussion

e O&M staff strongly object to considering a circular storage tank. A rectangular storage
tank is preferable from an O&M perspective. An offline storage pipe is less desirable but
workable from an O&M perspective. ’

e Alternative 1E could be difficult to implement because of identified cultural resources,
but the engineering design must be further refined to better understand the potential
impacts to cultural resources. :

e One way to think about the Green Stormwater Infrastructure alternative, which is
proceeding for the Barton basin on a separate track, is as a tool for. reducing the risk
associated with meeting the CSO control requirement with a g q

e O&M staff are concerned that as constraints to the alternati merge, it will be

Key Points of Discussion about Cost
e Although a range of costs is shown for la; )
permitting costs could very likely be at th ; is not' meant to
suggest that the cost might be somewhere in th.

number of properties needed. N i e assumed.

e The cost estimate for Alternative i tential cost to treat
stormwater.

e The cost estimates discussed were pr

comparison purpo

1 cost estimates for

Action Items Responsibility

King County staff

eiguer or Ellen

WTD management Shahrzad Namini, King County
d evaluated without

consideration for shorgline permitting.

Barton CSO project staff and Barton Pump Station project Shahrzad Namini and Sue
staff will meet to develop information for Shahrzad Namini | Hildreth, King County
to take to WTD management in early January.

The consultant team PM and the basin leads will meet with | Brian Matson, Carollo
Jim Weber and Rob Kohler to discuss and confirm
preliminary planning estimates of project cost and life cycle
cost.

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes 3




King County Puget Sound Beach CSO Control Projects

Action Items Responsibility

Shahrzad Namini will meet with appropriate King County Shahrzad Namini, King County
staff and/or consultant team staff to identify a schedule for
developing more refined cost estimates.

All documents containing cost estimates will be labeled Basin leads
“Preliminary planning level costs for comparison purposes”
for the December 2009 alternatives narrowing workshops.

Determine how much flow the Barton Pump Station would | Jeff Lykken, Tetra Tech
need to convey in order to eliminate the need for storage in
the Barton basin.

Reasons and Rationale for Recommendation & Non-Reco) n of Alternatives for

Further Evaluation

ernative 1C:

age,%ottom of Ba

RECOMMENDED -> Alternative 14: Rectangular §
’ AN

Pipe Storage, Bottom of Basin

Alternative 1A and Alternative 1C were deemed similar put forth for further

evaluation as a single alternative.

Reasons and Rationale for Recommenda

e Major reason for recommending th:
passively, which poses the least risk = rol requirement. No
“‘pumping or back-u tired

od that cultural/archaeological resources are present, which could delay
the project schedule.

e Community members have indicated they do not want changes to King County’s property
adjacent to the Barton Pump Station or disruptions to Cove Park. The community
members should be notified as soon as possible that a bottom of the basin alternative is
being evaluated to elicit specific community concerns and ideas. :

e Property acquisition may be necessary.

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes 4



King County Puget Sound Beach CSO Control Projects

e There will be less environmental impact and permitting will be easier if no marine access
is used for construction.

e Locating storage at the bottom of the basin could complicate permitting and community
relations and delay the Barton Pump Station Upgrade project and vice versa. _

e Moderate risk of cost estimate changing dramatically based on permitting and property
acquisition costs.

Not Recommended > Alternative 1B: Circular Storage, Bottom of Basin

Reasons and Rationale for Not Being Recommended
e Circular storage requires more frequent maintenance a
or pipe storage. O&M staff strongly oppose this optigs

taff time than rectangular

benefits but provides no additional operational
. storage at the bottom of the basin.
e Same cautions and considerations as Alters

e Construction would be very disrupt Nay SW) traffic (roughly
150 ft of 12 ft diameter pipe in streetiRi T Way)). Thi uld pose a major community
impact and WSDOT might oppose beca; “toxBauntleroy ferry traffic.

Similar benefits , i recommended

Provides no add ¥ nal benefits compared to Alternative 1C.

the project schedule.
e May minimize interaction with Barton Pump Station project.

l RECOMMENDED -> Alternative 1E: Pipe Storage, Upper Fauntleroy Way SW

Reasons and Rationale for Recommendation
e Captures approximately 50% of basin flow. Low risk of not meeting the CSO control
- requirement.

