
Final
Environmental
Impact
Statement

BRIGHTWATER   
REGIONAL 
WASTEWATER  
TREATMENT SYSTEM

November 2003

���������� 
� ������ ���
���� ��� �����

���������� 	����
��� �����

SNOHOMISH COUNTY
KING    COUNTY

Wastewater
Service

Area

WOODINVILLE

EDMONDS

BOTHELL

SHORELINE

SEATTLE

ROUTE 9
SITE

UNOCAL
SITE

Samm amish River

L
a
ke

W
a
shington

Puge
t

S
ou

n
d

O
U

T
F

A
L

L
Z

O
N

E
S

Responses to 
Comments on the 

Draft EIS 
(Groups, 

Organizations,
and Businesses)

VOLUME 13



This information is available in 
alternative formats upon request  

by calling 206-684-1280 (voice) 
or Relay Service 711 (TTY).

A large map of the system
alternatives evaluated in this
Final EIS can be found in the

inside back cover of Volume 1.



Final Environmental Impact Statement

for the

Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System

Volume 13

November 2003

Prepared in compliance with the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) (RCW 43.21C), the
SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11) and Chapter 20.44 King County Code, implementing SEPA in

King County procedures.



Brightwater Final EIS

Overview of Contents in Each Volume

Volume Contents

1 Chapter 1, Summary
Chapter 2, Background
Chapter 3, Description and Comparison of
Alternatives

2 Chapter 4, Earth
Chapter 5, Air
Chapter 6, Water Resources
Chapter 7, Plants, Animals, and Wetlands
Chapter 8, Energy and Natural Resources
Chapter 9, Environmental Health
Chapter 10, Noise and Vibration

3 Chapter 11, Land and Shoreline Use
Chapter 12, Aesthetics
Chapter 13, Light and Glare
Chapter 14, Recreation
Chapter 15, Cultural Resources
Chapter 16, Transportation
Chapter 17, Public Services and Utilities

4 Appendices for Chapter 2 (2-A – 2-D)
5 Appendices for Chapter 3 (3-A – 3-F)
6 Appendices for Chapter 3 (3-G – 3-L)
7 Appendices for Chapter 4 (4-A – 4-D)
8 Appendices for Chapter 5 (5-A – 5-C) and

Chapter 6 (6-A – 6-D)

Volume Contents

9 Appendices for Chapter 6 (6-E – 6-J) and
Chapter 7 (7-A – 7-F)

10 Appendices for Chapter 10 (10-A, 10-B),
Chapter 11 (11-A), Chapter 13 (13-A, 13-B),
Chapter 15 (15-A), and Chapter 16 (16-A, 16-B)

11 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS
(Federal Agencies, State Agencies, Native
American Tribes, Snohomish County)

12 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS
(Cities and Towns, Sewer and Water Districts,
Other Governmental Entities)

13 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS
(Groups, Organizations, and Businesses)

14 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS
(Individuals: A-H)

15 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS
(Individuals: I-Z)

16 Summary of the Brightwater Summer 2003
Technical Seminars, Including Comments
Received



Brightwater Final EIS i

Contents of Volumes 11-15
Acronyms and Abbreviations .................................................................................................................................................................. xiii

Volume 11
Federal Agencies

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (F1) ................................................................................................................1
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (F2) ................................................................................................................................................5

State Agencies
Washington State Department of Ecology (W5) ...........................................................................................................................25
Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (W4).............................................................................................................61
Washington State Department of Health (W1)..............................................................................................................................95
Washington State Department of Natural Resources (W3) ...........................................................................................................97
Washington State Department of Transportation (W2) ...............................................................................................................195

Native American Tribes
Suquamish Tribe (T1) ..................................................................................................................................................................205

Snohomish County
Snohomish County Fire District (S1) ..........................................................................................................................................221
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services (S3)....................................................................................................223
Snohomish County Public Works (S2) ........................................................................................................................................359



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Table of Contents

Brightwater Final EIS ii

Volume 12
Cities and Towns

City of Bothell (C2) .....................................................................................................................................................................363
City of Bothell⎯Transportation Division (C8)...........................................................................................................................371
City of Edmonds (C9)..................................................................................................................................................................373
City of Kenmore (C3) ..................................................................................................................................................................437
City of Lake Forest Park (C4)......................................................................................................................................................509
City of Lake Forest Park—Economic Development Commission (G1) .....................................................................................575
City of Medina (C1).....................................................................................................................................................................577
City of Mountlake Terrace (C11) ................................................................................................................................................579
City of Seattle (C10) ....................................................................................................................................................................607
City of Shoreline (C6)..................................................................................................................................................................625
City of Woodinville (C5) .............................................................................................................................................................669
Town of Woodway (C7) ..............................................................................................................................................................763

Sewer and Water Districts
Cross Valley Water District (D3) ................................................................................................................................................783
Lake Forest Park Water District—Public Hearing Comments (D4) ...........................................................................................833
Lake Forest Park Water District—Public Hearing Comments (D5) ...........................................................................................835
Lake Forest Park Water District—Written Comments (D1) ......................................................................................................839
Lake Forest Park Water District—Written Comments (D6) .......................................................................................................841
Olympic View Water & Sewer District (D2) ..............................................................................................................................863

Other Government Entities
Port of Edmonds (G3)..................................................................................................................................................................917
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (G5)...........................................................................................................................................935
Seattle & King County Public Health (G4) .................................................................................................................................941



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Table of Contents

Brightwater Final EIS iii

Volume 13
Groups, Organizations, and Businesses

228th Street Coalition (O5)..........................................................................................................................................................945
Archdiocese of Seattle (O1).........................................................................................................................................................947
Bear Creek Water Combine (O2) ................................................................................................................................................949
Chevron Texaco (O6) ..................................................................................................................................................................951
Davis Wright Tremaine LLP (O12).............................................................................................................................................955
Just the Facts (O19) .....................................................................................................................................................................963
Lake Forest Park Stewardship Foundation (O9)........................................................................................................................1059
Lane Powell Spears Lubersky (O4) ...........................................................................................................................................1063
Little Bear Creek Protective Association (O10) ........................................................................................................................1067
Maltby Neighborhood Alliance (O18).......................................................................................................................................1077
McCullough Hill Fisko Kretschmer Smith (I375) .....................................................................................................................1091
Northshore Education Association (O3)....................................................................................................................................1101
Point Edwards, LLC (I343) .......................................................................................................................................................1105
Richmond Beach Community Council/Bannister (O8) .............................................................................................................1119
Richmond Beach Community Council/Girmus (O7) ................................................................................................................1139
Save Little Bear Creek Coalition (O15).....................................................................................................................................1143
Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray (O16) .........................................................................................................................1161
Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Joseph (O17) ......................................................................................................................1209
Unocal Corporation (O13) .........................................................................................................................................................1249
Upper Bear Creek Unincorporated Area Council (O11) ...........................................................................................................1257
Washington Tea Party (O14) .....................................................................................................................................................1265



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Table of Contents

Brightwater Final EIS iv

Volume 14
Individuals (A-H)

Last Name Beginning with A
Aagaard (I147) ...........................................................1533
Adamson (I76)............................................................1535
Albert (E1)..................................................................1537
Altman (I202) .............................................................1539
Anderson (I1) .............................................................1541
Anderson (I23) ...........................................................1543
Apsitis (I294)..............................................................1545
Arger (I2)....................................................................1547
Ash (I295) ..................................................................1549

Last Name Beginning with B
Baird (I30) ..................................................................1551
Baker (I24) .................................................................1553
Baker (I84) .................................................................1555
Baldwin (K8)..............................................................1557
Balsalobre (I3)............................................................1559
Barber (I29). ...............................................................1561
Barker (E2) .................................................................1563
Batts (I271).................................................................1565
Beers (I191)................................................................1569
Bender (I351) .............................................................1571
Bender (I352) .............................................................1573
Berg (I4) .....................................................................1575
Berglund (I64) ............................................................1577
Binder (I31) ................................................................1579
Birch (I312) ................................................................1581
Bishop (I272)..............................................................1583

Blaine (I273) ..............................................................1585
Block (I178) ...............................................................1589
Blumenthal (I353) ......................................................1591
Boatsman (I296) .........................................................1593
Boehm (I297) ............................................................1595
Boeve (I249)...............................................................1597
Bolin (I25) ..................................................................1599
Bonthuis (I108) ..........................................................1601
Borkart (I129) ............................................................1603
Bourgoin (I298)..........................................................1605
Bowen (I14)................................................................1607
Boyle (I219) ...............................................................1609
Brainerd (I5) ...............................................................1611
Briggs (I200) ..............................................................1613
Brock (I32) ................................................................1615
Brooks (I77) ..............................................................1617
Brown (I33) ...............................................................1619
Brown (I190) .............................................................1621
Brown (I65) ...............................................................1623
Browning (I210).........................................................1625
Burnham (I15) ............................................................1627

Last Name Beginning with C
Call (I233) ..................................................................1629
Camden (I85)..............................................................1631
Campbell (I34) ...........................................................1633
Campos (I26)..............................................................1635
Cannon (I299) ............................................................1637



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Table of Contents

Brightwater Final EIS v

Cannon (I300) ............................................................1639
Carey (I27) .................................................................1643
Ceis (I301)..................................................................1645
Cerf (I302)..................................................................1647
Chamberlin (I28) ........................................................1649
Chapple (I252)............................................................1651
Chaput (I130). ............................................................1653
Chase (E16) ................................................................1655
Chase (E19) ................................................................1659
Christensen (I303). .....................................................1661
Christensen (I55) ........................................................1663
Christy (I354) .............................................................1665
Clos (I414)..................................................................1667
Clousten (I56).............................................................1669
Cohen (I253) ..............................................................1671
Cole (E3) ....................................................................1673
Collins (I35) ...............................................................1675
Collins (I57) ...............................................................1677
Collins (I194) .............................................................1679
Combley (E4) .............................................................1681
Combs (I203)..............................................................1683
Compton (I304). .........................................................1685
Condit (I305) ..............................................................1687
Corlett (I355)..............................................................1689
Cottingham (I16) ........................................................1691
Coyle (I58) .................................................................1693
Crain-Thoreson (I356)................................................1695
Croffit (I59) ................................................................1697
Crouch (I306) .............................................................1699
Currie (I357)...............................................................1701

Last Name Beginning with D
Dahatt (I275) ..............................................................1703
Dailey (I74). ...............................................................1705
Daily (I95) ..................................................................1707
Dalby (I96) .................................................................1709
Danishek (I307)..........................................................1711
D’Arcy (E5)................................................................1713
Day (I22) ....................................................................1715
De Young (I131) ........................................................1717
Deliganis (I36)............................................................1719
Denushi (I201)............................................................1721
Derment (I37) .............................................................1723
DeRoche (I358) ..........................................................1725
Dibble (E23)...............................................................1727
Dick (I179) .................................................................1729
Dickey (I250) .............................................................1731
Dillan (E6)..................................................................1733
Divorkin (I359). .........................................................1735
Doennebrink (I78) ......................................................1737
Dolezal (I254) ............................................................1739
Donaldson (I6)............................................................1741
Drake (E20) ................................................................1743
Dressler (I413)............................................................1747
Dunaway (I66)............................................................1765
Duncan (I228) ............................................................1767
Duncan (I308) ............................................................1769
Dunnigan (I97) ...........................................................1771
Dyer (I360).................................................................1773
Dyer (E7)....................................................................1775



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Table of Contents

Brightwater Final EIS vi

Last Name Beginning with E
Edlund (E8) ................................................................1777
Ehrlichman (I361) ......................................................1779
Eklund (I309) .............................................................1781
Eklund (I362) .............................................................1783
Ellerman (E26) ...........................................................1785
Ellerman (I248) ..........................................................1787
Erickson (K4) .............................................................1791
Erwin (I180) ...............................................................1793
Erwin (I274) ...............................................................1795
Evans (I98) .................................................................1797

Last Name Beginning with F
Farris (I407)................................................................1799
Farris (I415)................................................................1811
Feetham (I75) .............................................................1813
Festa (I38) ..................................................................1815
Fisher (I105)...............................................................1817
Flanagan (I83) ............................................................1819
Fleming (I276)............................................................1823
Fleming (I314)............................................................1825
Fleming (I410)............................................................1831
Forsyth (I99)...............................................................1837
Foss (I100)..................................................................1839
Foxley (I234)..............................................................1841
Freeman (E21)............................................................1843
Freeman (E22)............................................................1847
Freeman (I416) ...........................................................1849
Friend (I363) ..............................................................1851
Funk (I101).................................................................1853

Last Name Beginning with G
Galloway (I109) .........................................................1855
Garratt (I364)..............................................................1857
Gates (I7)....................................................................1859
Gerrard (I313). ...........................................................1861
Ghormley (I255).........................................................1863
Gilliland (I148)...........................................................1865
Gilliland (I417)...........................................................1867
Gladstone (I90)...........................................................1873
Goldsmith (I86) ..........................................................1875
Goold (I315)...............................................................1877
Gordon (I208).............................................................1879
Grabner (I256)............................................................1881
Graf (I316)..................................................................1883
Grant (I317)................................................................1887
Gray (B5)....................................................................1889
Gray (I277).................................................................1891
Green (I195) ...............................................................1895
Grieve (I205) ..............................................................1897
Grimes (I278) .............................................................1899
Grimes (I318) .............................................................1903
Grimes (I418). ............................................................1905
Grodzins (I229) ..........................................................1907
Gruenewald (I246) .....................................................1909

Last Name Beginning with H
Hagel (I110) ...............................................................1911
Hagstrom (I365) .........................................................1913
Hall (I241) ..................................................................1917
Hall (I257) ..................................................................1919
Hallam (I111) .............................................................1921
Hamel (E29) ...............................................................1923



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Table of Contents

Brightwater Final EIS vii

Hanken (I132) ............................................................1925
Hansen (I258).............................................................1927
Hansen (I39) ...............................................................1929
Hanson (I40)...............................................................1931
Harbert (I41)...............................................................1933
Harris (I112)...............................................................1935
Hart (I42)....................................................................1937
Hartstock (I319) .........................................................1939
Hartzell (I320) ............................................................1941
Hatch (I366) ...............................................................1943
Hawkey (I321)............................................................1945
Hawkins (I106)...........................................................1947
Haxton (I367) .............................................................1949
Heady (E9) .................................................................1951
Helser (B2) .................................................................1953
Henderson (E18) ........................................................1955
Henderson (I368)........................................................1957
Henderson (I113)........................................................1959
Hensley (I215)............................................................1961
Hensley (I408)............................................................1965
Hermsmeier (I369) .....................................................2147
Hibbert (E25)..............................................................2149
Hibbert (E24)..............................................................2151
Hill (I322)...................................................................2153
Hill (I419)...................................................................2155
Hineman (I242) ..........................................................2157
Hoffman (I323) ..........................................................2159
Holman (I259) ............................................................2161
Holt (I324)..................................................................2163
Hooker (I137).............................................................2165
Hoover (I370). ............................................................2167
Horch (I91) .................................................................2169

Houchin (I371). ..........................................................2171
Houck (I325). .............................................................2173
Hovancy (I260) ..........................................................2175
Hovita (I372) ..............................................................2177
Hughes (I114).............................................................2179
Hulbert (I102).............................................................2181
Hungar (I326).............................................................2183
Hungar (I327).............................................................2185
Hutchins (I87) ............................................................2187
Hutton (I328)..............................................................2189



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Table of Contents

Brightwater Final EIS viii

Volume 15
Individuals (I-Z)

Last Name Beginning with I
Ii (I43) ........................................................................2191
Iseman (I230) .............................................................2193
Isler (I394)..................................................................2195

Last Name Beginning with J
Jacobson (I92) ............................................................2197
Jahng (I405)................................................................2199
James (I67) .................................................................2201
Jennings (I115)...........................................................2203
Johnson (I116)............................................................2205
Johnston (I197)...........................................................2207
Jones (I182) ................................................................2209
Jones (I311) ................................................................2211
Jones (B7)...................................................................2213
Jones (I279) ................................................................2217
Jones (I411) ................................................................2221
Jones (I183) ................................................................2241
Jorgensen (I44) ...........................................................2243
Joseph (I280) ..............................................................2245

Last Name Beginning with K
Kane (I45) ..................................................................2249
Kaysner (I117)............................................................2251
Keefe-Martin (I93) .....................................................2253
Kelly (I88) ..................................................................2255
Kelly (I118) ................................................................2257
Key (I373). .................................................................2259

Kioebge (I211) ...........................................................2269
Klatterbaugh (K2) ......................................................2271
Klippsten (I329) .........................................................2273
Koehler (I138) ............................................................2275
Kolbo (B4)..................................................................2277
Kolbo (I281)...............................................................2279
Korten (I119)..............................................................2281
Kostner (I120) ............................................................2283
Kovarik (I330)............................................................2285
Kuhn (I331) ................................................................2287

Last Name Beginning with L
LaMarche (I121) ........................................................2289
Lance (I154) ...............................................................2291
Latourelle (I261) ........................................................2293
Lazenby (I122) ...........................................................2295
Lease (I282)................................................................2297
Lease (I409)................................................................2299
Leland (I123)..............................................................2309
Lemonds (I149) ..........................................................2311
Lenox (I206)...............................................................2315
Lewis (I124). ..............................................................2317
Linder (I332) ..............................................................2319
Little (I125) ................................................................2321
Littlefield (B3)............................................................2323
Littlefield (I283) .........................................................2329
Livingston (I126)........................................................2333
Lloyd (I198). ..............................................................2335



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Table of Contents

Brightwater Final EIS ix

Lobe (I133).................................................................2337
Locke (I403)...............................................................2339
Long (I127). ...............................................................2343
Longoni (I284) ...........................................................2345
Longoni (I374) ...........................................................2349
Longstaff (E10) ..........................................................2353
Loo (I60) ....................................................................2355
Lucas (I333) ...............................................................2357
Lupo (I128) ................................................................2359

Last Name Beginning with M
Macellari (I153)..........................................................2361
Macellari (I262)..........................................................2363
Mackenzie (I184) .......................................................2365
MacRae (B1) ..............................................................2367
MacRae (I341)............................................................2371
Mahoney (I150)..........................................................2377
Mallon (I79) ...............................................................2379
Malmgren (I404) ........................................................2381
Manning (I143) ..........................................................2385
Marson (I263).............................................................2387
Maurer (E11) ..............................................................2389
Maurer (I334) .............................................................2391
Mayer (I139) ..............................................................2397
McAdam (I264)..........................................................2399
McCallum (I231)........................................................2401
McCallum (I151)........................................................2403
McCennachie (I406)...................................................2405
McEvoy (I68) .............................................................2407
McGinnis (I103).........................................................2409
McGinnis (I376).........................................................2411
McHarg (I377)............................................................2413

McKeown (I335) ........................................................2415
Megorden (I336). .......................................................2417
Merget (I134) .............................................................2419
Miceli (I154) ..............................................................2421
Micheline (I428).........................................................2423
Mikus (I378)...............................................................2427
Miskulin (I155). .........................................................2429
Mitchell (I145) ...........................................................2431
Moehrke (I337) ..........................................................2433
Mohar (I235) ..............................................................2435
Mohs (I265)................................................................2437
Moore (I338) ..............................................................2441
Morgan (I61) ..............................................................2443
Morgan (I46) ..............................................................2445
Morgan (I135) ............................................................2447
Morris (I8) ..................................................................2449
Moss (I156) ................................................................2451
Moulton (I285) ...........................................................2453
Mulkey (I209). ...........................................................2457
Munson (K1) ..............................................................2459

Last Name Beginning with N
Nank (E12) .................................................................2461
Nash (I136).................................................................2463
Nebel (I157) ...............................................................2465
Nelskog (I146)............................................................2467
Nelson (I199)..............................................................2469
Newquist (E27) ..........................................................2471
Nicholson (I47) ..........................................................2473
Nilson (I236) ..............................................................2475
Niolu (I339)................................................................2479
Nord (I158).................................................................2483



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Table of Contents

Brightwater Final EIS x

Noreen (I9) .................................................................2485
Northcutt (I69)............................................................2487

Last Name Beginning with O
O’Driscoll (I204)........................................................2489
O’Hanlon (I17). ..........................................................2491
Ohrenschall (I227)......................................................2493
Olmsted (I379) ...........................................................2495
Olson (I159) ...............................................................2501
Olson (G2)..................................................................2503
O’Morrison (E13).......................................................2507
O’Morrison (I266)......................................................2511
Ordway (I94) ..............................................................2513
Orians (I380). .............................................................2515
O’Rourke (E28)..........................................................2517
O’Rourke (I342).........................................................2519
Orvis (E17).................................................................2523
Orvis (I251) ................................................................2527
Oswalt (I70)................................................................2541
Ottele (I18) .................................................................2543
Owen (I80). ................................................................2545

Last Name Beginning with P
Pal (I10)......................................................................2547
Parker (I216) ..............................................................2549
Patterson (I196) ..........................................................2551
Paul (I181)..................................................................2553
Pearson (I222) ............................................................2555
Penhollow (I89)..........................................................2557
Perdue (I207)..............................................................2559
Perigo (I381) ..............................................................2561
Perry (I160) ................................................................2563

Petersen (I382) ...........................................................2565
Phillips (I383).............................................................2567
Plemons (I161) ...........................................................2569
Poole (I162)................................................................2571
Porter (K7)..................................................................2573
Potter (I267) ...............................................................2575
Potter (I384) ...............................................................2577
Powers (I11). ..............................................................2579
Preston (I81) ...............................................................2581
Prickett (I163). ...........................................................2583
Prouty (I237) ..............................................................2585

Last Name Beginning with Q
None

Last Name Beginning with R
Rainer (E14) ...............................................................2587
Rainey (I344)..............................................................2589
Rapoport (I385) ..........................................................2591
Reagan (I71)...............................................................2593
Reber (I82) .................................................................2595
Reed (I386).................................................................2597
Rendahl (I72)..............................................................2599
Renshaw (I185) ..........................................................2601
Renshaw (I310) ..........................................................2603
Renshaw (I345) ..........................................................2607
Rethke (I226)..............................................................2609
Rettig (I186) ...............................................................2611
Rew (I164)..................................................................2613
Reynolds (I212)..........................................................2615
Reynoldson (I346)......................................................2619
Rhodes (I387).............................................................2623



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Table of Contents

Brightwater Final EIS xi

Rice (I268)..................................................................2625
Richardson (I221).......................................................2627
Ridlon (I243) ..............................................................2629
Robbins (I388)............................................................2631
Robles (I347)..............................................................2633
Rogers (I389)..............................................................2635
Rogers (I19)................................................................2637
Rogers (I48)................................................................2639
Rosner (I20)................................................................2641
Ross (I49) ...................................................................2643
Roundhill (I187).........................................................2645
Roundhill (I287).........................................................2647
Rubstello (I62)............................................................2649
Ruddy (I152) ..............................................................2651
Rush (I192).................................................................2655
Rutherford (I412) .......................................................2657
Ryan (I50) ..................................................................2667

Last Name Beginning with S
Sakura (I270)..............................................................2669
Sakura (I288)..............................................................2671
Salerno (I232).............................................................2675
Sallomi (I165). ...........................................................2677
Salmon (I166).............................................................2679
Sampson (I11) ............................................................2681
Sanderson (I348) ........................................................2683
Sather (I349)...............................................................2685
Saunders (I225) ..........................................................2687
Schaffler (I167) ..........................................................2689
Scham (E15) ...............................................................2691
Schmied (I238)...........................................................2693
Schneider (I168) .........................................................2695

Schneider (I390) .........................................................2697
Schulte (I213).............................................................2705
Schurman (I169).........................................................2707
Scollard (I391)............................................................2709
Seet (I244) ..................................................................2711
Shapiro (I170) ............................................................2713
Shebilske (I171) .........................................................2715
Shebilske (I289) .........................................................2717
Sheehan (I421). ..........................................................2719
Shofstall (I172)...........................................................2721
Shreve (I392)..............................................................2723
Simard (I393). ............................................................2725
Simmons (I422)..........................................................2727
Sloan (I173)................................................................2729
Smith (I290). ..............................................................2731
Smits (I152)................................................................2733
Snell (I21)...................................................................2735
Snyder (I220)..............................................................2737
Soll (I53) ....................................................................2739
Soltesz (I217) .............................................................2741
Songy (I73).................................................................2743
Start (I140) .................................................................2745
Stephensen (I141).......................................................2747
Stepper (I193).............................................................2749
Stewart (I423).............................................................2751
Stone (I174)................................................................2753
Stuckey (K3) ..............................................................2755
Surabian (I175)...........................................................2757
Swaim (I395)..............................................................2759
Sweeney (I12) ............................................................2761
Swinney (I396)...........................................................2763
Symington (I424) .......................................................2765



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Table of Contents

Brightwater Final EIS xii

Last Name Beginning with T
Tatman (I63)...............................................................2769
Tatman (I291).............................................................2771
Thomas (I425) ............................................................2773
Thompson (I176)........................................................2775
Thompson (I188)........................................................2777
Tonkin (I397) .............................................................2779
Tradel (I398) ..............................................................2781
Treiber (I107) .............................................................2783
Trocano (I245)............................................................2785
Turpin (I247) ..............................................................2787

Last Name Beginning with U
None

Last Name Beginning with V
Van Dyke (I224).........................................................2789
Vercelli (I292) ............................................................2793
Verdan (I239) .............................................................2795
Verhei (I144) ..............................................................2797
Virgin (I426) ..............................................................2799

Last Name Beginning with W
Wambolt (I420) ..........................................................2803
Ward (I189) ................................................................2805
Warden (I402) ............................................................2807
Watson (I104).............................................................2813
Watson (I177).............................................................2815
Weaver (I427) ............................................................2817
Westergaard (I13).......................................................2819
Weston (I293).............................................................2821
Weston (I399).............................................................2825
Whitacre (I218) ..........................................................2869

Witney (I400) .............................................................2871
Wiggins (K5)..............................................................2875
Willett (B6) ................................................................2877
Withers (I401). ...........................................................2881
Woodard (I269) ..........................................................2883
Woodfield (I214)........................................................2885

Last Name Beginning with X
None

Last Name Beginning with Y
Youngblood (I223).....................................................2887

Last Name Beginning with Z
Zhong (I142) ..............................................................2889
Zyskowski (I240). ......................................................2891



Brightwater Final EIS  xiii

Acronyms and Abbreviations

AAF average annual flow
AASHTO American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
ACI American Concrete Institute
ADR Architectural Design Criteria
ADWF average dry-weather flow
ADT average daily traffic
ANSI American National Standards Institute
APT advanced primary treatment
AR aquatic resource
ASIL ambient source impact level
ASP amnesic shellfish poisoning
ASTM American Society for Testing and Materials
AWDT average weekday traffic
AWT advanced wastewater treatment
AWWF average wet-weather flow

BACT best available control technology
BASTE Bay Area Sewage Toxics Emission model
BETX Xylenes (benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene, and zylene)
bgs below ground surface
BMP best management practice
BNSF Burlington Northern-Santa Fe (railway)
BOD biochemical oxygen demand
BPA Bonneville Power Administration
BRHL Bothell Registry of Historic Landmarks
bsp atmospheric particles (by nephelometer)
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CAA Clean Air Act (federal)
CAO Critical Area Ordinance
CATAD computer augmented treatment and disposal system
CAS conventional activated sludge
CCTV cable connected television camera
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability

Act
cfm cubic feet per minute
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
cfs cubic feet per second
CFU coliform units
City Light Seattle City Light
CO carbon monoxide
COD chemical oxygen demand
COE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
CPP Countywide Planning Policy
CSO combined sewer overflow
CU conditional use
CUP conditional use permit
CVSSA Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer
CVWD Cross Valley Water District
CWA Clean Water Act (federal)
cy cubic yard
CZMA Coastal Zone Management Act

DAF dissolved air flotation
dBA decibel, A-weighted
DDES King County Department of Development and Environmental Services
DEQ detailed evaluation question
DNRP King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
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DO dissolved oxygen
DOH Department of Health (Washington State)
DPS distinct population segment
D/T dilution to threshold
du dwelling unit

EAC Executive Advisory Committee
Ecology Washington State Department of Ecology
ECDC Edmonds Community Development Code
EEM estuarine emergent wetland
EFH Essential Fish Habitat
EIS environmental impact statement
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
EPF essential public facility
ESA Endangered Species Act
ESC erosion and sediment control
ESI Eastside Interceptor
E2EM intertidal emergent
ETS Effluent Transfer System

FERC Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
FHWA Federal Highway Administration
FPA Forest Practices Act
FS freeway service
FTA Federal Transit Administration
FTE full-time employee
FWPCA Federal Water Pollution Control Act

GBT gravity belt thickener
GIS geographic information system
GMA Growth Management Act (Washington State)
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GMA Board Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board
gpd gallons per day
gpm gallons per minute
H2S hydrogen sulfide
HABS/HAER Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering

Record
HAP hazardous air pollutant
HCP Habitat Conservation Plan
HDPE high density polyethylene
HI heavy industrial
HMP Habitat Management Plan
HMMP Hazardous Materials Management Plan
HOV high occupancy vehicle
hp horsepower
HPA Hydraulic Project Approval
HPO high purity oxygen
HVAC heating, ventilation, and cooling
HWTM Hazardous Waste Technical Memorandum

IBC International Building Code
IDA International Dark-Sky Association
IDLH Immediately Dangerous to Life or Health
IESNA Illuminating Engineering Society of North America
I/I infiltration/inflow
IPS influent pump station
IRIS Integrated Risk Information System
ISO International Organization for Standardization
ITE Institute of Transportation Engineers

KCC King County Code
KCLL King County Landmarks List
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kV kilovolt
kWh kilowatt-hour

Leq maximum hour continuous equivalent level
L50 mean value of a noise level over a 1-hour monitoring period
LI light industrial
LID low-impact development
L1OW lacustrine limnetic open water
LOS level of service
L2OW lacustrine littoral open water

MACT maximum achievable control technology
MBR membrane bioreactor
Metro Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle or King County Department of

Metropolitan Services
mgd millions gallons per day
mg/L milligrams per liter
MLLW mean lower low water
MMPA Marine Mammal Protection Act
MOSS Marine Outfall Siting Study
MPA Marine Protected Area
MSA Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
MSL mean sea level
MTBM microtunnel boring machine
MTCA Model Toxics Control Act
MTP Metropolitan Transportation Plan
MVM million vehicle miles
MW megawatt
MWh megawatt hour
MWPAAC Metropolitan Water Pollution Abatement Advisory Committee
MWWF maximum wet weather flow
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NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NCP National Contingency Plan
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NESHAPS National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
NGVD National Geodetic Vertical Datum
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NIOSH National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (formerly

NMFSNational Marine Fisheries Service)
NOC Notice of Construction permit
NOx nitrous oxides
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPPC Northwest Power Planning Council
NRDA Natural Resource Damage Assessment
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
NTP north treatment plant
NTU nephelometric turbidity unit

O3 ozone
OAHP Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation (Washington State)
OCD Washington State Department of Natural Resources
OHW ordinary high water mark
OMP RWSP Operational Master Plan
OSHA Occupational Health and Safety Act

PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
PBT persistent, bioacculmulative, and toxic
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PEEP Pooled Emission Estimation Program
PEM palustrine emergent wetland
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PFO palustrine forest wetland
PHS Priority Habitats and Species Program
PM particulate matter
POTW publicly owned treatment works
POW palustrine open water wetland
ppbV parts per billion by volume
ppm parts per million
PPV peak particle velocity
PSA portal siting area
PSAMP Puget Sound Ambient Monitoring Program
PS Clean Air Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration permit
PSE Puget Sound Energy
psi pounds per square inch
psig pounds per square inch gauge
PSP paralytic shellfish poisoning
PSRC Puget Sound Regional Council
PSS palustrine scrub shrub wetland
PSWQAT Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team
PUD public utility district

QA/QC quality assurance/quality control

RCE residential customer equivalent
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RCW Revised Code of Washington
R4SB riverine intermittent
RI remedial investigation
RI/FS remedial investigation/feasibility study
RMS root mean square
ROV remotely operated vehicle
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ROW right-of-way
RTA Regional Transit Authority
R3SB riverine upper perennial
R2UB riverine unconsolidated bottom
R2SB riverine lower perennial
RWQC King County Regional Water Quality Committee
RWSP Regional Wastewater Services Plan

SARS severe acute respiratory syndrome
SCADA Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition System
SCC Snohomish County Code
SCCRI Snohomish County Cultural Resources Inventory
SCHRI Snohomish County Historic Resources Inventory
SCS Soil Conservation Service
SCT Snohomish County Tomorrow
SEPA State Environmental Policy Act
the Services NOAA Fisheries and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
SGMP Seattle Area Geologic Mapping Project
SIP State Implementation Plan
SLS&E Seattle, Lake Shore and Eastern (railroad)
SMA Shoreline Management Act
SMP Shoreline Master Program
SMS Sediment Management Standards (Washington State)
SPCC Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures
SPCCP Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan
SPT Standard Penetration Test
SPU Seattle Public Utilities
SQER small quantity emission rate
SR state route
SS suspended solids
SSO sanitary sewer overflow
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SWD Seattle Water Department
SWIFZ South Whidbey Island Fault Zone
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

TAC toxic air contaminant
TAP toxic air pollutant
TBM tunnel boring machine
TMDL total maximum daily loading
TMP Traffic Management Plan
TPH total petroleum hydrocarbon
tpy tons per year
TSP total suspended particulate matter
TSS total suspended solids

µg/m3 micrograms per cubic meter
UFC Uniform Fire Code
UBC Uniform Building Code
UGA Urban Growth Area
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture
USDOT U.S. Department of Transportation
USFS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS U.S. Geological Survey
UST underground storage tank
USWB U.S. Weather Bureau
UV ultraviolet light

VOC volatile organic compound
VS volatile solid

WA DNR Washington State Department of Natural Resources
WAC Washington Administrative Code
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WARM Washington Ranking Method
WDFW Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
WHO World Health Organization
WHR Washington Heritage Register
WISHA Washington Industrial Safety and Health Act
WLA wasteload allocation
WRIA Water Resource Inventory Area
WSDOT Washington State Department of Transportation
WTD King County Wastewater Treatment Division
WWHM Western Washington Hydrological Model
WWTP wastewater treatment plant

ZID zone of initial dilution
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Response to Comment O5-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment O1-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O1-2

Portal 27 at NE 205th St and 1st Ave NE is considered a
secondary portal for the Route 9-195th Street Preferred
Alternative; secondary portal sites are not expected to be
required based on existing geotechnical analyses. However,
they may be needed if additional geotechnical analysis
performed during final design indicates that a shorter tunnel
reaches are required. A decision on the need for secondary
portals will not be made until final design is completed. If
needed, secondary portals may also be used for ancillary
ventilation, ground improvement, and/or grouting supply. After
a final decision is made on the location for the Brightwater
System, King County will work with local jurisdictions to
determine mitigation strategies and solutions to the
construction and operational impacts. Chapter 3 of the Final
EIS contains an updated description of project alternatives.
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Response to Comment O1-3

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O1-4

Thank you for your comment. 

Response to Comment O1-5

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment O2-1

In response to this comment, as well as other individual and
agency comments, the conveyance tunnel is being designed
to avoid impacts to aquifers along the alignment. One option
would be the use of a multiple-pass liner system in some
aquifer areas. The first-pass liner would be a precast bolted
and gasketed segmental concrete liner. The second-pass liner
would be installed inside the first liner. Materials for the
second-pass liner would be welded steel pipe, fiberglass, or
cast-in-place concrete. The tunnel lining system will be
designed to prevent groundwater from leaking into the
tunnels. Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS for additional discussion of
this issue.

The Route 9-195th Street System alternative would cross
under Little Bear Creek with a vertical separation of over 150
feet. The Route 9-228th Street System would be at 50 feet
below the creek, while the Unocal System would not cross
the creek.
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Response to Comment O6-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O6-2

The outfall and the associated portal (Portal Siting Area 19)
would be designed in a way that would prevent impact to
groundwater flow at the Richmond Beach site. The
groundwater analyses presented in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS show that groundwater
inflow rates will be low for both portal and tunnel
construction. Consequently, there should be no adverse
effects to Chevron cleanup efforts. However, King County
recognizes that additional subsurface investigations will be
necessary in cooperation with Chevron to design and
construct the conveyance system in a manner protective of
ongoing remediation efforts. 

Response to Comment O6-3

The Final EIS shows that ChevronTexaco’s Point Wells
property consists of 80 acres, as per Snohomish County
Property Tax records.

Response to Comment O6-4

Barge traffic for construction of the marine outfall would be
coordinated so that Chevron traffic is not interrupted. Chapter
16 of the Final EIS has been revised to reflect this new
information. 

Response to Comment O6-5

Thank you for your comment. 
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Response to Comment O6-6

Barge traffic for construction of the marine outfall would be
coordinated so that Chevron traffic is not interrupted. To
correct Table 3-21 of the Draft EIS, the sentence “Barge
traffic for construction of the marine outfall would be
coordinated so that Chevron and tribal traffic are not
interrupted” has been added to the text of the Final EIS under
the Mitigation Measures column.

Response to Comment O6-7

Construction of Portal 19 and the Zone 7S outfall would be
adjacent to the existing ChevronTexaco terminal, with the
land-based staging area for onshore, nearshore, and offshore
construction. Construction trucks would access the site from
Richmond Beach Drive NW via North 185th Street and SR-
99. Truck operations at the ChevronTexaco terminal are
relatively light, so they probably would not expect to have
many conflicts with Brightwater construction trucks.
However, Brightwater would schedule construction truck
trips around the ChevronTexaco truck operations schedule.
The construction approach and schedule of the site are
summarized in Appendix 3-G, Construction Approach and
Schedule, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O6-8

Portal Siting Area 19 is no longer a proposed location for the
dechlorination facility. For the Route 9-195th Street System,
the facility would be constructed at Portal Siting Area 5,
while for the Route 9-228th Street System the facility would
be at Portal Siting Area 26.

Response to Comment O6-9

The Final EIS describes the location of the candidate parcels
within each portal siting area. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the
Final EIS for this information.
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Response to Comment O6-10

The text of the Final EIS has been corrected as follows: “Vessels using
these ports include oil tankers, cargo vessels, commercial fishing
vessels, tugs, barges, cruise ships and naval vessels.”

Response to Comment O6-11

The sentence(s) describing the frequency of dock usage in the Final EIS
has been edited as follows: “The frequency of marine traffic accessing
the dock is currently 3 to 4 barges per week and, on average, one tanker
ship per quarter.”
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Response to Comment O6-12

Barge traffic for construction of the marine outfall would be
coordinated so that Chevron traffic is not interrupted. To
correct Page 16-49 of the Draft EIS, the text of the Final EIS
has been revised to include the following information: Barge
traffic for construction of the marine outfall would be
coordinated with affected tribal governments and with
Chevron officials so that marine traffic accessing the
Chevron dock at Point Wells is not interrupted.

Response to Comment O6-13

Please refer to the response to Comment O6-7 of this letter.

Response to Comment O6-14

The Final EIS provides additional specificity with respect to
the location and impacts of portals and conveyance system
information in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment O12-1

In the Draft EIS, the StockPot property had been excluded
from the treatment plant site. However, the site design in the
Final EIS includes the StockPot property. If the Route 9 site
is selected and the final site layout for the proposed
Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Route 9 site requires the
use of Lot 1 of the Woodinville North Business Park
(StockPot property), then King County would acquire that
property and relocate the tenant, consistent with the terms of
King County’s acquisition and relocation policies and
procedures and applicable laws.

Response to Comment O12-2

Increased traffic, competing access, and new roadways would
not be an issue for StockPot, Inc. The StockPot Culinary
Campus would be acquired through King County’s property
acquisition process. 

If the Route 9 site is selected, and the final site layout for the
proposed Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Route 9 site
requires use of Lot 1 of the Woodinville North Business Park
(StockPot Culinary Campus), then King County would
acquire that property and relocate the tenant, consistent with
the provisions of King County’s acquisition and relocation
policies and procedures and applicable law. Assuming the
StockPot Culinary Campus is acquired through King
County’s property acquisition process, as currently planned,
increased traffic, competing access, and new roadways would
not be an issue for StockPot, Inc.

Response to Comment O12-3

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment O12-4

The Final EIS contains substantial new information on the
affected environment, impacts during construction and
operation, and mitigation. This new information includes
additional evaluations on air quality, environmental health,
transportation, noise, and other elements of the environment
of concern to StockPot, and other surrounding businesses and
residents. Please refer to the various chapters and appendices
of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O12-5

Please refer to the response to Comment O12-2 in this letter.

Response to Comment O12-6

As described in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, specific
mitigation measures would be implemented to protect
adjacent properties from mud and other material that could be
tracked off the site. Wheels of construction vehicles would be
washed before the vehicles exit the site. Chapter 9 of the
Final EIS addresses biosolids transport and handling, noting
that biosolids transport would comply with King County’s
Biosolids and Grit Haul Contingency Handbook, which
outlines procedures to prevent impacts of the spill of
biosolids on sensitive areas or adjacent properties.

Response to Comment O12-7

Please refer to the response to Comment O12-2 in this letter.