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes 5



King County Puget Sound Beach CSO Control Projects

e Avoids major construction impact to Fauntleroy Way SW arterial and Fauntleroy ferry
traffic, unlike other bottom of basin alternatives.

e Community members have indicated they do not want changes to King County’s property
adjacent to the Barton Pump Station or disruptions to Cove Park. This alternative avoids
use of residential property or the park.

¢ No property acquisition needed for storage pipe installation (may need easements for
electrical and odor control facilities).

e May minimize interaction with Barton Pump Station project.

Lower cost relative to other Barton CSO control alternatives

e Lower risk of cost estimate changing dramatically.

Cautions and Other Considerations
e Potential impact to known cultural resources. Fu

(Upper Fauntleroy Way SW) affecting sever
e Telemetry and instrumentation will be necessary %
meet the CSO control requirem
meeting the CSO control requir
at the bottom of the basin.

t and capture adequate flows to
ntrol is more difficult for

ts or permitting difficulties.

. Best opportunity for positive community partnership.
they do not want changes to King County’s property
ion or disruptions to Cove Park. This alternative avoids
e park.

Barton CSO control alternatives.

o Approximatelfly half of basin flow can be captured at this point in the basin. Telemetry
and instrumentation will be necessary to predict and capture adequate flows to meet the
CSO control requirement. Telemetry and flow control is more difficult for meeting the
CSO control requirement compared to passively capturing all of basin flow at the bottom
of the basin.

e Avoids interaction with Barton Pump Station project.

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes 6



© King County Puget Sound Beach CSO Control Projects

(,_ [ Not Recommended > Alternative 1G: Rectangular Storage, Basin 416

Reasons and Rationale for Not Being Recommended

e Technically complex compared to other storage alternatives.

e Diversion structure is high in the basin; less than half of the basin flow is captured.
Telemetry and instrumentation will be necessary to predict and capture adequate flows to
meet the CSO control requirement. Highest difficulty in managing and controlling flows
for meeting CSO control requirement relative to other storage alternatives. Additional
storage might be required to ensure adequate flow can be diy: '

that department policy opposes use of park property, [ ell-used parks.
Community members may object to use of city p
Moderate cost relative to other Barton CSO co

Benefits and Other Considerations
e Another property location may be available f %' . ublic Utilities
property may be available for storage facility. '

e Avoids impact to Fauntleroy W.
Avoids interaction with Barton P

¢ Construction could impact approx
streets are not arterial.

and tjme-consuming for staff than storage.

arge to Puget Sound could cause significant schedule delay.

ve indicated they do not want changes to King County’s property
adjacent to

o Community rs may object to treatment facility in residential neighborhood.

e Locating storage treatment facility at the bottom of the basin could complicate permitting
and community relations and/or delay the Barton Pump Station Upgrade project and vice
versa.

e . High cost relative to all other Barton CSO control alternatives.

Benefits and Other Considerations .
e Captures all flow in basin passively at bottom of basin. Highly reliable flow control for
( ' meeting CSO control requirement.

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes 7



King County Puget Sound Beach CSO Control Projects

e There will be less environmental impact and permitting will be easier if no marine access
is used for construction.

Not Recommended =2 Alternative 4A: Peak Flow Reduction, Basin 416

Reasons and Rationale for Not Being Recommended

¢ Directing additional stormwater to Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) system
could have water quality and flooding impacts to Longfellow Creek This could delay or
halt the project schedule because of environmental and permi impacts and/or
community opposition.

e Project schedule could be significantly delayed because
of Seattle and work required on hundreds of private

e Construction would impact several blocks of non-ag

e High cost relative to all other Barton CSO con
the possibility that stormwater will require tre:

e High risk that cost estimate will change d :

e Estimated costs do not include provisions for 2 ich would likely be
required.

to coordinate with City

Benefits and Other Considerations
e Avoids impact to Fauntleroy Way

e Avoids interaction with Barton Pum
¢ Community members have indicated 1 (Wl ges to King County
adjacent to the B upti ve Park. This alternative avoids
use of residenti

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes 8



King County Puget Sound Beach CSO Control Projects

Alternative Narrowing (9 to 3) Workshop for Murray
Dec. 16, 2009, 1:00 PM - 4:00 PM
King Street Center 8th Floor Conference Center

DRAFT Summary
Attendance
King County Consultant
Betsy Cooper John Phillips Ellen Blair ba Mohandessi
Hien Dung Kevin Schock Jennifer Corrig
Pam Erstad Linda Sullivan Kevin Dour
Ron Kohler Bob Swarner
Tiffany McClaskey Martha Tuttle
Sue Meyer Jim Weber
Shahrzad Namini Mary Wohleb
Chris Okuda Monica Van Der

Vieren

Project Overview
During heavy rains when flows in the co
Pump Station, the system can overflow int
happens, about 90 percent of the combined v
diluted sewage. These event

e capacity of the Murray

5 times, for a total

CSOs help to 1
ic he; regulations require King County to reduce the
goal of less than one untreated discharge per

2. Provide the
public, agenc

nd rationale why alternatives were and were not recommended for
d workshop participants’ understanding.