Response to Comment O12-8

Construction noise and vibration impacts to StockPot, Inc.
would primarily occur during weekday hours between 7 a.m.
and 10 p.m. Construction during these hours is exempt from
regulation, although King County would employ a number of
noise management measures to minimize noise and vibration
impacts Mitigation of construction noise and vibration is
described in the Final EIS in greater detail than in the Draft
EIS and is proposed to protect residences near the site.
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Although StockPot, Inc. is closer to construction activities than these
residences, StockPot would benefit from mitigation and possible
restricted hours for certain construction activities. Daytime construction
noise and vibration impacts near the Route 9 site would not be as
noticeable as in quieter zones because the ambient noise and vibration
levels at the Route 9 site are dominated by traffic on SR 522.

Response to Comment O12-9

Please refer to Chapter 5 and Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, for information about dust control during construction.
The Route 9 site design in the Final EIS includes the StockPot property.
Please refer to the response to Comment O12-2 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O12-10

The initial detection threshold for hydrogen sulfide (H2S) is
0.0008 ppmV. For the Final EIS, the proposed biofilter
design at the Route 9 site was replaced with a three-stage
chemical scrubber system. The odor emissions were
remodeled, and the maximum offsite H2S impact for peak
odor conditions was 0.00005 ppmV. The maximum impact
near the StockPot Culinary Campus was 0.00002 ppmV. All
these impacts are well below the initial detection threshold
for H2S.

If the proposed Brightwater Treatment Plant were located at
the Route 9 site, King County would relocate the StockPot
facility. Please refer to the response to Comment O12-2 in
this letter.

Response to Comment O12-11

The amount of odor that would be emitted from the
Brightwater Treatment Plant under worst-case conditions was
modeled on 99.99 percent hydrogen sulfide removal. The
property line concentrations would be below the detection
threshold for odor, hydrogen sulfide and ammonia.

Response to Comment O12-12

The results of the dispersion modeling indicate that there will
be no detectable odors beyond the property line of the
facility. Please refer to Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS, for details on the
engineering and scientific procedures used to establish this
conclusion.
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Response to Comment O12-13

Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Final EIS for evaluation of
odor impacts. The wastewater treatment plant has a design
criterion of no odors beyond the property line, which has
been demonstrated with dispersion modeling. The Route 9
site design in the Final EIS includes the StockPot property.
Please refer to the response to Comment O12-2 in this letter.

Response to Comment O12-14

Please refer to the response to Comment O12-6 in this letter,
for a discussion of biosolids handling and measures to
minimize the tracking of mud off of the project site. With
respect to contaminated soils, as described in the Draft and
Final EIS, construction specifications will address monitoring
of contaminated soil during excavation activities and
handling, and disposing of contaminated soils, if
encountered. Specific measures to minimize potential impacts
to adjacent properties include inspection and washing of all
trucks transporting contaminated soils before exiting the
construction site, and transporting contaminated soils using
trucks with covered and secured loads to prevent spilling
during transport.
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Response to Comment O12-15

Please refer to the response to Comment O12-2 in this letter.

Response to Comment O12-16

Please refer to the response to Comment O12-8 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O12-17

We have added your name to our mailing list. Please refer to
the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment O14-
31, for a summary of public involvement activities that have
been completed to date.
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Response to Comment O19-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment O19-2

For information on odor control issues at the proposed
Brightwater Treatment Plant sites, please refer to Chapter 5,
and Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant,
and to the response to the City of Kenmore, of the Final
EIS, Comment C3-112.

Response to Comment O19-3

The 240 feet of test drilling referenced in the Enterprise
news article was one of numerous new test borings being
drilled along the 195th Street alignment for use in the Final
EIS and as part of pre-design work being undertaken by
King County design teams. The information from this
boring was not available in time for the Draft EIS and was
therefore not included in that document. However,
information from the referenced boring and from 27 other
new borings will be included in Chapter 6 and Appendices
4-B, Geotechnical Progress Report: Conveyance, and 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

An incident occurred at the location of Boring E-113 as
reported in the Enterprise news article. A small amount of
groundwater associated with artesian conditions emerged
from the borehole and over a weekend flowed across the
ground surface to the local storm drain. As the water
flowed, it carried some suspended soil and/or drilling fluids
to the drain. Washington State Department of Ecology was
notified, and several actions were taken so that this type of
incident would not recur. Most of these actions were
incorporated in a Spill Response and Contingency Plan
prepared for Ecology.

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9, for more
information on how the conveyance lines and portals will
be constructed under either artesian or water table
conditions to protect groundwater and prevent aquifer
depletion.
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Response to Comment O19-4

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-35, and to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comments W3-117 and W3-121. Compared to King
County’s 2 other regional treatment facilities and its existing
conveyance system, Brightwater would result in a lower risk of spills
from pipeline breaks and overflows for several reasons. As described in
the project description in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, the project would
incorporate a number of options to minimize the risk of overflows,
including options to store flows in the system, or to convey flows to the
West Point or South Treatment Plant. In addition, all new conveyance
facilities would be designed to comply with applicable Washington
State Department of Ecology standards. These standards would also
help to minimize the introduction of new inflow and infiltration (I/I)
into the system. For a discussion of King County’s Regional I/I Control
Program, please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O19-5

The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the Draft EIS.
The Final EIS provides a more refined project description, a concise
evaluation of significant impacts, and additional information and
technical data in the appendices. A discussion of emergency flow
management procedures is included in the Final EIS. Please refer to
Chapter 3 and the discussion of impacts in Chapters 6, 7, 8, and 9.

Response to Comment O19-6

The service life of the seals, gaskets, and grout in the pipeline will
match the 100-year design life of the rest of the tunnel to eliminate the
need for routine maintenance inside the tunnel. Generally, seals and
gaskets in the pumps will last several years, with the exact service life
varying as a function of the size and type of pump. The County has an
inspection schedule to evaluate the condition of the seals and gaskets.
Maintenance will be scheduled for any leaky joints found during an
inspection, with the repair priority corresponding to the severity of the
leakage.
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Response to Comment O19-7

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment O19-8

The Draft and Final EIS note other planning documents
issued prior to the EIS related to the proposal and describes
how objectives of the documents are met. They also note
which permits and approvals are required and describe how
WAC 197-11-650 is satisfied.

Response to Comment O19-9

King County has worked closely with affected agencies, local
municipalities, and local communities on the siting and
environmental review of the Brightwater proposal. Please
refer to the Final EIS Chapter 2, attachments to the Final EIS
and responses to comments from agencies on the Draft EIS.

Response to Comment O19-10

Wastewater treatment service is only provided within
designated Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) with few
exceptions. These areas are designated as part of the state
Growth Management Act (GMA) and local comprehensive
plans. The Route 9 treatment plant site is in the UGA, as are
the customers who would be served. 

Population and employment forecasts in north King County
and south Snohomish County and how those forecasts are
used to calculate wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2
and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment O19-11

The applicable regulatory requirements are listed in Chapters
4 through 17 for each element of the environment and are
either summarized in the Final EIS text or included in the
appendices to the chapters of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O19-12

Evaluations of the Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer and of
adjacent and underlying aquifers, wetlands, and streams have
all been performed and are included in Appendix 6-B,
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Geology and Groundwater, and Chapters 6 and 7 of the Final EIS. The
West Point Treatment Plant is a combined sewer plant with much larger
peak flows (with a higher potential for overflows) and a greater
fluctuation between average and peak flows. The Brightwater Treatment
Plant would not be a combined sewer plant and therefore would have a
smaller peaking factor.
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Response to Comment O19-13

The area of the Route 9 site proposed for treatment plant
facilities is located within the Snohomish County Urban
Growth Area. The current proposal detailed in Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS calls for membrane bioreactor with ballasted
primary treatment, which will produce substantially reduced
loadings to Puget Sound, compared with conventional
secondary treatment. Please refer to the response to Comment
O19-57 in this letter for a discussion of biosolids treatment
options for the Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment O19-14

King County will not require anyone to connect to the new
Brightwater System. Local wastewater agencies collect
wastewater from homes and businesses and contract with
King County to convey and treat the wastewater at one of our
regional treatment plants. The decision of where and when to
build or extend service lines rests with the local wastewater
districts and agencies. These decisions are based on local
land use decisions. However, King County must anticipate
and build the capacity to treat the wastewater from the local
agencies that we contract with, using locally adopted land use
plans as the basis for projections into the future. 

Wastewater treatment service is only provided within
designated Urban Growth Area (UGA), with few exceptions.
These are designated as part of the state Growth Management
Act and local comprehensive plans. Based on these plans,
King County expects that homes and businesses within the
UGA are likely to have sewer service within the next two
decades, but the exact timing would be up to the local
agencies. Local agencies may not require a home to hook up
to the sewer system if the septic system is working properly.
Under the best conditions, the life of a septic system is
approximately 20 to 30 years. Depending on the individual
circumstances it can be less expensive to hook up to the
sewer than it is to build a new septic system or replace a
failed system. Septic systems can be very expensive to repair
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and an entire system replacement can cost in the range of $10,000 to
$40,000. Being hooked up to the sewer system can also increase the
overall value of a home. 

Response to Comment O19-15

King County and other agencies have successfully constructed several
tunnels within the area including King County, Renton Effluent Transfer
Line, and Metro’s bus tunnel in downtown Seattle. For each tunnel, the
risk to workers and response crews has been minimized through both
design and construction strategies and safety plans and procedures.

Response to Comment O19-16

The Final EIS and its appendices do contain a reasonably thorough
discussion, supported with substantial technical analysis, of the probable
significant adverse environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation
measures.

Response to Comment O19-17

For information on King County’s inflow and infiltration (I/I) program
please refer to the Final EIS Chapters 1 and 2, or visit the program Web
site at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/i-i/index.htm. Also, please refer to the
response to the Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-9.
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Response to Comment O19-18

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O19-19

The Brightwater project is one element of the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), which is a plan with
specific actions designed to address our region’s long-term
wastewater treatment needs through 2030. The RWSP
resulted from an 8-year planning effort and was adopted by
the King County Council in November 1999. The RWSP
recognizes that King County will reach its wastewater
capacity in 2010. A number of alternatives were looked at to
find out how King County’s capacity could be increased,
including the expansion of its two regional facilities,
construction of smaller satellite facilities, and construction of
a new regional wastewater facility. It was determined that a
new regional facility would best meet the regions long-term
wastewater needs. The RWSP calls for the construction of
such a facility by 2010 to accommodate growth in the
northern portion of our wastewater service area, including a
large portion of south Snohomish County. For over 40 years,
King County has been treating the wastewater from this area
at its treatment plants in Seattle and Renton. 

In addition to acknowledging the need for a third regional
treatment plant, the RWSP also calls for expansion at the
South Treatment Plant in Renton by 2029. In order to handle
increased wastewater flow from the southern and eastern
portion of the King County Service Area, the South
Treatment Plant’s capacity will be increased from its current
115 million gallons per day (mgd) to 135 mgd. The
remaining land available at the South Plant in Renton will be
needed to add new facilities to improve odor control, new
solids handling technologies, energy generation, and water
reclamation. 

The RWSP also addresses reducing the amount of stormwater
and groundwater that gets into the sewer system through



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Just the Facts (O19)

Brightwater Final EIS 972

inflow and infiltration (I/I). This clean water uses up valuable capacity
needed to treat wastewater. Although reducing the stormwater and
groundwater getting into the sewer system will not preclude the need for
a new regional wastewater facility, it may help reduce the size and cost
of facilities in the long term. Improving the reliability of King County’s
system of pipes and pumps, and accelerating efforts to reduce storm-
related overflows, also known as combined sewer overflows (CSO), is
part of the RWSP as is the practice of recycling biosolids. For additional
information, please refer to the Final EIS Chapter 2 or the RWSP, which
can be found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, or on CD by
contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799 or toll-free at 1-888-
707-8571.

Response to Comment O19-20

King County will work with local jurisdictions and neighboring
residents to keep people informed of the construction and operation of
the Brightwater System. To do this, the County will use a variety of
strategies that may include community meetings, a construction hotline,
Web page updates, e-mail updates, and newsletters. Please refer to the
response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment O14-31, for a list of
public involvement activities that have been completed to date. For
additional information, please refer to the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions. 

Response to Comment O19-21

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O19-22

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) states in WAC 197-11-759
that the lead agency is the agency with the main responsibility for
complying with SEPA procedural requirements. SEPA also states in
WAC 197-11-926 that when a governmental agency initiates a proposal,
it is the lead agency for that proposal. If two or more agencies share in
the implementation of a proposal, the agencies must determine which
agency will be the lead agency. King County is the governmental
agency initiating the Brightwater proposal, and while other federal,
state, and local agencies will issue permits for the Brightwater proposal,

they are not sharing in the implementation of the Brightwater proposal.
Thus, in accordance with the SEPA Rules, King County is the lead
agency.
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Response to Comment O19-23

The Draft EIS identified the Cross Valley Aquifer as a sole
source aquifer. The Sole Source Aquifer Protection program
is summarized in the Draft EIS and Final EIS. Snohomish
County is in the process of developing a Critical Aquifer
Recharge Area ordinance under the state Growth
Management Act, and that information is included in Chapter
6 of the Final EIS. Studies and reviews conducted by King
County for the Final EIS meet the substantive regulatory
requirements for the Sole Source Aquifer Protection
Program. For additional details, please refer to Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O19-24

For additional information on how the Brightwater Treatment
Plant would meet the needs of the regional community,
please refer to Chapters 1 through 3 of the Final EIS, and the
response to Comment O19-19 in this letter for additional
information.
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Response to Comment O19-25

The process to remove contaminated soils at the Route 9 site,
should they be found to exist, will consist of conducting a
subsurface evaluation to determine presence of potential
contamination based on known site past use (also known as
Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessments). The findings from
these evaluations will be incorporated into the construction
documents such that if potential soil or groundwater
contamination is encountered during excavation, the
contaminated material will be managed and disposed in
accordance with applicable regulations.

No adverse effects are anticipated when excavating for the
conveyance pipelines on the site to depths of 150 feet.
Standard proven construction and dewatering techniques
(slurry [diaphragm] walls) will be used to construct the
necessary Influent Pump Station shaft that will connect the
conveyance pipelines to the treatment plant. Please refer to
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
for a description of this construction technique.

Response to Comment O19-26

It is assumed that “deep drilling” is referring to shafts needed
for conveyance tunneling at the Route 9 site. Normal drilling
procedures provide measures to seal off various geologic
strata that are penetrated vertically such that existing
contamination or spills do not migrate downward and impact
deeper water-bearing zones. These types of typical drilling
and construction approaches are described in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS under the topic
of portal construction.

Negligible impacts from excavation are anticipated.
Negligible to no impacts are anticipated from construction of
clarifiers and basins at the Route 9 site, as described in
Appendix 6-B. At the Route 9 treatment plant site, the
influent pump station could be built as deep as 300 feet below
existing ground surface. The other facilities would be nearer
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the ground surface, with an estimated maximum foundation depth of 55
feet below ground surface for the aeration basins.

King County is committed to mitigating significant adverse
environmental impacts that result from construction of the project and
will implement a Potable Water Replacement Program as needed for
wells that are impacted.

Response to Comment O19-27

Please refer to the Final EIS Chapter 6 for updated information on the
impacts and associated mitigation involving the aquifer. For information
on mitigation issues, please refer to the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment O19-28

Compared to many other treatment facilities in the U.S., Brightwater
will utilize advanced technologies to minimize the risk of spills and
leaks and the potential for contamination of groundwater supplies. 

Revisions to the EIS have expanded the discussions of potential
contamination from the treatment plant to the environment. Please refer
to the response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-43, for a summary of these discussions, and to Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for details.
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Response to Comment O19-29

Please refer to the response to Comment O19-57 in this letter,
for information on biosolids production at the Brightwater
Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment O19-30

The Brightwater Treatment Plant would provide enhanced
secondary treatment of wastewater, preceded by preliminary
and primary treatment, for discharge to Puget Sound and
advanced (tertiary) treatment of a portion of the effluent to
produce Class A reclaimed water for non-drinking water uses
such as irrigation, industrial cooling, and industrial process
water. US Filter, Zenon, and Kubota are all vendors of
membrane bioreactor (MBR) equipment that have been
involved in the Brightwater project. Additional information
on the proposed treatment plant processes can be found in
Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS. For information on Class A biosolids, please refer
to the response to Comment O19-57 in this letter. 

Ultraviolet disinfection would be used at both sites for reuse,
and at the Unocal site for disinfection of the MBR effluent.
Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-131, for
information on UV disinfection. The MBR process would
produce high quality secondary effluent, but would not treat
the wastewater to achieve potable water quality. Additional
treatment, such as reverse osmosis or other processes, would
be required to achieve potable water quality. An analysis was
performed that looked at treating the effluent to provide for
discharge to Lake Washington, but this option was not
pursued further. Please refer to Brightwater Siting Project,
Phase 3 Technical Memorandum Overview of reuse planning
to date and considerations for discharging highly treated
effluent into Lake Washington from the Route 9 location of
the Brightwater Treatment Plant (King County, 2002). The
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cost of the additional treatment processes required are typically greater
than the cost to build conveyance lines and marine outfalls. Please refer
to the response to Comment O19-96 in this letter, for information on
effluent quality.

Response to Comment O19-31

The technology exists to treat wastewater to potable drinking water but
the costs are prohibitive. Selling the potable water to recoup the cost is
not a viable option because other water sources are available or can be
developed (groundwater) that are much cheaper. If the water was treated
to potable standards, augmenting streamflow or lake discharge could
still be problematic due to differences in pH and temperature and the
limited ability of streams to convey the added volume. 

Response to Comment O19-32

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment O19-33

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA, and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.

Response to Comment O19-34

Please refer to Chapter 17 for a description of the public
services and infrastructure currently surrounding the Route 9
site. In the event levels of service for public services and
utilities are affected or potentially reduced by the
construction and operation of the Brightwater System, King
County would be responsible for mitigating impacts to
established service levels.

Response to Comment O19-35

The Phase 1 process identified 95 land areas. These areas
were validated by applying a broad set of engineering and
environmental constraints to identify problems that would
seriously limit the construction or operation of a treatment
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plant. These constraints are identified in the Phase 1 materials and the
results of the analysis can be found in Appendix J of the Phase 1
materials, Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting Process-Phase 1
Engineering and Environmental Constraint Analysis. The presence of
Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifers or other public water resources were
not considered as a fundamental environmental constraint; however,
policy siting criteria that were adopted by the King County Council by
Ordinance 14043 and Ordinance 14107 included criteria relating to
water resources protection. Ordinance 14043 does include the following
criteria related to water resources protection: 

1. King County shall select NTF sites where it is feasible to construct
and operate facilities in a manner that protects municipal drinking
water wells and potable groundwater resources.

2. King County shall seek NTF sites that can be developed and
mitigated to minimize adverse effects to local surface waters.

3. King County shall seek NTF sites where it is feasible to construct
and operate facilities that will not be at risk during a flood event. 

For updated information on the sizing of the Brightwater Treatment
Plant, please refer to the Final EIS Chapter 3, Description and
Comparison of Alternatives, and the associated appendices.

For more information on the No Action Alternative, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Natural Resources,
Comment W3-58, and Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No Action
Alternative, of the Final EIS. Additional information regarding
Ordinance 14043 and Ordinance 14107 as well as Phase 1 and 2 Siting
Selection materials can be found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, or upon request by
contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799 or toll-free 1-888-
707-8571.
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Response to Comment O19-36

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-85.

Response to Comment O19-37

Please refer to the response to the Upper Bear Creek
Unincorporated Area Council, Comment O11-12.
Brightwater has been evaluated in the context of the zoning
and comprehensive plans of Snohomish County, as well as
the City of Woodinville. The Cathcart/Maltby/Clearview area
is a subarea plan within Snohomish County. 

Response to Comment O19-38

Please refer to the response to Comment O19-34 in this letter.

Response to Comment O19-39

Please refer to the response to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Comment F2-7. The project to widen SR-9 is a
WSDOT planned and designed project. Questions related to
the funding of the “SR-9, SR-522 to SR-524 Widening”
project should be directed to the WSDOT design team. Try
http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/ for a link to this project
or to contact WSDOT. The traffic analysis in the Final EIS
has now been conducted assuming the WSDOT SR-9
projects would not be completed to show a worst-case
scenario. 

Impacts to SR-9 related to the Route 9 site traffic operations
would be minimal for AM and PM peak hours because the
treatment plant would displace land uses that currently
generate more trips than the proposed project. Additional AM
peak-hour traffic analyses were conducted for the
concurrency analysis. Please refer to Appendix 16-A,
Transportation Concurrency: Route 9 Plant Site, of the Final
EIS for the concurrency analysis.

Project construction traffic for the Route 9 site is not
expected to use the SR-522/195th Street interchange or
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Woodinville-Duvall Road. Additional detailed analyses of construction
traffic related to specific portal locations have been included in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS and construction traffic routes and traffic impacts
were identified. Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact:
Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS for greater detail. 

A traffic plan addressing mitigation measures would be prepared for all
agencies affected by construction and is included as a mitigation
measure in the Final EIS. This plan would include time-of-day
restrictions, necessary improvements to the roadway network, types of
closures, pedestrian and bicycle detours, traffic routing/circulation
management, and traffic control measures for safety on the affected
roadways. These measures would be finalized by King County and
would be coordinated with affected agencies during permitting. The
Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would include a plan for monitoring
and restoration of streets to pre-existing conditions, access for
emergency services, and safe access for pedestrians and bicyclists, and
would direct the movement of employees, equipment, and materials to
reduce impacts along project traffic corridors. Final plan approval would
be coordinated with the affected local agency, including the City of
Kenmore. All roadways and non-motorized facilities impacted by the
development of the Brightwater project would be restored to pre-
existing or better conditions. King County would work with each local
jurisdiction to determine the method that would be used to inventory
street conditions prior to construction and the level of improvements for
restoration during the permitting process. The intent of the TMP is to
keep traffic disruptions caused by the project to a minimum. Vehicles
responding to incidents at the Route 9 site during construction and
operations would be able to respond to incidents or emergencies via
normal routes. Also, please refer to Chapter 17 of the Final EIS. This
chapter details the public services and utilities within the vicinity of the
Route 9 site. 

Response to Comment O19-40

A northbound SR-522 on-ramp from NE 195th Street would not be
considered for mitigation because project construction traffic for the
Route 9 site is not expected to use the SR-522/195th Street interchange.
Please refer to the previous response to Comment O19-39 in this letter.

Snohomish County Code (SCC) 26B has been revised into the
Snohomish County Unified Development Code, Chapter 30.66B.
Requests related to “inadequate road conditions” and “extent of
improvements” should be directed to Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services or the Department of Public Works. Try
http://www.co.snohomish.wa.us/govern.htm for a link to contact
Snohomish County.
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Response to Comment O19-41

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-74.

Response to Comment O19-42

The new pump station for the Unocal conveyance alternative
would have dual-feed electric power supplies (i.e., power
from two separate substations) and a backup generator. 

Response to Comment O19-43

Although it is expected that short-term outages could occur
on a regular basis, the frequency of electrical outages during
large storm events is difficult to predict. Localized outages
during storm events could occur every few years. Outages on
larger high voltage regional supply (transmission mains) are
more on the order of 1 every 10 or more years. King County,
as currently done in existing facilities, would provide a
redundant regional power supply and/or standby power
generation at the treatment plant and each conveyance pump
station. 

The Snohomish PUD would serve the Brightwater treatment
plant. The substations that would serve the treatment plant
sites are very reliable. More information on their reliability
can be found in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS. Snohomish PUD
has provided reliable power in the past in the vicinity of both
treatment plant sites and there is no reason to speculate that
they will not in the future. SEPA regulations require that
probable impacts be addressed, but not those that merely
have a possibility of occurring, but are remote or speculative
(WAC 197-11-782). 

Response to Comment O19-44

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comments C9-126 and C9-127, for a discussion of
emergency response plans and security measures employed at
King County wastewater facilities.
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Response to Comment O19-45

Both the Unocal site and the Route 9 site can accommodate the
requirements necessary to satisfy the policy siting criteria adopted by
the King County Council on May 15, 2001 in Ordinance 14107. More
information on Ordinance 14107 can be found at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm or by contacting the
Brightwater project at 1-888-707-8571 (toll-free), or 206-684-6799
(local).



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Just the Facts (O19)

Brightwater Final EIS 984



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Just the Facts (O19)

Brightwater Final EIS 985

Response to Comment O19-46

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C9-127, for a discussion of security measures
employed at King County wastewater facilities. Such security
measures will be incorporated into the Brightwater project
and will be included in the project budget. 
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Response to Comment O19-47

In the unlikely occurrence of drinking water supplies
becoming contaminated as a result of the construction or
operation of the Brightwater System, King County will
implement its Potable Water Replacement Program for the
affected water users. Please refer to Chapter 17 of the Final
EIS for more information.

Response to Comment O19-48

As set forth in detail in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, if the
Route 9 System Alternative is selected, then reasonable
mitigation measures, appropriate construction techniques and
operational practices would be employed to avoid
contamination and other potential significant adverse impacts
to aquifers and other drinking water resources. Numerous
federal, state, and local agencies have jurisdiction to issue
permits and approvals before construction of any facilities
and to regulate the operation of Brightwater facilities after
construction so that there is no violation of water quality
standards or detrimental impacts to drinking water sources. In
the unlikely event of contamination, King County would
ensure adequate water supply for homeowners.

Response to Comment O19-49

Chapters 6 and 9 of the Final EIS provide a discussion of the
possible impacts to water quality and drinking water,
respectively, and possible reasonable mitigation measures
that could address these impacts of Brightwater facilities in
the vicinity of the proposed Route 9 treatment plant site.
Overall, studies conducted since issuance of the Draft EIS
show that project construction can largely avoid any impacts
to drinking water supply. Please refer to Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

The Environmental Impact Statement analyzes environmental
impacts. Property values were not an element discussed in the
Draft EIS and will not be addressed as part of the Final EIS.
Please refer to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Just the Facts (O19)

Brightwater Final EIS 988

Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the King County Property
Acquisition and Relocation Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more information.

Response to Comment O19-50

For information on the odor prevention program and the monitoring that
will be performed on the odor control system, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Transportation,
Comment W2-5. Additional information about the wastewater treatment
process and the odor control technology selected is provided in
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment O19-51

In accordance with the SEPA rules, WAC 197-11-550,
responses to comments in this Final EIS focus on those
comments that address either the adequacy of the EIS, the
merits of the alternatives, or both. 

Response to Comment O19-52

Brightwater Treatment Plant would not blend stormwater
with secondary treated effluent, as it would not be a
combined stormwater/wastewater system. The plant would be
designed to handle wastewater flows slightly higher than
average wet weather flow through the secondary process
(membrane bioreactor). Sustained influent flows above the
average wet weather flow would be treated in the ballasted
sedimentation process and the effluent from that process
would be blended with the membrane bioreactor effluent.
This blending would occur approximately 25 times a year.
Please refer to Appendix 3-L, Preliminary Working Draft
Facilities Plan, of the Final EIS for more information.

Response to Comment O19-53

During operation of Phase 1 of the Brightwater Treatment
Plant, flow splitting and blending would be used when
sustained flows were in excess of 38 mgd. During Phase 2,
split flow would be used above sustained flows in excess of
56 mgd. Overall, an average of 25 split flow events is
anticipated annually. All blended flows would be disinfected
and discharged to Puget Sound through the proposed deep
water outfall.

Consistent with the requirements of SEPA, King County has
responded to comments directly pertaining to the alternatives,
affected environment, impacts, mitigation measures or other
aspects of Brightwater Draft EIS. Comments pertaining to the
specific history of health issues in the Milwaukee, Wisconsin
drinking water system are not considered directly related to
the Brightwater EIS. 
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As noted in Chapters 3 and 9 of the Final EIS, there would be little
opportunity for either treated or untreated Brightwater effluent to come
into contact with drinking water supplies. As discussed in Appendix 6-
B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS extensive evaluations of
geologic conditions and potential impacts from construction and
operation have determined that there is little potential for treatment
plants or conveyance facilities to impact groundwater used for drinking
water supply or to result in impacts to immuno-suppressed people from
contamination of drinking water supply. Emergency relief points for
overflows would discharge either to Puget Sound or to the Sammamish
River and would similarly not affect any surface drinking water
supplies. Therefore, there is little risk that Brightwater would result in
contamination of any drinking water supplies. 

Response to Comment O19-54

As noted in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
and the response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-15, extensive subsurface data gathering and groundwater
analyses have been conducted for this Final EIS; these analyses indicate
that the risk of adversely affecting drinking water supplies would be
negligible.
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Response to Comment O19-55

As set forth in detail in the Final EIS Chapter 6, if the Route
9 System Alternative is selected, then reasonable mitigation
measures, appropriate construction techniques, and
operational practices would be employed to avoid
contamination and other potential significant adverse impacts
to aquifers and other drinking water resources. Numerous
federal, state, and local agencies have jurisdiction to issue
permits and approvals before construction of any facilities
and to regulate the operation of Brightwater facilities after
construction so that there is no violation of water quality
standards or detrimental impacts to drinking water sources. 
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Response to Comment O19-56

For information on Class A and B biosolids and their
restrictions to human health in land application, please refer
to the response to Comment O19-61 in this letter.

Response to Comment O19-57

King County has a successful biosolids program where all of
the Class B biosolids from both the South and West Point
Treatment Plants are beneficially reused (land application or
composting). The biosolids from the Brightwater Treatment
Plant will become part of the same beneficial reuse program.
The Brightwater Treatment Plant will be designed for Class B
biosolids production. However, the design will include
provisions for expansion to Class A biosolids, if desired or
required in the future.

The King County Council adopted King County’s current
biosolids policies in November 1999, as part of the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan, Ordinance 13680. The policies are
intended to guide King County to continue to produce and
market Class B biosolids. They state that King County shall
strive to achieve beneficial use of wastewater solids. A
beneficial use can be any use that proves to be
environmentally safe, economically sound, and utilizes the
advantageous qualities of the material. King County will also
continue to evaluate alternative technologies so as to produce
the highest quality marketable biosolids, including
technologies to produce Class A biosolids, if they are
economically sound.

Response to Comment O19-58

For information on how King County will address future
restrictions for land application of biosolids if the affected
counties require Class A biosolids, please refer to the
response Comments O19-62 and O19-64 in this letter.

Solids digestion facilities at both the West Point and South
Treatment Plants are operated at aggressive loading rates
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during peak solids production and during periods when digestion tanks
are taken out of service for cleaning. This is done to reduce the cost and
size of digestion facilities. While there have been no digester problems
experienced at the South Treatment Plant, one of the digesters at the
West Point Treatment Plant has exhibited clear signs of instability on
three occasions (twice in 2002). The other five West Point digesters
continue to operate without problems. 

King County staff has been conducting tests and collecting data on the
under-performing digester to determine the cause of the occasional
instability and will make final recommendations for mechanical
modifications to the digester and/or feed system this summer. Given the
extremely stable performance of the digestion system at South Plant and
all but this one digester at West Point, it is believed that the
modifications will restore peak solids handling capacity. A memo
detailing the West Point digester instability issue is available upon
request by calling the Brightwater project team at 206-684-6799, toll-
free at 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov. 

Response to Comment O19-59

The environmental impacts of producing and applying Class B biosolids
are considered in the Final EIS. The Brightwater Treatment Plant will be
designed for Class B biosolids production. The site will include space to
accommodate the production of Class A biosolids, should that be
required in the future. All environmental impacts associated with Class
A biosolids would be identified as part of the permitting process with
the Washington State Department of Ecology. Please refer to the
response to Comment O19-57 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O19-60

Please refer to the response to Comment O19-57 in this letter.

Response to Comment O19-61

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) considers the
land application of Class B biosolids to be safe when it is
used in accordance with regulatory standards. The EPA was
required by the federal Clean Water Act to develop
regulations to “adequately protect human health and the
environment from all reasonably anticipated adverse effects”
of pollutants, including pathogens. Similarly, the Washington
State Legislature directed the Department of Ecology
(Ecology) to implement a state biosolids rule and permit
program to meet federal requirements and maximize
beneficial use.

The EPA designates biosolids as Class B if pathogens are
detectable, but have been reduced to levels that do not pose a
threat to public health or the environment. Because Class B
biosolids may contain some pathogens, requirements for land
application include site restrictions for a period of time until
environmental factors (heat, sunlight, desiccation) reduce
pathogens to concentrations that are not expected to cause
adverse effects. Public access to land with a low potential for
public exposure (such as farmland) is restricted for 30 days,
while public access to land with a high potential for public
exposure (public parks) is restricted for one year after
application of Class B biosolids. The EPA designates
biosolids as Class A if pathogens are below detectable levels.
There are no restrictions for human contact. Class A
treatment is required for biosolids used in lawns and home
gardens. As with many lawn or home garden products, such
as topsoil or compost, good hygiene practices are encouraged
when using biosolids.

The site management practices required by state and federal
rules include a minimum buffer zone (where biosolids are not
applied) between application sites and streams to prevent
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biosolids or their constituents from entering surface water. Site-specific
guidance, based on local forest research results, is published in
Ecology’s Biosolids Management Guidelines. Research has shown
improvements in wildlife habitat and nutrient content of forage
following biosolids application in forests (reference below). The
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Fisheries
reviewed King County’s forest application program and determined that
it did not pose a risk to endangered salmon, and that biosolids may
improve habitat by increasing the amount of vegetation in the forest. 

Class B biosolids have been treated to significantly reduce pathogen
levels. The EPA rules and site management practices were developed to
“adequately protect human health and the environment from all
reasonably anticipated adverse effects.” Signs are posted at forest sites
to notify the public of the access restriction, to prevent inadvertent
exposure to biosolids before remaining pathogens die off. A review of
the use of biosolids in food crop production by the National Research
Council (NRC) concluded that there are a great many sources of
infectious disease agents other than reuse of biosolids. The potential
added increment of pathogen exposure due to biosolids land application
is miniscule compared to everyday exposure to pathogens from other
sources. King County biosolids are used to fertilize wheat, canola, hops,
corn, and perennial grasses.

The NRC reviewed the use of biosolids and reclaimed water in food
crop production. They concluded that, although limited, epidemiological
studies in the U.S. on wastewater treatment plant workers indicate that
exposure to these materials is not a significant risk factor. 

The EPA and Ecology rules include standards for the amount of metals
allowed in biosolids applied to land and additional site management
practices, including:

• Use of an agronomic rate of biosolids application—the amount of
biosolids applied to sites must be based on the nitrogen needs of the
crops or vegetation,

• Crop harvest restrictions—depending on the opportunity for
biosolids to contact the harvested portion of the plant, varying
amounts of time are required based on type of crop.

• Grazing restriction—animals are not allowed to graze on

pastureland for 30 days after application.
• Minimum distance to surface water (buffers) of 10 meters (33 feet)

is required.

Biosolids have odors of ammonia and sulfur compounds. Some describe
the odor as musty or similar to low tide. Field and lab tests conducted
show that odors dissipate as biosolids dry. Odors are very temporary and
do not last until the crop or timber harvest.

Past applications of Class B biosolids would not present future health
risks due to contaminated soils. Biosolids applied in accordance with
regulatory requirements will not result in contaminated soils. Pathogens
remaining in Class B biosolids after treatment will not survive long due
to environmental factors; some pathogens will die off within days, most
will not survive longer than 1 or 2 months. 

References:

Section 405(d) Clean Water Act

40 CFR 503 Standards for the Use of Disposal of Sewage Sludge, EPA,
1993

Chapter 70.95J RCW Municipal Sewage Sludge - Biosolids

WAC 173-308, Biosolids Management, Department of Ecology, 1998

EPA. 1992. Control of Pathogens and Vector Attraction in Sewage
Sludge. EAP/625-R-92-013.

C.L. Henry and R.B. Harrison, editors. Effects on Wildlife and Domestic
Animals from Biosolids Application. 1997. Northwest Biosolids
Management Association Literature Review:

May 4, 2000 letter from Steven W. Landino, Washington Habitat
Branch Chief, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA), National Marine Fisheries Service.

National Research Council. 1996. Use of Reclaimed Water and Sludge
in Food Crop Production. 

1996. Use of Reclaimed Water and Sludge in Food Crop Production.
[Cooper, R.C. 1991. Disease risk among sewage plant operators: a
review. Sanitary Engineering an Environmental Health Research



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Just the Facts (O19)

Brightwater Final EIS 997

Laboratory Report No. 90-1. UC Berkeley - referenced in NRC, 1996.] 

EPA. Guide to the Biosolids Risk Assessments for the EPA Part 503
Rule. EPA832-B-93-005. 1995. This document explains the 10-year
long risk assessment conducted by EPA. Results were used to develop
standards for biosolids treatment and recycling as promulgated in 40
CFR 503 regulations. 

National Research Council (NRC). Biosolids Applied to Land:
Advancing Standards and Practices. 2002. National Academy Press. To
help address the requirement for periodic reassessment of the Part 503
rule, EPA asked the National Resource Council to review the technical
basis of the regulations, focusing on public health. NRC
recommendations include research needs and using newly developed
approaches for pathogen risk assessment. As a result of the NRC report,
the University of Arizona Water Quality Center is conducting pre-
planned exposure assessment studies on pathogens in biosolids. This
data will be used in risk assessment. 

Rosenfeld, P.E., and C.L. Henry. 2001. Characterization of odor
emissions from three different biosolids. Water Soil and Air pollution.
Vol. 127 Nos. 1-4, pp. 173-191

P. Rosenfeld. 1998. Characterization, Quantification, and Control of
Odor Emissions From Biosolids Application To Forest Soil. Doctoral
Thesis. University of Washington College of Forest Resources. 

Response to Comment O19-62

To King County’s knowledge, neither agency is considering a
requirement for Class A biosolids. However, solids processing for
Brightwater are being designed for flexibility in biosolids production,
depending on market conditions and regulations at the time Brightwater
is built. The system that will initially produce Class B biosolids will be
sized so that conversion to Class A production can be accomplished
with minimal engineering and capital costs.

Response to Comment O19-63

This 50-year agreement is the Biosolids Forestry Agreement between
King County, the Washington State Department of Natural Resources,
the Weyerhaeuser Company, the Mountains to Sound Greenway Trust,

and the University of Washington. Approximately 20 to 25 percent of
the county’s annual production of biosolids is applied to local forests
under this agreement. The agreement expires in the year 2046, but will
be reviewed in 2003 and every 10 years thereafter. These reviews will
allow the partners to examine the price and application rates of biosolids
and make appropriate adjustments for price, schedule, and changes in
technology. As there will be many changes in wastewater treatment and
technology in the next 40 years, it is not reasonable or practical to make
biosolids management plans beyond 2046. 
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Response to Comment O19-64

The EPA considers the land application of Class B biosolids
to be safe and protective for human health and the
environment when it is used in accordance with regulatory
standards, as in King County’s program. If the EPA or the
state changes the regulations or standards for biosolids use,
then King County will respond as needed to remain in
compliance. Please refer to the response to Comment O19-61
in this letter for additional information.

Response to Comment O19-65

Please refer to the response to Comment O19-57 in this letter,
for additional information on biosolids production at the
Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment O19-66

The level of biosolids treatment (Class B) and the recycling
program currently being planned for Brightwater are cost
effective and reliable, involving relatively few users and large
tracts of agricultural and forest land. Depending on the Class
A alternative selected, Class A biosolids may offer additional
markets in the Puget Sound area and a wider, local customer
base.

Response to Comment O19-67

King County knows of no risk assessment of Class A versus
Class B production. However, for use of these two categories
of biosolids, the EPA designed the standards for the use or
disposal of sewage sludge (biosolids), 40 CFR Part 503, to be
protective of human health and the environment regardless of
level of treatment. Class A biosolids may be used without
restriction; Class B biosolids are assumed to have an
equivalent level of safety when crop harvest and public
access restrictions are followed.
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Response to Comment O19-68

A telephone survey conducted November 16–18, 1999 (among King
County residents more than 18 years old) was the most recent survey to
address the issue of biosolids recycling alternatives. Among the
respondents, 79 percent favored the recycling of biosolids in general, 72
percent favored the continued use of biosolids in agriculture and
forestry, and 76 percent favored making biosolids soil mix available as
compost for home garden and lawn use. A majority of King County
residents (56 percent) said that they would be likely to use biosolids
compost for home gardens and lawns, if it was available at local garden
centers. 

King County is consistent with the biosolids policies in the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) ordinance, specifically BP-6, which
states, in part: “The county shall continue to provide Class B biosolids
and also to explore technologies that may enable the county to generate
Class A biosolids cost-effectively or because they have better
marketability. Future decisions about technology, transportation and
distribution shall be based on marketability of biosolids products.” It is
true that GroCo is a Class A product and that composting is a proven
and long-established technology. But King County maintains a diverse
end use program (consistent with RWSP policy BP-4), and GroCo is
just one of several end uses in the current biosolids recycling program.
Composting and producing GroCo is more expensive than land
application of Class B biosolids. Since the current and foreseeable
demand for Class B biosolids in eastern Washington is high, King
County is focusing its marketing and distribution efforts on those
customers. However, King County continually evaluates the regulatory
climate and the markets for biosolids, so Brightwater is being designed
with the flexibility to produce a Class A product, should that become
more desirable or necessary. For additional information, please refer to
the response to Comment O19-62 in this letter.

Reference: 

November 1999. King County Department of Natural Resources Water
Quality Survey.
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Response to Comment O19-69

The EPA evaluation for projects to be constructed over a
Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer is described in Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Based on
the description of the evaluation in the sole source aquifer
regulation guidance, the review would be similar to that done
for the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). King
County expects that Environmental Protection Agency would
have similar issues and requirements on the project as those
presented by the Washington State Department of Ecology. 

Response to Comment O19-70

SEPA case law defines cumulative impacts as the impacts of
the proposal along with the impacts of other actions that are
virtually compelled or made inevitable as a result of the
proposed action. The Draft EIS identified a number of
potential impacts to groundwater associated with the
construction and operation of Brightwater facilities. That
analysis of impacts has been supplemented and refined in the
intervening months, and an updated analysis of impacts and
reasonable mitigation measures is set forth in the Final EIS.
Any contaminated soil and / or groundwater encountered
during construction would be cleaned up in accordance with
applicable regulations such that groundwater quality would
be improved as a result of construction of the Brightwater
System. The potential for groundwater contamination from
the Brightwater System is discussed in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. This discussion
indicates that planned construction techniques and, in some
cases, structure underdrain systems are expected to result in
minimal risk of contamination from the system. As a result,
Brightwater would not contribute to cumulative groundwater
impacts. 

Response to Comment O19-71

King County has conducted additional studies to evaluate
groundwater conditions at the Route 9 site. It has been
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determined that the site is situated in a discharge area for both the
shallow (water table) aquifer as well as the deeper, underlying regional
aquifer. This indicates that the downward component of groundwater
flow that recharges deeper aquifers is very small. King County is
working closely with the Snohomish County Groundwater Planning
Department to meet all current and anticipated future criteria for
protection of groundwater resources.

Response to Comment O19-72

Please refer to the response to the Sno-King Environmental
Alliance/Gray, Comment O16-75.
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Response to Comment O19-73

Please refer to the response to the Sno-King Environmental
Alliance/Gray, Comment O16-75, regarding the CARA
Ordinance. Also, please refer to the response to the City of
Edmonds, Comment C9-5.

Response to Comment O19-74

In general, discharge to surface water bodies is regulated by
the Washington State Department of Ecology under the
NPDES program. Snohomish County reviews and assesses
impacts to sensitive areas, including creeks and their buffers. 

The wastewater service provider regulates discharge to
sanitary sewers. In the Route 9 site area, the Cross Valley
Water District provides sewer service and conveys effluent to
the King County treatment system. Cross Valley Water
District and King County would issue a permit for sanitary
sewer disposal with limits for both water quality and water
quantity.

Response to Comment O19-75

Surface water bodies are described in Chapters 6 and 7 of the
Final EIS. For groundwater, this level of detail is now
described in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment O19-76

The Final EIS does include borings and soil condition
interpretations from the Opus and StockPot properties. Please
refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS. As part of the Final EIS, King County drilled 7
additional borings at the Route 9 site, with 3 of the borings
drilled to 90 feet and 1 boring drilled to 500 feet below the
ground surface. Multiple levels of groundwater monitoring
devices were installed to measure groundwater pressures at
various depths beneath the ground. In addition, for the 500-
foot boring, continuous coring drilling methods were used to
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get the best sample possible to evaluate soil layers with depth.

Water-level data continue to be gathered and are reported in Appendix
4-A, Geotechnical Data Report for Proposed Route 9 Treatment Plant
Site, of the Final EIS. Water level data is now being gathered on a
monthly basis; however, the frequency may be adjusted based on the
changes observed in the data trends. Drought conditions are not
discernible from the water levels gathered to date.

The definition of “wellhead protection area” has been corrected in the
Final EIS.

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS summarizes
detailed analyses of groundwater effects during construction and
operation of the Brightwater System at the Route 9 site with respect to
the Cross Valley Water District’s private wells, the Woodinville Water
District wells, and, by inference, the Crystal Lake Community
Association. As you note, the Crystal Lake Community well is located
to the east of the Woodlane well; the groundwater analyses indicate
negligible impact to the Woodlane well at its distance from the
treatment plant eastern boundary.

To our knowledge, the Woodinville Water District has not submitted a
wellhead protection plan with the Washington State Department of
Ecology. As described in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS additional design, construction, and operational measures
have been included in the treatment plant design that would further
minimize the unlikely occurrence of major spills into the underlying
groundwater aquifers. These measures consist of underdrain systems
beneath all major treatment process facilities, underdrain flow
monitoring ports, and an underdrain routing/piping system that
discharges into a lined stormwater canal. This system is in addition to
the normal water resistant design, construction, and testing procedures
that would be implemented.

As part of the Final EIS, and in acknowledgement of Robinson &
Noble’s background on hydrogeology in the Brightwater System area,
King County and its consultants met with Robinson & Noble on three
separate occasions to present and discuss draft subsurface findings along
the Brightwater System and to obtain Robinson & Noble’s technical

input. Technical input received has been incorporated into this Final EIS
and specifically into Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater.

Abandoned and decommissioned wells were specifically omitted from
the tally of domestic wells because these wells are no longer in use and
because abandoning and decommissioning procedures call for
concreting these wells shut from bottom to top.

Potential point source contamination that may exist has been included in
the evaluation of existing affected earth and groundwater environment.
Please refer to Appendix 4-D, Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment-
Route 9 Parcels, of the Final EIS. Provisions would be included in the
construction specifications for addressing in accordance with applicable
regulations any contamination encountered. 

Erosion hazards describe at-surface erosion of soil that can reach surface
water bodies and cause adverse turbidity. Slopes are typically cited as
having potential for at-surface erosion since water running down the
slope can mobilize surface soil in its runoff if not protected by
vegetation or some other surface. Erosion hazards are not related to
slope stability.

Information from the design and construction of the Opus and StockPot
facilities has been reviewed and incorporated into the findings and
evaluations of the earth and groundwater environment. Please refer to
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O19-77

The Burlington Northern-Santa Fe Railway (BNSF) and
Hanson-Wilson Incorporated, consulting engineers for
BNSF, were listed under Groups, Organizations, and
Businesses on the Distribution List in Appendix A of the
Draft EIS. Both received a notice of availability and a CD of
the Draft EIS in response to a scoping letter received from
Hanson-Wilson Incorporated, dated July 8, 2002. Neither
responded with a comment letter.

Response to Comment O19-78

A rail spur is no longer being considered for the Route 9 Site.
Were it part of the proposal, the railroad spur would not be
anticipated to need stabilization considering the short time-
frame of its use during construction in relation to the re-
occurrence interval of seismic events.

Existing runoff quality from the Route 9 site is reflective of
the land cover and land use. With the existing developed
portions of the project site characterized by extensive
pavement and compacted gravel, and large quantities of
wrecked vehicles, all the items mentioned in the question are
likely to be discharged during storm events.

Sediment ponds are temporary stormwater storage facilities
that are typically only used during construction. In or nearby
to steep slope areas, sediment ponds have the potential to
cause roadway instability, particularly if they are up-gradient
of the roadway and have not been designed to assure stability.
There are no nearby steep slopes that are up-gradient of
Route 9 in the project area.

Consistent with the response above, sediment ponds are
unlikely to effect existing underground utilities at Route 9.
Requirements for the design of stormwater impoundment
facilities (i.e., per the Ecology Manual) include the need for
storage, in addition to that required for the design storm event
(freeboard), and the identification of stable overflow paths, 
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both of which effectively provide a factor of safety in the sizing of these
facilities.

Response to Comment O19-79

Construction of the expansion of SR-9 is the responsibility of the
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT). If the
project to expand SR-9 moves forward, coordination would occur
between King County and WSDOT to stage the construction of the road
expansion and the treatment plant, so as to mitigate construction effects
to the extent possible. The storm detention ponds for the Route 9 site
would not interfere with the expansion of SR-9 and neither would
relocation of utilities, should that be required.

Response to Comment O19-80

Information on how the Brightwater Treatment Plant will affect SR-9
and other roadways, can be found in the Final EIS Chapter 16 and
Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance.

Response to Comment O19-81

As part of redeveloping any site, it is necessary to establish a baseline of
the existing level of chemical constituents in the soil and groundwater,
so that it is known whether soil and groundwater remediation is needed
at the site and to protect construction workers from exposure to
contamination. The statements that the commenter is referring to were
included in the Draft EIS to document that this type of baseline
chemical evaluation would be necessary at the site because of its past
use. 

A treatment plant of the size and type of Brightwater will come under
significantly more stringent regulatory requirements than the businesses
currently operating at the site with respect to monitoring and reporting
requirements. In addition, the treatment plant will be designed with
many architectural features and vegetative screening that will improved
the visual aesthetics resulting in a more “environmentally friendly
enhancement” that the present site uses.
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Response to Comment O19-82

A list of chemicals used during construction and operation of
the Brightwater Treatment Plant can be found in Chapter 9 of
the Final EIS. A list of chemicals with the potential to
volatilize can be found in the influent wastewater can be
found in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS. Pathogens in the influent
wastewater include viruses, bacteria, and other
microorganisms (as indicated in a fecal coliform count) that
are removed in the treatment process to levels in compliance
with secondary discharge standards for treated effluent and
biosolids standards for Class B biosolids. Anticipated effluent
quality is discussed in Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-I, Effluent
Quality Evaluation for the Brightwater Membrane Bioreactor
and Advanced Primary System, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment O19-83

Regulations do not require extensive testing of raw solids.
There could be a variety of substances present in raw sewage
but their concentration would be greatly diluted by the
volume of wastewater. King County has extensive data,
however, on treated biosolids. King County’s latest annual
report, 2002 Biosolids Quality Summary, is available upon
request by calling the Brightwater project team at 206-684-
6799, toll-free at 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov. 

Response to Comment O19-84

In general, secondary treatment processes with disinfection
are 48 to 96 percent effective in removing viruses from the
wastewater. At the South Plant in Renton, greater than 99
percent of the fecal coliform in wastewater influent is
removed. Studies conducted for advanced wastewater
treatment technology, used to achieve reclaimed water,
indicate even higher removal rates. Additional information on
toxins and pathogens is included in Chapter 9 of the Final
EIS. 
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The dechlorination system using sodium bisulfite would be used
infrequently. For the Route 9 site, sodium hypochlorite would be used
for disinfection of the effluent for discharge to Puget Sound. It is
anticipated that the long travel time from the treatment plant to outfall
would consume any chlorine residual that would require dechlorination
prior to discharge into Puget Sound. 

For effluent from the Unocal site discharged to Puget Sound, ultraviolet
light would be used for the membrane bioreactor effluent (no sodium
bisulfite would be required) and sodium hypochlorite would be used for
the effluent from the ballasted sedimentation process. The ballasted
sedimentation process would only be used a few times a year during the
winter with the higher flows (please refer to Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for more information)
and dechlorination would be required using sodium bisulfite. The
amount of chemicals used at both sites is included in Appendix 3-A. 

Response to Comment O19-85

The primary difference between Class B and Class A would be the lack
of detectable pathogens in Class A biosolids. For additional information,
please refer to the response to Comment O19-83 in this letter.

Response to Comment O19-86

Please refer to the response to Comment O19-57 in this letter, for
additional information on biosolids production at the Brightwater
Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment O19-87

King County does not propose to treat wastewater to produce potable
water. Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-17, for information.

Response to Comment O19-88

Please refer to the response to the Sno-King Environmental
Alliance/Gray, Comment O16-13, for information on water reuse.

Response to Comment O19-89

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS provides a more detailed description of the
project. At this stage of the facility design, there are no MSDS sheets
available for components of the project. Such detailed level of design is
not appropriate for a SEPA evaluation. Additional design detail will be
developed following the completion of the SEPA process.

Response to Comment O19-90

The locations of the existing King County conveyance system and the
connections between the system and the Brightwater influent tunnel is
noted in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. Please refer to Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for information
regarding existing and projected flows in the Brightwater Service Area. 

King County is making every effort to maximize the use of existing
conveyance and treatment facilities. All existing facilities will still be
used when the Brightwater System becomes operational in 2010. 

The 7 percent annual increase in inflow and infiltration (I/I) is included
as a conservative estimate on pipe degradation in the local agency
collection systems that connect to the King County conveyance system.
The goal of the King County I/I Control Program is to reduce I/I
throughout the system. While areas of high groundwater pressures offer
some technical challenges, these conditions are considered in the
selection of the tunnel lining system and construction methods.
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Response to Comment O19-91

This figure has been revised in the Final EIS and now
accurately shows the Cross Valley Water District’s Cross
Valley Sole Source Aquifer boundaries with respect to the
Route 9 site. The Crystal Community Lake community well
is to the east of Cross Valley Water District’s Woodland well,
which was used as a benchmark for groundwater impact
analyses which show no effects beyond the Woodlane well.
Therefore, it was judged to not be necessary to show
extraneous wells beyond this distance. A figure has been
revised in the Final EIS to show these wells.

To our knowledge the Woodinville wells do not have
wellhead protection areas and are not currently in use.

Wells registered with the Washington State Department of
Ecology are shown in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS along with analytical analyses
indicating that wells up-gradient of the Route 9 site are not
expected to have any significant adverse impacts as a result
of construction and operation of the Brightwater System.

There is no “total boundary of the Cross Valley Aquifer.”
This aquifer has not been fully characterized nor has its
extent been mapped. To our knowledge, the Inter-City
Plateau is another name for the aquifer that the Cross Valley
Water district uses for its water supply. The inferred
groundwater flow directions of the Cross Valley Aquifer are
shown in a figure in Appendix 6-B. Flow direction is
developed by evaluating pressure heads between various
point monitoring locations (wells) screened within an aquifer.
The different pressure heads indicate the direction of
groundwater flow (from areas of high pressure to low
pressure). The term “inferred” is used because establishing
flow direction by this method, which is an industry standard,
is not a direct measurement but an indirect one. It is unclear
what the commenter is referring to in point 9. Appendix 6-B
summarizes detailed groundwater impacts evaluations for
both construction and operational phases of the Brightwater



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Just the Facts (O19)

Brightwater Final EIS 1011

Treatment Plant. These analyses show the effect (drawdown) as a result
of groundwater withdrawal during both of these phases. Please refer to
Appendix 6-B for a summary of detailed groundwater impacts
evaluations for both construction and operational phases of the
Brightwater Treatment Plant. Impacts to the wellhead protection area
(negligible if measurable) are shown and discussed.

The data requested in points 11 and 12 are shown in tables and figures
presented in Appendix 6-B.

Dewatering effects as described in Appendix 6-B indicate that no
significant adverse impacts to the groundwater or surface water
environment are expected as a result of construction and operation of
the Brightwater System at the Route 9 site. The 5,000-gpm dewatering
value has been significantly reduced as a result of more site specific
subsurface data, more definition to the plant site layout (depth of burial
of structures), and more detailed analytical analyses. The expected
construction dewatering flows are estimated to range between 80 and
380 gallons per minute for a duration of about 3 years. Conveyance
corridor dewatering volumes are summarized in Appendix 6-B and vary
along the alignment depending on geology and groundwater levels. The
appendix also summarizes dewatering flows for the various individual
portals. The effect to the Cross Valley Water District water table is
expected to be one of or less of drawdown measured at their closest well
(the Woodlane well) to the treatment plant site. The dewatering volume
would not cause contamination to be drawn down into the aquifers,
because the Route 9 site is down-gradient of the water district aquifer,
and the shallow unconfined aquifer at the Route 9 site is not connected
to the aquifer used by the water district. The dewatering volume would
not cause contaminants to underlying or adjacent aquifers. Dewatering
is expected to influent the Woodlane well at insignificant if measurable
levels of one off or less of drawdown. Dewatering does not influence
wellhead protection areas. A wellhead protection area is a regulation-
driven, somewhat arbitrary, boundary. The commenter may be
confusing the term “wellhead protection area” with the capture zone of
well systems. Either way, dewatering would not affect either.
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Response to Comment O19-92

The figure, which now appears in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS,
has been revised as follows to show the Route 9 site:

Wells east of township 27 and 26 are not pertinent to the
evaluation of risks to domestic wells because groundwater
analyses show the area of dewatering impact to be about
1,700 feet east of the site, well within the township 27 and 26
boundaries. The intent of the figure is to show the wells that
are in the Washington State Department of Ecology’s
database. The text acknowledges that additional wells are
likely to be present and provides a precautionary mitigation
measure (King County’s Potable Water Supply Program)
should any well be adversely impacted by construction or
operation of the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment O19-93

This figure has been revised for the Final EIS. The
description of the surficial geology is included in the text and
not the figure.

Response to Comment O19-94

This figure has been revised for the Final EIS and
incorporates these suggestions.
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Response to Comment O19-95

This figure has been revised in the Final EIS. The Woodlane
well is shown and established in the groundwater impact
analyses as the “benchmark” location to evaluate impacts
since it is the closest water supply well to the Route 9
treatment plant site. The currently unused wells of the
Woodinville Water District are also shown.

Showing these features is not pertinent to the groundwater
impacts analyses conducted for the Brightwater site. Please
refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS that summarizes detailed pertinent regional and
site-specific information for the Brightwater System area.

The Inter-City Plateau is a term that was once used for the
Cross Valley Aquifer, which has become the currently
accepted name.

The townships listed are beyond the area of influence of the
dewatering effects estimated for the Brightwater System, and
therefore, were not considered applicable to the issues at
hand. Wells that have been registered with Ecology are
shown. If the Route 9 site is selected, King County will
conduct a well inventory in areas that could potentially be
affected by groundwater dewatering to determine the
locations and conditions of other wells in these areas.
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Response to Comment O19-96

The proposed treatment system for Brightwater involves a
membrane bioreactor (MBR) process that would produce
extremely high quality effluent from the MBR, with typical
BOD5 and TSS averaging approximately 2 mg/L and
ammonia nitrogen typically below 1.0 mg/L. This would
reduce the annual discharge of pollutants by 75 percent or
more when compared to a conventional activated sludge
process.

Cost and space are the major constraints when considering
treatment level of all wastewater to potable water standards.

Response to Comment O19-97

The Brightwater Treatment Plant would comply with all
applicable federal rules adopted under the Clean Water Act
and all of its amendments, as it exists at the time of
permitting. Please refer to the response to Comment O19-30
in this letter.

Response to Comment O19-98

Chapter 9 of the Final EIS includes estimated chemical usage
quantities for each site. The majority of the chemicals used
would be used equally regardless of which site is chosen for
Brightwater. However, there are a few differences. Sodium
hypochlorite and sodium bisulfite would not be used at the
Unocal site for the effluent from the membrane bioreactor
because ultraviolet (UV) light would be used for disinfection.
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Response to Comment O19-99

Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS contains additional information on chemical use at
the treatment plant sites and provides a comparison of the
types and quantities of chemicals that would be used at each
site. In terms of fire and safety response, please refer to the
response to the City of Edmonds, Comments C9-126 and C9-
148. For chemical spills on the sites, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-77.

Response to Comment O19-100

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire
District No. 7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment O19-101

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-77, for a discussion of
spill prevention and emergency cleanup procedures. Please
refer to Chapter 17 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
coordination with Fire District 7.
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Response to Comment O19-102

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire
District No. 7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment O19-103

In late 1999, the King County Council adopted the RWSP to
build a new treatment plant in the north end by 2010. This
decision occurred after lengthy debate over whether to
maximize the existing two-plant system by expanding the
West Point and South Treatment Plants in 2010. The
consequences of delaying new capacity or downsizing our
facilities based on uncertain projections or inadequate
temporary facilities are unacceptable for public health, the
environment, and the economy. Replacing or delaying new
facilities by constructing interim storage facilities or
alternative technologies for solids have very short-term
benefits compared to their costs. For more information on the
RWSP please refer to our Web site
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/rwsp.htm or call the general
information line at 206-684-6799. Chapter 1 of the Final EIS
contains additional information.

Response to Comment O19-104

The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the
Draft EIS. The Final EIS provides a more refined project
description, a concise evaluation of significant impacts, and
additional information and technical data in the appendices.
A discussion of emergency flow management procedures is
included in the Final EIS. Please refer to Chapter 3 and the
discussion of impacts in Chapters 6, 7, 8, and 9, of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment O19-105

An Emergency Response Plan addressing construction and
operation safety issues and response procedures to emergency
situations will be prepared prior to the onset of the
construction phase. King County will coordinate with local
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fire and emergency service providers to ensure they have the necessary
training and equipment to assist in any emergency response related to
the Brightwater System. In addition, construction contractors will
provide safety personnel at construction sites in accordance with the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration requirements. Safety
personnel will be trained to respond to construction-related
emergencies. In the event of an emergency at a Brightwater construction
site, the contractor would be the first responder and local fire/emergency
service providers would be contacted for backup support as needed. 

A Spill Prevention Plan that outlines specific procedures construction
workers and emergency service providers would follow in the event of
an accidental hazardous materials spill will be prepared in accordance
with Ecology standards. 
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Response to Comment O19-106

Figure 17.1 has been modified to include any additional
public facilities previously not shown that could be affected
by the construction and operation of the Brightwater System.
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Response to Comment O19-107

Figure 17-2 has been modified to include any additional
public fire and police facilities previously not shown that
could be affected by the construction and operation of the
Brightwater System. Woodin Elementary has been added to
the figure showing potentially affected schools. However,
Leota Jr. High ad Wellington Elementary are located east of
the project area and would not be affected by the construction
or operation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment O19-108

Many of the Figures in the Final EIS have been revised to
correct errors and provide more consistency.  In many
situations the scale of the graphics vary depending upon the
information they are trying to convey such as system-wide
versus site-specific information. At this time, no specific
mapping has been done to show the existing wastewater
system trunk lines that may be connected to the Brightwater
conveyance system.  This level of detail will be coordinated
during the design phase of the project after a Brightwater
system is selected.  At that time, King County will be
coordinating directly with local sewer utilities and
jurisdictions to determine connection locations.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS  Just the Facts (O19)

Brightwater Final EIS 1020

Response to Comment O19-109

The frequency of air inversions at portal sites is mentioned in
Section 5.1.3 of the Draft EIS, last paragraph. Due to the
level of removal at the stack, dispersion is not relied upon for
odor abatement. For additional information, please refer to
Chapter 5 and Appendices 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, and 5-B, Odor Analysis: Conveyance, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment O19-110

“Low emission” diesel generators at offsite facilities would
be designed to the operational noise level criteria specified by
the applicable jurisdiction’s code for nighttime operation.
The code noise level limits apply at the nearest residential
land use and if the nearest site is other than residential then
higher noise levels would be required. Diesel generators
would not normally operate during nighttime hours and
would primarily be used from 7 a.m. to 10 p.m., thus
minimizing noise impacts on nearby residences. Vibration-
isolating engine and generator mounts and massive
foundations would be used, resulting in no discernible
vibration transmission to nearby residences.

Response to Comment O19-111

One standby diesel generator of approximately 250 kW
output would be provided for backup power to serve essential
life and safety needs, including critical lighting and
ventilation, and to start the cogeneration turbines.
Approximately 1,000 gallons of diesel fuel will be stored
onsite to provide 48 hours of operation.

Response to Comment O19-112

Fuel leakage would be contained in the secondary
containment system that would be constructed around the
fuel storage facilities. Chemicals would be contained in the
same manner. A monitoring plan will be developed during
start-up to monitor the groundwater collected in the
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underdrain system of the treatment basins. While unlikely, any
wastewater contamination in this groundwater would indicate a leak in
one of the tanks.

Response to Comment O19-113

Safety measures beyond what has been described in the Final EIS, if
required, will be agreed upon by King County and the local agencies
and jurisdictions once the King County Executive selects an alternative.

Response to Comment O19-114

The SCAQMD does not regulate the Puget Sound area. All applicable
regulations under the jurisdiction of the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency
will be complied with during construction and operation of the treatment
plant. 

Response to Comment O19-115

In general, the odor control technologies under consideration are
chemical scrubbers, carbon adsorption systems, bioscrubbers, and
combinations thereof. Each portal would have different odor loadings.
Liquid phase treatment would also be included at each portal. At the
treatment plant, all liquids processes would be covered and all buildings
enclosed. The process air would be treated in three-stage chemical
scrubbers followed by carbon. For additional information please refer to
Chapter 5 and Appendices 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant,
and 5-B, Odor Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Corrosion considerations would be addressed in the design phase by
providing adequate ventilation under the covers to prevent dead air
zones and buildup of corrosive gasses and by providing protective
coatings on the concrete basins and concrete covers. The corrosion
would not occur in the same locations as wear from abrasion. Corrosion
would occur in the headspace and in the areas that are wet and dry.
Abrasion would occur in the areas that are exposed to grit and other
abrasive materials. The corrosion protection would be inspected
annually when each tank is taken out of service. If the coatings need
repair, it would be done at that time.
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Response to Comment O19-116

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts beyond that characterized in this
comment. Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002,
considerable additional analysis has been conducted, as is the
case on any large project, to further define and develop the
proposal and to respond to Draft EIS comments. Additional
analysis that has been conducted that relates to probable
significant adverse impacts that will be mitigated or regulated
into non-significance is included as part of the Final EIS
analysis. This includes additional analysis regarding impacts
to air quality and water resources in Chapters 5 and 6. There
is no practical or legal need under SEPA to include this
additional work in the form of a Supplemental Draft EIS.
There is no SEPA case law calling for such an action.
Moreover, it is the principal task of the Final EIS to respond
to questions and comments on the Draft EIS and, if
appropriate, to revise alternatives, analysis of the probable
significant adverse environmental impacts, and discussion of
reasonable mitigation measures. This Final EIS both
addresses each comment made to the Draft EIS, and contains
revised analysis in many areas, that takes into account the
new information available through the ongoing review by
King County, as well as the information drawn from
comments and additional studies conducted since issuance of
the Draft EIS. This type of work is what SEPA contemplates
is the function of a Final EIS.

Response to Comment O19-117

For information on the odor prevention program and the
monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system,
please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. The design
of the treatment plant also reserves space in the first stage of
the scrubber to potentially add biotowers or other
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technologies in the future as new technologies are developed and
proven. Additional information about the wastewater treatment process
and the odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-A,
Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment O19-118

For more information on mitigation suggestions, please refer to the
response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment O19-119

Site location is not the single most significant factor in dealing with
potential odor problems. The selection of the proper odor control
technology is more important. 
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Response to Comment O19-120

Chapter 10 of the Final EIS includes a number of specific
noise mitigation measures for construction and operation of
both treatment and conveyance systems. Also, please refer to
the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment O14-
422. Construction noise is exempt during daytime hours, as
defined by each jurisdiction’s codes; Snohomish County
defines these hours as between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. Non-
exempt (i.e., nighttime) construction noise would be
mitigated to code requirements, if construction outside of
exempt times is permitted by the applicable jurisdiction or if
a variance is secured by the construction contractor. The
Draft EIS did not specifically refer to two construction shifts,
but stated that construction could occur outside of daytime
hours if approvals or variances were obtained.

The existing ambient maximum noise level at the Route 9 site
and the maximum decibel level for the treatment plant on that
site were stated in the Draft EIS as 64 dBA and 50 dBA,
respectively. The maximum existing ambient level occurs
during peak traffic periods on SR 522. The treatment plant
noise level during operation would meet Snohomish
County’s nighttime noise level requirements for residential
receptors. Construction noise levels at the nearest residences
west of the site are likely to be a maximum of 83 to 85 dBA. 

Please refer to the Final EIS, Chapter 10 and Appendix 10-A,
Noise and Vibration: Treatment Plant, for further detail on
construction and operation noise levels for the treatment plant
at the Route 9 site. Appendix 10-B, Noise and Vibration:
Conveyance, addresses ambient noise levels, impacts, and
mitigation for construction and operation of the conveyance
system. 
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Response to Comment O19-121

The project design for the Route 9 site has been refined and
additional studies have been conducted since the Draft EIS
was published. Refer to Chapter 7 for an updated description
of sensitive area impacts and mitigation. Project construction,
including stormwater treatment systems, will be located on
already developed areas on the Route 9 site. Wetland and
stream mitigation areas on the north and south portions of the
site will enhance and create higher quality wetland and
stream systems, improving habitat quality in these areas of
the Little Bear Creek basin.

Howell Creek and other watercourses on the site will be
daylighted, relocated, and restored to increase stream
functions including water quality on the site. Currently,
stormwater and open watercourses flow untreated through the
south portion of the Route 9 site and into Little Bear Creek.
Watercourses would be consolidated and flow into Howell
Creek on the south portion of the site and 228th Street
Creek/Unnamed Creek on the north portion of the site. The
site also includes 22 acres of reforestation and use of low
impact development to retain stormwater and provide habitat.
Please refer to the mitigation measures section of Chapter 7
and to Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management
and the Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS for more
detail on how water will be routed through and stormwater
will be treated on the site.

The rail spur is no longer part of the project description.

The banks and buffers of daylighted watercourses would be
planted with native trees and shrubs to provide shade for
habitat and temperature control. Please refer to the mitigation
measures section of Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for more
detail about enhancement and restoration plans. The site’s
new stream channels will be sized to accommodate the new
flows, including projected storm flows. The north mitigation
area will include several ponds designed for fish rearing.
Though not specifically designed to reduce sedimentation
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from upstream sources, the mitigation areas would serve this function
with their meandering channels, ponds, and vegetated wetlands. The
mitigation areas would also be designed to meet state Water Quality
Standards.

Brightwater will meet current seismic control standards. Please refer to
Chapter 4 of the Final EIS for more information about the seismology of
the site, and the response to the Snohomish County Fire District No. 7,
Comment S1-2, for a description of the emergency response plan. 

Development of the Route 9 site is anticipated to have a positive effect
on salmon habitat in the long term. The new, decentralized stormwater
treatment facilities, low impact development, and stream and wetland
mitigation areas planned for the site are intended to improve onsite
habitat and the water quality of flows to Little Bear Creek. Please refer
to Chapters 6 and 7 of the Final EIS for more information about these
new systems.

The federal, state, and local permitting agencies determine the level of
mitigation that is required for protecting sensitive resources such as
Little Bear Creek, tributaries, and wetlands. The type and amount of
mitigation proposed by King County will be reviewed by the permitting
agencies once the final treatment site has been selected.

Brightwater would be designed with the best technologies for safety and
spill prevention. The plant would meet the goals of preventing and
reducing harm, and of conservation. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the
Final EIS for a description of the emergency response system, which
includes measures and features to protect against both chemical and
sewage spills.
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Response to Comment O19-122

The Growth Management Act requires local jurisdictions to
adopt critical areas ordinances that implement best available
science. King County would be required to comply with the
critical area ordinances of the jurisdictions in which the
selected Brightwater System crosses.

Please refer to Chapter 7 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
designated critical areas associated with the Route 9 site,
potential impacts and mitigation measures that would be
implemented for the Route 9 System.

Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
the site selection process for Brightwater. Chapter 11
discusses land use plans in the vicinity of proposed
Brightwater facilities. Chapter 16 discusses transportation
facilities and the potential impacts of Brightwater facilities.
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Response to Comment O19-123

Impacts to all creeks potentially impacted by Brightwater
conveyance construction, including North Creek, are
discussed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. King County would
work with local communities as well as the Environmental
Protection Agency and the Washington State Department of
Ecology relating to water quality protection efforts.
Additional discussion of dewatering and water quality issues
is included in Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. King County has addressed
these issues as part of the Final EIS and will not prepare a
Supplemental EIS. King County would coordinate with the
City of Bothell regarding any ongoing monitoring and
outreach programs.
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Response to Comment O19-124

The 170-mgd peak flow does include the existing daily flows.
Both the Route 9 and Unocal influent and effluent
conveyance systems will be designed to accommodate the
170-mgd peak flow. There will be no difference in impacts
between the two treatment plant sites due to the peak flow.

The worst-case scenario for the Route 9 and Unocal influent
systems would be a result of high flows combined with an
extended power outage at the treatment plant that could fill
available storage in the north Lake Washington area and
potentially result in a discharge of diluted wastewater from
the safety relief point in Kenmore or a bypass of diluted
wastewater past the treatment process at the plant site to the
effluent conveyance system for discharge into Puget Sound.
Please refer to the Final EIS, Appendix 3-E, Flow
Management and Safety Relief Point, for more specific
information.

A discharge from the safety relief point would occur into the
Sammamish River approximately 3,800 feet upstream of
Lake Washington. Overflows would occur at either the safety
relief point into the Sammamish River in Kenmore or the
outfall into Puget Sound. The goal is to first have emergency
overflow discharges occur from the outfall into Puget Sound
since the large water body provides greater dilution. If an
outfall discharge is not possible, a discharge will be initiated
from the safety relief point to Sammamish River to prevent
uncontrolled overflows from occurring through manholes or
sewer backups. Please refer to Appendix 3-E for more
specific information.

The conveyance system has been designed to accommodate
approximately 6 hours of storage before a discharge could
potentially occur. The two potential receiving waters are
Puget Sound and the Sammamish River. Please refer to
Appendix 3-E for a discussion of overflow volumes for the
worst-case scenario and conveyance system criteria for the
Brightwater Treatment Plant. Discussion of potential impacts
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from and cleanup measures due to a sanitary sewer overflow (SSO) are
included in Chapters 6, 7, and 9 of the Final EIS.

During the conditions listed previously, it is anticipated that no aquifers
would be impacted by an SSO since the discharge would occur into the
Sammamish River or Puget Sound. King County has established a
standard policy for emergency notification. The extent of notification
varies as a function of the nature of the emergency. Local cities and
agencies are already on the notification list. Interested community
groups would need to contact the King County Department of Natural
Resources and Parks Public Outreach office to be added to this list.
Please refer to Chapter 9 for additional discussion regarding public
notification and cleanup procedures.
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Response to Comment O19-125

As set forth in detail in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, if the
Route 9 System Alternative is selected, then reasonable
mitigation measures, appropriate construction techniques, and
operational practices would be employed to avoid
contamination and other potential significant adverse impacts
to aquifers and other drinking water resources. Numerous
federal, state, and local agencies have jurisdiction to issue
permits and approvals before construction of any facilities
and to regulate the operation of the Brightwater facilities after
construction so that there is no violation of water quality
standards or detrimental impacts to drinking water sources.
King County is not required to, and does not in this EIS,
address hypothetical legal liability questions. 

Response to Comment O19-126

The overflow referred to in the comment was a unique
situation. At any one time, three influent pumps are sufficient
to pump the maximum volume of effluent that could move
through the West Point Treatment Plant. There had been a
pump modification planned that was important to implement
and planned for some time. The weather was predicted to be
dry, so the fourth pump had been isolated (taken out of
service) so that the work could be done first thing the next
day. This was not routine maintenance. Routine maintenance
is only scheduled during low flow periods. Unfortunately,
heavy rains did occur that evening, and while the three pumps
were pumping flow into the plant, at 3:10 a.m., one of the
three running pumps signaled that it was experiencing
extreme vibration and automatically shutdown and failed to
respond to efforts to restart. High flows entered the plant
causing a series of events that led to a plant bypass
automatically to protect the plant systems from serious or
permanent damage. When the fourth pump could be removed
from isolation and restarted, at 5:30 a.m., the overflow was
terminated. 
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There was a very serious overflow of sewage from the West Point
Treatment Plant, where 41 MG of untreated sewage and 91 MG of
primary treated effluent was discharged on October 12, 1998 (not
September 8, 1998, as noted in the comment). This overflow occurred
because of the failure of the main electrical supply feed to the plant.
While the plant equipment operated properly to switch automatically to
the backup power feed, the other electrical feed failed to function
properly and was unable to support the voltage needed to run the plant.
Since that incident, Seattle City Light has replaced the majority of the
underground, main cable that provides the main service to the plant.
They have also rehabilitated the backup feed line and have installed
additional capacitors at West Point so that the backup line, when it must
be in use, can reliably provide the voltage needed to run the plant.
Further, King County and Seattle City Light have agreed to confirm the
condition of the lines by performing “switch-over” tests every 2 years,
and to inform each other when any change to plant operations will
involve new power requires or when the backup feeder line’s load from
other customers changes significantly. These repairs and
communications between the agencies have corrected the conditions that
lead to the October 1998 overflows and should maintain a reliable
primary and back-up power supply to the plant on into the future.

This particular event did not have any association with a rain event. This
bypass of untreated sewage was a consequence of unexpected
movement of the emergency bypass gate, which opened the gate 1
percent for 18 minutes. This gate opening occurred when maintenance
was being performed on the hydraulic supply values connected to the
gate. At the time of this occurrence, it was not expected that working on
the hydraulic supply would affect the gate in this way. A further
investigation was undertaken to determine why this occurred and
changes to the electronic logic control of the system were made to
prevent such an occurrence in the future. There was not any sampling
done in association with this event; however, it is now common practice
for receiving water samples to be taken whenever there is an overflow
of untreated sewage from any facility. Samples are taken every day until
the bacteria levels return to a normal range.

As described above, while there have been overflows in the past from
the current King County treatment plants, in each particular occurrence

there were extenuating circumstances, either mechanical or power
failures, that resulted in some discharge of untreated or partially treated
wastewater. In each case, King County has undertaken measures to
correct the mechanical problems or has provided additional redundancy
in the power or other systems to reduce or eliminate the potential for
such occurrences in the future. It is King County’s policy to continue to
avoid overflow of untreated waste from the plants. The construction and
operation of the new Brightwater Treatment Plant will further assist in
protecting the current plants from waste loads or mechanical stresses
that could cause more frequent future overflows. 
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Response to Comment O19-127

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts including the expected frequency
of the use of the safety relief point. This is discussed in
Appendix 3-E, Flow Management and the Safety Relief
Point, of the Final EIS. The frequency of emergency
overflows from Brightwater is expected to be very low. There
is no practical or legal need under SEPA to include this
additional analysis in the form of a Supplemental Draft EIS.
There is no SEPA case law calling for such an action.
Moreover, it is the principal task of the Final EIS to respond
to questions and comments on the Draft EIS and, if
appropriate, to revise alternatives, analysis of the probable
significant adverse environmental impacts, and discussion of
reasonable mitigation measures.
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Response to Comment O19-128

King County does have legal authority to exercise eminent
domain for its Washington facilities. However, this comment
essentially calls for legal analysis, as opposed to
environmental information, which SEPA requires be
addressed in an EIS. Moreover, non-environmental
information such as the acquisition of property is ordinarily
entirely exempt from SEPA evaluation. Please refer to WAC
197-11-800(5). You should direct any legal inquiries,
including this comment, to the King County Prosecuting
Attorney’s Office. SEPA does require evaluation of land and
shoreline issues, including “relationship to existing land use
plans” WAC 197-11-444(b). A discussion of the relevant
Snohomish County GMA provisions was set forth in the
Draft EIS in Chapter 2 and Chapter 11, and is also found in
Chapter 11 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O19-129

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6.

Response to Comment O19-130

These comments do not address environmental impacts.
RCW 57.08.005 applies to the legal powers of certain water
districts. King County does have the legal authority to
condemn property and disagrees with the statement that King
County would be a “significant polluter … of an aquifer.”
Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, which discloses
substantial new information regarding potential impacts to
aquifers during construction and operation.
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Response to Comment O19-131

The comment calls for legal interpretations on how state law
may be applied in the future, based on numerous assumptions
posed by the commentator. It is not the role of an EIS to
analyze the possible application of state law under various
hypothetical scenarios. The commentator is encouraged to
direct such legal inquiries to the state Attorney General’s
Office or the King County Prosecutor’s Office.
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Response to Comment O19-132

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment O9-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.

Response to Comment O9-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Response to Comment O9-3

Impacts to the built environment are analyzed in detail in
Chapter 11 of the Final EIS. Chapter 11 also discusses the
state and local land use planning policies, objectives, and
mandates that King County must follow in siting and
building Brightwater facilities. Impacts to aesthetics and
visual settings are analyzed in Chapter 12.

Most impacts associated with conveyance construction would
be at the portals. Using new geotechnical data that were
obtained after the Draft EIS was released in November 2002,
engineers have been able to eliminate several portals along
the proposed conveyance routes, which will help reduce
overall impacts associated with conveyance construction.
Portal Siting Area 10 has been eliminated as a primary portal
and remains as a secondary portal only for the Unocal
System. Secondary portals may not be needed; this will be
determined during final design. An updated overview of the
conveyance alternatives and tunnel alignments can be found
in Chapter 3.

Wherever Brightwater facilities are sited, King County will
work with the host jurisdictions before construction begins to
identify potential impacts and define appropriate mitigation
measures as a condition of permitting. For additional
information about permitting and construction, please refer to
the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment O14-
329. For additional information about mitigation, please refer
to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment O9-4

SEPA requires that the lead agency provide a 30-day
comment period for review of a Draft EIS, with an extension
to 45 days upon request. King County provided an initial 75-
day comment period and granted extensions ranging from a
few days to 2 weeks (and, in one case, 4 weeks) to 23
agencies, organizations, and individuals that requested an
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extension. King County received more than 500 responses to the Draft
EIS from agencies, organizations, and individuals.