Information Available for Workshop
1. Final revised Murray Basin Alternatives summary sheets (1 for each alternative)
2. Final revised table of criteria ratings and descriptions of Low, Moderate, and High impact
3. Final revised Alternative Rating Sheets for Murray Basin (summary & expanded to
include description of ratings)
4. Comment logs relating to Barton, Murray, and South Magnolia Basin Alternatives

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes 1
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5. Summary of major changes to Barton, Murray, and South Magnolia Basin Alternatives :
and overall evaluation criteria (
6. Preliminary planning level cost information for comparison purposes for Murray Basin

7. Community input from public meetings -
8. Initial Straw Poll Results
Agenda

Review Results of Dec. 10 Barton Workshop (Jeff Lykken, Tetra Tech)

Associates)
e Alternatives clearly not meriting further consi
e Alternatives clearly meriting further consid

e [Iterative Process for remaining alternativ
further

Presentation of Preliminary Planning Le 1 ' arison Purposes (Kevin
Dour, Tetra Tech)
e Methodology for determining costs
e Review of method

e Discussion — Do
identified fo

{rative co ngs (
any of thé€'three alternatives currently

Team Agreement on 3 A ‘onsi er (facilitated by Bob Wheeler, Triangle
Associates) "

CSO control alternatives to evaluate further include:
om of Basin (Alternative 1A)

Peak Flow Redtiction Targeting Residences (Alternative 5A)

The project team decided to recommend four alternatives for further evaluation instead of three.

New analysis discussed at the Dec 16, 2009 workshop suggested that the peak flow reduction
component of Alternative 5A (Peak Flow Reduction Targeting Residences) could potentially be

less technically complex and less costly than originally anticipated. The project team

recommends that Alternative 1C and Alternative SA be evaluated in parallel to determine if peak

flow reduction can be used to eliminate the pipe storage in Murray Ave that is part of Alternative (
1C. ' -

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes 2
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The Basin Lead for the Murray Basin supportéd these choices.

Action Items

Action Items Responsibility

Sahba Mohandessi will be contacted to coordinate with SPU | Mary Wohleb, King County
about briefings to City of Seattle departments.

Drawings for the Hidden Lake project control gate will be n Der Vieren, King

sent to Jeff Lykken at Tetra Tech.

For any short-listed alternatives, evaluation of storage that is
higher in a basin (such as storage on Murray Ave. as part of
Murray CSO control Alternative 1C) will need to consider
whether a larger storage volume is required given cont:
complexities and hydraulic response times.

Shahrzad Namini will validate with King County hahrzad Nami County
management that bottom of basin alternatives ar

the Barton basin.

Based on a comment from Bob Swarner and further
evaluation by the team, the potential locatien for Barton
CSO control Alternative 1E: Pipe Storag
Fauntleroy Way will also include Director

eff Lykken, Tetra Tech

Key Points of Discussion
e The process to na ives is%@ collaborative effort by the project team that
uses several that was conducted December 9, 2009, to
generate dis mendations. Documenting this process
is a critical piece

jcess is to, where possible, recommend a set of
g, range of complexity and constraints in the basin.

see if there would be opportunities to combine the
neighborhood impacts. As the CSO control alternatives are

e The costs and availability of water to flush storage facilities should be considered during
the next phase as alternatives are refined.

e Using a weir to passively capture flow is simpler than using telemetry and other controls
to capture flows, but weirs can have problems. King County is having problems with
existing weirs that are set at the wrong height and that have sedimentation problems.

e A CSO treatment facility is much more complex than storage.

Life cycle costs have not been calculated yet, but O&M costs will be small compared to
capital costs for the alternatives.

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes
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C

Reasons and Rationale for Recommendation & Non-Recommendatlon of Alternatives for
Further Evaluation

RECOMMENDED=> Alternative 1A4: Rectangular Storage, Bottom of Basin |

Reasons and Rationale for Being Recommended

e Passively captures 100% of basin flow. Most reliable location
volume of peak flows.

e Lowest level of technical complexity and operational ma

compliance compared to other CSO control approache

pture the highest

O&M access already exists in the park.
Low cost relative to other Murray CSO contr
Low risk of cost estimate changing dramatically.
This alternative can be combined.with the required gency generator and odor control
project at Murray pump station. '
e Some amount of storage or pumpi
station because of increased flows

horeline zone. A Plan Shoreline Permit from the City of Seattle

may be needed ch case a formal alternatives analysis would be required. This
could extend the

e Some community members have expressed strong opposition to add1t10na1 utility work in

Lowman Beach Park.

Other Considerations
o None.
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I Not Recommended > Alternative 1B: Circular Storage, Murray Ave & Lincoln Park Way

Reasons and Rationale for Not Being Recommended

e Requires significant pump station at bottom of basin in addition to the storage facility to
pump additional flows from Barton.

e Potential facility location is designated a critical area (environmental) and permitting
could extend the project schedule or stop the project.
Soft ground associated with stream flows may be difficult to construct on.

e Circular storage requires more frequent maintenance and mo time than rectangular
or pipe storage.

e The site has steep slopes which might make it difficult

e Potential facility location is identified as a greenbelt
members may oppose any construction there.

e If greenbelt is not used, requires purchase of re
environmental impacts to stream on the resi

it the project.
hood plan. Community

ave potential

Benefits
e Off-street construction limits traffic impacts in rest
avoids permitting costs associated with street right-

e Could potentially need to use on v, 0f Seattle-ow

1 area with limited access and
construction,

Other Considerations
e Passively captures approximately 509
100% of peak wo

yA(with peak flow pump station,
storage tank). Moderate level of

peak flow (between both locations).
impacts. '

project at Murrgy pump station.

e Some amount of storage or pumping capacity will need to be added at the Murray pump
station because of increased flows from the upgraded Barton pump station. The Beach
Drive storage facility can both control CSOs and manage the additional flows from
Barton pump station without adding additional pumping capacity at Murray.

Challenges _
e Technically more complex than a single, bottom of the basin storage facility.
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¢ Relocation of sanitary sewer, water and other underground utilities will be required along
Beach Drive and Murray Ave SW. This may result in utility disruptions.

e Construction would be very disruptive to street right-of-way for Beach Drive and Murray
Ave. This would pose a major community impact. However, construction impacts are not
static in a single area because of open cut & cover construction.

Other Considerations
e Telemetry and instrumentation will be necessary to predict and capture adequate flows to
meet the CSO control requirement. Telemetry and flow controlds more difficult for
meeting the CSO control requirement compared to passivel tag all of basin flow
at one location at the bottom of the basin. ’
e Maintenance access is an issue. Access would be restri€¢ were within the
paved road or special provisions would be required so* ould be accessed

¢ Tunneling portals would require lar:
o Tunneling under private property
e Construction would completely block

the only access route to residences so
¢ No on-the-ground

idential neighborhood.
mFprivate property owners.

lost reliable location to capture the highest

exify and operational management required to achieve
>SO control approaches.

' he vicinity of the existing Murray pump station.
e Lowerris ate changing dramatically compared to other Murray CSO

Other Considerations
e Relocation of sanitary sewer, water and other underground utilities would be required
along Beach Drive. This may result in utility disruptions.

¢ Any easement requirements for boring under private property were not considered in the
evaluation criteria.

Preliminary Draft for Discussion Purposes - 6
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LNot Recommended > Alternative 1E: Upper Basin Storage

Reasons and Rationale for Not Being Recommended

e 32 mgd pump station would be needed at the bottom of basin.

e This alternative is very disruptive to multiple areas in the Murray basin. It includés major
construction impacts and a permanent facility at the bottom of the basin, major
construction impacts and a permanent facility in the upper basin, and major construction
impacts to 2550 lineal feet of street right-of-way.

e High cost compared to other Murray CSO control alternative

Benefits
o This alternative can be combined with the planne
project at Murray pump station.

Other Considerations
e Seattle Dept. of Parks and Recreation has a poli
utilities. There is a significant risk that parks is 1d prevent this alternative from
moving forward.
e A plan shoreline permit from th
alternatives analysis would be need
e Some community members have expi
Lowman Beach Park.
e Relocation of sanita;
Beach Drive.
e Telemetry and
in upper basin
at bottom of basin.

cly by gravity to peak flow pump station

other and managesient is less complicated than distributed storage.