More information on geology, hydrogeology, surface waters,
groundwater quality and groundwater use, groundwater/surface water
interaction, aquifer protection areas, and the wellhead protection area in
and near the Lake Forest Park Water District is provided in Chapter 4,
Chapter 6, and in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS.
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Response to Comment O4-1

King County is not issuing a Supplemental Draft EIS. Please
refer to revisions to Chapter 11 of the Final EIS for a revised
discussion of land use plans, policies, and impacts. 

The SEPA Rules state that a proposal by a lead agency or
applicant may be put forward as an objective, as several
alternative means of accomplishing a goal, or as a particular
or preferred course of action (WAC 197-11-060(3)). An EIS
must describe the proposal, or preferred alternative if one
exists, and alternative courses of action. SEPA states that
alternatives must be reasonable and that "reasonable" is
intended to limit the number and range of alternatives, as well
as the amount of detailed analysis for each alternative. The
level of detail should be tailored to the significance of
environmental impacts. The EIS may discuss a range of
alternatives or a few representative alternatives, rather than
every possible reasonable variation. In addition, the EIS may
indicate the main reasons for eliminating alternatives from
detailed study (WAC 197-11-440(5)).

The process used to screen and select alternatives for
consideration in the EIS is described in Chapter 2 of the Draft
and Final EIS. King County narrowed the number of
alternatives for consideration in the EIS in order to avoid
unnecessary cost and delay in conducting the environmental
review and in siting and constructing the Brightwater system.

The EIS evaluates three action alternatives in addition to the
No Action Alternative. King County has identified a
preferred alternative, the Route 9-195th Street System.
Please refer to the discussion in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS.
However, a final selection will not be made until after the
Final EIS is published and the Executive has considered the
environmental impacts of all of the alternatives evaluated in
the EIS. Please refer to Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No
Action Alternative, of the Final EIS for details.
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Response to Comment O4-2

Please refer to the response to the Save Little Bear Creek
Coalition, Comment O15-41, for a discussion of the planning
process leading to the decision to build Brightwater.

Response to Comment O4-3

Please refer to the response to Comment O4-1 in this letter
for a discussion of alternatives. Please refer to the revised
analysis of impacts throughout the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O4-4

Both the Unocal and Route 9 sites have historically been used
for industrial purposes, which is one of many reasons why
these sites were identified as appropriate for siting
Brightwater. Please refer to the response to the City of
Edmonds, Comment C9-7, to find out more about the siting
process and how to get additional information.

Response to Comment O4-5

Please refer to response to the City of Woodinville, Comment
C5-24.
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Response to Comment O4-6

Please refer to the response to the City of Woodinville,
Comment C5-24. The property acquisition process used by
King County Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) would
be followed. Any relocation of uses would be in accordance
with the Federal Uniform Relocation and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act, as it applies to displaced businesses,
residential owners, and tenants. WTD’s real property
acquisition procedures are designed to provide consistent and
equitable treatment of all affected property owners and
tenants as outlined in the King County Department of Natural
Resources and Parks, Property Acquisition and Relocation
Information for residential owners and tenants, and for
businesses, farms, and non-profit organizations (King
County, 2003). Please refer to the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 and the King County Property Acquisition and
Relocation Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more
information.
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Response to Comment O4-7

Please refer to the response to Comment O4-1 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O10-1

In recognition of SEPA provisions, the Final EIS considers
more than the immediate footprint of the location of
Brightwater facilities in its discussion of cumulative impacts.
As one example, Chapter 16 evaluates several roadways and
intersections beyond the treatment plant and portal sites. This
Final EIS also includes additional detail in the analysis of
cumulative impacts where appropriate in all chapters. Finally,
refer to the response to Hensley, Comment I408-92.
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Response to Comment O10-2

A phone discussion with Steve Dickson (Snohomish County)
clarified the community-based mitigation process that will
occur for the Brightwater project. Snohomish County will
work with interested county residents to identify potential
mitigation for the project. This could involve measures such
as a Community-Oriented Building and/or trails at the project
site, among other things. Snohomish and King Counties will
then mutually negotiate these mitigation measures.
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Response to Comment O10-3

The purpose of the Brightwater System is to provide
wastewater service to areas planned by others for growth,
including the Little Bear Creek watershed. As noted in
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, Brightwater has also been
planned to specifically implement service strategies identified
in the Regional Wastewater Services Plan. Please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Natural
Resources, Comment W3-6.

Response to Comment O10-4

Please refer to the response to the Cross Valley Water
District, Comment D3-16.

Response to Comment O10-5

Please refer to the responses to Hensley, Comments I408-92
and I408-374.
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Response to Comment O10-6

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6 and City
of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.

Response to Comment O10-7

Please refer to response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-31, regarding public participation. For more
information on mitigation please refer to the response to the
City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment O10-8

Please refer to responses to the City of Woodinville,
Comments C5-3 and C5-24, and the response to the City of
Edmonds, Comment C9-94. 

There was a text error in the City of Woodinville
Comprehensive Plan that has been corrected in the Final EIS
to read as follows: “As part of a subarea plan for this area, the
City of Woodinville is currently working with Snohomish
County to include the Grace Neighborhood within the City of
Woodinville. This would occur through an interlocal
agreement for joint planning and annexation.”
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Response to Comment O10-9

King County provides wholesale wastewater service to the
Alderwood Water and Sewer District. In accordance with the
Regional Wastewater Services Plan, King County is
designing Brightwater to meet the current and future needs of
its wholesale customers. As such, Brightwater would treat all
future flows from the Little Bear Creek watershed,
transferred to its system by the Alderwood Water and Sewer
District. With respect to planning for future service areas in
the watershed, those decisions were not under the jurisdiction
of King County, but rather the District.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS          Little Bear Creek Protective Association (O10)

Brightwater Final EIS 1072

Response to Comment O10-10

For a discussion of the regional infiltration and inflow
program and its influence on flow volumes, please refer to
the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-6.

Response to Comment O10-11

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, which discusses
how low, or limited, impact development strategies have
been incorporated into the project design. Chapter 6 of the
Final EIS also provides information on Limited Impact
Development relative to stormwater runoff. Please refer to
the response to the Washington State Department of Natural
Resources, Comment W3-196.

Response to Comment O10-12

The Final EIS goes into considerable additional discussion of
the impact of construction and operation of Brightwater on
threatened and endangered species and essential fish habitat,
including a discussion on indirect impacts. Brightwater is
being developed in response to the need articulated in the
comprehensive plans adopted by jurisdictions in the service
area, which were accompanied by environmental review. The
impacts of development in those plans were addressed by
SEPA review prior to adoption of the respective
comprehensive plans. With respect to low impact
development, King County does not have a mechanism
through its wastewater planning process to require low-
impact development from its customers. However, both plant
sites incorporate low impact development features and can
help provide examples of successful low impact
development.

Response to Comment O10-13

Little Bear Creek is an important resource to protect. Siting
Brightwater at the Route 9 site offers possibilities for
enhancement to Little Bear Creek. All construction and plant
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operations will be done in a manner to meet all federal, state, and local
requirements to protect water quality and salmon habitat. Please refer to
the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for additional
information regarding mitigation suggestions.
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Response to Comment O10-14

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15.

Response to Comment O10-15

Since the Draft EIS, additional subsurface explorations and
more detailed groundwater impact analyses have been
conducted to more precisely estimate tunnel dewatering
flows. The additional data and detailed analyses have resulted
in expected tunnel dewatering flows to be substantially less
than those reported in the Draft EIS. Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS provides a summary of the
data gathered and the impact analyses. A synopsis of the
information contained in Appendix 6-B can be found in
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. As described in these references,
dewatering flows that are generated as part of tunneling
activities will be pumped to the ground surface and managed
in accordance with standard surface water discharge methods
and applicable regulations.  Dewatering flows are anticipated
to be discharged into various receiving water bodies along the
tunnel alignment after treatment, if necessary, to meet the
surface water discharge requirements. In many cases, the
discharge of the dewatering flows to a stream results in a
positive impact to the stream.  

Response to Comment O10-16

Additional site-specific groundwater impact analyses have
been conducted since the Draft EIS that evaluate both
construction and long-term operations phases at the Route 9
site. These analyses are summarized in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, and Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
Specific effort has been made to emphasize the inter-
relationships between groundwater and surface water in the
area of the Route 9 site, including water balances, the effects
of groundwater dewatering on Little Bear Creek, and
mitigation measures to re-introduce dewatering flow back to
either the shallow aquifer or directly to Little Bear Creek.
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The analyses show that the water balance to Little Bear will not be
adversely affected as a result of the construction dewatering due to
mitigation measures to re-introduce this groundwater back to the
groundwater/surface water system.

Response to Comment O10-17

Please refer to response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment O10-18

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15, and W5-40. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O10-19

Mature cedar trees and forested areas on the site will be retained.
Portions of this forest may be enhanced with native understory plantings
as part of the wetland and stream mitigation plan, and mature trees in
these areas will be retained. Approximately 22 acres in other areas of the
site will be reforested, as described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
Mitigation measures are described in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O10-20

Cumulative impacts to plants and animals are disclosed in Chapter 7 of
the Final EIS. Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6, which addresses
growth inducing and cumulative impacts.
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Response to Comment O10-21

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS provides a refined project
description, a concise evaluation of significant adverse
environmental impacts, possible mitigation, and additional
information and technical data in the appendices. Please refer
to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for
additional information regarding mitigation suggestions.
Following issuance of the Final EIS and a decision on which
Brightwater System will be implemented, there will be
additional analysis and discussion of mitigation as part of the
permit review process with host jurisdictions and regulatory
agency.
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Response to Comment O18-1

The primary purpose of the State Environmental Policy Act’s
(SEPA) regulatory page limits is to force the drafting of
concise, readable environmental review documents, so that
they are easy to understand by the decision-makers and the
public. EIS length is addressed by the SEPA regulations that
have page limitations for complex documents of 150 pages,
not including appendices and other background material
(WAC 197-11-425(4)). The SEPA rules recognize that the
size and complexity of the proposal will be a driving factor in
determining how long an EIS must be to adequately address
the key issues. “EISs shall be no longer than necessary to
comply with SEPA and these rules. Length should relate first
to potential environmental problems and then to the size or
complexity of the alternatives, including the proposal” (WAC
197-11-402(5) and (6)). While there is little case law in
Washington on EIS length, there is an unpublished Court of
Appeals opinion that recognizes that the key issue with
regard to page limits is whether the EIS is reasonably clear
and concise. “[A]s long as the EIS is reasonably clear and
concise so that the public has notice of the important facts,
the length is not controlling.” Thomas v. Sound Transit (EIS
upheld, although SEPA formatting requirements not entirely
complied with). This opinion is consistent with one of the
purposes of SEPA, which is to produce clear and readable
environmental review documents. In the Brightwater EIS,
King County has worked to provide a sensible balance
between length and readability, on the one hand, with a
thorough evaluation and backup documentation of the
probable significant adverse impacts and reasonable
mitigation measures of the proposal on the other hand. The
County has also worked to be responsive to what those
commenting on the Draft EIS asked to have included in the
Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O18-2

SEPA requires that the lead agency provide a 30-day comment period
for review of a Draft EIS, with an extension to 45 days upon request.
King County provided an initial 75-day comment period and granted
extensions ranging from a few days to 2 weeks (and, in one case, 4
weeks) to 23 agencies, organizations, and individuals that requested an
extension. King County received more than 500 responses to the Draft
EIS from agencies, organizations, and individuals. MNA was one of 23
agencies, organizations, and individuals who received an extension of
the comment period upon request.

Response to Comment O18-3

The Maltby subarea is discussed in Chapter 11 of the Draft EIS under
the subsection “Comprehensive Plan Designations” in the Affected
Environment and Impacts and Mitigation sections for the Route 9 site.
This area is governed by the Snohomish County Comprehensive Plan.
Additional text has been added to the Final EIS to provide clarification
that this area is a subarea of the Snohomish County Comprehensive
Plan.
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Response to Comment O18-4

Mitigation measures could help the area preserve its existing
rural character and avoid unchecked commercial and
industrial development on the site that would not enhance the
community. Please refer to the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for additional information
regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment O18-5

Brightwater facilities have been planned within the context of
regional and local growth management plans (GMA Plans).
Brightwater is not intended to be an impetus for future
growth but rather to accommodate and serve growth that has
been planned for and approved through the planning
processes of the affected jurisdictions. 

The purpose of this EIS is not to resolve or re-analyze
regional land use planning and coordination that has already
occurred but to provide wastewater service to growth, as
forecast and approved, in the most environmentally and
economically sound manner. Both regional and local land use
plans included SEPA review of environmental impacts of 20-
year population estimates that were used as the basis for
planning under Washington State’s Growth Management Act.
A discussion of the policy framework under which
Brightwater has been planned and coordinated is provided
below and in Chapter 11 of the Final EIS. 

A number of major land use and development plans and
implementing regulations shape the land use policy
framework for the Brightwater project. The key state and
regional plans include: Washington State’s Growth
Management Act (GMA), Puget Sound Regional Council’s
Vision 2020, and King County and Snohomish County
Countywide Planning Policies. In general, these documents
establish a framework for all other local land use and
shoreline comprehensive plans affected by Brightwater. 
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The basis of regional land use planning in the central Puget Sound area
is the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) of 1990. The
GMA established a structure for all future land use planning in
Washington State. The Act required that all planning activities be based
upon 20-year population and employment forecasts developed by the
Office of Finance and Management (OFM) using 1990 census data. The
OFM provided population and employment growth forecasts for each
county. Then counties and their cities worked together to accommodate
the projected numbers of future residents in their land use plans and
policies.

The GMA requires the designation of Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) and
adoption of comprehensive plans by the region’s counties and cities.
Development is encouraged within the UGAs, and adequate
infrastructure (transportation, water, sewer, and other urban services)
can be provided to accommodate population and employment targets
established by the region. Jurisdictions are required to support the
concentration of growth within the UGAs by setting standards for
concurrency and levels of service. Concurrency means that public
facilities and services are provided at levels that keep up with the
increased demand of the forecast growth.

In complying with the GMA, King County’s facility planning must be
consistent with other regional planning efforts so that its regional
wastewater treatment and conveyance infrastructure is in place at the
time development is available for occupancy and use without decreasing
current service levels. The Regional Wastewater Services Plan
implements the King County Comprehensive Plan, as it assumes that all
planned development in the urban areas will have sanitary sewer service
(King County Department of Natural Resources Wastewater Treatment
Division, RWSP Final EIS, April 1998).

Response to Comment O18-6

Please refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1,
regarding growth rate projections and the need for the Brightwater
System.

Response to Comment O18-7

King County welcomes your thoughts and ideas on other activities that
could help build trust with the communities that could be affected by the
Brightwater facilities. Please refer to the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment O18-8

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15 and W5-40. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O18-9

Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS for a detailed discussion of groundwater at the Route 9 site, in the
vicinity of the site, and in the region, including the interaction of
groundwater with surface water.

Response to Comment O18-10

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-15 and W5-43.

Response to Comment O18-11

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, and Chapter 6 of the Final
EIS provide detailed information on the inter-relation between the
existing condition of groundwater and surface water at the Route 9 site,
and the effects on these inter-related systems as a result of groundwater
dewatering during construction and long-term underdrains during the
operations phase of the Brightwater Treatment Plant. These analyses
show that no significant adverse impact to groundwater and surface
water is anticipated as a result of the Brightwater Treatment Plant
located at the Route 9 site.

Response to Comment O18-12

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-43.
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Response to Comment O18-13

Please refer to Chapter 9 of the Final EIS for discussion of the materials
and chemicals used in the treatment process. A description of the
delivery, handling, and storage facilities is also provided in this chapter.
Please refer to the response to Chapter 17 of the Final EIS for a
discussion of fire department response.

Response to Comment O18-14

King County has provided additional information about the
meteorological data used in the odor and air quality modeling in
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

As mentioned in the Draft EIS, meteorological data is currently being
collected from two monitoring stations, one located at the Unocal site
and one located at the Route 9 site. The intent is to collect 12 months of
data that will be used in the modeling for the Notice of Construction
permit. At the time this document was written, 9 months of data had
been collected, which was used for the odor and air modeling for the
Final EIS. In addition, 4 years of data from Paine Field has been
modeled. The Paine Field data provides the model with additional
potential weather patterns to evaluate. Please refer to the Final EIS for
additional information on this subject and to the response to the City of
Woodinville, Comment C5-36.

Response to Comment O18-15

Please refer to the response to Comment O18-14 in this letter.

Response to Comment O18-16

It is unclear what is meant by “baseline” between Unocal and Route 9 in
the dispersion modeling. However, additional information about the
dispersion modeling procedures and meteorological data used in the
odor and air quality modeling is provided in Appendix 5-A, Odor and
Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the final EIS.

Response to Comment O18-17

The dispersion modeling included periods with air inversions. The
ambient air impacts of the facility-wide air emission estimates from the
liquids, solids, and combustion sources indicate that all air emissions,

except potentially chloroform, would be less than the regulatory
requirements and are therefore not expected to have an adverse impact
on human health and the environment. For a discussion of chloroform
levels, please refer to the response to Hensley, Comment I408-607.

Response to Comment O18-18

There are various methods for constructing a process to be airtight and
ensuring complete containment of odors, depending on the type of
process. All liquids processes at the Brightwater Treatment Plant would
be covered and ventilated to an odor control system. The covers would
be operated and maintained according to manufacturer specifications to
ensure they are airtight.

Processes that are contained in buildings, such as the headworks and
solids handling buildings, would be enclosed within the building and the
processes area covered and ventilated to an odor control system. The
covered or enclosed areas would be designed with a ventilation system
that would keep the area under negative pressure to prevent the escape
of odorous air. As the ventilation system is designed to keep the
biosolids and screenings loading areas under negative pressure, normal
operations would require that the doors be kept closed for proper
operation. It is likely that an alarm would be generated within the plant
control system whenever one of these doors is open, thus allowing for
improper operating conditions to be corrected.

Each odor control system would treat the process air using multistage
chemical scrubbers followed by a final polishing stage of carbon
adsorption. Each stage treats the process air to a greater degree. The
exhaust air from the carbon polishers would be discharged from stacks.
In addition to the chemical scrubbers, carbon scrubbers would treat any
digester gas that may be discharged through pressure release vents.
Additional detail on the odor control systems can be found in Appendix
5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O18-19

A description and evaluation of the proposed conveyance
routes are included in Appendix 3-B, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. The evaluation of the
proposed conveyance route has been expanded in Chapters 4
through 17 of the Final EIS. 

Response to Comment O18-20

Please refer to the response to the Sno-King Environmental
Alliance/ Joseph, Comment O17-70.

Response to Comment O18-21

Preliminary flow velocity optimization was conducted in
determining the size of force mains and pump stations.
Additional optimization would be conducted in the
preliminary and final design phases of the conveyance
system.

Response to Comment O18-22

This information will be included in Chapters 4 and 6 of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment O18-23

For the Route 9-195th Street System, if chlorine is used for
disinfection, chlorination would occur at the treatment plant,
and the dechlorination facility would be located at Portal
Siting Area 5. Disinfection with ultraviolet radiation would
eliminate the need for a dechlorination facility.

Chlorination (if used) would also occur at the treatment plant
for the Route 9-228th Street System, but the dechlorination
facility would be located at Portal Siting Area 26. UV
disinfection would again eliminate the need for a
dechlorination facility. 

The Unocal System would have both chlorination and
dechlorination systems at the treatment plant, if chlorination 
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is used. Again, if ultraviolet radiation were used for disinfection, the
dechlorination facility would not be required.

The dechlorination facility would dose the chlorinated-treated effluent
with sodium bisulfite to remove any free chlorine residual and to
remove the potential for free chlorine to enter Puget Sound. The facility
would be constructed in accordance with state and local fire codes and
would include safety features such as secondary chemical containment,
shutoff valves, and spill alarms.

Response to Comment O18-24

Secondary clarifiers are no longer required and all liquid processes are
covered at the Brightwater Treatment Plant. For more information on
membrane bioreactors (MBR) in the secondary process at the
Brightwater Treatment Plant, please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-
54.

Response to Comment O18-25

The tradeoffs between UV and chlorine disinfection are described in
Appendix 3-K, Treatment Plant Disinfection Alternatives, of the Final
EIS. Sodium bisulfite would be added to the plant effluent for
dechlorination.

Response to Comment O18-26

By the time the effluent reaches the shoreline, it would have undergone
substantial dilution, on the order of 2000:1. The diluted effluent would
pose no measurable impact, and therefore no mitigation is required.
Complete details of the analysis and conclusions can be found in Phase
3 Brightwater Marine Outfall Water Quality Investigations (Parametrix
and Intertox, 2002).

Response to Comment O18-27

The water quality effects of the outfall have been adequately analyzed
and considered. A majority of the scientific investigations completed by
King County were focused on evaluating the potential impacts of the
proposed outfall on the biological resources of Puget Sound and the
people that frequent the shorelines. Eliminating or significantly reducing

the possibility that people may become sick or aquatic life harmed as a
result of the new outfall has been the primary consideration of the
outfall siting study. As a result, the Final EIS contains an analysis of
these investigations. King County has identified what will be discharged
from the outfall (effluent characterization reports), the dilution and
transport of the effluent within the Puget Sound (oceanographic
modeling and plume modeling), and the potential pathways for contact
with the discharge (biological investigations and human use survey). All
of these studies increase the confidence in the determination that the
outfall and effluent constituents are not expected to be harmful to people
and aquatic life.

Response to Comment O18-28

Cumulative impacts generally refer to the build-up of material in the
receiving waters from all sources over a period of several years and are
not examined on a seasonal scale. Plume dynamics and dilution during
winter months are analyzed in Appendix 6-H, Predesign Initial Dilution
Assessment. Winter represents a period of weak stratification in Puget
Sound. The dilution modeling results indicate initial dilutions during
strongly stratified conditions would be about 35 percent smaller than
during conditions with weak or no stratifications.

Response to Comment O18-29

Mitigation measures can help the area preserve its existing rural
character and avoid unchecked commercial and industrial development
on the site that would not enhance the community. More information on
mitigation suggestions can be found in the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment O18-30

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS provides
detailed summaries of the existing groundwater conditions at the Route
9 site and the inter-relation between the site, Little Bear Creek, and the
Cross Valley Aquifer. Groundwater impact analyses have been
conducted for both the construction and long-term operations phases of
the treatment plant. The analyses indicate that there would be negligible,
if measurable, effects to the closest Cross Valley Water District supply
well (the Woodlane well). This is primarily because the Cross Valley
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Aquifer is up-gradient of the site and also because the aquifer that the
Cross Valley Water District uses for its water supply is not the same
aquifer that underlies the area where the majority of the treatment plant
structures would be located. The treatment plant structures (except the
Influent Pump Station) would be sited in the shallow unconfined aquifer
that is not hydraulically connected to the Cross Valley Aquifer. Also,
slope stability issues at the Route 9 site are discussed in Chapter 4 of the
Final EIS. The Unocal alternative has a more detailed summary of slope
stability because significant cuts up to 130 feet in height would need to
be made into an existing hillside to develop this site for the treatment
plant.
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Response to Comment O18-31

Since the Draft EIS, a substantial amount of additional
subsurface data gathering, soil testing, geologic
interpretations, groundwater level monitoring, and
groundwater impact analyses has been conducted for the
various Brightwater System alternatives. The additional data
gathering and refinement of the project description has
enabled more accurate and detailed groundwater impact
analyses to be conducted. For both the construction and
operations phases, the analyses indicate that no significant
adverse effects to groundwater resources are anticipated as a
result of the Brightwater System using the assumed design
and construction methodologies currently planned. Please
refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9 and W5-15, for summaries of the
groundwater impact analyses conducted for the conveyance
corridors and treatment plant locations, respectively.
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
presents the detailed evaluations from which these summary
responses were developed.
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Response to Comment O18-32

The sizing of vapor phase odor control systems is based on
anticipated worst-case concentrations of odorous compounds
and specified ventilation rates (required air changes per
hour). Both the design air changes per hour and odor
concentrations are included in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. The odor control
system would be designed for peak odor and would also use
chemicals in the influent conveyance system and at the
influent pump station during the summer, when odors are
most significant. For a discussion of airtight structures, please
refer to the response to Comment O18-18 in this letter.

Response to Comment O18-33

Information in the Draft EIS illustrated some of the many
engineering criteria used to design the outfall and conveyance
system. This information is not intended to be a formal
presentation of the basis of design for either Brightwater
component. This formal presentation will be part of the final
Brightwater conveyance system preliminary design report,
which will be completed after the Final EIS has been
completed and the King County Executive has selected an
alternative to be constructed.
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Response to Comment O18-34

Flow equalization to optimize conveyance and treatment has
been evaluated during the predesign process. The influent
tunnel would be designed to be used for emergency storage
during high flow events. The technology selection process is
described in Appendices 3-A, Project Description: Treatment
Plant, and 3-L, Preliminary Working Draft Facilities Plan, of
the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O18-35

A contingency plan would be submitted by the contractor to
King County prior to construction as part of the contract
documents for County review and comments. The contractor
would be selected after the King County Executive’s
selection of a Brightwater alternative for construction and
after the final design of the Brightwater System is completed.

Response to Comment O18-36

Although the tunnel would be designed such that periodic
repair and cleanings of the influent and effluent pipelines
would not be required, the Brightwater conveyance facilities
will be integrated into the County’s Wastewater Asset
Management and Inspection program, and a schedule
appropriate for each facility will be developed.

If emergency repair would be required, then the flow
diversion strategies discussed in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS
would be implemented to dewater the system during low
flows, thereby allowing repair crews to enter the conveyance
system.

Response to Comment O18-37

Conventional dewatering wells are no longer being
considered for groundwater control during conveyance
system construction, as described in Appendices 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, and 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. The estimate of groundwater
volume discharged from the tunnels during construction has
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been refined and is now anticipated to range up to a maximum sustained
flow of 150 gpm, with short term peaks of 250 gpm, compared to the
maximum of 4,250 gpm reported in the Draft EIS. These are not flows
derived from construction "dewatering" but from seepage into the tunnel
during construction. Please refer to response to Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9, for a summary of updated
evaluation of tunnel construction and operational effects on groundwater
elevations and flow. The on-going operational effect of the Route 9 site
on the Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer is addressed in Appendix 6-B
of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O18-38

Optimization of treatment processes was performed during predesign.
The technology selection process is described in Appendices 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-L, Preliminary Working
Draft Facilities Plan, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O18-39

Optimization of treatment processes was performed during predesign.
The technology selection process is described in Appendices 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-L, Preliminary Working
Draft Facilities Plan, of the Final EIS. A high purity oxygen system was
evaluated during predesign, but was not selected. Even though the
aeration basin would be covered, other factors showed the membrane
bioreactor to be preferred above the high purity oxygen system.

Response to Comment O18-40

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O18-41

Please refer to response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-354, and Appendix 6-I, Effluent
Quality Evaluation for the Brightwater Membrane Bioreactor and
Advanced Primary System, for an updated analysis of dissolved oxygen.

Response to Comment O18-42

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development, Comment S3-354, for a dissolved oxygen analysis. There

will be no cumulative impacts to Puget Sound surface water as a result
of the construction and operation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant
and outfall. More complete discussion of the cumulative impacts is
provided in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.

In the examination of potential impacts to surface water, King County
added Brightwater contribution to loadings to existing conditions in
Puget Sound to examine cumulative impacts. It is believed that this is a
reasonable approach because there are no known plans for additional
point source discharges in the area, and there are concentrated efforts in
the region to improve the water quality of Puget Sound. King County
and other municipal governments in the area are continuing efforts to
increase the quality of their discharges in response to stricter regulatory
requirements of the Endangered Species Act, Growth Management Act,
and other environmental regulations. For example, there are planned
improvements to combined sewer overflows; other capital improvement
projects would vastly improve stormwater management infrastructure,
which would reduce the loadings to Puget Sound. Both the City of
Edmonds and King County have plans to improve the performance of
some of the existing outfalls in Puget Sound. Similarly, King County is
proposing to use membrane bioreactor treatment technology for the
Brightwater System in an effort to minimize the loadings to Puget
Sound. 

King County and other regional governments are committed to
improving the water quality of Puget Sound through the improvement of
existing infrastructure and using the best available technology for new
systems. 

Chemical contamination of Puget Sound sediments has been extensively
studied by National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration
(NOAA) and the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology)
(2000). Ecology has identified contaminated sediment sites that warrant
further investigation and/or cleanup (Ecology, 2001). The majority of
the contaminated sediment sites identified by Ecology are associated
with past industrial activities, with no contaminated sediment sites
associated with outfalls for secondary treated effluent. King County
(Striplin et al., 2001) has studied chemical constituents near its existing
outfalls for secondary treatment and found little or no differences
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relative to ambient conditions. King County believes that there would be
no impact to sediments near the Brightwater outfall.

References:

NOAA and Washington State Department of Ecology, 2000. Sediment
Quality in Puget Sound: Year 2-Central Puget Sound. NOAA Tech
Memorandum No. 47 and Ecology Pub 00-03-055

Washington State Department of Ecology 2001 Sediment Cleanup
Status Report. Striplin Environmental Associates and King County
2001.  Potential effects to Benthic organisms associated with King
County Secondary Treated Effluent Discharges to Puget Sound.
December 2001.

Response to Comment O18-43

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5,
regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment O18-44

King County believes that its groundwater impact analyses, as
summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS adequately represent the existing conditions of the groundwater
regime and the potential effects to the groundwater as a result of the
construction and operation of the Brightwater System. The information
presented is of sufficient detail for the evaluation of alternatives as
included in this Final EIS. In addition, several state and federal agencies
are reviewing the Final EIS and as such, King County does not intend to
have one of these agencies conduct a separate groundwater impacts
evaluation.

Response to Comment O18-45

For updated air modeling information, please see Chapter 5 and
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for
information regarding mitigation plans and policies.

Response to Comment O18-46

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-9.
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Response to Comment I375-1

Portals 22 and 23 are considered secondary portals in the
Brightwater Final EIS. Portal 22 is on the 228th Street
alignment and Portal 23 is on the 195th Street alignment
King County expects to build primary portals along the
chosen alignment and believes it is unlikely that secondary
portals would be needed. As Brightwater goes through further
design, it will be decided definitively if and which secondary
portals would be needed. In addition, the Final EIS does
show the specific parcels being considered for portal
candidate sites and the subject property in question is not
being considered. 

Response to Comment I375-2

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment I375-3

Recent Level 2 portal screening that was conducted as part of
the Brightwater conveyance predesign identified candidate
sites to carry forward for further screening. These sites met
engineering needs and minimized environmental and
community impacts. The Brightwater Conveyance Predesign
Level 2 Portal Screening process is described in Chapter 2 of
the Final EIS. Chapter 11 of the Final EIS has been revised to
discuss the potential impacts associated with proposed
construction and operation activities at candidate sites.
Figures showing the candidate portal sites are located in
Appendix 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS.

Portal 22 is now a secondary portal; construction is not
anticipated to be required at this portal. However, this may
change due to the relatively long length of the tunnels. A
final decision on the need for secondary portals will be made
during final design. There are four scenarios that may result
in the use of secondary portals: temporary ventilation,
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standby emergency egress, deep ground improvement, and supply of
backfill grout.

Response to Comment I375-4

Please refer to the response to Comment I375-1 in this letter.  In
addition, in the unlikely event that a secondary portal was to be needed,
surface construction activities are significantly less than those planned
for primary portals. King County will work with communities and
adjacent neighbors on minimizing impact and implementing appropriate
mitigation for every portal construction site. 
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Response to Comment I375-5

If the property referred to in the comment is close to a portal
construction site, the noise impact during daytime hours
defined by the jurisdiction’ s noise code can be significant.
For example, within 130 feet of the Unocal site, it is
anticipated that a maximum increase of 23 dBA over the
maximum daytime ambient level of 59 dBA could occur as a
result of construction activities. Similar daytime maximum
ambient levels and impacts are expected near the portal sites.
Construction outside of exempt daytime hours, if permitted,
would be required to meet the jurisdiction’ s code
requirements for hours outside of the exempt periods.
Mitigation for conveyance system construction noise impacts
is described in Appendix 10-B, Noise and Vibration:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I375-6

It is, as suggested, too early in the process to identify specific
slope stability issues. Slopes that will be impacted by
construction of a portal will be addressed in design, and
mitigation will be identified and implemented. Depending
upon the slope (soils, inclination, etc.), the mitigation could
range from imposing setbacks, to construction of retaining
walls, to monitoring the slope during construction, to
reducing the inclination of the slope.

Response to Comment I375-7

The potential effect of vibration on structures in the vicinity
of any portal or tunneling operation will be analyzed during
the design phase and mitigation measures would be
established to protect those structures.

Response to Comment I375-8

Odor control facilities would be installed at locations with the
potential odor concerns. Chapter 5 of the Final EIS includes
descriptions of the types of odor control methods that will be
implemented along the conveyance system and Appendix 5-
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B, Odor Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS provides additional
discussion of this issue.

All King County facilities outside of the treatment plants are routinely
inspected with maintenance conducted on a quarterly to yearly schedule,
depending on the size and nature of the facilities. Additional work is
conducted whenever King County receives public concerns regarding a
specific facility.

Response to Comment I375-9

A discussion of transportation impacts at primary portals is included in
Chapter 16 of the Final EIS, including a discussion of impacts at Portal
19. Portals 22, 23, and 27 are secondary portals that may not be needed.
However, if they are needed, few project construction trips are expected
to travel on 244th/205th past SR-99 because construction activity would
be concentrated at the primary portals. The secondary portals, if
required, would generate an average of three trucks per day during
construction, and would not affect peak-hour traffic operations.
Operational impacts at all portal sites would be limited to periodic
maintenance checks occurring on average once per day plus two truck
trips per week. Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact:
Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS for greater detail on
construction impacts. Please refer to the response to the City of
Kenmore, Comment C3-16. A traffic management plan (TMP) has been
included in the Final EIS that includes specific mitigation measures that
would reduce traffic impacts along construction access routes.
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Response to Comment I375-10

Please refer to the response to Comment I375-9 in this letter.

Response to Comment I375-11

The portal near the Gauthiers’ home (Portal 22) has been
eliminated as a primary portal, and retained only as a
secondary portal. This means it is not intended to be used
except for ancillary purposes. If it were to be used,
construction methods would be used that limit the withdrawal
of groundwater and that protect groundwater quality.
Engineering studies would be completed to evaluate potential
settlement associated with groundwater withdrawal, and
construction groundwater withdrawal criteria would be set at
a level protective of nearby structures. Further information on
portal construction methods is included in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I375-12

Compensation is developed based on criteria established by
federal law by way of the Uniform Relocation and Real
Property Acquisition Policies Act (The Uniform Act, or
simply the Act). Please refer to the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 and the King County Property Acquisition and
Relocation Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more
information.
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Response to Comment O3-1

King County appreciates your support of the educational
aspect of the Brightwater Treatment Plant and looks forward
to meeting with you at your convenience. For more
information on mitigation suggestions, please refer to the
response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
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Response to Comment O3-2

King County appreciates your support of the educational aspect
of the Brightwater Treatment Plant and looks forward to
meeting with you at your convenience. For more information
on mitigation suggestions, please refer to the response to the
City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
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Response to Comment I343-1

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts beyond that characterized in
this comment. Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002,
considerable additional analysis has been conducted, as is
the case on any large project, to further define and develop
the proposal and to respond to Draft EIS comments.
Additional analysis that has been conducted that relates to
probable significant adverse impacts that will not be
mitigated or regulated into non-significance is included as
part of the Final EIS analysis. 

Response to Comment I343-2

Please refer to response to the Port of Edmonds, Comment
G3-3.
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Response to Comment I343-3

The Draft EIS did evaluate the potential environmental
impacts associated with the co-location of the Brightwater
project and the Edmonds Crossing project at the Unocal site
in Chapters 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 16. The impacts of
this co-location and the lid sub-alternative are also evaluated
in further detail in Chapters 4 through 17 of the Final EIS.

Response to -Comment I343-4

The SEPA Rules state that a proposal by a lead agency or
applicant may be put forward as an objective, as several
alternative means of accomplishing a goal, or as a particular
or preferred course of action (WAC 197-11-060(3)). An EIS
must describe the proposal, or preferred alternative if one
exists, and alternative courses of action. SEPA states that
alternatives must be reasonable and that “reasonable” is
intended to limit the number and range of alternatives, as well
as the amount of detailed analysis for each alternative. The
level of detail should be tailored to the significance of
environmental impacts. The EIS may discuss a range of
alternatives or a few representative alternatives, rather than
every possible reasonable variation. In addition, the EIS may
indicate the main reasons for eliminating alternatives from
detailed study (WAC 197-11-440(5)).

The process used to screen and select alternatives for
consideration is described in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. King
County narrowed the number of alternatives for consideration
in the EIS in order to avoid unnecessary cost and delay in
conducting the environmental review and in siting and
constructing the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment I343-5

Please refer to the response to the Comment I343-3 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment I343-6

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment I343-7

The Unocal site would provide sufficient buffers from the
nearby residences and businesses. A 50- to 75-foot setback
between the treatment process units and the southern property
line would provide a buffer to residents to the south; greater
buffers would be provided between treatment facilities and
Willow Creek. The layout of the Unocal site is shown in
greater detail in Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I343-8

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comments C9-5, C9-86, and C9-89. Please refer to Chapter
11 of the Final EIS for a discussion of Brightwater’s impact
on adjacent land use and consistency with the plans and
policies for the City of Edmonds. In addition, the impact of
Brightwater on adjacent land use is evaluated as it relates to
air quality, noise, aesthetics, light and glare, and
transportation as discussed in Chapters 5, 10, 12, 13, and 16
of the Final EIS respectively.

Construction and operation of the Brightwater System are not
expected to significantly impact the adjacent single-family
residents in the City of Woodway. Air quality impacts during
construction at the Unocal site relate to the emissions of
contaminants present in groundwater or soil at the site. As
discussed in Chapter 5 these contaminants could volatilize or
disperse into the air if the soil or groundwater containing
them were disturbed. Cleanup of the contamination at the
Unocal site would be required prior to the construction of
Brightwater. Please refer to Chapter 5 for more detail
regarding site cleanup options and associated air quality
impacts.

Odor impacts related to treatment plant operations are
typically from hydrogen sulfide as well as ammonia, amines,
and mercaptan-based compounds. The goal for odor control
at the Brightwater Treatment Plant is to prevent offsite odors
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from occurring by using a combination of design, operational, and
maintenance practices and procedures. The Brightwater odor control
system would have the highest degree of odor control equipment and
strategies currently available for municipal wastewater plants in the
United States. To achieve this goal, the Brightwater Treatment Plant
odor control system would be designed to remove 99.99 percent of the
hydrogen sulfide that is present in the process air. Any residual
hydrogen sulfide emissions after treatment will be non-detectable to
most noses.

Noise impacts to receptors near the Unocal site relate to construction
equipment and facility operations. The kinds of noise that might be
audible include the sounds of heavy earth-moving equipment, pile-
driving equipment, concrete trucks, dump trucks, cranes, and other types
of heavy construction equipment. Some vibration would also occur as a
result of heavy construction equipment operation. The closest residence
is about 130 feet south of Noise Monitoring Location 1 (NML-1) for the
Unocal site shown in Chapter 10 of the Final EIS. As indicated in
Chapter 10, construction activities during daytime hours on weekdays
are exempt from maximum noise levels in all jurisdictions within the
project area. Traffic noise on public roads is also exempt from the
maximum levels. Noise levels at the nearest residences are likely to be a
maximum of 81 to 83 dBA. Noise level reduction with distance could be
greater depending on the effects of terrain and line-of-sight barriers such
as berms, retaining walls, and buildings.

Treatment plant operations are not expected to result in an increase of
existing noise levels at the nearest noise-sensitive receptors (residences
and fish hatchery noise monitoring locations). Nighttime operational
noise could increase the existing minimum noise levels at these
receptors by up to 5 dBA, which is a perceptible increase to most
people. However, the higher noise level still would not exceed the most
stringent regulated levels applicable to sensitive receptors under the
Edmonds Municipal Code. Treatment plant noise sources with tonal
qualities, such as fans and blowers, can be designed with extra
attenuation of pure tones that will mask the tone, making it more
difficult to identify during nighttime hours when the ambient noise level
is low.

As discussed under the Affected Environment section of Chapter 12, tall
trees along the ridgeline that borders the Unocal site buffer the
residential neighborhoods to the south. Outward views from these
residences are primarily oriented to the west over Puget Sound.
Illustrations that present a series of possible mitigation approaches to
fully screen or hide the facility are included in Chapter 12 of the Final
EIS. 

Construction of the Brightwater Treatment Plant could cause significant
temporary increases in light and glare levels during periods of
construction after dark. This would occur particularly during winter
months. These impacts would be limited to the construction period and
would be minimized by the use of downcast lighting fixtures and other
measures to shield light sources from sensitive receptors. Operation of
the treatment plant would introduce new light sources to areas that
presently have numerous sources of artificial illumination. Light and
glare would be visible by neighbors that view the site from the north and
east, at levels similar to the Unocal tank farm, which was operational
until recently.

Traffic impacts associated with construction of the Brightwater
Treatment Plant at the Unocal site relate to increased traffic volumes
associated with earthwork and material delivery. As part of the
construction effort, Pine Street would need to be realigned to maintain
access to neighborhoods in the Town of Woodway. The street would be
realigned to the south along the Unocal property line. Construction work
for this realignment would take approximately 4 to 6 months to
complete. The primary transportation access to the Unocal site would be
off of SR-104 thereby minimizing potential impacts to residential
streets. Few operational impacts are anticipated, as the project would
result in a minimal increase in the total traffic along the routes used to
access the site.

Response to Comment I343-9

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment I343-10

Please refer to the responses to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5,
and to Comment I343-8 in this letter. Chapter 11 of the Final EIS
acknowledges that the Unocal site would need to be rezoned to the
public use (P) zone and that public uses are subject to extensive review
by the City’s Architectural Design Board. The minimum development
standards for the public use zone are discussed in Chapter 11, as well as
in Chapter 12, of the Final EIS.

King County has directed its design team for the Unocal site to apply
the appropriate City of Edmonds aesthetic and community design
standards to the project site and facility design. Chapter 3 of the Final
EIS describes the principal features of the Unocal System. The aesthetic
and visual analysis contained in Chapter 12 evaluates the type, location,
general shape, height, and mass/bulk of the proposed facilities.
Illustrations are provided that present a series of possible mitigation
approaches that range from fully screening or hiding the facility, to
partial screening and allowing some of the interior elements of the site
to be visible, to fully presenting or exposing the facility as a
composition of structures and process facilities.
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Response to Comment I343-11

Pine Street would need to be realigned in order to maintain
access to the Woodway neighborhood during and after
construction on the Unocal site. The street would be
realigned to the south along the Unocal property line and
would continue west from the intersection of SR-104. The
existing curve in the roadway that extends into the Unocal
site would be eliminated. Retaining walls would be
constructed to stabilize the slope after excavation. The
roadway section and grade requirements would be
constructed to Snohomish County and the City of Edmonds
roadway design standards. The relocation of Pine Street is
further described in Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

All proposed modifications to Pine Street and other public
amenities would be undertaken in close coordination with the
City of Edmonds, consistent with all applicable requirements.
King County would provide appropriate mitigation for
impacts directly related to the Brightwater project. The costs
associated with the Pine Street relocation would be allocated
during final design, and are not incorporated into this SEPA
evaluation. As noted in WAC 197-11-450, a cost analysis is
not required by SEPA.

Response to Comment I343-12

The statement from the Draft EIS Chapter 11 cited in this
comment still applies in the Final EIS with respect to
operation noise impacts. Brightwater facilities would meet
the applicable jurisdiction’s codes for operational noise level
limits. Chapter 10 of the Final EIS includes an expanded
description of specific operation noise sources and the
specific mitigation methods that would be used to achieve
code compliance. Also, please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-132.
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Response to Comment I343-13

Chapter 12 has been revised to provide additional analysis
and refined design concepts for both the Unocal and Route 9
sites. This includes a comparative analysis of the sites
relative to aesthetics. 

In addition, Chapter 12 includes a discussion of impacts and
mitigation associated with proposed buffer areas. The
conceptual design for the Unocal site provides for landscape
buffers from 20 to 30 feet in width along the site’s perimeter,
including the southern boundary with the Town of Woodway.
A 20-foot landscaped buffer combined with a screen wall
would fully screen treatment facilities along this southern
boundary.

Response to Comment I343-14

Chapter 11 of the Final EIS indicates essential public
facilities (EPFs) in the vicinity of the Unocal and Route 9
sites. Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5. 

Response to Comment I343-15

The barge dock was identified in the Draft EIS as a potential
measure to mitigate traffic impacts; however, it is no longer
included as a proposed project element for the Unocal site
and is not included in the Final EIS. It is an optional
mitigation measure that could be considered to reduce traffic
impacts on surface streets. Should the barge dock be
reconsidered for implementation at some future time, an
evaluation would be conducted on the fate of the existing
Unocal dock. If the temporary barge dock were not
constructed, the existing Unocal dock would not be
demolished, as it would be beyond the project scope of
Brightwater.
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Response to Comment I343-16

Please refer to the response to Comment I343-11 in this letter.

Response to Comment I343-17

The discussion of geologic hazards, including steep slope hazard areas,
is included in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment I343-18

The discussion of impacts of the proposed development of
the Unocal site was included in Chapter 11 of the Draft EIS
and the Final EIS.

Response to Comment I343-19

Please refer to the responses to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5, and to Comments I343-8 and I343-10 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I343-20

Please refer to the response to Comment I343-18 in this
letter.

Response to Comment I343-21

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-92.

Response to Comment I343-22

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment I343-23

Chapter 11 figures showing the zoning at the Unocal site are
consistent with the City of Edmonds current adopted zoning
map. The specific uses as intended by the Master Plan
development are described in the EIS text.

Response to Comment I343-24

Please refer to the response to the Port of Edmonds,
Comment G3-40.

Response to Comment I343-25

Chapter 12 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS evaluates the
design criteria contained in the City of Edmonds Urban
Design Guidelines and identifies 4 of 17 design criteria that
the proposed Unocal facility would impact. The other 13
design criteria, such as those directed at specific colors,
materials, signs, and street furniture, as stated in the EIS, are
to be addressed in more detail during the design and
permitting phase of the project when this level of technical
design detail is being formulated with the local permitting
jurisdiction. This evaluation also includes a discussion of the
Downtown/Waterfront Plan relative to the overall goals
related to aesthetics (e.g., character and scale,).

Response to Comment I343-26

Chapter 12 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS identifies,
analyzes, and records the affected environmental conditions
and characteristics of both onsite and offsite areas based on
early 2002 project information. These characterization of the
existing aesthetic conditions of the Unocal site as an
“industrial” and remnant “tank farm” landscape is derived
from the remaining terraces, spills basins and conveyance
structures visible on the sites’ exposed hillside slopes and
shoreline. These remnants are clearly expressive and
reflective of its 70-year Unocal industrial and tank farm past.
Information in this chapter of the Final EIS has been revised
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to reflect the condominium proposal at the Unocal site. As indicated in
Chapter 11, any new construction at the Unocal site that is not being
considered as part of the Unocal System would be displaced. 

Response to Comment I343-27

Please refer to the response to Comment I343-25 in this letter.
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Response to Comment I343-28

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-19. Chapter 16
of the Final EIS contains more detail describing the
transportation analysis and impacts to the proposed
multimodal facility in Edmonds.

Response to Comment I343-29

A detailed analysis of three possible remote offsite parking
locations with shuttle bus service for Unocal site construction
workers and the resulting impacts is included in Chapter 16
of the Final EIS. Two of the candidate sites are within the
vicinity of the Interstate 5/SR-104 Interchange. The third site
is located along 236th Street SW near SR-99. The impact
analysis is also included in Chapter 16. The locations of the
sites and access routes between the Unocal site and these lots
are identified. No existing park-and-ride locations were
considered. Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation
Impacts: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS for
greater detail.

Response to Comment I343-30

We have added your name to our mailing list.
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Response to Comment O8-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O8-2

Please refer to the response to Lane Powell Spears Lubersky
LLP, Comment O4-1. The purpose of the comment process
following issuance of a Draft EIS is, in part, to address any
identified inconsistencies in the document. The Brightwater
Final EIS responds to comments on the Draft and corrects
any identified inconsistencies. The SEPA Rules do not
require the evaluation of costs in an EIS. However, cost is
one of the factors that the Executive will consider when
making his decision.

Response to Comment O8-3

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS provides a refined project
description, a concise evaluation of significant impacts,
possible mitigation, and additional information and technical
data in the appendices. Please refer to the response to the City
of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for additional information
regarding mitigation suggestions. For more information on
how King County will work with local jurisdictions please
refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment
O14-329.
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Response to Comment O8-4

For information on how new and current facilities are
financed, please refer to the response to the Richmond Beach
Community Council/Girmus, Comment O7-3.

Response to Comment O8-5

The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) models take into
consideration occupied and vacant buildable land, as well as
unbuildable lands. Please refer to the response to the City of
Seattle, Comment C10-1, for information on how King
County develops growth forecasts.

Response to Comment O8-6

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-5 in this letter.

Response to Comment O8-7

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and, therefore, are not addressed in the Brightwater
EIS. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
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brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

The capacity charge is similar to a connection or hookup fee for newly
connecting customers to King County’s wastewater treatment system.
The purpose of the charge is to pay for building wastewater treatment
capacity to serve newly connected customers and ensures that all
customers pay their share of the cost of capital improvements to provide
them with wastewater treatment service. For more details on the
capacity charge, please refer to the financial policies in Ordinance
13680, adopting the RWSP, and King County Code Chapter 28.86.
Information on King County Wastewater Treatment Division’s capacity
charge program is available at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/capchrg/.

Response to Comment O8-8

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-7 in this letter.

Response to Comment O8-9

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-7 in this letter.

mailto:brightwater@metrokc.gov
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Response to Comment O8-10

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-7 in this letter. 

Response to Comment O8-11

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-7 in this letter,
for more information on capacity charges. For information on
how new and current facilities are financed, please refer to
the response to the Richmond Beach Community
Council/Girmus, Comment O7-3.

Response to Comment O8-12

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-7 in this letter
for more information on capacity charges. For information on
how new and current facilities are financed, please refer to
the response to the Richmond Beach Community
Council/Girmus, Comment O7-3.

Response to Comment O8-13

King County incorporates most, if not all, of these
components in its rate setting process.

Response to Comment O8-14

King County uses population and employment forecasts from
the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), measured
wastewater flow at its facilities and modeling to more
accurately determine wastewater flow in the future. As these
values and flow projections adjust, King County’s growth
forecasts are also adjusted to ensure that decisions and
policies are made with the most accurate data possible. More
information on growth forecasts and how wastewater flow
projections are developed can be found in the response to the
City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.
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Response to Comment O8-15

King County does not base wastewater projections on
Residential Customer Equivalents (RCE), which are more
commonly used to determine revenues. Please refer to the
response to Comment O8-14 in this letter, and the response to
the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1, for more information on
how King County develops growth forecasts and flow
projections.

Response to Comment O8-16

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-7 in this letter
for more information on capacity charges. For information on
how new and current facilities are financed, please refer to
the response to the Richmond Beach Community
Council/Girmus, Comment O7-3.

Response to Comment O8-17

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-7 in this letter
for more information on capacity charges. For information on
how new and current facilities are financed, please refer to
the response to the Richmond Beach Community
Council/Girmus, Comment O7-3.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS           Richmond Beach Community Council/Bannister (O8)

Brightwater Final EIS 1124

Response to Comment O8-18

For more information on how new and current facilities are
financed, please refer to the response to the Richmond Beach
Community Council/Girmus, Comment O7-3.

Response to Comment O8-19

For more information on cost and economic impacts, please
refer to the response to Comment O8-7 in this letter.
Comments and concerns regarding financing are important
and are being addressed separately by the King County
Executive and Regional Water Quality Committee as part of
updating the Regional Wastewater Services Plan.

Response to Comment O8-20

The Draft EIS analysis assumed all portal sites would be
under construction at the same time. This effectively
established a worst-case scenario for portal site construction
traffic impacts. Additional detailed analyses of construction
traffic related to specific portal locations have been included
in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS and construction traffic routes
and traffic impacts were identified. The current proposed
construction schedule would be from 2005 to 2009. Please
refer to Appendix 3-G, Construction Approach and Schedule,
regarding schedule and sequence of construction. Refer to
Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and
Conveyance, for greater detail. Based on peak construction
periods for portal construction, the detailed analyses of
construction traffic used 2007.

Response to Comment O8-21

Additional detailed analyses of construction traffic related to
specific portal locations, including impacts to arterial streets,
have been included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS and
construction traffic routes and traffic impacts have been
identified. Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation
Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, for greater detail.
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Response to Comment O8-22

A traffic management plan (TMP) has been identified in the Final EIS
that includes specific mitigation measures that would reduce traffic
impacts along construction access routes and through small residential
neighborhoods. The TMP includes safety measures, which would take
the “Safety Factor” into account. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final
EIS for more detail.

Response to Comment O8-23

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-22 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O8-24

Please refer to the response to Comments O8-20 and O8-21
in this letter. The traffic analysis for the Route 9-195th Street
conveyance route has been revised to represent the peak
construction traffic condition that is expected to occur in
2007. It includes the western portion of this corridor. The
analyses of operating conditions of the treatment plant would
remain at 2010 and 2040.

Response to Comment O8-25

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-21 in this letter.

A more detailed local Traffic Management Plan (TMP)
addressing very specific mitigation measures would be
prepared for all jurisdictions affected by construction and is
included as a mitigation measure in the Final EIS. This plan
would include time-of-day restrictions, necessary
improvements to the roadway network, types of closures,
pedestrian and bicycle detours, traffic routing/circulation
management, and traffic control measures for safety on the
affected roadways. These measures would be finalized by
King County and would be coordinated with affected
jurisdictions during permitting. In addition, the TMP would
include a plan for monitoring and restoration of streets to pre-
existing conditions, access for emergency services, and safe
access for pedestrians and bicyclists, and would direct the
movement of employees, equipment, and materials to reduce
impacts along project traffic corridors. Final plan approval
would be coordinated with the affected local jurisdictions. All
roadways and non-motorized facilities impacted by the
development of the Brightwater project would be restored to
pre-existing or better conditions. King County would work
with each local jurisdiction to determine the method that
would be used to inventory street conditions prior to
construction and the level of improvements for restoration
during the permitting process. Construction truck access 
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routes through the City of Shoreline would be identified and approved
through the local permitting process.

Response to Comment O8-26

Tables in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS showing construction worker and
truck trips have been completed for each treatment plant and portal site.
The rail and barge options have been removed from consideration. All
concrete and materials would be transported by single-unit trucks and all
earthwork by double-unit truck-and-trailers. Construction work between
single (8-hour) and double (16-hour) shifts is expected depending on the
type of activity. Also, work weeks are expected to be either five or six
days in length depending on the controlling jurisdiction’s requirements.
Work schedules would be finalized during the local permitting process.
Please refer to Appendix 3-G, Construction Approach and Schedule, of
the Final EIS for greater detail on construction work activities and
schedules.

Response to Comment O8-27

Only one portal site at Portal Siting Area 19 would be constructed with
the outfall, not two. Impacts were evaluated for the proposed single
portal and impacts from outfall construction were included in this
analysis. Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant
Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS for greater detail on construction
impacts and construction access routes.

Response to Comment O8-28

Portal Siting Areas 22 and 23 are secondary portals and few project
construction trips are expected to travel on 244th/205th past SR-99
because construction activity would be concentrated at the primary
portals. The secondary portals, if required, would generate an average of
three trucks per day, and would not affect peak-hour traffic operations. 

Safety is a top priority for the Brightwater project. Adequate safety
measures will be incorporated into construction plans.

A traffic plan addressing mitigation measures would be prepared for all
agencies affected by construction and is included as a mitigation
measure in the Final EIS. This plan would include time-of-day
restrictions, necessary improvements to the roadway network, types of

closures, pedestrian and bicycle detours, traffic routing/circulation
management and traffic control measures for safety on the affected
roadways. These measures would be finalized by King County and
would be coordinated with affected agencies during permitting. The
Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would include a plan for monitoring
and restoration of streets to pre-existing conditions, access for
emergency services, and safe access for pedestrians and bicyclists, and
would direct the movement of employees, equipment, and materials to
reduce impacts along project traffic corridors. Please refer to Appendix
16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final
EIS for greater detail on construction impacts and mitigation measures.

Response to Comment O8-29

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-28 in this letter. Emergency
vehicle access on Richmond Beach Road would be maintained at all
times during all construction phases of the Brightwater project. No
access modifications or detour routes would be required for emergency
vehicles. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O8-30

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-28 in this letter. All
concrete and materials would be transported by single-unit trucks and all
earthwork by double-unit truck-and-trailers. Although, King County is
evaluating the possibility of barge access to the Portal Siting Area
(PSA) 19 site for transport of construction materials and earthwork
spoils. Alternative road access would not be constructed for access to
PSA 19. Re-opening Haberlein Road is not possible because of the steep
grade of the roadway and extending 205th is not possible because of
topographic constraints. Scheduling the construction of the outfall and
PSA 19 at different times to reduce impacts to the Richmond Beach area
would be possible.

Response to Comment O8-31

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-28 in this letter. Re-
opening Haberlein Road has been removed from consideration due to
the steep grades of the roadway.
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Response to Comment O8-32

A barge dock is no longer being proposed. If a dock is required,
supplemental analysis will be completed. The existing barge dock at
Point Wells could be potentially used for construction.

Response to Comment O8-33

Please refer to the response to City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5,
regarding mitigation suggestions and Chapter 14 of the Final EIS for
updated information regarding possible impacts and mitigation at the
portal and outfall locations.

Response to Comment O8-34

Updated intersection and segment PM peak-hour levels-of-service can
be found in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. Intersections on 244th/205th
currently operate at acceptable conditions according to the controlling
jurisdiction’s (City of Shoreline and WSDOT) level-of-service
standards. Level-of-service standards are created by each jurisdiction
and it is these standards that determine acceptability. Future growth in
background traffic, not Brightwater project traffic, causes congested but
acceptable conditions at intersections on 244th/205th. If an intersection
were to operate at a level-of-service in excess of the jurisdiction’s LOS
standard, then resolution of the condition would be determined by the
responsible jurisdiction. Please refer to Chapter 16 for more details on
level-of-service by jurisdiction and mitigation measures.

Response to Comment O8-35

King County will be working with local jurisdictions on permitting
issues in their communities and will be implementing traffic mitigation
measures as required by the appropriate jurisdictions.
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Response to Comment O8-36

Although the 195th Street corridor was designated as the
preferred corridor, both the 195th and 228th Street corridors
are being carried forward into the Final EIS. Alignment
corridors are evaluated on a number of criteria, including
engineering, environmental, community, and land factors.
The 195th Street corridor does have the advantage of
providing more opportunity for combining influent and
effluent pipelines into one tunnel. The 195th Street corridor is
also more of a direct alignment to the preferred outfall
location.

Response to Comment O8-37

There are two types of property that will be needed for the
Brightwater conveyance system: acquisition of 1 to 2 acres
for the construction of each portal site, and underground
easements along the pipeline/conveyance line.

Acquisition of any portal site property involves a written
offer of “just compensation” from the King County
Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) to the property
owner. The value is determined by an independent real estate
appraiser based on fair market value. Each appraisal report is
also reviewed by an independent review appraiser to assure
that appraisal standards are met. The property owner will be
provided opportunity to consider and respond to the offer.
Once an agreement is reached and the purchase and sale
agreement is signed, the property owner will be paid when
ownership transfers at the close of escrow.

Along the conveyance alignment where King County will be
using tunnel boring machines, surface property impacts
would be minimal. Nonetheless, King County will be
obtaining underground easements. For properties directly
above where the tunnel would be located, property owners
will receive an offer of “just compensation” for the
determined impacts from WTD. The subsurface value is
determined by an independent real estate appraiser and is also
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reviewed by an independent review appraiser. Once an agreement is
reached, legal documents (which detail the rights and responsibilities of
both parties) are drafted, reviewed, signed, and recorded. After
completion, the property owner is paid accordingly. Please refer to the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970 and the King County Property Acquisition and Relocation
Web site at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more
information.

Response to Comment O8-38

Chapters 6 and 7 of the Final EIS include more detailed evaluations of
potential impacts to waterways from construction and operation of the
treatment plant sites and portals. Consistent with SEPA, the inventory
information in the EIS focuses on those known waterways that would be
impacted during construction and operation. Inventory information for
portal sites was obtained from available documentation and databases,
while streams on treatment plant sites have been qualitatively evaluated
in the field. The level of detail provided in the EIS is intended to
provide enough information to allow a meaningful comparison of
potential impacts for decision makers. During the permitting process,
King County will work with applicable local, state, and federal
permitting agencies to conduct the necessary field surveys for permits
and approvals. At that time, any small waterways not currently mapped
will be identified and the characteristics of potentially impacted
waterways evaluated in greater detail.

Response to Comment O8-39

Although the 195th Street corridor was designated as the preferred
corridor both 195th and 228th Street corridors are being carried forward
into the Final EIS. Alignment corridors are evaluated and compared
using a number of criteria, including engineering, environmental,
community, and land factors. The 195th Street corridor does have the
advantage of providing more opportunity for combining influent and
effluent pipelines into one tunnel. Although the 228th Street corridor
can access outfall site 7S, the 195th Street corridor is a more direct
alignment to the preferred outfall location although it would be possible
to connect the 228t Street corridors to outfall Zone 6 as well. The more
detailed conveyance screening documentation is shown in Appendices

2-B, Portal Screening Level 1 and 2 Documentation, and 2-C, Portal 19
Screening Level 3 Documentation, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O8-40

Cost is considered as one of the factors in developing alternative
alignments. To further reduce construction impacts, tunnel drive lengths
have been extended and Portal Siting Areas 23 and 45 mentioned in
Table 3-8 of the Draft EIS as having “greatest disruption” have been re-
classified as secondary portals. As they are secondary portals, it is less
likely that significant construction would be associated with these portal
siting areas. The 195th Street corridor does have the advantage of
combining the eastern sections of influent and effluent pipelines into
one tunnel. As a result, the 195th Street alternative has only five primary
portals, versus seven primary portals for the 228th Street corridor. The
more detailed conveyance screening documentation is shown in
Appendices 2-B, Portal Screening Level 1 and 2 Documentation, and 2-
C, Portal 19 Screening Level 3 Documentation, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O8-41

Parts of the proposed tunnel alignments have been significantly revised
since the preparation of the Phase 3 Pre-DEIS Conveyance Evaluation
Summary (King County, 2002) referenced in your comment. The
revised proposed Route 9-195th Street System now includes common
tunnels for the two of the easternmost 195th Street influent and effluent
conveyance segments. The numbers of primary portals for the Route 9-
195th Street System has been reduced to five versus seven for the Route
9-228th Street System. Therefore, the 195th Street corridor will now
likely require less land acquisition than the 228th Street corridor.
Wetlands and streams will be crossed using tunneling methods and
fewer portals will reduce the potential impacts to surface streams and
wetlands. Both of the updated 195th and 228th Street conveyance
systems are being evaluated and compared in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O8-42

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-38 in this letter.

http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm
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Response to Comment O8-43

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15 and W5-40. Additional detail is
provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O8-44

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS describes the location of the candidate
parcels within each portal siting area. Please refer to this chapter for the
information.
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Response to Comment O8-45

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-37 in this letter.

Response to Comment O8-46

The request to require covers for trucks hauling conveyance
related equipment or soils is noted. Specific requirements for
trucking would be developed as part of the permitting process
through the City of Shoreline, depending on which alternative
is selected.

Response to Comment O8-47

Please refer to the response to City of Shoreline, Comment
C6-5, regarding mitigation suggestions and Chapter 16 of the
Final EIS for updated information regarding possible impacts
and mitigation.

Response to Comment O8-48

The Chevron facility located at Point Wells is a Model
Toxics Control Act site due to contamination of the
groundwater. While the potential presence of hazardous
wastes presents a consideration in construction planning and
methodology, it is not a factor that in any way prohibits the
safe construction of Brightwater facilities. Additionally, it is
likely that the construction of the Brightwater facilities would
remove some of the contaminated materials out of the
environment.

Response to Comment O8-49

The pairing of the treatment plant site alternatives with
marine outfall zones was based on a variety of scientific,
engineering, and cost considerations. For the Route 9
alternatives, Zone 7S represents the recommended outfall
zone largely because it entails a shorter conveyance system
than would be needed to travel to Zone 6 and because
construction of Portal 19 would have substantially less
community impacts at Point Wells than at Edwards Point. In
addition, a marine outfall in Zone 7S would have a shorter



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS           Richmond Beach Community Council/Bannister (O8)

Brightwater Final EIS 1133

nearshore segment than in Zone 6, which limits impacts to the sensitive
nearshore, and there is a lower intensity use of the shoreline in Zone 7S
relative to Zone 6.

For the Unocal System, the added costs of conveying the treated effluent
to Zone 7S, and the associated impacts of this conveyance, is not
justified by differences in nearshore segment lengths or public use of the
shoreline. Conveyance of the treated effluent from the Unocal site to
Zone 7S would entail construction of a tunnel, with a tunnel shaft at
Point Wells that would not be required if the treated effluent were
discharged at Edwards Point in Zone 6.

Zone 7N was dropped from consideration because the extensive eelgrass
beds limited the nearshore construction methods to tunneling. The risks
associated with tunneling make it likely that a portal would need to be
constructed in the existing eelgrass beds, severely impacting this
sensitive habitat.

Response to Comment O8-50

King County agrees that conveyance construction at the Chevron
property could encounter contaminated soils, sediment, or groundwater,
and that additional investigations and evaluations are needed to reduce
any risks associated with the contamination. Most of the detailed
investigations would be undertaken during the design phase, after the
King County Executive has selected an alternative. In the interim,
preliminary discussions are underway between King County and
Chevron regarding site conditions, and several geotechnical borings
were drilled in mid-summer. Specific comments on the disposal of
contaminated “spoils”, groundwater, or sediment are therefore
premature, as are specifics for construction mitigation. However, King
County will continue to work closely with Chevron, if either of the
Route 9 System alternatives is selected, to minimize the potential for
encountering contamination. It may even be possible to achieve some of
the site cleanup through conveyance construction. Ecology would be
involved in any discussions and negotiations related to the site. More
information on the Chevron property is now included in Chapter 4 and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O8-51

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-50 in this letter.

Response to Comment O8-52

Chevron is now referred to specifically in the Final EIS and in Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater.

Response to Comment O8-53

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-50 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O8-54

For more information on cost and economic impacts, please
refer to the response to Comment O8-7 in this letter. For
updated analysis on contamination risks associated with the
preferred outfall site, please refer to Chapters 6 and Appendix
6-I, Effluent Quality Evaluation for the Brightwater
Membrane Bioreactor and Advanced Primary System, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment O8-55

Outfall Zone 7N was dropped from consideration because of
the high potential for impacts to the extensive eelgrass beds
in the nearshore area and because of the costs and risks
associated with tunneling that distance under Puget Sound.
The preferred alignment at Point Wells offers the best
opportunity to construct the outfall. The narrow shelf, limited
eelgrass, and industrial site onshore offer the best opportunity
to cross the nearshore environment with minimal impact to
the biology of Puget Sound and surrounding communities.

Response to Comment O8-56

The evidence for boulders located at Zone 7S was confined to
the northern area. This region is no longer under
consideration due to the inadequate dilution associated with
the shallow diffuser location. The preferred alignment at
Zone 7S in the Final EIS is located south of evidence of
boulders.

Response to Comment O8-57

The dechlorination facility for the Route 9 effluent
conveyance system would be located at Portal 5. The
dechlorination facility would likely be aboveground, but
noise, light and traffic mitigation would be included in the
design and operation of the facility in accordance with all
applicable permitting requirements.
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Response to Comment O8-58

Construction of the outfall at Zone 7S would not permanently impact
long-term shoreline use. The preferred alignment begins on the property
of the Chevron Richmond Beach Asphalt Terminal and crosses the
nearshore off the southern tip of Point Wells, avoiding impacts to beach
use south of the Chevron property. Please refer to the responses to
Borkart, Comment I129-2, and Rosner, Comment I20-1.
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Response to Comment O8-59

In response to comments regarding construction impacts,
King County conducted a study to examine and quantify the
nature of impacts that will be produced at a construction site,
the extent of these impacts, as well as the appropriate
mitigation measures that would be used to reduce the impacts
on surrounding communities. The results of the study are
incorporated into Chapters 5, 6, 10, and 13 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O8-60

Allowable construction work periods will be determined as
part of the permitting processes through the City of Shoreline
and numerous federal and state regulatory agencies.

Response to Comment O8-61

King County was unaware that colonies of terns nest at the
south end of the Chevron property. Terns were not included
as special status species in the Draft EIS because they are not
classified as threatened, endangered, or candidate. Terns are
designated as State Monitor species by the Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife. State monitor species are
currently not in danger of becoming threatened or
endangered. However, terns and their nests are protected
under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 and appropriate
measures will be taken to protect their nests during
construction.

Response to Comment O8-62

If a Route 9 System is selected for Brightwater, King County
will sponsor an underwater survey to identify and evaluate
shipwrecks in Zone 7S in the design and predesign phase for
the outfall.

Response to Comment O8-63

Please refer to the response to Comment O8-61 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O8-64

King County is aware that forested areas in the vicinity of Portal Siting
Area 19 provide habitat for several species of birds. Hawks, owls,
eagles, and heron were identified as in the Plants, Animals, and
Wetlands Technical Appendix of the Draft EIS. In the Final EIS, three
candidate portal sites are identified in Portal Siting Area 19. Candidate
portal site selection involved avoiding impacts, to the extent feasible, to
mature upland forests, wetlands, and stream/wetland buffers that
provide valuable habitat for these and other bird species.

Bald eagles are listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA). In accordance with Section 7 of the ESA, a Biological
Assessment (BA) will be conducted for the project, which will present
baseline studies for habitat that supports fish and wildlife species listed
as threatened (e.g., bald eagles), endangered, or candidate. The BA will
also present an analysis of impacts and how they will affect listed
species. The BA will present mitigation measures and best management
practices necessary to insure that the project is not likely to adversely
affect listed species. At Portal Siting Area 19, it is likely that
construction timing restrictions will be necessary to protect wintering
bald eagle activities, which will also be beneficial for other bird species
in the area. To some extent, bird species are expected to be temporarily
displaced to nearby suitable habitat away from the construction noise.
After construction, bird species are expected to recolonize habitats that
were not impacted during construction. King County will consider
releasing the Portal Siting Area 19 site to the City of Shoreline for
management as a nature preserve/public beach access. Please refer to the
response to Comment O8-61 in this letter, regarding impacts to terns.

Response to Comment O8-65

Most of Zone 7S has been surveyed with side-scan sonar. The small
portion that was not surveyed will be surveyed by SCUBA divers to
assess eelgrass distribution; any shipwrecks will be noted at the time of
the survey.
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Response to Comment O8-66

The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the
Draft EIS. Please refer to the revised project description in
Chapter 3, the revised analyses in Chapters 4-17, and
additional technical information in the appendices. To invite
a speaker to talk with your group, please call the project at
206-684-6799 or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment O7-1

The Draft EIS comment process was very helpful in assisting
King County in providing the most accurate data currently
available on the impacts of each alternative. Experts in
various disciplines who helped work on the EIS used what
each deemed to be appropriate methodologies. Additional
study has been conducted since the issuance of the Draft EIS,
much of which is contained in the chapters and the technical
appendices of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O7-2

King County uses population and employment forecasts from
the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC), measured
wastewater flow at its facilities, and modeling to more
accurately determine wastewater flow in the future. The
PSRC models take into consideration occupied and vacant
buildable land, as well as unbuildable lands. Please refer to
the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1, for more
information on how King County develops growth
projections. Chapter 16 of the Final EIS has updated
information on how the transportation system around the
Brightwater site and tunnel portal would be affected by the
project. For updated information on wetlands, streams and
salmon habitat; topography; and municipal zoning
regulations, please refer to Chapters 7, 4, and 11,
respectively, of the Final EIS.

King County’s siting and mitigation processes for wastewater
facilities are consistent with the Growth Management Act
(GMA) and SEPA. At each step in the siting process, King
County has gathered additional information about the
proposed sites, pipeline routes, and marine outfall zones, and
in each subsequent step in the process, a select number of
alternatives were picked for further consideration. A number
of siting studies are available online, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, including
the Phase 1 and Phase 2 siting process documents, and the
Phase 3 technical documentation.  Other technical
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documentation gathered for the siting process is available, but the files
are too large for the Web site. Hard copies are available at area libraries
and CDs are available upon request by calling the Brightwater project
team at 206-684-6799, toll-free at 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.   
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Response to Comment O7-3

For information on how new and current facilities are paid
for, please refer to the financial policies in King County Code
Chapter 28.86.160 and Ordinance 13680 adopting the
Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP). This
information can be requested from the Metropolitan King
County Council by calling (206) 296-1000 or through their
website at http://www.metrokc.gov/mkcc.

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.

Response to Comment O7-4

Please refer to the response to Comment O7-2 in this letter,
for more information.
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Response to Comment O15-1

Thank you for your comment. Each of the referenced
comment letters is responded to in this Final EIS.

Response to Comment O15-2

Subsequent comments in this letter will address issues related
to air quality and water quality in Little Bear Creek and the
Cross Valley Aquifer.

King County will work with affected communities to develop
mitigation measures for environmental impacts created by the
construction, operation, and maintenance of the Brightwater
facilities. Long-term and short-term impacts for wastewater
facilities will be mitigated within the communities where
they are located. King County’s goal will be to construct
regional wastewater facilities that enhance the quality of life
in the region and in the local community and are not
detrimental to the quality of life in their vicinity. Once a final
decision is made on the location for the Brightwater System,
King County will work with local jurisdictions to determine
mitigation strategies.

Increases or decreases in business revenues, tax revenues and
property values are not environmental impacts, and are not
addressed in the EIS. Before construction begins, King
County will work with local jurisdictions to gain permits and
will work to address concerns associated with the
construction and operation of Brightwater facilities.
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Response to Comment O15-3

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts beyond that characterized in this
comment. The Draft EIS was issued at a point in time when a
certain level of information was known relating to the
probable significant adverse impacts of the proposal and
possible ways to reasonably mitigate those impacts. In areas
where there was uncertainty in relation to impacts in one
respect or another, the Draft EIS presented, following SEPA
Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts,. In other areas,
the Draft EIS indicated that ongoing analysis was under way
and that additional information would be forthcoming. Since
issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable
additional analysis has been conducted, as is the case on any
large project, to further define and develop the proposal and
respond to Draft EIS comments.

Many of the details raised in this comment letter, which are
described as necessary for an EIS, relate to information either
that does not involve significant adverse impacts or that is
important prior to issuance of actual permits but may not be
essential to include in an EIS. Such information may not be
included in the Final EIS because it is not required and King
County is mindful of the need to keep the Final EIS as
readable as possible. Any additional analysis that has been
conducted that relates to probable significant adverse impacts
that will not be mitigated or regulated into non-significance is
included as part of the Final EIS analysis. The Final EIS
provides additional specificity with respect to conveyance
and portal, traffic, air quality, and water resources issues.
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Response to Comment O15-4

Updated information on air quality and odor control
technologies planned for Brightwater can be found in Chapter
5 and Appendices 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant, and 5-B, Odor Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O15-5

Typically, detailed air dispersion modeling with onsite data is
performed during the permitting phase, and 1 year of onsite
data, if available, is typically used. At times, screening-level
air dispersion modeling using the best available data is done
for the EIS. For a screening-level analysis, meteorological
data from the nearest offsite meteorological station are used,
as no onsite meteorological data are typically available. This
is a routine procedure and is accepted by the Washington
State Department of Ecology and the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency. 

For the Brightwater Final EIS, the meteorological data used
in the air dispersion modeling analysis were above and
beyond what is typically used. Meteorological stations were
installed at both the Route 9 and Unocal locations in July
2002 to gather site-specific data. Nine months of data were
gathered prior to the preparation of the Final EIS (1 year of
data was not yet available when the modeling was
performed). In addition, 4 years of meteorological data from
Paine Field were analyzed. Two separate model runs were
conducted for each site, one using the site-specific data and
one using the Paine Field data. Both data sets were used to
model the worst-case data from each meteorological station.
Again, this is more analysis than is typically performed for an
EIS.

By utilizing both the site-specific data and the Paine Field
data, the model predicted worst-case maximum impacts for
any single hour of meteorological data from the combined
data set. The Paine Field had a greater frequency of very
stable or worst-case conditions than the site-specific data. All
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the meteorological data was modeled including these worst-case
meteorological conditions. The model will typically overpredict worst-
case impacts, so by using the Paine Field data (which has more worst-
case days) with the site-specific data, an extra degree of conservatism
was incorporated into the modeling. Please refer to the Final EIS,
Appendix 5-A for further details on the meteorological data.

Response to Comment O15-6

Topography data from Paine field were not used for the Unocal or Route
9 sites. Site-specific topography data were used in the Draft and Final
EIS for both of those sites.
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Response to Comment O15-7

Please refer to the response to Comment O15-5 in this letter.

Response to Comment O15-8

Please refer to the response to Comment O15-5 in this letter.
Also the Final EIS used actual meteorological data from the
two sites in addition to the Paine Field data. Wind roses for
Paine Field, Unocal, and Route 9 sites are shown in
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS. A wind rose is a graphical representation of wind
speed and direction over a discrete period of time and allows
the reader to make a comparison of the data collected for
each site.

Response to Comment O15-9

Brightwater’s odor prevention strategy focuses on proven
state-of-the-art odor control approaches and best available
technology and equipment to provide large safety factors.
The three-stage chemical scrubbers followed by activated
carbon were sized for peak conditions. Redundant scrubber
systems would be used when primary scrubbers are shut
down for routine servicing and repairs. In addition, there
would be scrubbers assigned to ventilate areas during routine
maintenance activities (e.g., tank cleaning). 

King County is committed to operating the Brightwater
Treatment Plant without odors. To this end, stringent design
and performance criteria have been established for odor
prevention at the Brightwater Treatment Plant. Brightwater’s
goals for odor prevention are currently among the most
stringent in the United States and include application of best
available control technology. Other such stringently
controlled plants have much higher design levels than
Brightwater and are allowed to exceed their selected criteria
for up to 100 hours each year. 

Differences in the topography and microclimates at each site
and comparisons to other wastewater treatment facilities are
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discussed in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of
the Final EIS and were discussed in the technical workshop.

Response to Comment O15-10

To remove odors, the process air collected from the covered process
units, enclosed buildings, and loading areas would be routed to the odor
control systems. All process units would be covered, including the
influent wet well, screenings and grit handling units, primary clarifiers,
aeration basins and membrane tanks, and disinfection units. Building
such as headworks and solids handling (thickening and dewatering
processes) would have the process air and equipment fully enclosed.
There would be separate odor control systems for each of the following
areas: 

• Influent pump station
• Headworks and primary treatment
• Secondary treatment and disinfection (if onsite) (may be two

systems)
• Solids handling building and biosolids truck staging
• Digester gas pressure relief emergency vents (carbon only)

Each odor control system would treat the process air using multistage
chemical scrubbers followed by a final polishing stage of carbon
adsorption. Each stage treats the process air to a greater degree. The
exhaust air from the carbon polishers would be discharged from stacks.
In addition to the chemical scrubbers, carbon scrubbers would treat any
digester gas that may be discharged through pressure release vents.
Multistage scrubbers are considered state-of-the-art in odor control
technology. Brightwater would use multistage scrubbers followed by
carbon for additional odor control. 

King County is committed to providing an odor prevention and control
system such that there will be no detectable odors beyond the property
line of the treatment plant site. Additional comparison to other
wastewater treatment facilities can be found in Appendix 5-A, Odor and
Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O15-11

At the Brightwater Treatment Plant, biosolids would be transferred into
trucks inside an enclosed and ventilated loading/scale area. This area
would be equipped with doors that would be closed after the truck
enters, and the doors would not be opened again until the truck is
covered. The biosolids loading area would be designed with a
ventilation system that would keep the area under negative pressure to
prevent the escape of odorous air. The air removed from this area would
pass through odor prevention systems to treat the air before it is
discharged to the atmosphere. Because the ventilation system is
designed to keep the area under negative pressure, normal operations
would require that the doors be kept closed for proper operation. It is
likely that an alarm would be generated within the plant control system
whenever one of these doors is open, thus allowing for improper
operating conditions to be corrected.

Biosolids would either be directly loaded into the trucks from the
dewatering devices (centrifuges), or stored in an enclosed tank to allow
for loading into trucks independent of the dewatering operation. This
loading may occur via an enclosed and ventilated conveyor system, or
by means of an overhead hopper system. In all cases, the entire process
would be ventilated and the air treated in the odor prevention system
before discharge. The biosolids haul trucks have covers that are
designed to limit odors from escaping. Any trucks located at the
treatment plant site and not inside the ventilated loading area would be
hooked up to ducts that would pull air from under the covers on the
empty trucks and treat this air inside the odor prevention systems.

Response to Comment O15-12

Please refer to the response to Comment O15-11 in this letter.

Response to Comment O15-13

Please refer to the response to Comment O15-5 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O15-14

Hydrogen sulfide would be below detection thresholds
outside of the plant property line for the 36-mgd and 54-mgd,
as well as at the 72-mgd for the Unocal sub-alternative, even
during peak odor events.

Response to Comment O15-15

The Route 9 site no longer has higher predicted hydrogen
sulfide emissions than the Unocal site. The odor control
systems at the Route 9 site have been revised for the Final
EIS to include covering all liquid processes and providing the
same odor control system as at the Unocal site (three-stage
chemical scrubbing plus carbon).

Response to Comment O15-16

Dispersion modeling of emissions from the Route 9 site has
been included in the Final EIS. Site-specific meteorological
data from the Route 9 site were used in the odor dispersion
modeling performed for the Final EIS, as described in
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant. 

The emissions from StockPot are far greater than predicted
emissions from the treatment plant. This is based on the fact
that StockPot has no odor control system in place and emits
process air that can be detected at varying distances from the
site. The emissions from the Brightwater Treatment Plant
would have extensive odor control systems (three stages plus
a carbon scrubber). The system would treat the process air so
that the odor is nondetectable at the plant’s property line.