¢ Avoids construgtion in Lowman Beach Park and in the shoreline zone.

o This alternative can be combined with the planned emergency generator and odor control
project at Murray pump station.

e Low cost relative to other Murray CSO control alternatives.

e Low risk of cost estimate changing dramatically.

Challenges
e Multiple facilities will require more maintenance and are not as easy to manage as a

single facility.
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e Construction would be located in Beach Drive right-of-way resulting in traffic
disruptions.
e Requires purchase of residential properties.

Other Considerations
e Relocation of sanitary sewer, water and other underground utilities may be required along
Beach Drive. This may result in utility disruptions.

Not Recommended > Alfernative 2A: Convey & Treat at Alki

Reasons and Rationale for Not Being Recommended
e High cost compared to other Murray CSO contro

e Construction would be very disruptive:
o Construction of 13,500 lineal feet o
o Would require upgrades to the exis
treatment facility to handle the addition
e Would require construction of a 28.5 mgd peak 1 np station at the bottom of the
basin, possibly in Lowman Bea
e If Lowman Beach Park is not use ¥ to purchase residential
properties to site the peak flow pu
The capacity of the Alki CSO trea 1d need to be evaluated

eAlki

oet Sound.
. significant schedule delay.
Benefits
. ed emergency generator and odor control

has a policy that opposes the use of parks for
that parks issues would prevent this alternative from

o  Work is locatk n shoreline zone. A Plan Shoreline Permit from the City of Seattle
may be needed; in which case a formal alternatives analysis would be required. This
could extend the project schedule.

Not Recommended > Alternative 34 - End of Pipe Treatment, Bottom of Basin

Reasons and Rationale for Not Being Recommended
e Technically complex.
e Treatment facility in shoreline is currently prohibited by code.
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e O&M more complicated and time-consuming for staff than storage.
e Permitting effluent discharge to Puget Sound could cause significant schedule delay.
e Community members may object to treatment facility in residential neighborhood.
e High cost relative to all other Murray CSO control alternatives.
Benefits

e This alternative can be combined with the planned emergency generator and odor control
project at Murray pump station.

e This alternative can control CSOs and manage the additional
Station without adding additional pumping capacity at Mu

from Barton Pump

Other Considerations
e Would require construction of an above-grade facili

Seattle Dept. of Parks and Recreation has a policy f parks for
utilities. There is a significant risk that park - rnative from
moving forward. : '

e Some community members have expressed strong.c i iti tility work in
Lowman Beach Park. ‘

If Lowman Beach Park is not us o purchase residential

7ith roof drain disconnects. The City of Seattle
ect program and they have offered to partner and cost-share
ple to redirect their roof drains to the stormwater

vater flows to the Combined Sewer System from streets than from

roof drains, be enough acreage of connected roof drains to significantly reduce

the amount of sterage required in the basin.

e If only roof drain disconnection-is needed to meet the project goal, and not street
disconnection, Department of Ecology does not require additional treatment of
stormwater.

e If only areas with existing stormwater systems are targeted to meet the project goal,
permitting and construction costs might be lower than initially anticipated because no
new stormwater pipes will be needed.

e While it may take some time to achieve enough roof drain disconnects, the disconnect
efforts can begin as soon as the Facility Plan is complete.
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e Many community members have expressed interest in an option other than a traditional
“gray” facility.

e Some amount of storage or pumping capacity will need to be added at the Murray pump
station because of increased flows from the upgraded Barton pump station. The Beach
Drive storage facility can control CSOs and manage the additional flows from Barton
Pump Station without adding additional pumping capacity at Murray.

e The Beach Drive storage facility can be combined with the planned emergency generator
and odor control project at Murray pump station.

e The storage facility would not require use of Lowman Beach P
properties.

r purchase residential

Challenges
e May be challenging to identify sufficient stormwate

from the system to reliably reduce the storage vo \
e Project schedule could be significantly delay ecause of need to co
of Seattle and work requlred on hundreds o ate pro perties.

be disconnected
trol requirements.

Other Considerations
¢ Relocation of sanitary sewer, wate
“along Beach Drive. This may resul
e Maintenance access to the storage fa a€ss would be restricted if entry
were within the pa i requlred so the structures
could be accesse a safe distance from the paved area.
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