Response to Comment O15-17

For information on the meteorological data used in the odor
and air quality analysis, please refer to the response to
Comment O15-5 in this letter and Appendix 5-A, Odor and
Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O15-18

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W3-27 and W3-113.

Response to Comment O15-19

King County acknowledges the resource value of Little Bear Creek and
is committed to implementing measures to improve water quality and
flows in these waters. Please refer to the response to the Snohomish
County Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-56.
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Response to Comment O15-20

The statement referred to impacts of a possible, but unlikely,
release of untreated construction water from the project site.
Extensive use of best management practices and monitoring
would make this a very unlikely event. Please refer to the
response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-46, regarding
quantification of sedimentation impacts, and the response to
the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-70, regarding
sedimentation control and monitoring.

Response to Comment O15-21

The closest project facility would be situated 250 feet from
the 100-year floodplain of Little Bear Creek. Stormwater
detention facilities would be located outside of the 100-year
floodplain and would not be impacted by creek flooding.
Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-67.

Response to Comment O15-22

The project would be guided by the stormwater treatment and
detention guidelines of the Washington State Department of
Ecology’s Stormwater Management Manual for Western
Washington (August 2001) and Snohomish County Code
Title 30.63A (Drainage). Project runoff would be detained up
to the 50-year storm event. No flow control is proposed
beyond this level. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Natural Resources,
Comment W3-41, regarding stormwater control.

Hydrologic modeling performed for the Brightwater project
indicates that stormwater detention at the site would reduce
existing 100-year peak flows in Little Bear Creek by about 4
percent. This would slightly lower flood effects and the
potential for channel scour and would protect fish habitat. For
more information, refer to Appendix 6-E, Route 9 Site
Runoff Effects on the Geomorphology of Little Bear Creek.
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Response to Comment O15-23

Please refer to the responses to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-25, and the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9.

Response to Comment O15-24

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comments W5-15 and W5-43.

Response to Comment O15-25

Decisions about when, if, or how land at the Route 9 site is developed
would be made by the local jurisdictions and local property owners.
Decisions to extend service lines or expand wastewater treatment areas
are made by local wastewater districts and agencies, and are based on
local land use decisions in the jurisdictions that these agencies serve.
For details on how mitigation is determined, please refer to the response
to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
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Response to Comment O15-26

Brightwater facilities are being built to address the projected
needs for additional wastewater capacity identified in
comprehensive plans in the service area. The impacts of new
development, which may follow the construction of
Brightwater, have already been addressed in the context of
the SEPA review conducted earlier in conjunction with the
adoption of local comprehensive plans in the jurisdictions
included within the Brightwater Service Area. This includes
impacts to water resources in the Little Bear Creek basin. In
addition, local comprehensive plans designate the proposed
general distribution and general location and extent of land
uses, including population densities, building intensities, and
estimates of future population growth. These plans also
outline the general location, proposed location, and capacity
of all existing and proposed utilities. (RCW 36.70A.070).
The end result is that under the Growth Management Act,
state-generated population projections drive local land use
planning processes; those processes control the location and
type of new development, which in turn dictate the general
location and size of wastewater treatment facilities as well as
other utilities. Moreover, if the Brightwater Treatment Plant
is located at the Route 9 site, it would be providing
wastewater services to urban areas within the King County
Service Area. Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS provided a list of
jurisdictions with which King County has wastewater service
agreements. No commitments have been made to any
agencies outside King County’s service area. It is not
anticipated that Brightwater will result in any new cumulative
impacts relating to growth which have not already been
addressed as part of the SEPA review for the earlier
comprehensive plans which are now in place, as well as the
EIS for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan.

Response to Comment O15-27

Please refer to the response to the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Comment F2-7, for status of the SR-9 widening
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project. Chapter 16 of the Final EIS has been revised to assume that SR-
9 would remain as it currently exists. Impacts from the development of
the Brightwater project would be mitigated using the Snohomish County
concurrency requirement guidelines. Temporary traffic control during
construction would be addressed in the Transportation Management
Plan during the project permitting process as described in Chapter 7 of
the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O15-28

The Draft EIS projected 990 daily and 110 peak-hour construction truck
trips for the Unocal site and 1,049 daily and 346 peak-hour construction
trips for the Route 9 site. Out of the total Route 9 site construction trips,
an estimated 249 daily and 26 peak-hour trips would be truck trips. The
remaining trips would be related to construction workers with these trips
expected to occur during the morning and afternoon peak traffic hours.
Chapter 16 of the Final EIS includes updated estimates of construction
trips for each proposed treatment plant site.

Response to Comment O15-29

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-158.

Response to Comment O15-30

Impacts from the development of the Brightwater project would be
mitigated using the Snohomish County concurrency requirement
guidelines. A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) has also been included
in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for specific mitigation measures
including traffic control that would minimize traffic conflicts along SR-
9 during construction.

Response to Comment O15-31

Please refer to the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-
147.

Response to Comment O15-32

Please refer to the response to Comment O15-30 in this letter. TMP
proposed mitigation and Route 9 site operations mitigation has been
directly related to Brightwater project impacts. Only those mitigation

measures directly related to project impacts would be provided by the
proposed Brightwater project.

Response to Comment O15-33

Please refer to the responses to Comment O15-26 in this letter, to
Hensley, Comments I408-92 and I408-374, and to the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Comment F2-17.
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Response to Comment O15-34

The most current information about growth, planning, and
wastewater flow projections can be found in Chapter 2 and
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final
EIS. For a detailed response to questions concerning
population growth forecasts and wastewater flow projections,
please refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment
C10-1.

The most current information on local plans and projections
can be obtained from the planning departments of the
affected jurisdictions at http://www.psrc.org/index.htm.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS           Save Little Bear Creek Coalition (O15)

Brightwater Final EIS 1156

Response to Comment O15-35

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts beyond that characterized in this
comment.

Response to Comment O15-36

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates
will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.

Response to Comment O15-37

The King County Council is responsible for approving the
budget for costs related to Brightwater.

Response to Comment O15-38

At this time there is no basis for concluding that the Unocal
site is not a feasible location for a Brightwater Treatment
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Plant. It is not at all uncommon, when dealing with large controversial
essential public facilities (EFPs), for a local jurisdiction to initially
express its opposition, citing one or more technical, factual, or legal
reasons. It is only later in the process when permits, or, in some
instances, legislative amendments are actually put forward to the
jurisdiction that specific opposition may have a tangible effect. King
County has every reason to believe that it has ample factual and legal
basis to site a regional EPF in the City of Edmonds at the Unocal site.
The feasibility of alternatives in an EIS is not governed by speculative
scenarios of what a future court may or may not rule on one or many
asserted reasons of project opponents. The environmental, technical, and
legal actions needed to site a treatment plant at the Unocal site are fully
identified in the EIS.

Response to Comment O15-39

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) and its related
appendices present documentation showing the need for Brightwater
and other capital facilities across the region. The RWSP, adopted by the
King County Council in 1999, outlined the wastewater treatment capital
improvements needed to serve our growing region and protect public
health and the environment over the next 30 years. During the planning
process, a number of options were considered to meet our regional
wastewater treatment needs, including a decentralized system that
would require the construction of multiple smaller full-service
wastewater treatment plants. King County found that the option of
multiple small treatment plants was not practical or cost-effective for
core wastewater management needs. For example, replumbing to direct
flows to a number of small-scale plants would be very difficult and
expensive; smaller plants also have a higher unit cost for treatment than
larger plants. An option to build smaller satellite facilities was studied in
the RWSP, which is incorporated into this EIS in its entirety by
reference. Please refer to the response to Comment O15-41, for further
discussion on centralized wastewater treatment options. The RWSP
does include a plan to expand the South Treatment Plant in Renton in
2029. 

Executive Sims identified the Route 9-195th Street System as the
Preferred Alternative for a number of reasons, which are outlined in

Chapter 1 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O15-40

Please refer to Chapter 1 of the Final EIS for a discussion of why the
Route 9-195th Street System was selected as the preferred alternative.
Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for information on the siting
process, and Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
proposed treatment plant sites.
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Response to Comment O15-41

Nearly a decade ago, King County began preparing for the
eventuality that our wastewater treatment system would run
out of capacity by 2010 due to rapid population growth in the
Puget Sound region. In November 1999, as a result of nearly
8 years of planning and study, the King County Council
adopted the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), a
comprehensive 30-year plan to meet our region’s wastewater
treatment needs. The Final EIS for the RWSP can be found
online at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/FEIS/toc.htm. The
ordinance adopting the RWSP can also be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf.

During the planning process, a number of options were
considered to meet our regional wastewater treatment needs,
including a decentralized system that would require the
construction of multiple smaller full-service wastewater
treatment plants. King County found that the option of
multiple small treatment plants was not practical or cost-
effective for core wastewater management needs. For
example, replumbing to direct flows to a number of small-
scale plants would be very difficult and expensive. Smaller
plants also have a higher unit cost for treatment than larger
plants.

When Metro was created in 1958, there were 25 small
treatment plants in operation. A comprehensive sewage and
drainage survey conducted that year by Brown and Caldwell
(Brown & Caldwell, 1958) recommended that Metro adopt a
centralized wastewater system to realize the economy of
scale benefits of large treatment plants. This survey noted
that for a metropolitan area it is economically and
operationally beneficial when sewage from the entire area is
delivered to a single point or a relatively few points for
treatment and disposal. In 1985, another study (Lewis &
Zimmerman Associates, 1985) to address how Metro should
meet secondary treatment requirements recommended the
system be further centralized, resulting in the two-regional-
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plant configuration in use today. For urbanized areas, centralized
wastewater treatment continues to be the norm, as it is much more cost
effective. As an example, the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
provides wastewater treatment for nearly half the state’s population
through a regional plant configuration. This regional system provides
wastewater treatment to 43 communities in the metropolitan Boston
area.

References:

Brown and Caldwell. 1958. Metropolitan Seattle Sewerage and
Drainage Survey. May 19, 1958. Adopted by the Council of the
Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle on April 22, 1959.

Lewis and Zimmerman Associates. 1985. Residual Solids Management
Analysis. Metro. June, 1985.

Response to Comment O15-42

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered additional
information about the proposed sites, pipeline routes, and marine outfall
zones, and in each subsequent step in the process, a select number of
alternatives were advanced for further consideration. Please refer to
Chapter 2 of the Final Eis for a discussion of the siting process, as well
as to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-7. A number of
siting studies are available online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, including the Phase
1 and Phase 2 siting process documents and the Phase 3 technical
documentation. Other technical documentation gathered for the siting
process is available, but the files are too large for the Web site. Hard
copies are available at area libraries and CDs are available upon request
by calling the Brightwater project team at 206-684-6799, toll-free at 1-
888-707-8571, or via e-mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov. 

Response to Comment O15-43

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably thorough
discussion of the probable significant adverse environmental impacts
and reasonable mitigation measures for those identified impacts beyond
that characterized in this comment. The Draft EIS was issued at a point
in time when a certain level of information was known relating to the

probable significant adverse impacts of the proposal and possible ways
to reasonably mitigate those impacts. In areas where there was
uncertainty in relation to impacts in one respect or another, the Draft
EIS presented, following SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of
impacts. In other areas, the Draft EIS indicated that ongoing analysis
was under way and that additional information would be forthcoming.
Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable additional
analysis has been conducted, as is the case on any large project, to
further define and develop the proposal and respond to Draft EIS
comments.

Many of the details certain commentators are describing as necessary
for an EIS relate to information either that does not involve significant
adverse impacts or that is important prior to issuance of actual permits
but may not be essential to include in an EIS. Such information may not
be included in the Final EIS, because it is not required and King County
is mindful of the need to keep the Final EIS as readable as possible. Any
additional analysis that has been conducted that relates to probable
significant adverse impacts that will not be mitigated or regulated into
non-significance is included as part of the Final EIS analysis.

There is no practical or legal need under SEPA to include this additional
analysis in the form of a Supplemental Draft EIS. There is no SEPA
case law calling for such an action. Moreover, it is the principal task of
the Final EIS to respond to questions and comments on the Draft EIS
and, if appropriate, to revise alternatives, analysis of the probable
significant adverse environmental impacts, and discussion of reasonable
mitigation measures.
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Response to Comment O16-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O16-2

Please refer to Cross Valley Water District’s (CVWD’s)
comment letter (letter D3) and to specific responses to
comments from their consultant, Robinson & Noble. Since
the Draft EIS, significant additional subsurface data gathering
and groundwater impact analyses specific to CVWD’s water
supply system have been conducted and are summarized in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
These analyses show minimal, if measurable, impact to
CVWD’s well system and source of water.
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Response to Comment O16-3

The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the
Draft EIS. The Final EIS provides a more refined project
description, a concise evaluation of significant impacts, and
additional information and technical data in the appendices.
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Response to Comment O16-4

The primary purpose of SEPA’s regulatory page limits is to
force the writing of concise, readable environmental review
documents that decision-makers and the public can easily
understand. The SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-425(4)) establish
a limit of 150 pages for proposals of unusual scope or
complexity, not including appendices and other background
material. However, the SEPA Rules also recognize that the
size and complexity of a proposal will be a driving factor in
determining how long an EIS must be to adequately analyze
significant impacts. WAC 197-11-402(5) states, “EISs shall
be no longer than necessary to comply with SEPA and these
rules. Length should relate first to potential environmental
problems and then to the size or complexity of the
alternatives, including the proposal.” And WAC 197-11-
402(6) states, “The basic features and analysis of the
proposal, alternatives, and impacts shall be discussed in the
EIS and shall be generally understood without turning to
other documents….” 

In writing the Brightwater EIS, King County has worked to
provide a sensible balance between length and readability, on
the one hand, and a thorough evaluation and supporting
documentation of probable significant impacts and
reasonable mitigation measures, on the other. King County
has also worked to be responsive to comments on the Draft
EIS that requested additional information and analysis in the
Final EIS.

In regard to the absence of a willing seller for the Unocal site,
SEPA requires an analysis of a limited number of reasonable
alternatives that could feasibly attain or approximate a
proposal’s objectives. The Unocal and Route 9 System
Alternatives are reasonable alternatives. If King County
requires property for which there is no willing seller, then
King County may use its authority of eminent domain. Like
other governmental agencies, King County has the authority
to condemn private property in order to make necessary
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public improvements and provide necessary public services as long as
the County provides just compensation for the property.

Response to Comment O16-5

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-144. King County will follow
applicable federal and state laws and King County policies and
procedures in acquiring property for the project. Please refer to the
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970 and the King County Property Acquisition and Relocation
Web site at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more
information.

Response to Comment O16-6

Based on population forecasts and wastewater flow projections, King
County does not anticipate the need to expand Brightwater to 54 mgd
until 2040. Chapter 11 of the Final EIS has been revised to reflect
Brightwater in the context of other regional public facilities in the
vicinity. The discussion under Impacts and Mitigation Common to All
Systems has been revised to include more detailed discussion of how
Brightwater meets the Essential Public Facilities siting criteria and
process established by Snohomish County and adopted by the City of
Edmonds.

Response to Comment O16-7

Page 1-12 of the Draft EIS indicated that around approximately 2040,
capacity would be expanded at the Unocal site. Capacity could be
expanded sooner than 2040 if Edmonds and/or Lynnwood decide to
close their plants and transfer flows to the Brightwater Treatment Plant.
The decision about whether or not to close these plants and transfer
flows is not under the control of King County. In addition, any decision
about whether or not to expand the facility, and when, must consider
other factors such as regional population growth, which can vary over
time. As a result, predicting when, or if this would happen, is not
foreseeable at this time. The intent of the comment is to convey that the
site would offer the flexibility to expand capacity to meet regional
wastewater treatment needs over time, if necessary.

Response to Comment O16-8

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6 and Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for a
discussion of updated flow forecasts. Please refer to Chapter 11 and
Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and Policies: Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, of the Final EIS for a discussion of
Brightwater’s relationship to state and local plans and policies for siting
essential public facilities.

Response to Comment O16-9

Please refer to the response to Comment O16-10 in this letter.

Response to Comment O16-10

King County is not proposing to transfer Lynnwood and Edmonds flows
to the Brightwater System, thus such a proposal is not described or
evaluated in the Brightwater EIS. The Cities of Lynnwood and/or
Edmonds may choose to evaluate the benefits of transferring flows to
Brightwater in the future. If they were to make such a proposal, they
would be required to undertake environmental review of the proposal,
consistent with the SEPA Rules. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final
EIS for more details on this sub-alternative.

Response to Comment O16-11

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for a detailed discussion of the 72-
mgd option for the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment O16-12

The 5 mgd stated in the Draft EIS is the amount of reclaimed water that
will be produced at plant start-up. The majority of this (up to 3 mgd)
would be used for in-plant use. The potable water required would be
approximately 350 gpm or 0.5 mgd.

Response to Comment O16-13

While there are no firm mandates for the Brightwater Treatment Plant to
produce reclaimed water, the treatment plant will produce up to 5 mgd
of reclaimed water for use on the site, including landscape irrigation and
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process water, whether the facility is located at Route 9 or at Unocal. In
addition, Ordinance 14107, which establishes policy site selection
criteria for evaluating potential treatment plant sites, states that King
County shall select sites that provide “room for reclamation of all
wastewater flows.” Room would be provided on both the Route 9 and
Unocal sites to reclaim up to 54 mgd of wastewater. However, decisions
on whether or not to actually reclaim all flows from the plant will be
made subject to Water Reuse Policies (WRP) 1 through 15 in Ordinance
13680, which adopts the Regional Wastewater Services Plan.

Whether or not a demand for reclaimed water develops in the future, the
treatment technology currently being planned for Brightwater,
membrane bioreactors (MBR), would produce an effluent that meets
reclaimed water standards (with additional disinfection), thus there
would be no excess reclaimed water that would need to be “dumped.” 

If a market for reclaimed water develops in the future, there would be
relatively small additional cost for treating reclaimed water if MBR is
used at Brightwater. The only additional cost for making reclaimed
water available to customers would be the cost of disinfection and to
convey the water from Brightwater to the user. Please refer to Appendix
3-D, Reclaimed Water Technology Review and Evaluation of Potential
Water Reuse Opportunities, of the Final EIS for a discussion of potential
reclaimed water projects.
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Response to Comment O16-14

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), which
identified the need for Brightwater and other wastewater
improvement projects across the region, also outlines a water
reuse plan. There is a potential for up to a 10 mgd agricultural
demand in the Sammamish Valley that could be served by the
Brightwater Treatment Plant instead of developing a separate
Sammamish Reuse Treatment Facility in the valley. For
further discussion on water reuse at Brightwater, please refer
to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-D, Reclaimed Water
Technology Review and Evaluation of Potential Water Reuse
Opportunities, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O16-15

Additional information has been provided about the
dispersion modeling procedures used and the meteorological
data used in the odor and air quality modeling in the response
to Save Little Bear Creek Coalition, Comment O15-5, and in
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS. The secondary clarifiers at Route 9 are now
covered, and the odor control technology for the Unocal site
and Route 9 site are the same in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O16-16

The government requires tertiary treatment only where the
receiving water quality mandates tertiary-treated effluent
because of existing water quality impairments (wherever
surface Water Quality Standards are not being achieved).
Currently tertiary treatment is not required for marine water
discharges such as the Brightwater Treatment Plant that
would discharge to Puget Sound. Discharges into marine
waters that meet all water quality standards, such as those
from Brightwater, would require secondary treatment under
the federal and state rules, promulgated under 40 CFR Part
133 and Chapter 173-221 WAC. Treatment of biosolids to
Class A standards are not required by the government, as the
level of treatment for biosolids depends on the end use. For
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Brightwater, King County intends to continue its current biosolids
program for reuse of Class B biosolids. The Brightwater Treatment
Plant would be designed with provisions to upgrade the plant to enable
the production of Class A biosolids, if so desired in the future.

Response to Comment O16-17

It is not known which federal regulations the commenter is referring to.
For a detailed response to questions concerning population growth
forecasts and wastewater flow projections, please refer to the response
to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-l. Additional information about
flow projections, population, and service area can be accessed in
Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS. King County does not base wastewater projections on
Residential Customer Equivalents (RCE), which are more commonly
used to determine revenues.

Response to Comment O16-18

A majority of the scientific investigations completed by King County
were focused on evaluating the potential impacts of the proposed outfall
on the biological resources of Puget Sound and the people that frequent
the shorelines. Eliminating or significantly reducing the possibility that
people may become sick or aquatic life harmed, as a result of the new
outfall has been the primary consideration of the outfall siting study.
King County has identified what will be discharged from the outfall
(effluent characterization reports), the dilution and transport of the
effluent within Puget Sound (oceanographic modeling and plume
modeling), and the potential pathways for contact with the discharge
(biological investigations and human use survey). All of these studies
increase the confidence in the determination that the outfall and effluent
constituents are not expected to be harmful to people and aquatic life.

It was assumed that aquatic life could be exposed to effluent
constituents anywhere within Puget Sound (including the effluent plume
itself) and along the shoreline. For people, the worst-case scenario for
direct exposure (incidental ingestion and skin contact with water and
sand) was assumed to be the shoreline scenario. For fish ingestion, it
was assumed that people may ingest fish exposed to outfall constituents
in any of the locations. Since the outfall will discharge 1 mile offshore

and the plume will be retained below 100 feet, it is unlikely that any
scuba divers would be exposed to the discharge. 

To evaluate the potential future impacts of the proposed outfalls,
potential impacts under existing conditions were also evaluated. A key
finding was that estimated impacts to people and aquatic life are
generally the same under both existing and future conditions.

Response to Comment O16-19

Please refer to the response to Just the Facts, Comment O19-57, for
discussion on biosolids production at the Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment O16-20

The amount of metals allowed in biosolids is strictly regulated by state
and federal rules that were developed to protect public health and the
environment. These limits were set by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) following a comprehensive review of
scientific data on biosolids and an extensive risk assessment process,
including cancer risk. The EPA risk assessment evaluated 12 potential
pathways in which humans might be exposed to metals from biosolids
and calculated the most protective limits for each metal. The amount of
metals in King County biosolids is well below the limits set by EPA.
For example, the EPA limit for mercury is 17 parts per million (or
mg/kg); in 2002 mercury in King County biosolids averaged 2 ppm.
Biosolids produced at a new treatment plant would likely be of similar
quality.The federal biosolids rule is contained in 40 CFR Part 503. A
Guide to the Biosolids Risk Assessments for the EPA Part 503 Rule,
EPA 832-B-93-003 or on the Web at
http://www.epa.gov/owm/mtb/biosolids/503pe/index.htm.
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Response to Comment O16-21

King County is currently nearing completion on two large
CSO control projects. The Denny Way/Lake Union project
will control the County’s largest CSO at Denny Way, as well
as the County’s remaining CSO into Lake Union. As a joint
project with the City of Seattle, it will also provide the final
link to control all of its CSOs into Lake Union. King County
is also completing the Henderson/MLK/Norfolk project,
which will control the County’s remaining two CSOs into
Lake Washington, as well as one into the Duwamish River.
These two projects will decrease untreated CSO from County
facilities by one-third.

When those two projects are complete the County will move
on to implement 21 additional RWSP CSO control projects.
These 21 projects will cost King County over $300 million.
These projects will be done over 25 years so as to spread out
their cost impact on customer rates, as well as to spread out
our demand for consultants and construction contractors.
King County has prioritized the projects so that those near
public and recreational access are done first, while those in
industrial areas are done last.

Response to Comment O16-22

The local conveyance systems in the Brightwater Service
Area are separated sanitary sewers. The combined sewer
systems referred to by the commenter are located within or
adjacent to the City of Seattle limits and are outside of the
Brightwater Service Area.

Response to Comment O16-23

Groundwater seepage into conveyance system pipelines,
should it occur, are not part of the flows that CSOs are
designed to control. Several design methods will be used to
minimize groundwater seepage into conveyance pipeline
segments based on the site-specific parameters such as soil
type, groundwater pressure, and proximity to surface water
bodies, for instance. Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology
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and Groundwater, of the Final EIS that describes pipeline construction
methods to reduce infiltration.

Response to Comment O16-24

Under the state Growth Management Act, the adequacy of the King
County Comprehensive Plan could be challenged if the capital facilities
element, of which the RWSP is part, failed to support the adopted vision
and land use in the plan by not accommodating the projected growth or
providing an adequate level of service within the Urban Growth Area.

John Glynn, water quality section manager of the state Department of
Ecology’s Northwest Regional Office, said in a letter dated May 18,
1999, “I wish to take this opportunity to emphasize a point made by our
Director in a letter to the County Council on February 10, 1999. If
implementation of the plan is delayed, Ecology may be forced to impose
a sewer connection moratorium on jurisdictions tributary to those King
County facilities in danger of becoming overloaded due to the failure to
install adequate transmission and treatment capacity within the time
proposed by the RWSP. In view of the profound implications of such a
moratorium, it is vitally important to begin the implementation of a plan
that will provide adequate capacity as soon as possible.” In a Feb. 10,
1999 letter, Tom Fitzsimmons, director of the state Department of
Ecology, said, “Since it is natural to ask the consequences of certain
decisions, allow me to touch upon the sensitive issue of enforcement in
the event of non-compliance with state and federal standards. Should
any jurisdiction choose to pursue a treatment option not in compliance
with those standards, Ecology would be obliged to seek compliance
through the imposition of penalties, sewer connection moratoria and/or
through some form of injunctive relief. Such sanctions could also be
sought by the EPA or by means of a citizen suit.” A building
moratorium could be imposed as early as 2005, and would extend to
King County’s entire wastewater service area, which includes part of
Snohomish County. 

For a detailed response to questions concerning population growth
forecasts and wastewater flow projections, please refer to the response
to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-l. Additional information about
flow projections, population, and service area can be accessed in
Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the

Final EIS. 

The amount of I/I can vary, as storm events vary, so it is expressed in a
percentage of the total flow or volume. The infiltration and inflow
discussion in Chapter 2 also includes additional discussion of I/I control
and its relationship with the need for additional capacity in the King
County wastewater system. King County does have an Infiltration and
Inflow Program that is currently underway as part of our comprehensive
wastewater program improvements. As part of the RWSP, which
identified the need for Brightwater and other wastewater improvement
projects across the region, King County began the comprehensive 6-year
Regional Infiltration and Inflow Control Program to identify sources of
I/I into local sewer systems. Ultimately, local agencies and jurisdictions
are being held responsible for their I/I. Through sewer rates, each
agency pays for conveyance and treatment facilities designed and built
by King County. King County has partnered with the 34 local agencies
serving areas in King and portions of Snohomish County to develop a
plan for the long-term control of increased I/I into the service area and
regional system. For updated information about I/I, please refer to the
RWSP progress reports in the library section of the RWSP Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/rwsp.htm.

The Infiltration and Inflow Program, in cooperation with local agencies,
will determine what amount of I/I reduction is cost-effective. The
information will be incorporated into a regional plan for the future
control of I/I. The plan is on schedule to be completed in 2005. To what
extent the plan will reduce I/I is still undefined and will be based largely
on what is cost-effective and what benefits the region.

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under SEPA and
therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS. “SEPA contemplates
that the general welfare, social, economic and other requirements and
essential considerations of state policy will be taken into account in
weighing and balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The
EIS is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects
and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing judgments
that must ultimately be made by the decision makers” (WAC 197-11-
448(1)).
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However, once a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with affected
jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation strategies and
solutions to the construction and operational impacts. As part of the
overall decision process, King County is revising the cost estimates
(dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised
estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Response to Comment O16-25

There is no federal I/I control requirement. Since combined sewer
overflows can result from I/I, King County is interpreting this question
as referring to the federal CSO control requirement. The Washington
State CSO control standard of no more than one untreated CSO event
per year on average is more stringent than the federal CSO standard of
four to six per year. When the County CSO control program is complete
in 2030, as described in Comment O16-21 in this letter, King County
will have surpassed federal requirements.

Response to Comment O16-26

Information on cost and economic impacts can be found in the response
to Comment O16-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment O16-27

Population and employment forecasts in north King County and south
Snohomish County and how those forecasts are used to calculate
wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O16-28

Service area overview, maps, and flow projections can be found in
Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment O16-29

A majority of the scientific investigations completed were focused on
evaluating the potential impacts of the proposed outfall on the biological
resources of Puget Sound and the people that frequent the shorelines.
Eliminating or significantly reducing the possibility that people may
become sick or aquatic life harmed as a result of the new outfall has
been the primary consideration of the outfall siting study. As a result,
the Final EIS contains an analysis of our investigations. We have
identified what will be discharged from the outfall (effluent
characterization reports), the dilution and transport of the effluent within
the Sound (oceanographic modeling and plume modeling), and the
potential pathways for contact with the discharge (biological
investigations and human use survey). All of these studies increase the
confidence in the determination that the outfall and effluent constituents
are not expected to be harmful to people and aquatic life. Puget Sound
provides for a better receiving basin than Lake Washington because the
strong tidal currents promote the dilution of the effluent. Additionally
the level of treatment at the Brightwater Treatment Plant would provide
a higher quality effluent than was discharged into Lake Washington.

Response to Comment O16-30

The addition of a lid at Unocal is a sub-alternative that would allow the
co-location of a multimodal transportation facility at the site. If this
mitigation option were developed, it would be in partnership with
WSDOT and the local permitting jurisdiction. For a description of the
alternatives being studied in the EIS, please refer to Chapter 3 of the
Final EIS. For information on Brightwater cost issues, please refer to the
response to Comment O16-24 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O16-31

All processing areas will be covered. The membrane
bioreactor technology does not require secondary clarifiers
and the odor control technology for the Unocal site and Route
9 site are the same in the Final EIS. StockPot currently does
not have any odor controls. The odor control technology
chosen for Brightwater has demonstrated its ability to work
on wastewater treatment processes in other parts of the
country. Information about the wastewater treatment process
and the odor control technology selected is provided in
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment O16-32

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-256, for a
discussion of airborne pathogens. Catastrophic releases of
airborne pathogens are highly unlikely, speculative, and
presently unforeseeable. In accordance with the SEPA rules,
WAC 197-11-402, the Final EIS instead focuses on probable
significant adverse impacts.

Response to Comment O16-33

Please refer to the response to Comment O16-20 in this letter.

Response to Comment O16-34

There will be no storage of the methane gas produced by the
digesters as the methane will be utilized as it is generated to
produce electricity and heat for the plant. In King County,
emergencies and disasters are handled according to the
provisions of the King County Emergency Management Plan.
For more information, please refer to the following link:
http://www.metrokc.gov/prepare/. King County’s emergency
response planning process is discussed in Chapter 9 of the
Final EIS. They can be provided upon request by calling the
Brightwater project team at 206-684-6799, toll-free at 1-888-
707-8571, or via e-mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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Response to Comment O16-35

Methane would not be stored onsite. It would be burned in the turbines
as it is generated. Methane also rises in ambient air; therefore, a
methane leak in the quantities necessary to pose an explosion danger to
the neighboring community is very unlikely even considering the area’s
ability to hold gases.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has a list of regulated
substances subject to the Chemical Accident Prevention Provisions,
Risk Management Planning requirements (40 CFR 68). The Risk
Management Plan (RMP) chemicals are toxic and flammable chemicals
that EPA has determined pose a threat when they are present above
certain threshold quantities. While Brightwater is expected to use
sodium hypochlorite, sodium hydroxide, sulfuric acid, and ferric
chloride for its various odor prevention and wastewater treatment
processes, none of these chemicals are included on EPA’s list of
regulated substances per 40 CFR 68. As none of the regulated chemicals
would be present at the plant, the plant would not need an RMP.

Response to Comment O16-36

Biogas, containing mostly methane and carbon dioxide, is generated
during the anaerobic digestion process. The biogas generated by the
Brightwater Treatment Plant would be used to generate power onsite for
the treatment plant. There would not be sufficient biogas produced to
provide power to run the entire treatment plant at average wet-weather
flow (AWWF) capacity and no power or biogas generated onsite would
be used by offsite facilities or sold back to power company.

Response to Comment O16-37

Please refer to the response to the Save Little Bear Creek Coalition,
Comment O15-22.

Response to Comment O16-38

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered additional
information about the proposed sites, pipeline routes, and marine outfall
zones. In each subsequent step in the process, a select number of
alternatives were picked for further consideration. A number of siting
studies are available online, at

http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, including the Phase
1 and Phase 2 siting process documents and the Phase 3 technical
documentation. Other technical documentation gathered for the siting
process is available, but the files are too large for the Web site. Hard
copies are available at area libraries and CDs are available upon request
by calling the Brightwater project team at 206-684-6799, toll-free at 1-
888-707-8571, or via e-mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov. 

Further description and comparison of the alternatives can be found in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. For a discussion of cost issues, please refer
to the response to Comment O16-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment O16-39

A revised project description in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS provides
additional detail on the proposed structural lid for the potential
multimodal facility at Unocal. For information on Brightwater cost
issues, please refer to the response to Comment O16-24 in this letter. If
the structural lid were developed at Unocal as King County envisions,
The Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), City of
Edmonds, and the Brightwater project would share its related costs. 

The structural lid is being proposed to accommodate a possible
multimodal transportation facility with a ferry terminal. As there is no
proposal for such a facility at Route 9, King County is not evaluating a
structural lid for this alternative. Although there are no plans for a
structural lid at Route 9, the Route 9 Treatment Plant would still be
designed so that treatment processes are covered. 

Response to Comment O16-40

Clean water testing of the treatment plant would prove that the treatment
plant works hydraulically and that the all the equipment operates as
intended. The clean water would demonstrate that water flows through
the plant according to design and that there are no leaks or spills prior to
running wastewater through the plant. Clean water testing would not
show whether the plant’s wastewater processes will effectively remove
contaminants. The plant is also required to undergo performance tests
with wastewater to ensure that the design criteria can be met.
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Response to Comment O16-41

Concrete is susceptible to corrosion from hydrogen sulfide gas, which
produces sulfuric acid that causes corrosion. Corrosion considerations
would be addressed in the design phase by providing adequate
ventilation under the covers to prevent dead air zones and buildup of
hydrogen sulfide gas and by providing protective coatings on the
concrete basins and concrete covers. The basins would be designed to be
watertight; please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-57. Groundwater beneath the tanks would be monitored.
In the unlikely event that one of the tanks did leak and a sample of the
groundwater showed signs of contamination, the tanks would be drained
and repaired. The leak would be identified before the contamination
would reach water supplies or salmon-bearing streams.
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Response to Comment O16-42

One design option for some of the tunnel segments would be
to have a pipe or multiple pipes, to convey influent and
effluent inside the tunnel. Regardless of the internal lining
system, the tunnels will be designed such that repairs would
not be required as part of the normal operations. The
Brightwater conveyance system will be integrated into King
County’s Wastewater Asset Management Inspection and
Maintenance Program and an inspection schedule appropriate
to each facility will be developed.

Response to Comment O16-43

King County conducted a H2S monitoring program in the
summer of 2003 to assess dissolved sulfide and H2S
concentrations within the tributary flow streams. Hydrogen
sulfide levels are highest during the summer in the existing
system and will provide worst-case scenario data to
conservatively design the proposed odor control facilities.
Based upon the results of the study, established odor control
technologies will be applied within the design to obtain the
required H2S removal. Additionally, all air discharges from
the proposed odor control facilities will be continuously
monitored to ensure the system is operating optimally and
odor control removal efficiencies are being achieved.

For the Route 9 Alternative, the number of portals or
potential outgassing areas is limited to 4 along the influent
tunnel and 1 along the effluent tunnel. For the Unocal
Alternative, the number of portals or potential outgassing
areas is limited to 3 along the influent alignment. The only
access to conveyance lines will be at permanent portal
locations. The volume of air outgassing from the
underground structures is relatively small, because the size of
the conveyance pipes is large relative to the rate of change of
the peak wastewater flow rate. Any portal location where air
can be released will have an odor control facility to treat all
discharged air. The odor control technologies will be a
combination of liquid phase (chemical injection) treatment,
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chemical based scrubbing, carbon filtration, and/or biofiltration. These
technologies are described in Chapter 5 and Appendix 5-B, Odor
Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS. The facilities will be monitored
as described previously.

Response to Comment O16-44

Initial borings did provide enough information to determine tunnel
boring machine specifics. It is anticipated that closed-face, earth-
pressure balance machines (EBPM) will be required due to the presence
of groundwater in some of the tunnel segments. Other types of machines
(such as open-faced and digger wheel) are not capable of operations in
the presence of such groundwater pressures. Additional borings are
currently being performed to refine the tunnel design requirements such
as optimal tunnel depths, lining system, and additional features of the
EPBM.

Response to Comment O16-45

King County follows the condemnation process according to established
King County Ordinances and procedures. Condemnation of any
property requires consideration and approval by King County Council.

Response to Comment O16-46

King County sets aside a contingency fund for each construction project
to cover unexpected conditions, with the amount in the fund varying
depending on the size and nature of the project. The size of the
Brightwater construction contingency fund will be determined during
the final design process as more details for the treatment plant and
conveyance system are developed.

Geotechnical investigations for the Brightwater project will provide the
required information needed for the proper design and construction of
the conveyance system and to minimize the potential (and associated
costs) for unexpected conditions. The extent of the project and number
of borings planned assure encountering every possible combination
of soil and groundwater conditions. The tunnel boring machines will be
specified to accommodate all these conditions, essentially eliminating
any risk of not being able to handle a soil condition such as experienced
in the Cross Valley Water District's Clearview Project.

Response to Comment O16-47

Economic impacts are not topics analyzed under SEPA, and therefore,
are not addressed in the EIS. For further information on Brightwater
cost issues, please refer to the response to Comment O16-24 in this
letter. Boston’s “Big Dig,” one of the most complex transportation
projects in history, included building a tunnel for an underground
freeway system. Tunnels that convey wastewater do not have the same
engineering requirements as tunnels that provide transportation
thoroughfares for people and vehicles, which is one of the reasons there
are cost differences between the two projects.

Response to Comment O16-48

The comprehensive oceanographic studies conducted by King County
are documented in Final Report Puget Sound Physical Oceanography
Related to the Triple Junction Region. The Puget Sound has typical
estuarine-like circulation. Cold, salty, oceanic water flows in along the
bottom and warmer, lower salinity water flows out on the surface.
Analysis shows that the effluent would be diluted by a factor of several
hundred-fold. Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-134.

Reference:

Ebbesmeyer, C.C., G.A. Cannon, B. Nairn, and M. Cawrse. 2002.
Final Report Puget Sound Physical Oceanography Related to the
Triple Junction Region. Prepared for King County Department of
Natural Resources. Seattle, WA. October 2002.

Response to Comment O16-49

King County will work with local jurisdictions and agencies as part of
the permitting process to select allowable construction methods.

Response to Comment O16-50

The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the Draft EIS.
The Final EIS provides a more refined project description, including
additional information on conveyance corridors and portal siting areas; a
concise evaluation of significant impacts; and additional information
and technical data in the appendices.
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Response to Comment O16-51

Candidate portal sites are selected based upon a number of criteria
related to minimizing community, property, and environmental impacts.
Specific candidate portal locations within each of the portal siting areas
are described in the Final EIS. More details about the portal site
selection screening process are documented in Appendices 2-B, Portal
Screening Level 1 and 2 Documentation, and 2-C, Portal 19 Screening
Level 3 Documentation, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O16-52

King County is not preparing a Supplemental Draft EIS. Please refer to
the response to Comment O16-50 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O16-53

Additional detailed analyses of construction traffic related to
specific portal locations have been included in Chapter 16 of
the Final EIS and construction traffic routes and traffic
impacts were identified. These analyses include the truck
trips related to the excavation of soil at the portal sites. Please
refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites
and Conveyance, of the Final EIS for greater detail. These
truck trips were included in the traffic analysis presented in
Chapter 16, Section 16.2, of the Draft EIS. 

Response to Comment O16-54

King County has specific policies and requirements regarding
appropriate disposal sites for excavated soils and construction
waste. Contractors are allowed to use any disposal site of
their choosing, as long as King County has confirmed that the
site follows the listed policies. Disposal costs are part of the
contractors’ bid packages submitted to King County in
pursuing construction contracts. The costs will vary
depending on the rates individual contractors negotiated with
disposal site operators in assembling their respective bid
packages.

Response to Comment O16-55

Economic impacts are not topics analyzed under SEPA, and
therefore are not addressed in the EIS. For information on
Brightwater cost issues, including how to obtain updated cost
information, please refer to the response to Comment O16-24
in this letter. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a
description and comparison of the alternatives.

Response to Comment O16-56

King County will determine which portals will be restored to
pre-construction conditions based on the final design of the
conveyance and permanent structures needed at the site. The
public would have an opportunity for input through the local
permitting process. For the Route 9-195th Street System,
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chlorination would occur at the treatment plant, and the dechlorination
facility would be located at Portal Siting Area 5. Chlorination would
also occur at the treatment plant for the Route 9-228th Street System but
the dechlorination facility would be located at Portal Siting Area 26.
The Unocal System would have both chlorination and dechlorination
systems at the treatment plant. If ultraviolet light (UV) is used for
disinfection, the dechlorination facility is not required.

Gaseous chlorine will not develop if UV disinfection is used. For
sodium hypochlorite to develop into gaseous chlorine would require a
very large overdosing of the chemical to the effluent. This could happen
if effluent flow is stopped but chemical injection still continues and is
allowed to continue for at least several hours. To prevent such a
scenario, King County requires fail-safe controls that automatically stop
chemical dosing if flows stop.

The EIS is intended to document the range of environmental impacts of
the project, not financial details. For information on Brightwater cost
issues, including how to obtain updated cost information, please refer to
the response to Comment O16-24 in this letter.

Response to Comment O16-57

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire District No.
7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment O16-58

The equipment, plan, and cost to provide odor prevention for the
influent pump station and for the solids thickening and dewatering
building are included in the overall odor prevention system. A multi-
stage system is proposed, similar to the other odor prevention systems
onsite. There would be odor prevention for the headworks building,
similar to the odor prevention proposed for the influent pump station. 

The odor prevention goal is the same for both the Unocal and Route 9
sites (no detectable odor at the property line at either location), and the
odor prevention proposed is the same for both the Unocal and Route 9
sites (all liquids processes covered and under negative pressure and all
buildings enclosed and under negative pressure). All odor prevention
systems would be three-stage chemical scrubbers followed by carbon,

with the exception of the digester vents and the biosolids truck staging.
These systems would be carbon only. Chemicals would be added to the
wastewater at both sites to prevent the formation of odor at the influent
pump station and to further reduce odor loading at downstream
processes. Please refer to Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for more information.

The odor prevention criteria are based on the highest level of odor
prevention in the United States and are suitable for a residential area. 

Meteorological data for both Paine Field and for the Route 9 and Unocal
sites were used in the modeling for the Final EIS. In some cases, the
Paine Field data were more conservative, because that site experiences
more inversions than either Route 9 or Unocal. The results of the
modeling are described in Appendix 5-A.

The air toxics modeling was rerun with the site-specific data at both the
Route 9 and Unocal sites.

Response to Comment O16-59

King County does have an Infiltration and Inflow (I/I) Program that is
currently underway as part of our comprehensive wastewater program
improvements. The RWSP, which identified the need for Brightwater
and other wastewater improvement projects across the region, outlined a
plan for an I/I Control Program. King County has partnered with the 34
local agencies serving areas in King County and portions of Snohomish
County to develop a plan for the long-term control of increased I/I into
the service area and regional system. For updated information about
King County’s Regional I/I Control Program, including the status of I/I
project construction, please refer to the RWSP progress reports in the
library section of the RWSP Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/rwsp.htm. Information on the I/I
program can also be found in Chapters 1 and 2 of the Final EIS. Or visit
the program Web site at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/i-i/index.htm. The
response to Comment O16-24 in this letter also discusses regional
planning related to I/I control.

Response to Comment O16-60

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-36.
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Response to Comment O16-61

The No Action Alternative is expected to result in an increase
in the number of septic systems in the area as development of
the area progresses. An increase in the number and density of
septic systems is a common reason for development of
centralized wastewater treatment facilities because of the
potential for impacts to groundwater quality. For example,
Spokane County is currently siting and constructing a
wastewater treatment system to manage growth and
development of septic systems over the Spokane Prairie-
Rathdrum Valley Sole Source Aquifer.

Response to Comment O16-62

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-149.

Response to Comment O16-63

King County has been working with Snohomish County to
meet the substantive requirements of Snohomish County’s
draft critical aquifer recharge area (CARA) ordinance. King
County recognizes the importance of groundwater and the
shallow aquifer system in the vicinity of the Route 9 site. The
groundwater level at the Route 9 site varies across the site
from about 3 feet to 10 feet below the ground surface, as well
as varying seasonally. Management and protection of the
groundwater are discussed in detail in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. 

Information on subsurface soils summarized in the Final EIS
for the Route 9 Treatment Plant site and conveyance
corridors came from published reports and borings drilled by
King County. The Unocal site’s existing extensive subsurface
data gathered by the site owner as part of the owner’s
remediation investigation was used as the basis for
understanding the Unocal site’s subsurface conditions. For
updated information, please refer to Appendix 6-B and
Chapter 4 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O16-64

SEPA requires that the lead agency analyze the significant adverse
environmental impacts of a proposal and discuss measures to mitigate
identified impacts. Some of the mitigation measures identified in the
Brightwater EIS are required by code, and some are not. Mitigation
measures in the Final EIS are listed as “proposed” or “potential.” In
considering the Draft EIS comments and conducting additional analysis,
King County has developed additional mitigation measures, which it
will include as part of the mitigation measures of the Brightwater
proposal. Permitting agencies may determine that other mitigation
measures, including those listed as “potential,” are needed. For
additional information on how mitigation is determined, please refer to
the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment O16-65

All the jurisdictions with maps and/or inventories of their geologic
hazardous areas, of which we are aware, are included in the reference
for Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. King and Snohomish Counties have the
most inclusive maps. Most of the other cities, except Edmonds, rely on
the county maps. The cities of Kenmore and Bothell, for example,
obtain the information for their maps, in part, from the King County
sensitive areas folios. For the Final EIS, a field reconnaissance has also
been conducted at each proposed primary portal location as a basis for a
survey-level assessment of geologic hazards. The results of this work
are also included in Chapter 4.

Response to Comment O16-66

Regardless of their regulatory protection by local jurisdictions, King
County has minimized or avoided impacts to known sensitive areas
wherever feasible in the siting and design of treatment plants, portals,
and outfall alignments. During the permitting process, additional
evaluations will be completed, including delineations of wetlands and
more detailed habitat studies to identify sensitive areas that have not
previously been identified. King County will also comply with all
applicable local, state, and federal permitting requirements in place at
the time that the County files permit applications, including local

regulations for critical areas that have been adopted in accordance with
the GMA.

Response to Comment O16-67

King County will work with all local, state and federal agencies to
ensure sensitive areas are adequately managed, protected, or impacts are
mitigated as required by the regulations. 

Response to Comment O16-68

Please refer to the response to the Richmond Beach Community
Council/Bannister, Comment O8-38.

Response to Comment O16-69

Landslide, ground rupture, and liquefaction potential are hazards that
are routinely defined and mapped by various jurisdictions as part of
their critical areas ordinances (CAOs). The hazard maps developed by
the local jurisdictions and counties are typically developed using
existing U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) surficial geology maps, ground
contour maps (to quantify steepness of slopes), and information on prior
hazard occurrences (such as landslides and liquefaction). The mapping
also will include information from soil borings, if it is available, to
refine the hazard areas. These CAO maps are published by the
jurisdictions as general guidance for projects being developed within the
maps’ geographic coverage. The information provides a general
understanding of the potential hazards and identifies the need to
evaluate potential hazards in detail with site-specific explorations, as
necessary, as the project is developed. The existing CAO maps have
been used as appropriate for the Brightwater EIS evaluation; subsequent
detailed site-specific data gathering will be conducted in the design
phase to further identify and characterize potential hazards in the system
area.

Response to Comment O16-70

Please refer to the responses to Olympic View Water and Sewer
District, Comments D2-67 and D2-76.
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Response to Comment O16-71

Catastrophic consequences as the result of an earthquake are not
anticipated for influent and effluent tunnels. It is well documented the
world over, even in areas much more seismically active than Puget
Sound, that tunnels are some of the safest, most earthquake-resistant
structures.

Response to Comment O16-72

King County has a comprehensive plan in place to address a range of
emergencies, and is prepared to take measures to protect worker safety,
public health, and continue operating the wastewater system to the
extent possible under emergency circumstances. 

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS under Handling Emergency
Overflows for information on the safety relief system for the Unocal
site. Additional information is available in Appendix 3-E, Flow
Management and Safety Relief Point.

Response to Comment O16-73

Voids can be detected from within the tunnel, as the tunnel is being
constructed. Any voids along the tunnel would be filled with grout.
Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS for additional information.

Response to Comment O16-74

The top of the tunnels would be at least two tunnel diameters below the
ground. For a 14-foot tunnel, this separation would be 28 feet between
the crown (top) of the tunnel and the ground. Standard tunneling
industry practices indicates that a two-tunnel-diameter separation is the
most effective distance to minimize the risk of surface impacts, such as
surface subsidence.
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Response to Comment O16-75

Critical aquifer recharge area (CARA) regulations are
identified and discussed in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Snohomish County has
drafted, but not yet released, its CARA ordinance. As part of
preparing this Final EIS, King County met with Snohomish
County to discuss its future CARA ordinance and agreed to
comply with the substantive requirements of the yet-to-be-
released ordinance.

Response to Comment O16-76

Under the “best available science” requirements of the
Growth Management Act, local jurisdictions are required to
update their codes and policies to protect the functions and
values of critical areas by incorporating best available
science. Best management practices are frequently used to
implement the requirements of these local regulations to
protect critical areas. King County is committed to working
with local, state, and federal permitting agencies to identify
best management practices and other mitigation strategies to
protect critical area functions and values. With respect to the
impact evaluations contained in the Final EIS, scientific
literature has been extensively reviewed and supplemented
where appropriate by field work to meet the requirements of
SEPA to disclose impacts and provide decision makers with a
meaningful level of detail with which to evaluate proposed
actions and alternatives.

Response to Comment O16-77

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-115. Also
please refer to the response to the Suquamish Tribe,
Comment T1-6, regarding the likely need for an Individual
NPDES permit from the Washington State Department of
Ecology. The requirements of this Individual permit will be
more specific to the Brightwater project compared to King
County’s general NPDES stormwater permit.
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Response to Comment O16-78

Stormwater treatment during and after construction at the Route 9 site is
designed to meet state Water Quality Standards and to protect Little
Bear Creek. Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-191, for a discussion
of stormwater management during construction, and the response to
Comment W3-196, for a discussion of stormwater treatment during
operations.

Response to Comment O16-79

As part of the Final EIS, King County drilled seven additional borings at
the Route 9 site, with three of the borings going to 90 feet and one
boring going to 500 feet below the ground surface. Multiple levels of
groundwater monitoring devices were installed to measure groundwater
pressures at various depths beneath the ground. In addition, for the 500-
foot boring continuous coring drilling methods were used to get the best
sample possible to evaluate soil layers with depth. These additional data,
along with the data summarized in the Draft EIS, are more than
sufficient to characterize the existing affected environment and to
conduct groundwater analyses of impacts and mitigations for the
Brightwater System. 

Mitigation methods that are included in the anticipated construction
approaches are described in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater,
of the Final EIS. The primary measures include use of the diaphragm
wall construction method for the influent pump station (which requires
significantly less groundwater dewatering) and re-infiltration of
dewatering water back into the near-surface shallow aquifer.

Currently, groundwater levels are measured each month at multiple
depths across the site. King County will monitor drawdown during
construction both up-gradient and down-gradient. If any domestic water
user is adversely impacted, King County will ensure that they receive
potable water and that the impact is corrected.

Response to Comment O16-80

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of the
probable significant adverse environmental impacts and the reasonable

mitigation measures for these identified impacts beyond that
characterized in this comment. The Brightwater proposal involves
several facilities and significant complexity. The Draft EIS was issued
at a point in time when a certain level of information was known
relating to the probable significant adverse impacts of the proposal and
possible ways to reasonably mitigate those impacts. In areas where there
was uncertainty in relation to impacts in one respect or another, the
Draft EIS presented, following SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis
of impacts. In other areas, the Draft EIS indicated that ongoing analysis
was under way and that additional information would be forthcoming.
Since issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable additional
analysis has been conducted, as is the case on any large project, to
further define and develop the proposal and respond to Draft EIS
comments. 

Many of the details described as necessary for an EIS relate to
information either that does not involve significant adverse impacts or
that is important prior to issuance of actual permits but may not be
essential to include in an EIS. Such information may not be included in
the Final EIS, because it is not required and King County is mindful of
the need to keep the Final EIS as readable as possible. Any additional
analysis that has been conducted that relates to probable significant
adverse impacts that will not be mitigated or regulated into non-
significance is included as part of the Final EIS analysis. This EIS is in
fact intended to serve as the SEPA basis for all local and state permits
and approvals. It is anticipated in most instances, local or state agencies
will simply adopt the EIS. 

Response to Comment O16-81

Additional information on the treatment plant processes and specific site
layouts for both the Route 9 and Unocal sites are in Appendix 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment O16-82

The Infiltration and Inflow (I/I) Program, in cooperation with local
agencies, will determine what amount of I/I reduction is cost-effective.
The information will be incorporated into a regional plan for the future
control of I/I. The plan is on schedule to be completed in 2005. To what
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extent the plan will reduce I/I is still undefined, and will be based
largely on what is cost-effective and what benefits the region. 

Information on the I/I program can also be found in Chapters 1 and 2 of
the Final EIS. Or visit the program Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/i-i/index.htm. The response to Comments
O16-24 and O16-59 in this letter, discuss regional planning and policy
related to King County’s I/I program.

Response to Comment O16-83

Candidate portal sites are selected based upon a number of criteria
related to minimizing community, property, and environmental impacts.
Specific candidate portal locations within each of the portal siting areas
are described in the Final EIS. More details about the portal site
selection screening process are documented in Appendices 2-B, Portal
Screening Level 1 and 2 Documentation, and 2-C, Portal 19 Screening
Level 3 Documentation, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O16-84

The soil borings provided to King County for the Opus and StockPot
properties are included in the geologic and geotechnical evaluation for
the Route 9 site in the Final EIS and are discussed in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Chapter 4 of the Final EIS
discusses potential liquefaction at the Route 9 site and artesian
pressures. At the Route 9 site, one or more of the following approaches
would be used to effectively mitigate liquefaction: 1) critical structures
can be placed outside the potential zone of liquefaction, 2) planned site
regrading is expected to remove quantities of the liquefaction
susceptible soils, and 3) stable foundation surfaces can be provided by
over-excavating potentially liquefiable soils and recompacting them.

Response to Comment O16-85

Please refer to the response to the Save Little Bear Creek Coalition,
Comment O15-5, for information.
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Response to Comment O16-86

The Draft EIS discussed potential safety relief points into the
Sammamish River or Lake Washington in Section 3.8. A
discussion of emergency flow management procedures is
included in the Final EIS. Please refer to Chapter 3 and the
discussion of impacts in Chapters 6, 7, and 9.

Response to Comment O16-87

The baseline used in assessing the impacts to the surface
waters of Puget Sound were the existing marine conditions
plus the addition of the Brightwater effluent. King County
knows of no other large outfall being proposed for the region.

Response to Comment O16-88

The secondary clarifiers at the Route 9 site are no longer
included and the odor control technology for the Unocal site
and Route 9 site are the same in the Final EIS. Additional
details about the wastewater treatment process and the odor
control technology selected are provided in Appendix 5-A,
Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O16-89

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment O16-90

Recent traffic counts were collected and the data were used in
the analysis of intersection and segment operations. Please
refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for sources of traffic data.
Existing traffic counts are documented in the separately
bound "Supplemental Traffic Information" document, and
can be reviewed at the King County project office. 

Please refer to the response to the U. S. Army Corps of
Engineers, Comment F2-7, for the status of the SR-9
widening project. Since the issuance of the Draft EIS, the SR-
9 project has been funded through the "Nickel Funding
Package" as legislated by the State of Washington. Chapter
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16 of the Final EIS analyzes the traffic impacts along SR-9 with and
without the proposed widening of SR-9 between SR-522 and SR-524. 

The current proposed construction schedule for the Brightwater project
would be from 2005 to 2009. Based on peak construction periods for
construction at portal and treatment plant site s , the detailed analyses of
construction traffic were updated for the Final EIS to represent the peak
construction year of 2007. Furthermore, the Final EIS also evaluated the
impacts of the SR-9 widening and Brightwater projects if both projects
were under construction at the same time. Please refer to Appendix 3-G,
Construction Approach and Schedule, of the Final EIS regarding
schedule and sequence of construction. 

Please refer to the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-
140. The AM peak-hour traffic volumes on SR-9 between SR-522 and
228th Street SE were approximately 10 percent lower than PM peak-
hour volumes. AM peak traffic conditions were analyzed and included
as part of the Snohomish County concurrency requirements for
operation of the treatment plant. Please refer to Appendix 16-A,
Transportation Concurrency: Route 9 Plant Site, of the Final EIS for the
concurrency analysis.

Using rail for construction access was considered and rejected as a
mitigation measure. Instead, other measures are proposed. Please refer
to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS. 

The key intersections along SR-9 included both of the SR-522 ramp
termini and 228th Street SE. The intersection of SR-9 and SR-524 was
added to the traffic analysis presented in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.
These are the intersections in the vicinity of the Route 9 site that may be
affected by project construction traffic.

 Response to Comment O16-91

The safety relief is not shown on the Route 9 drawings because it would
not be located onsite. The safety relief for both the Unocal and the
Route 9 sites would be to the Sammamish River in the Kenmore area. A
second safety relief for the Unocal System would be located on the
Unocal Site. Please refer to Appendix 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, for more information.

Response to Comment O16-92

Whidbey fault line location: The Whidbey fault lines shown in the
Draft EIS are not based on King County’s interpretation, but on the
interpretations of various existing seismic researchers. The exact
location and extent of the South Whidbey Island fault are unknown and
have been projected at several locations, all shown in the EIS for the
purpose of completeness. As part of the Final EIS, King County met
with researchers from the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and the
University of Washington, who are conducting ongoing studies on this
faulting system to get the most up-to-date information. This information
is shown and described in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. Even with the
most current information available, the researchers project that the
South Whidbey Island fault is outside the siting criteria established by
King County for the Brightwater System.

Geology maps with question marks: It is standard field of the geology
to show question marks between areas where there may be some
uncertainty in the geologic interpretation. To infer that the exact
geologic contacts are definitely known would be incorrect and
potentially dangerous.

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS includes a
detailed and comprehensive evaluation of the potential effects, impacts,
and mitigations of the Brightwater System with respect to groundwater
and geology to substantiate the statements made in the Final EIS that no
adverse impacts are expected as a result of the construction and
operation of Brightwater.

It is correct that there are no plans to move existing septic tank users to
the Brightwater System. However, as development continues in the
north King County and south King County and if all new developments
have to rely on septic tanks, then a potential adverse risk to groundwater
quality could result from the increased amount of septic discharges.

Response to Comment O16-93

Odor control facilities will be provided along the conveyance corridor at
all structures with the potential to outgas or those that require
ventilation. Additionally, there will be continuous air monitoring at all
facilities to ensure odor control equipment is working optimally and



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS            Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray (O16)

Brightwater Final EIS 1187

meeting treatment criteria. Due to the level of removal at the stack,
dispersion is not relied upon for odor abatement. The volume of air
outgassing from the underground structures is relatively small, because
the size of the conveyance pipes is large relative to the rate of change of
the peak wastewater flow rate. Please refer to Appendix 5-B, Odor
Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS for additional information 

King County conducted a H2S monitoring program in the summer of
2003 to assess dissolved sulfide and H2S concentrations within the
tributary flow streams in the existing system. Dissolved sulfide and H2S
levels are highest during the summer, and will provide worst-case
scenario data to conservatively design the proposed odor control
facilities.

Response to Comment O16-94

Over a decade ago, King County began preparing for the eventuality
that our wastewater treatment system would run out of capacity by 2010
due to rapid population growth in the Puget Sound region. In November
1999, as a result of nearly 8 years of planning and study, the King
County Council adopted the Regional Wastewater Services Plan
(RWSP), a comprehensive 30-year plan to meet our region’s wastewater
treatment needs. The Final EIS for the RWSP can be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/FEIS/toc.htm.

Impacts of the No Action Alternative are addressed in the pertinent
impact chapters, but also in the description of the purpose and need for
the Brightwater project found in Chapter 1. In addition, the infiltration
and inflow discussion in Chapter 2 has been changed to include
additional discussion of I/I control and its relationship to the need for
additional capacity in the King County wastewater system. Chapter 3 of
the Final EIS offers a detailed description and comparison of
alternatives, including the No Action Alternative. Appendix 3-J,
Evaluation of the No Action Alternative, addresses the No Action
Alternative in additional detail. For further discussion about flows from
Alderwood Water District and the need for Brightwater, please refer to
the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-36.

Response to Comment O16-95

Impact from and mitigation plans for the outfall are included in Chapter
5 of the Final EIS. There are no mitigation plans for the operation of the
outfall because there should not be any air quality impacts associated
with the operation of the outfall. To reduce air emissions in the outfall
zone during construction, marine vessels and equipment would be
required to use emission control measures similar to those described for
land-based equipment under mitigation measures for treatment plant
sites. 

The air dispersion model used for the Final EIS is EPA’s Industrial
Source Complex Short-Term Dispersion Model (ISCST3, version
02035). The ISCST3 model is recommended by EPA for use in
demonstrating compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards. Additional information about the dispersion modeling
procedures used and the meteorological data used in the odor and air
quality modeling is provided in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. King County has provided additional
information about the dispersion modeling procedures used and the
meteorological data used in the odor and air quality modeling in
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
As mentioned in the Draft EIS, meteorological data are being collected
from two monitoring stations, one located at the Unocal site and one
located at the Route 9 site. The intent has been to collect 12 months of
data that will be used in the modeling for the Notice of Construction
permit. At the time of the Final EIS, 9 months of data had been
collected, which has been used for the odor and air modeling for the
Final EIS. In addition, 4 years of data from Paine Field has also been
modeled. The Paine Field data provide the model with additional
potential weather patterns to evaluate. Please refer to the Final EIS for
additional information. Hourly data from the Unocal and Route 9 sites,
plus data from Paine Field, were used in the dispersion modeling for the
Final EIS. The results of the modeling are presented in Chapter 5 and
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Regulatory requirements and environmental impacts were provided in
the Draft EIS. However, additional details have been provided in the
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Final EIS based on comments received on the Draft EIS. This additional
information is intended to help clarify the proposed project to the reader.
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Response to Comment O16-96

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-149.

Response to Comment O16-97

Impacts from emergency overflows at the safety relief point
in the Sammamish River would be limited to the river and
northern portions of Lake Washington. An emergency bypass
of untreated wastewater to the outfall in Puget Sound could
also occur under the Unocal Alternative. Other points where
spills could occur include the treatment plant sites themselves
and pump stations. To the extent that these facilities are near
water bodies such as Little Bear Creek (Route 9), Willow
Creek (Unocal), or other surface waters, impacts to these
other water bodies could occur. However, due to the designs
of each treatment plant, which include emergency bypass
systems and redundant power backups, spills would be highly
unlikely. 

Response to Comment O16-98

For a detailed response to questions concerning population
growth forecasts and wastewater flow projections and how
this relates to the need for Brightwater, please refer to the
response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-l. Population
and employment forecasts in north King County and south
Snohomish County and how those forecasts are used to
calculate wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2 and
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment O16-99

The infiltration and inflow discussion in Chapter 2 includes
additional discussion of I/I control and its relationship with
the need for additional capacity in the King County
wastewater system. 

Over a decade ago, King County began preparing for the
eventuality that our wastewater treatment system would run



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS            Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray (O16)

Brightwater Final EIS 1190

out of capacity by 2010 due to rapid population growth in the Puget
Sound region. In November 1999, as a result of nearly 8 years of
planning and study, the King County Council adopted the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), a comprehensive 30-year plan to
meet our region’s wastewater treatment needs. The Final EIS for the
RWSP can be found online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/FEIS/toc.htm. The RWSP, which
identified the need for Brightwater and other capital facilities in the
region, includes plans to expand South Plant in Renton in 2029.

Response to Comment O16-100

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-121, for more information on the
proposed safety relief point in the Sammamish River. Regarding
ongoing overflows, King County is currently actively working with the
Washington State Department of Ecology, the City of Seattle, and the
community to reduce the discharge of combined sewer overflows
(CSOs) into Lake Washington and Puget Sound. Currently under
construction are two projects, the Denny Way CSO Control Project and
the Henderson CSO Control project, to control two of the largest CSO
discharges in the King County System. Numerous other projects are
currently planned or are underway to continue to aggressively address
CSOs. King County is also committed to minimizing sanitary sewer
overflows to the extent feasible through regular maintenance and
monitoring at existing facilities.

Response to Comment O16-101

The RWSP, which identified the need for Brightwater and other
wastewater improvement projects across the region, outlined a plan for a
Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) program to reduce overflows and
discharges when the sewers reach capacity. For updated information
about King County’s CSO program, including the status of CSO project
construction, please refer to the RWSP progress reports in the library
section of the RWSP Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/rwsp.htm. Information on the CSO
program can also be found in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. King County’s
Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Control Program Web site can be
found at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/cso/index.htm. 

The technology employed at Brightwater will enable King County to
meet or exceed applicable state and federal standards for wastewater
treatment and discharge. Chapter 3 of the Final EIS discusses the
treatment processes, site layout, and construction methods that will be
used in building and operating Brightwater. Further discussion of
technology can also be found in the response to Jones, Comment I411-9.

Response to Comment O16-102

Providing the additional capacity to treat up to 54 mgd at either the
South Treatment Plant or the West Point Treatment Plant would require
the installation of additional equipment and capacity throughout the
conveyance system to convey flows from the north end to these two
treatment plants. This could potentially require more energy than
treating the wastewater at either the Route 9 or Unocal sites.

Response to Comment O16-103

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment
O14-149, and Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No Action Alternative, of
the Final EIS for discussions of the No Action alternative. Without
construction of the Brightwater Treatment Plant, King County’s existing
wastewater facilities would reach capacity by approximately 2010. As
described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS it is possible that a moratorium
on growth could be imposed. It is also possible that some areas that
would otherwise be provided with connections to the regional
wastewater system, would instead be served by individual onsite sewage
treatment systems. Under this scenario where the number of such
systems could increase, the number of failures of such systems could
similarly increase. 

In terms of cumulative impacts, the discharge to Puget Sound will
comply with all applicable discharge limitations and requirements,
which are designed to protect beneficial uses in Puget Sound. This
permitted discharge, however, will add a small increment to the overall
trend of increased nutrient, metal, and solids inputs to Puget Sound from
urbanization in the region. Even with strict compliance with regulations
for stormwater and wastewater discharges, the overall level of pollutant
loading to Puget Sound is increasing. There are no known plans for
additional discharges in the Central Puget Sound Basin. For the analysis
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of potential environmental and human heath impacts of the Brightwater
discharge, predicted effluent constituent concentrations were modeled
using the existing conditions in Puget Sound, and resulting analysis
therefore accounts for the cumulative impacts. The analyses, which are
included in the Phase 3 Brightwater Marine Outfall Water Quality
Investigation (Parametrix and Intertox, 2002) and in Appendix 6-I,
Effluent Quality Evaluation for the Brightwater Membrane Bioreactor
and Advanced Primary System, of the Final EIS concluded that all water
quality parameters would remain within safety guidelines. Constituents
that were determined to be near acceptable guidelines were exclusively
the result of existing conditions, and the addition of Brightwater effluent
was an insignificant contribution. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final
EIS for additional information.

Response to Comment O16-104

Background traffic due to growth in the area is expected to increase the
traffic volumes on SR-9 and 228th Street SE with or without the
proposed project by 2040. The additional number of trips generated by
the proposed project, in relation to increased volumes due to growth in
the area, would not result in changes in segment or intersection LOS as
compared to the No Action Alternative. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the
Final EIS for updated 2040 No Action levels-of-service.

Response to Comment O16-105

King County has prepared an updated population and flow analysis.
Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow
Analysis, of the Final EIS. A discussion of Brightwater, in relation to
plans and policies and employment growth projections for Snohomish
County, including revised land capacity and employment information is
provided in Chapter 11 of the Final EIS. Please refer to Chapter 17 for a
discussion of water requirements for Brightwater construction and
operations (including fire flows) and proposed mitigation.
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Response to Comment O16-106

The construction and operations phases of the Brightwater
Treatment Plant at the Route 9 site is anticipated to have
negligible, if measurable, effect on the Cross Valley Water
District wells, and domestic wells located in the vicinity of
the site. However, King County is committed to mitigating
significant adverse effects to water users should impacts
occur and will implement a Potable Water Supply Program as
described in Chapter 12 of the Final EIS. King County will
also conduct a well inventory in potentially affected areas
prior to the initiation of construction dewatering activities to
ascertain the location and the condition of private wells
currently in use as a baseline. Please refer to the response to
the Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-
15, which provides a brief summary of the groundwater
impact analyses conducted for the Route 9 site. A more
detailed analysis is contained in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O16-107

Several regulations mandate the protection of aquifers, and
King County will comply with applicable local, state, and
federal laws during the construction and operation of
Brightwater. Detailed information on geology, groundwater,
and management of water quality during construction at the
treatment plant sites can be found in Chapter 6 and Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O16-108

King County has a comprehensive plan in place to address a
range of emergencies, and is prepared to take measures to
protect worker safety, public health, and continue operating
the wastewater system to the extent possible under
emergency circumstances. 

Several regulations mandate the protection of aquifers, and
King County will comply with applicable local, state, and
federal laws during the construction and operation of



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS            Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray (O16)

Brightwater Final EIS 1193

Brightwater. Detailed information on geology and groundwater, and
management of water quality during construction, at the treatment plant
sites can be found in Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Chapter 17 of the Final EIS describes
King County’s plans to mitigate service disruptions to local residents
and businesses.
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Response to Comment O17-1

Thank you for your comment. Responses to more specific
comments raised elsewhere in this letter are included below
following each comment. King County believes its EIS
complies with all applicable procedural requirements of
SEPA, including those referenced in your comment.

Response to Comment O17-2

Each of the referenced comment letters is responded to in this
Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O17-3

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O17-4

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-134, or the
Final EIS for a thorough discussion of the surface water
impacts of the project, including those associated with the
proposed outfall. 

Response to Comment O17-5

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts.

Response to Comment O17-6

The following definition will be included in the Final EIS:

From: WAC 173-201A-020 Definitions. 

“Mixing zone” means that portion of a water body adjacent to
an effluent outfall where mixing results in the dilution of the
effluent with the receiving water. Water quality criteria may
be exceeded in a mixing zone as conditioned and provided
for in WAC 173-201A-100. 

Response to Comment O17-7

It is permissible under Chapter 173-201A WAC to exceed
Water Quality Standards and criteria within the mixing zone,
therefore King County modeled dilution and impacts at the
edge of the mixing but did not model the area within the
mixing zone. The Final EIS acknowledges that aquatic
resources that reside within the mixing zone may be
impacted. 

The size of the mixing zone is determined by the depth of the
receiving body and the size of the diffuser (WAC 173-201a-
100) and is not based on effluent or surface water
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concentration. King County is employing state-of-the-art technology to
insure high effluent quality, achieve rapid dilution, and minimize the
impact of the mixing zone. In many instances it is likely that Water
Quality Standards would be achieved well within the defined mixing
zone. As a result, approximately 62 percent of the possible effluent
constituents identified are 5 orders of magnitude below concentrations
suspected of impacting aquatic life by the time edge-of-mixing-zone
dilutions are reached. Please refer to the Phase 2 Marine Outfall Siting
Water Quality Investigations (Parametrix and Intertox, 2001) Appendix
E for a complete listing of screening ratios at the edge of the mixing
zone.

Response to Comment O17-8

Impacts to the nearshore habitat from both construction and operation of
the outfall are examined in the Final EIS. As was shown in the Phase 3
Brightwater Marine Outfall Water Quality Investigation (Parametrix
and Intertox, 2002) in the Draft EIS, effluent would reach a minimum
dilution of 1,780:1 in the nearshore, which means that the
concentrations of all detected effluent constituents would be well below
levels shown to impact aquatic resources.

Response to Comment O17-9

There are no regulatory limits within the mixing zone; the mixing zone
is an area surrounding the discharge within which Water Quality
Standards may be exceeded. 

Water quality standards are established to protect the environment and
public health. The purpose of 173-201A WAC, Water Quality Standards
for Surface Waters of the State of Washington is to establish water
quality standards for surface waters of the state of Washington
consistent with public health and public enjoyment thereof, and the
propagation and protection of fish, shellfish, and wildlife, pursuant to
the provisions of chapter 90.48 RCW and the policies and purposes
thereof” (http://www.ecy.wa.gov/biblio/wac173201a.html).

Response to Comment O17-10

Chapter 7 of the Final EIS discusses the direct and indirect impacts, as
well as cumulative impacts, to Puget Sound marine life.
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Response to Comment O17-11

Preliminary information regarding the sediment
characteristics of the outfall zones is found in the Final
Report: Sediment Chemistry and Benthic Infauna Baseline
Sediment Characterization Report (King County, 2002). The
conclusions of the report are:

• Analytical results from chemical and physical testing of
nine sediment samples indicate the following characteristics
of nearshore sediments in Zones 5, 6, and 7:
• Nearshore sediments in Zones 5, 6, and 7 are composed
mainly of sand and contain low concentrations of organic
carbon, ammonia, and sulfides.
• Concentrations of trace metals and organic compounds
meet all regulatory and guidance criteria.
• A greater proportion of fine-grained material, along with
higher concentrations of organic carbon, trace metals, and
some organic compounds, were found in two nearshore
samples in Zone 7, located in the vicinity of a Point Wells
stormwater outfall.

Additional geotechnical and geophysical surveys conducted
in 2003 are presented in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O17-12

King County is proposing to utilize state-of-the-art treatment
technology to treat the wastewater prior to discharge. The
removal efficiency of membrane bioreactor (MBR) treatment
is detailed in `ix 6-I, Effluent Quality Evaluation for the
Brightwater Membrane Bioreactor and Advanced Primary
System. This treatment methodology has the potential to
remove more contaminants than conventional activated
sludge (CAS). 

Side-by-side comparisons of MBR and CAS effluents
produced from the same influent were possible for 12
chemicals: aluminum, barium, chromium, copper, mercury,
nickel, silver, zinc, ammonia-nitrogen, bis(2-
ethylhexyl)phthalate, di-N-butyl phthalate, and phenol. In all
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cases, MBR effluent quality was equal to or better than CAS effluent
quality. Blended MBR-Advanced Primary Treatment (APT) effluents
were also compared to CAS effluent under a range of flow conditions.
This analysis was conducted for constituents that previously were
shown to be of the greatest potential concern for their effects on aquatic
life. The analysis confirmed that blended effluent quality would be
significantly better than CAS effluent quality. It is estimated that annual
mass loads to Puget Sound would be reduced by up to 98 percent,
depending on the chemical. In all cases, even at high flow rates,
switching to the blended MBR-APT process improves effluent quality.

Response to Comment O17-13

The direct and intended result of the Brightwater proposal is not to
discharge pollutants into Puget Sound. Rather, the direct and intended
result is to remove pollutants prior to discharge of the effluent and then
to discharge treated wastewater into Puget Sound. The effluent
discharged from the Brightwater Treatment Plant would be required to
meet Washington State Water Quality Standards. Please refer to Chapter
3 of the Final EIS for a discussion of the proposed technology
(membrane bioreactor) for providing secondary treatment of
wastewater. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
Water Quality Standards and impacts to surface waters, and Appendix
6-I, Effluent Quality Evaluation for the Brightwater Treatment Plant
Membrane Bioreactor and Advanced Primary System.

Response to Comment O17-14

A majority of the scientific investigations completed by King County’s
outfall siting team were focused on evaluating the potential impacts of
the proposed outfall on the biological resources of Puget Sound and the
people that frequent the shorelines. Eliminating or significantly reducing
the possibility that people may become sick or aquatic life harmed as a
result of the new outfall has been the primary consideration of the
outfall siting study. King County has identified what would be
discharged from the outfall (effluent characterization reports), the
dilution and transport of the effluent within the Puget Sound
(oceanographic modeling and plume modeling), and the potential
pathways for contact with the discharge (biological investigations and
human use survey). All of these studies increase the confidence in the

determination that the outfall and effluent constituents are not expected
to be harmful to people and aquatic life. The impacts of the proposed
Brightwater System (conveyance and treatment plant) on surface water
due to stormwater runoff are detailed in, Appendices 6-C, Management
of Water Quality During Construction at the Treatment Plant Sites, 6-D,
Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-
E, Route 9 Site Runoff Effects on the Geomorphology of Little Bear
Creek.

As discussed in the Final EIS, the stormwater management system and
dewatering operations at the alternative treatment plant sites would not
remove water from nearby streams. However, detention of runoff from
the Route 9 site would slightly reduce peak flood flows in Little Bear
Creek. Further information can be found in Appendices 6-C, 6-D, and 6-
E, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O17-15

Please refer to the response to Lane Powell Spears Lubersky LLP,
Comment O4-1.

Response to Comment O17-16

King County applied both policy and practical considerations in
deciding to look at two rather than four action alternatives for treatment
plant sites. SEPA case law permits the use of policy considerations to
limit the number and range of alternatives in an EIS. Moreover, on a
project of this scale, evaluating two rather than four plant sites allows
for a more detailed investigation and evaluation of impacts and
mitigation measures for each site. For a discussion of the Preferred
Alternative, please refer to Chapter 1 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O17-17

For more information on population growth forecasts please
refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.

Response to Comment O17-18

The West Point and South Treatment Plants currently receive
flows that are at 84 and 74 percent, respectively, of their
average annual design capacities. Thus, there is limited
available capacity at existing treatment plants to
accommodate the flows projected for the Brightwater Service
Area if the Brightwater facilities were constructed in stages. 

King County projects that Brightwater will receive average
wet-weather flows (AWWF) of approximately 23 mgd upon
start-up in 2010, which is approximately 64 percent of the
design AWWF of 36 mgd. The flow projections further
indicate that Brightwater will reach its 36 mgd AWWF
design flow by 2020. Because Brightwater will begin
operation with a significant flow, and will rapidly be brought
to its design flow, staging or phasing the construction does
not appear feasible.

Response to Comment O17-19

Seattle Public Utilities (SPU) subsequently revised its
comment referred to above. King County has updated its
growth projections based on more recent population
information. This new information affirms the ongoing need
for Brightwater and the importance of having it in operation
by 2010. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS and
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis. As stated in
the Draft EIS, Brightwater is a phased project with the 54
mgd capacity projected to be in operation in 2040.

Response to Comment O17-20

For a comprehensive description of the three Brightwater
alternatives, please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O17-21

Risks to groundwater quality and quantity resulting from constructing
and operating the influent and effluent conveyance pipelines have been
extensively studied throughout the Brightwater SEPA environmental
review process. There is a substantially greater amount of detailed
information on the engineering protection afforded to groundwater
resources by pipeline design included in the Final EIS accompanied by a
revised environmental impact analysis. New geotechnical borings
completed after the Draft EIS are also described in Chapter 6 and
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Also, please
refer to the response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-8, for more groundwater information.

Response to Comment O17-22

Specific probabilities for operational spills or leaks in the wastewater
system have not been formulated; however, due to the proposed design
of the conveyance system and treatment plant, it is unlikely that spills,
leaks, and overflows that could affect public health or the environment
would occur. Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-35, for a discussion of the
likelihood of pipeline breaks or leaks, and Comment W5-77, for a
discussion of spill prevention and emergency cleanup procedures.

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS discloses potential impacts of spills on water
quality during operation. Chapter 7 discloses potential impacts of spills
to fish and wildlife, while Chapter 9 discloses potential environmental
health impacts.
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Response to Comment O17-23

Significant additional data gathering and analyses of the
potential effects to groundwater from pipelines and tunnels
have been conducted since the Draft EIS and are summarized
in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS. Also, please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIS for
seismic considerations. These additional data and analyses all
indicate that no significant adverse environmental impacts are
expected using the planned design, construction, and
mitigation approaches for the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment O17-24

The potential implications to the Brightwater System of the
South Whidbey Fault and its uncertain boundaries are
discussed in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. Since the Draft EIS,
King County has been sharing data and collaborating with
researchers at the U.S. Geological Survey and the University
of Washington on the most current knowledge available for
the fault. Based on the currently known information, seismic
design requirements as specified by the International
Building Code are judged to be adequate to address seismic
considerations.

Response to Comment O17-25

This level of scrutiny and analysis has been conducted since
the Draft EIS and is summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS and in the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9,
W5-15, and W5-43.

Response to Comment O17-26

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS provides more detailed evaluations
of potential impacts to surface waters during construction and
operation. The Final EIS discloses that improperly mitigated
impacts to surface waters could include turbidity from
dewatering discharge and sediment runoff from construction
sites, accidental spills and leaks, and improperly managed
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stormwater. The Final EIS also includes mitigation for these impacts,
including measures to handle dewatering discharge, compliance with
applicable stormwater management regulations, and spill minimization
and control procedures.

Response to Comment O17-27

The Draft EIS identified a number of potential impacts associated with
the construction and operation of Brightwater facilities. The analysis of
air impacts has been supplemented and refined, and an updated analysis
of impacts and reasonable mitigation measures is set forth in Chapter 5
of the Final EIS. Also included in Chapter 5 is an additional discussion
of the possible significant impacts (direct and cumulative) to air quality
and the mitigation measures that would address the probable significant
adverse environmental impacts of Brightwater facilities in the vicinity
of the proposed Route 9 treatment plant site.

Response to Comment O17-28

The analyses in the Draft EIS were prepared by staff in the King County
Department of Natural Resources and by a team of consultants under
contract to the King County Department of Natural Resources. The
preparers are listed in the Fact Sheet at the front of the Draft EIS and
Final EIS. They included a large, interdisciplinary team of professional
geologists, hydrologists, biologists, air and noise experts, transportation
engineers, structural and civil engineers, architects, writers, land use
planners, archaeologists, and other technical experts. King County staff
with corresponding expertise worked closely with the consultants and
reviewed all work done to ensure that the Draft EIS and Final EIS were
prepared in a professional manner with appropriate interdisciplinary
methodology.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS        Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Joseph (O17)

Brightwater Final EIS 1218

Response to Comment O17-29

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a range of
alternatives as required by SEPA.

Response to Comment O17-30

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O17-31

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O17-32

The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the
Draft EIS. The Final EIS provides a more refined project
description, a concise evaluation of significant impacts, and
additional information and technical data in the appendices.

Response to Comment O17-33

The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the
Draft EIS. The Final EIS lists both “proposed” mitigation
measures and “potential” mitigation measures for impacts of
the Brightwater proposal. Many proposed mitigation
measures were developed in response to Draft EIS comments
and new information and analysis, and are considered by
King County to be part of the Brightwater proposal.
Permitting agencies may determine that other mitigation
measures, including those listed as “potential,” are needed.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS        Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Joseph (O17)

Brightwater Final EIS 1219

Response to Comment O17-34

The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the
Draft EIS. The Final EIS provides a more refined project
description, a concise evaluation of significant impacts, and
additional information and technical data in the appendices. It
provides an environmental analysis sufficient for making
project-level decisions concerning the environmental impacts
of the proposal. King County will provide additional
information to permitting agencies as needed.

Response to Comment O17-35

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
the reasonable mitigation measures for these identified
impacts beyond that characterized in this comment. As with
any large project of this scale, more detailed analysis is being
conducted on all aspects of the project. Moreover additional
evaluation of impacts and consideration of mitigation
measures has been conducted in response to Draft EIS
comments. As appropriate, much of this additional analysis is
set forth in the chapters and appendices of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O17-36

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O17-37

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a discussion of
the probable significant adverse environmental impacts and
reasonable mitigation measures for those identified impacts
beyond that characterized in this comment. The Draft EIS
was issued at a point in time when a certain level of
information was known relating to the probable significant
adverse impacts of the proposal and possible ways to
reasonably mitigate those impacts. In areas where there was
uncertainty in relation to impacts in one respect or another,
the Draft EIS presented, following SEPA Guidelines, a
worst-case analysis of impacts. In other areas, the Draft EIS
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indicated that ongoing analysis was under way and that additional
information would be forthcoming. Since issuance of the Draft EIS in
late 2002, considerable additional analysis has been conducted, as is the
case on any large project, to further define and develop the proposal and
respond to Draft EIS comments. Additional analysis that has been
conducted that relates to probable significant adverse impacts that will
not be mitigated or regulated into non-significance is included as part of
the Final EIS analysis.

Response to Comment O17-38

Throughout the public involvement process of the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan (RWSP), King County received numerous letters and
comments from citizens, jurisdictions, community groups, and tribal
governments expressing their opinions and posing questions on the
alternatives studied in the RWSP. These comments were reviewed and
considered by the team who produced the RWSP EIS. A thorough
description of the RWSP public involvement process is addressed in the
response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10. 

The comments received as part of the RWSP Final EIS are available as
a separate appendix. The RWSP Final EIS also contains a summary of
the comments and results of King County’s RWSP public opinion
summary. To obtain copies of the RWSP EIS comments, and the RWSP
Public Opinion Summary, please contact the Brightwater project team at
206-684-6799 or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571.
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Response to Comment O17-39

On August 13, 2002, Executive Sims announced that he had
identified the Route 9-195th Street System as the Preferred
Alternative to evaluate in the Brightwater Draft EIS.
Executive Sims’ reasons for selecting a preferred alternative
were based on engineering studies, cost, community
concerns, and the environment. When the Preferred
Alternative announcement was made, there were 3 years of
scientific and engineering data pertaining to the Brightwater
project, in addition to an extensive public involvement
process in which people had several opportunities to actively
participate in the Brightwater siting process. 

Among the reasons initially articulated by Executive Sims for
identifying the Preferred Alternative to evaluate in the Draft
EIS was that the Route 9 site is larger, which makes building
the plant easier and more cost-effective. The larger site offers
greater potential for buffers. The Unocal site is considerably
smaller and in a highly visible location, surrounded by a
greater amount of residential, commercial, and recreational
uses. The longer effluent pipeline for the Route 9 site could
offer more long-term opportunities for water reuse.
Construction and operation of Brightwater at the Unocal site
could present more noticeable impacts to the surrounding
community. The steep Unocal site would require extensive
terracing and excavation. 

Identifying a preferred alternative in an EIS is a common
practice on large-scale public projects. A preferred alternative
is not a final decision. The final outcome of the siting process
will be determined when Executive Sims makes a decision on
Brightwater in December 2003. For a more detailed
description and comparison of alternatives, please refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O17-40

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comments C9-2 and C9-3.
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Response to Comment O17-41

Please refer to the response to Comment O17-34 in this letter.

Response to Comment O17-42

Please refer to the response to Lane Powell Spears Lubersky LLP,
Comment O4-1.
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Response to Comment O17-43

The principal environmental differences between the gravity-
only tunnel and the force main-gravity tunnel described in the
Draft EIS and Final EIS are related to the aquifer/aquitard
that would be traversed by the tunnel boring machines. The
tunnel profile of each of the two alternatives would cross
different aquifers, which would potentially impact different
water sources linked to the aquifer.

Response to Comment O17-44

Only one profile is being considered for each of the treatment
plant sites: a gravity tunnel for the Route 9 site and a force
main for the Unocal site. Specific energy consumption data
are in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O17-45

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O17-46

Chapter 3 of the Final EIS includes a description of both sub-
alternatives for the Unocal System. Their impacts are
discussed in Chapters 4 through 17 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O17-47

Please refer to the response to Comment O17-49 in this letter.

Response to Comment O17-48

Additional information about the dispersion modeling
procedures and the meteorological data used in the odor and
air quality modeling is provided in the response to Save Little
Bear Creek Coalition, Comment O15-5, and in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant. 

Response to Comment O17-49

The Foreword to the Draft EIS states that where information
is limited, the impacts presented are a worst-case analysis.
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Worst-case analyses were used, for example, in the following instances:

Chapter 4, Earth and Groundwater: Table 4-3, Summary of Potential
Impacts by Corridor. The types of impacts in Table 4-3 are considered
to be the worst case because they could occur, but would not necessarily
occur. In addition, King County will take steps to mitigate any identified
impacts during construction and operation of the Brightwater project.
Additional geotechnical analysis has been conducted since the Draft EIS
was published.

Chapter 5, Air: The Draft EIS analysis of odor impacts during operation
is considered to be the worst case because it assumed that impacts
would be unmitigated. The analysis assumed odors from uncontrolled
concentrations of hydrogen sulfide, no odor control, and uncovered
secondary clarifiers at the Route 9 site, and measurement of
concentrations prior to dilution with ventilation air. However, mitigation
measures will be implemented to reduce concentrations of hydrogen
sulfide. 

Chapter 6, Surface Water: The analysis of construction impacts along
the conveyance corridors identifies all surface water resources that
could be affected within each 72-acre portal siting area; thus, the
analysis is considered to be a worst-case analysis. However, the number
of potential portal siting areas which may be needed has been reduced
since the Draft EIS was issued, and the actual area affected will be only
a small portion of any given portal siting area. 

Chapter 6, Surface Water, and Chapter 9, Environmental Health: Worst-
case analysis was also used to evaluate impacts of discharging effluent
through the marine outfall to Puget Sound. The analysis was based on
modeling and assumed a minimal initial dilution of the effluent with
marine waters. However, it is likely that dilution will be more than
minimal; thus, the actual impacts are likely to be less than those
modeled for the worst case. 

Chapter 7, Plants, Animals and Wetlands: Worst-case analysis was used
in evaluating construction impacts to upland habitat along the Unocal
corridor. The number of acres that would be lost at each portal siting
area was not known when the Draft EIS was issued; thus, a liberal
estimate of the acreage needed was based on past experience designing

construction staging areas for this type of work. However, the number
of portal siting areas that may be needed has been reduced since the
Draft EIS was issued, and the actual area affected would be only a small
portion of any given portal siting area. 

Chapter 8, Energy and Natural Resources: When the Draft EIS was
issued, it was not known where permanent facilities would be placed
along the conveyance corridor, thus a worst-case analysis assumed that
a facility requiring electrical service would be located at each portal
siting area, and each facility would draw power from all the nearest
substations. However, the number of portal siting areas that may be
needed has been reduced, and electrical facilities may not be required at
every location. Thus the impacts are likely to be less than suggested by
the worst-case analysis.

Chapter 11, Land and Shoreline Use: The Draft EIS analysis of land use
impacts along conveyance corridors was considered to be the worst case
because it assumed that construction would occur at every portal siting
area. In addition, the analysis assumed that all portals would be located
near high-density residential or commercial business uses. However, the
number of portal siting areas that may be needed has been reduced since
the Draft EIS was issued; the actual area affected would be only a small
portion of any given portal siting area, and portals will be located in
lower-density areas whenever possible.

Chapter 13, Light and Glare: Impacts of light and glare could not be
quantified at portal siting areas because specific locations for portals had
not been identified at the time the Draft EIS was issued; thus, the
analysis assumed a worst-case scenario. The number of portal siting
areas that may be needed has been reduced, and the actual area affected
will be only a small portion of any given portal siting area. 

Chapter 14, Recreation: Taking a “worst-case” approach, the Draft EIS
assumed that impacts would occur to all recreational facilities within
each of the 72-acre portal siting areas, because it was not known where
portals would be located within each portal siting area. Subsequently,
the number of portal siting areas that may be needed has been reduced,
and the actual area affected will be only a small portion of any given
portal siting area. Thus, the impacts likely will be less than suggested by
the worst-case analysis. 
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Chapter 16, Transportation: The accepted guideline in the transportation
industry for preparing a traffic impact analysis is to assume worst-case
traffic conditions. Typically, the worst traffic impacts occur during the
peak hours of the day, and the afternoon PM peak traffic would
generally dominate over the morning peak traffic. The cumulative
worst-case impacts are assumed to occur when project-generated traffic
is added to the baseline traffic during the PM peak traffic conditions.
This is the assumption used in the traffic impact analysis in the
Brightwater EIS. In addition, the analysis of construction impacts is
based on the assumption that the number of vehicle trips is equal to the
number that would occur during the period of most intense construction
activity, and it assumes that construction would take place at all portal
siting areas at the same time. This is a very conservative approach, as it
is likely that the construction schedule would be sequentially staged to
minimize the traffic delays and conflicts. Thus, impacts are likely to be
less than indicated by the Draft EIS analysis. Specific details about
construction impacts will be known when the construction schedule is
refined during the pre-design phase of the project.

Response to Comment O17-50

Please refer to the responses to Comments O17-37 and O17-49 in this
letter. Also, the Draft EIS and Final EIS comply with the SEPA
requirements by including the likelihood of occurrence in those areas
where a worst-case analysis is discussed.
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Response to Comment O17-51

“Worst case” means that the highest predicted emission
levels from the wastewater treatment process are being
analyzed.

Response to Comment O17-52

For a detailed response to questions concerning population
growth forecasts and wastewater flow projections, please
refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-l.
Population and employment forecasts in north King County
and south Snohomish County and how those forecasts are
used to calculate wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2
and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment O17-53

“Wastewater capacity needs” is defined as the maximum
amount of wastewater generated by the service area
population that can be treated by existing treatment and
conveyance facilities in compliance with applicable local,
state, and federal laws. For a description of the Brightwater
System alternatives, please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices
3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, and 3-C, Project Description:
Outfall, of the Final EIS.

For a definition of “appropriate mitigation,” please refer to
the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
“Public resources available” is the money from the monthly
sewer rate, capacity charge, grants, and other revenues, such
as interest income and charges for services that are available
for the wastewater system.

Response to Comment O17-54

Wastewater treatment systems in the State of Washington
must be designed to produce an effluent that complies with
the Clean Water Act of 1972 and subsequent amendments
and with the State Water Quality Standards. Please refer to
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the discussion of regulations in Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. Regulations
are very complex and difficult to understand, even for those who work
with them everyday. A useful reference in understanding regulations is
the Permit Handbook: Commonly Required Environmental Permits for
Washington State, Publication No. 90-29, published by the Washington
State Department of Ecology. Regulations discussed in the handbook
include those related to air quality, water quality, and water resources,
and contact information is provided for state and federal agencies. The
regulations will remain in effect until federal or state agencies change
the regulations. Please contact the Environmental Protection Agency
and the Washington State Department of Ecology for information on
any anticipated changes to federal or state regulations, respectively.
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Response to Comment O17-55

The term “cost-effective” means “economical in terms of
tangible benefits produced by money spent”; the term
“investment” means “the outlay of money usually for income
or profit”; and the term “good” means “favorable, or
advantageous” (Merriam-Webster online dictionary,
http://www.m-w.com).

Regarding financial evaluations, several wastewater service
strategy options were studied in the Regional Wastewater
Services Financing Plan (King County Department of Natural
Resources. 1997. Regional Wastewater Services Draft
Financing Plan [second printing]. Seattle, WA), which was
prepared as a companion document for the Draft RWSP and
the RWSP Draft EIS. The Draft Financing Plan focused
primarily on economic and financing issues associated with
Brightwater and other capital facilities around the region, and
was used to provide information that could be combined with
the more extensive policy perspectives of the Draft RWSP. A
copy of this document can be obtained by calling the
Brightwater project team at 206-684-6799 or toll-free at 1-
888-707-8571.

Response to Comment O17-56

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, once a final decision is made on the location for
the Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
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strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process, King County is revising the cost
estimates (dated November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be available on
request by contacting the Brightwater project at brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-8571.

Response to Comment O17-57

Population and employment forecasts in north King County and south Snohomish County and how those forecasts are used to calculate wastewater flows
are discussed Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O17-58

A study completed for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan indicates that approximately 60 percent of wastewater flows to the Brightwater System,
when the system comes online in 2010, will come from drainage basins in Snohomish County. The study was based on 1995 population forecasts
provided by the Puget Sound Regional Council. The updated forecasts prepared for the Brightwater Final EIS using 2000 data indicate no significant
change in the results. Please refer to the Final EIS Chapters 1 and 2, and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis. Flow volumes and the percentage
of flow from Snohomish and King Counties, as indicated in the RWSP study (see table below), were based on average wet-weather flows (million
gallons per day) from basins in the Brightwater Service Area. Flow volumes and percentage of flow to Brightwater that will come from King County and
Snohomish County will vary over time as basin flows are transferred among the Brightwater, West Point, and South Treatment Plants to optimize system
efficiency. Flows from the two counties will be approximately equal in 2050.

2010 2020 2030 2050
Snohomish County (mgd)* 14.0 19.6 13.0 25.9
King County (mgd) 8.2 15.4 21.4 27.1
Total AWWF**  to Brightwater (mgd) 22.2 35.0 34 53
Snohomish % of total mgd 63 56 38 49
King County % of total mgd 37 44 62 51

*   mgd = million gallons per day
       ** AWWF = average wet-weather flow
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Response to Comment O17-59

The alternatives and sub-alternatives evaluated in the
Brightwater EIS have been defined consistent with the SEPA
Rules, which state that an EIS may discuss a range of
alternatives or a few representative alternatives (WAC 197-
11-440(5)). Further discussion of defining alternatives is
provided in the response to Lane Powell Spears Lubersky
LLP, Comment O4-1.

Response to Comment O17-60

The reasons for selecting a preferred alternative are included
in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS. Chapter 1 includes information
on flexibility and relative efficiencies of the Route 9 site and
associated conveyance system and outfall.

Response to Comment O17-61

A large site provides several advantages: 

• It facilitates construction by providing more space
available for site access, contractor staging, equipment
laydown, storage of earth, room for contractor operations,
etc. 
• It simplifies engineering by providing additional space to
run piping, conduits, and duct work.
• It provides better access to facilities by allowing more
space for roads, walkways, and parking.

Response to Comment O17-62

A buffer comprised of plant material, earthwork, and other
physical elements (such as fences and walls) is a common
means of providing visual separation between land uses
and/or roadway corridors; visual relief from large expanses of
building or site development; retention of existing vegetation;
increased site permeable area; and increased habitat
development. Minimum requirements for landscape buffering
or screening are established by zoning ordinances and site
development regulations that set specific standards for
location of buffer or screening area (usually at site perimeters
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and between certain land uses); depth and area of landscaped buffer;
type and density of plant material; establishment and growth period
benchmarks (such as, “…must be of certain height and coverage within
5 years”); and plant establishment and maintenance obligations.

Mitigation in the form of landscape buffers is illustrated and described
for each site and proposed facility in both the Draft EIS and Final EIS.
The Route 9 site allows for landscape buffers ranging in width from 210
to 310 feet along the proposed facility’s western boundary with SR-9.
The Unocal site allows for perimeter landscape buffers of between 20
and 30 feet.
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Response to Comment O17-63

A comparison of the alternatives and a summary of their
potential impacts can be found in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O17-64

It would be easier to send flows from the Route 9 site to both
the South Plant and West Point due to the configuration of
the collection system in the north end. The Unocal site, being
on the shoreline, has a more limited ability to send flows to
both the South Plant and West Point.

Response to Comment O17-65

Plant emergencies can consist of a number of events, ranging
from fires and hazardous material releases to natural
disasters. These events would be addressed by King County’s
Emergency Response Plan, which specifies procedures for
responding to such events. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-35.

Response to Comment O17-66

King County has identified potential future users within a 5-
mile radius of both the Route 9 and Unocal sites and along
the expected path of the Route 9-195th Street conveyance
corridor. There is a potential demand for 7.4 mgd within 5
miles of the Unocal site. Potential demand within 5 miles of
the Route 9-195th Street System is 10.1 mgd. Up to an
additional 10 mgd of potential agricultural demand in the
Sammamish Valley could be served by the Brightwater
Treatment Plant at the Route 9 site instead of developing a
separate Sammamish Reuse Treatment Facility. For a
discussion of potential reclaimed water projects and the costs
of producing and distributing reclaimed water, please refer to
the response to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray,
Comment O16-13, Chapter 3 of the Final EIS and Appendix
3-D, Reclaimed Water Technology Review and Evaluation of
Potential Water Reuse Opportunities.  If specific customers
for reclaimed water are identified in the future and specific
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proposals are made for the construction of distribution lines, an
evaluation of environmental impacts of specific proposals would be
undertaken at that time.

Effluent would not be “extracted” for treatment and processing. The
current treatment technology planned for Brightwater, membrane
bioreactors (MBR), would produce an effluent that meets reclaimed
water standards, with an additional disinfection step. Please refer to the
references noted in the paragraph above for further discussion.

Response to Comment O17-67

If withdrawal of treated effluent is desired for reuse water production
along either the Route 9-195th Street or the Route 9-228th Street
conveyance corridors, the effluent would be drawn out of the effluent
tunnel at the portals as these are the only locations where the piping
inside of the tunnel would be exposed and readily accessible.

With open-cut (cut-and-cover) construction, the treated effluent could be
withdrawn at any point along the pipeline. However, the open-cut
effluent system alternatives were eliminated from further consideration
in the Brightwater Phase 3 Pre-DEIS Conveyance Evaluation Summary
(October 2002) due to the significant community and environmental
impacts associated with this type of construction.

Response to Comment O17-68

The Brightwater project would have effluent treatment facilities to
produce Class A reclaimed water for reuse. Initially in Phase 1, a 5-mgd
reuse facility would be provided. Space would be reserved onsite for
additional water reclamation (reuse) facilities up to the average wet-
weather flow (AWWF) projected for buildout (up to 54 mgd).
Extraction would not only be at the portals. Reclaimed water could be
distributed from each of the treatment plant sites as well as the portals.
Reducing the number of portals could potentially increase the volume of
reuse water distributed from the treatment plant or remaining portals
depending on the location of the users.

Response to Comment O17-69

For the cost of constructing and implementing reclaimed water projects,
please refer to Appendix 3-D, Reclaimed Water Technology Review

and Evaluation of Potential Water Reuse Opportunities, of the Final
EIS.

Ordinance 14107, which establishes policy site selection criteria for
evaluating sites to be considered for the Brightwater Treatment Plant,
states that King County shall select sites that provide “room for
reclamation of all wastewater flows.” Room would be provided on both
the Route 9 and Unocal sites to reclaim up to 54 mgd of wastewater.
However, decisions on whether or not to actually reclaim all flows from
the plant will be made subject to Water Reuse Policies (WRP) 1 through
15 in Ordinance 13680, which adopts the Regional Wastewater Services
Plan.

Ordinance 13680, Section 10, addresses water reuse through 15 water
reuse policies intended to guide King County in developing a program
to produce reclaimed water. These policies direct King County to
implement projects subject to economic and financial feasibility
assessments, including assessment of environmental benefits and costs.
It is the intent that King County will develop programs to use reclaimed
water to supply additional water for the region’s non-potable uses
(Policy WRP-3). Treatment Plant Policy 8 (TPP-8) in Ordinance 13680
does not address use of reclaimed water outside the plant site; it states
that King County shall explore opportunities for water reuse onsite at all
existing and new treatment facilities.
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Response to Comment O17-70

The Brightwater Phase 3 Preliminary Conveyance
Evaluation Summary (King County, 2002) and Brightwater
Phase 3 Pre-DEIS Conveyance Evaluation Summary (King
County, 2002) describe the evaluation criteria and
methodology used in analyzing the various construction
methods and corridor alternatives. These documents are
available from King County.

Response to Comment O17-71

SEPA does not require inclusion of financial impacts. For
information on cost issues, please refer to the response to
Comment O17-56 in this letter.

Response to Comment O17-72

Maintenance requirements of large diameter pipelines
installed using tunneling are similar to those installed using
open-cut construction.

Response to Comment O17-73

Please refer to the response to Comment O17-70 in this letter.

Response to Comment O17-74

Please refer to the response to Comment O17-60 in this letter.
If the treatment plant were built at the Unocal site, flows
could be diverted to other treatment plants. However, it
would be much more difficult. The Unocal System would
require constructing a new pump station in Portal Siting Area
11. During emergencies, the ability to respond quickly is
desirable. However, under high flow conditions, it would take
several hours to stop the pumps from sending the wastewater
flow to Brightwater and divert the flows to the other
treatment plants. For this reason, a treatment plant at the
Route 9 site is considered to be more flexible.
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Response to Comment O17-75

For a detailed response to questions concerning population growth
forecasts and wastewater flow projections please refer to the response to
the City of Seattle, Comment C10-l. Population and employment
forecasts in north King County and south Snohomish County and how
those forecasts are used to calculate wastewater flows are discussed
Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O17-76

The most current information about forecasting population
and projecting wastewater flow can be found in Chapter 2 of
the Final EIS and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow
Analysis. For a detailed response to questions concerning
population growth forecasts and wastewater flow projections,
please refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment
C10-1.

Response to Comment O17-77

Population and flow estimates have been updated between
the Final RWSP and the Final EIS. Please refer to Appendix
2-A, Population and Flow Analysis.

Response to Comment O17-78

Following release of the Draft Regional Wastewater Services
Plan (RWSP), King County received comments that the
forecasting methodology should be reviewed as the rate of
growth and the projected population from 2020 to 2050
appeared very high. In response, King County evaluated
other alternatives and selected a less conservative method to
estimate wastewater flows in the Executive’s Preferred Plan.
A “linear trend function” was selected and this straight line
approximation had the effect of lowering projections after
2020. The Regional Water Quality Committee (RWQC) was
instrumental in bringing this issue to King County’s
attention. This is well-documented in Appendix A to the
RWSP.

Response to Comment O17-79

While there were comments on the Draft EIS for the RWSP
regarding the population and flow estimates, King County
committed in the RWSP to revisit population growth and
assumptions when new information became available. The
PSRC, the source of demographic information used in
wastewater planning efforts, developed new forecasts based
on the 2000 Census and produced detailed forecasts on
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population and employment in time for King County to complete a
basin by basin demographic analysis comparing that new information
with the previous forecasts. This is documented in Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS. 

Individual comments and responses on the Draft EIS for the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan were included as an Appendix to the RWSP
Final EIS and Plan. This appendix includes a list of commenters, copies
of their comments, and associated responses and is available as
supporting documentation to the Brightwater Final EIS.

Response to Comment O17-80

Please refer to the response to Comment O17-79 in this letter.

Response to Comment O17-81

Please refer to the response to Comments O17-78 and O17-79 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O17-82

King County updated the population and flow projections after the
publication of the Brightwater Draft EIS based on the most recent
available census data. For a description of how population and flow
updates are used in the planning process, please refer to Chapter 2 and
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS        Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Joseph (O17)

Brightwater Final EIS 1238

Response to Comment O17-83

Wastewater conveyance and treatment systems are designed
using a number of different parameters aimed at ensuring that
the effluent discharged from the treatment plants meets the
federal and state standards for secondary treatment. These
parameters also ensure that standards are met for preventing
sanitary overflows in separated systems and for limiting
permitted overflows in combined systems. The treatment
plants are sized according to a number of different conditions
that vary largely due to weather-related factors and treatment
plant processes. Treatment plant design parameters allow for
a particular range of operating conditions under both dry- and
wet-weather conditions for both the hydraulic and solids
handling requirements. These parameters include flow rates
for average wet-weather, average dry-weather, maximum
monthly, weekly, daily, and hourly flow rates, as well as
varying BOD and TSS concentrations and loadings under
dry- and wet-weather conditions. These parameters drive the
designs of each of the processes to ensure there is adequate
treatment under varying flow and weather conditions.

The sizing of the conveyance system is based almost solely
on being able to transport peak flows. For the County’s
conveyance system, King County proposed and Ecology
accepted the use of a 20-year design storm to handle peak
hydraulic flows in the separated system. The conveyance
system is usually built to handle this peak flow at full
buildout unless there is a way to phase the conveyance.

Response to Comment O17-84

The residential flow factor of 60 gpcd has been used
historically by King County and former Metro to develop
both the South and West Point Systems. The industrial and
commercial flow factors of 75 and 35 gped, respectively,
were derived based on permitted flow for industrial users,
and on modeling and measured flows at the plants for
commercial users. Using measured flows, along with King
County’s hydraulic model and the assumption that residential
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flows equal 60 gpcd, the relationship between industrial and commercial
flow factors was established. To determine if the unit flow factors were
reasonable, King County compared the base sanitary flow estimates
with dry weather flows measured from each treatment plant for 1990.
Dry weather flows include base sanitary flow plus dry weather
infiltration and inflow (I/I). The estimated flows derived from
population and sewered area compared closely with the measured flows.

When King County developed the Regional Wastewater Services Plan,
alternative unit flow factors were examined by modeling wastewater
unit flow factor changes as a result of water conservation, pricing, and
the plumbing and building codes. The County’s analysis of the varying
flow factors indicated that the base sanitary flows could decrease from
10 to 18 percent using a moderate to aggressive water conservation
program. While this sounds significant, it is important to understand that
base flow is not a major factor in the timing and sizing of a treatment
plant or of its associated conveyance system. Base flow represents less
than 20 percent of the peak 20-year storm flow, which is King County’s
design standard. The potential conservation measures resulted in peak
flow reductions in 2020 from 2 to 4 percent. Peak flows at 2030 are
projected to be 608 mgd in the separated portion of the system. This will
not change the timing or size of any facilities currently planned. Based
on this analysis, and the fact that water conservation benefits are
uncertain because they are not mandatory, the flow factors were not
adjusted to include reliance on water conservation.

The City of Seattle recently suggested that industrial and commercial
flow factors are significantly lower than those used by King County.
Seattle’s flow factors are based upon what we believed to be the results
of water conservation efforts over the last decade that could reduce the
need for additional sewer capacity in the future. Residential
consumption predicted by Seattle remains similar to the King County
flow factor so there is no adjustment warranted for residential. Seattle’s
proposed flow factor for 54 gpd is similar to the 10 percent base flow
reduction analysis discussed above. The corresponding 2 percent
reduction in peak flow is small enough that it is not recognized within
the accuracy of the actual monitoring. Additionally this potential
reduction of 2 percent of the peak is not enough to risk underbuilding
any wastewater facilities unless they can be cost-effectively phased.

Flow information from the County’s treatment plants indicates that
water conservation is not having a significant effect on wastewater
flows. This is probably because much of the conservation taking place is
in outdoor water use, such as reduced lawn watering or car washing,
which is water that usually does not reach the sewer system. The
volumes of the potential commercial sector reductions are so small that
they cannot be seen in the volumes handled by the wastewater system.

King County agrees that there is a reduction of water use in the
industrial sector, though more work needs to be done to refine the
industrial flow factor. However, it is important to note that any
reductions in estimated industrial flow will occur primarily in the
southern portions of the service area and will not benefit the north
service area where reaching hydraulic capacity is being reached most
quickly. Even so, estimates show that, using a 50-gpd flow factor, we
would see only a 4-mgd reduction in base flows and average wet-
weather flows system-wide. While King County is interested in further
evaluating these factors, the projected water conservation benefits do
not warrant any adjustment in treatment or conveyance sizing for this
project.

Response to Comment O17-85

Please refer to revised Chapter 1 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS. All indicators used to project
conveyance and treatment plant capacity indicate that King County is
running out of capacity. King County will exceed capacity in the north
end conveyance and storage facilities no later than 2010; may be out of
capacity at the South Treatment Plant sooner than anticipated; and is
already at the limit of capacity in solids handling at the West Point
Treatment Plant.

Conveyance: The north service area continues to be a major constriction
in the system. Based on model results done in 1998, King County
estimates that the Kenmore Interceptor (a.k.a., Lake Line) and upstream
storage and flow transfers to Edmonds will reach capacity no later than
2010. This assumption is supported by recent checks against the model,
comparing King County’s 1998 modeled peak flows for basins
discharging to the Lake Line for the year 2000 against updated flows
modeled using actual rainfall data from the 2001–2002 wet season. 
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Treatment: King County derives average wet-weather flow (AWWF) for
the base planning year of 1990 by measuring flow at the treatment plants
over several years and adjusting these flows using rainfall data to reflect
an average wet period during historical conditions. The South Treatment
Plant Service Area collection system is a separated system, and its
AWWF definition is the average of all flows during the months of
November through April (6 months). For the West Point collection
system, which has combined systems, the AWWF is defined as the
average of all non-storm flows during the months of November through
April. Comparison of the historical AWWF to the projected AWWF for
the King County system indicates that the measured flow is well below
the projected flow for the years 1987–88, 1992–94, and 2000–01. This is
because these years are generally described as drought years in the Puget
Sound region. In years when the rainfall has been about normal or above
normal (1981–82, 1984, 1986–87, 1997, and 1991), the measured
AWWF at the treatment plants is very close to the projected AWWF. In
2013 the projected AWWF will reach the system capacity of 248 mgd.
In terms of the individual treatment plants, the West Point Treatment
Plant will have some capacity beyond 2010, and the South Treatment
Plant may reach capacity sooner than anticipated.

Solids: Solids handling is also a critical factor in determining the timing
for new treatment plant facilities. Current projections show that the
South Treatment Plant will reach its solids handling capacity at 2010
and the West Point Treatment Plant is already at or near its solids
capacity. During the RWSP, King County expected the West Point
Treatment Plant to have enough solids capacity to last through 2030 and
reach its hydraulic capacity at 133 mgd AWWF. Problems with the
digester and solids handling facilities suggest that capacity is now
reached. Evaluations are being done now to determine if minor
modifications will enable the capacity to last through 2010 when the
Brightwater facilities are online.
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Response to Comment O17-86

The linear trend was applied to the years 1990, 2000, 2010,
and 2020 to generate the population and employment for the
years 2030, 2040, and 2050.

Response to Comment O17-87

There are staff members within King County’s Wastewater
Treatment Division with expertise that are familiar with
population growth and recommended the application of the
linear trend function.

Response to Comment O17-88

Please refer to the response to Comment O17-82 in this letter.

Response to Comment O17-89

Previous to more recent forecasts, Puget Sound Regional
Council (PSRC) population forecast to the year 2020
therefore additional modeling efforts needed to be performed
to determine population at 2030 and saturation. Both 2030
and saturation are crucial for facilities planning; therefore a
population trend line was used to calculate FAZ data for
these years. The population trend line variables were
established from available PSRC data. Using the PSRC
residential, retail, basic, and streets/highways land use data,
FAZ acreages for each land use were allowed to grow until
the FAZ vacant developable land reduced to zero. Each land
use category within a FAZ was allowed to grow at its own
rate. When total acreages from all the land use categories
within a FAZ reached a point where no more vacant
developable land was available population was allowed to
continue to grow based on land redevelopment resulting in
higher population densities. This increased density was
allowed to continue based on the trend lines developed to the
year 2050. By the year 2050, essentially all vacant and
developable land within the Urban Growth Area has been
developed. For this study the year 2050 was assumed to be
the point of saturation and thus “built out.”
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Response to Comment O17-90

The “area” means that geographic area where wastewater conveyance
and treatment are provided by both the local sewer agency infrastructure
and the King County wastewater system. Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS provides maps that show the
Brightwater Sewer Service basins as one example. 

Response to Comment O17-91

Please refer to the responses to Comments O17-78 and O17-79 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O17-92

Just as the Puget Sound Regional Council revises its population and
employment forecasts from time to time to account for changed
conditions, King County also re-examines their wastewater facility
needs based on changed conditions including changes in population and
employment forecasts. Additional new or changed information may be
cause for a re-examination or comparison of factors including updated
I/I flow information that could result in a recalibration of flow
projection models or information that suggests water usage has changed
over time. This is important to note because the wastewater conveyance
and treatment systems are designed using a number of different
parameters aimed at ensuring that the system discharges meet federal
and state requirements. By testing and re-examining changed conditions,
facility improvements and/or process changes can ensure adherence to
these requirements.

Flow projections are continuously tested and compared using changed
conditions, essentially testing for sensitivity of one parameter over
another. When major factors suggest a change in flow rates, flow
projections are typically updated. Updates have been done when major
observed flow changes occur such as in the early 1980s or when major
discharge requirements are changed, such as when secondary treatment
was required at the West Point Treatment Plant. In the early 1990s, a
major flow projection update project was undertaken when the
Washington Growth Management Act and the resulting King County
Comprehensive Plan established the Urban Growth Area. This directed
changes to the potentially sewerable land area that would have a major

impact on our regional wastewater system and ability to meet federal
and state discharge requirements.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS        Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Joseph (O17)

Brightwater Final EIS 1243

Response to Comment O17-93

The following is a summary of Puget Sound Regional
Council’s (PSRC’s) STEP and Small Area forecasts from
1994:

• STEP 1994 - Produced updated regional forecasts out to
2020, which was the first set of forecasts used in draft
Wastewater 2020 Plus planning.
• Small Area Forecasts 1995 - Used STEP94 as the basis.
The PSRC Executive Board approved these forecasts in April
1995 for use in the Vision 2020 Update and the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan. The PSRC General Assembly then
adopted these plans in May 1995. This forecast represented
the last formal approval or adoption by the Executive Board
or the General Assembly of a Small Area Forecast. The
County used these as the basis for Regional Wastewater
Services Plan (RWSP) and Draft EIS level population and
employment and flow projections.
• The 1995 Small Area Forecast report implies that the
forecasts were approved by the Executive Board for use in
the reports, but the General Assembly of PSRC formally
adopted only the reports, not the forecasts, in May 1995. 
• STEP 1997 - Produced updated regional forecasts out to
2020, and later, to 2030.
• Small Area Forecasts 1999 - Used STEP97 as the basis.
Characterized as a working set of forecasts, they extended
again out to 2020. County used these in a test against the
basis for the 1995 flow projections.
• Small Area Forecasts 2001 - Updated the 1999 forecasts,
although STEP97 results were still being used as the base.
Extended the STEP97 results out to 2030 and added updated
information on population, households, and jobs to estimate a
base year 2000 dataset. 
• STEP 2001/2002 - PSRC produced new regional
forecasts out to 2030, using Census 2000 data for the first
time.
• Small Area Forecasts (SAF) 2002 - PSRC used the STEP
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01/02 results as the base, and incorporated actual 2000 Census and
employment data in the base year 2000 dataset at the FAZ level.
This set of data is used for analysis in Appendix 2-A, Population
and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.

It is important to note that PSRC does not currently plan to resume the
process of having the board or assembly approve/adopt forecasts in the
future. The current schedule calls for a major update (with a more recent
STEP model forecast) every three to four years, with annual minor
updates occurring during the off years. Appendix 2-A compares
population and employment forecasts based on the 2000 census and
employment data with the previous forecasts based on earlier
employment data used in the RWSP.

Response to Comment O17-94

This Final EIS for the Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment
System is project-level and contains considerable detail not included in
the programmatic-level EIS for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan.
For a discussion of phased review of the Brightwater project under
SEPA please refer to the Chapter 1 section on “Environmental Review”
of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O17-95

Please refer to the response to Comment O17-94 in this letter
for information regarding phased review under SEPA.

Response to Comment O17-96

All government agencies responsible for infrastructure make
capital facilities plans based on long-range projections of
need using the best available data at the time. Past and
current population forecasts and flow projections require that
the Brightwater Treatment Plant be on line by 2010 with a
capacity of 36 mgd, please refer to Appendix 2-A, Population
and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS. Before additional
increments of treatment capacity are added in the future,
population forecasts and flow projections will again be
revised and analyzed as to the timing of the needed
expansion.

Response to Comment O17-97

SEPA does not require inclusion of financial impacts. For
information on cost issues, please refer to the response to
Comment O17-56 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O17-98

The SEPA Rules (WAC 197-11-440) state that an EIS must
describe and discuss a reasonable number of alternatives and
the significant impacts that will narrow the range or degree of
beneficial uses of the environment or pose long term risks to
human health or the environment. The Brightwater EIS
evaluates a reasonable number of treatment plant sites,
conveyance routes and outfall locations. For a discussion of
the Preferred Alternative, please refer to Chapter 1 of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment O17-99

Please refer to the response to Comment O17-98 in this letter.

Response to Comment O17-100

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O17-101

Please refer to the response to Comment O17-98 in this letter.
All of the alternatives included in the Final EIS are viable
from a SEPA perspective. Cost is not considered to be a
SEPA issue.

Response to Comment O17-102

The Executive’s decision to narrow the number of sites does
not require an ordinance.

Response to Comment O17-103

Please refer to the response to Comment O17-98 in this letter
for a discussion of alternatives that must be described and
discussed under SEPA.
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Response to Comment O17-104

Thank you for your comment.
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Response to Comment O13-1

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS include a reasonably
thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
for those identified impacts beyond that characterized in this
comment. The Draft EIS was issued at a point in time when a
certain level of information was known relating to the
probable significant adverse impacts of the proposal and
possible ways to reasonably mitigate those impacts. In areas
where there was uncertainty in relation to impacts in one
respect or another, the Draft EIS presented, following SEPA
Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts. In other areas,
the Draft EIS indicated that ongoing analysis was under way
and that additional information would be forthcoming. Since
issuance of the Draft EIS in late 2002, considerable
additional analysis has been conducted, as is the case on any
large project, to further define and develop the proposal and
respond to Draft EIS comments.

Many of the details this letter describes as necessary for an
EIS relate to information either that does not involve
significant adverse impacts or that is important prior to
issuance of actual permits but may not be essential to include
in an EIS. Such information may not be included in the Final
EIS, because it is not required and King County is mindful of
the need to keep the Final EIS as readable as possible. Any
additional analysis that has been conducted that relates to
probable significant adverse impacts that will not be
mitigated or regulated into non-significance is included as
part of the Final EIS analysis.

Response to Comment O13-2

The Draft EIS did evaluate in Chapters 3, 4, 5, 8, 10, 11, 12,
13, and 16 the potential environmental impacts associated
with the co-location of the Brightwater project and the
Edmonds Crossing project at the Unocal site. The impacts of
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this co-location are also evaluated in further detail in Chapters 4 through
17 in the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O13-3

Please refer to the response to Comment O13-2 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O13-4

Please refer to the response to the Port of Edmonds,
Comment G3-3.

Response to Comment O13-5

Please refer to the response to Lane Powell Spears
Lubersky LLP, Comment O4-1, on the number of
alternatives considered for the Brightwater project.

Response to Comment O13-6

Please refer to the response to Comment O13-2 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O13-7

Please refer to the response to Point Edwards, LLC,
Comment I343-11.
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Response to Comment O13-8

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43. 

Response to Comment O13-9

The Final EIS has been revised to include a section
discussing specific noise levels resulting from process
equipment and plant operations, as well as how these noise
levels would be controlled. The Final EIS also compares
construction noise levels with existing ambient levels and
describes mitigating measures to be incorporated in
construction documents. Also, please refer to the response to
the Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-132.

Response to Comment O13-10

Thank you for your comment. Clarifications have been made
in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O13-11

For comparative analysis, specific buffer widths are
described in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for both the Unocal
and Route 9 sites.

Response to Comment O13-12

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment O13-13

Please refer to the response to the Town of Woodway,
Comment C7-24.

Response to Comment O13-14

The figures have been updated in the Final EIS to show the
relocated Pine Street and correct road names. 

Response to Comment O13-15

Please refer to the responses to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-92, and the Port of Edmonds, Comment G3-14.

Both the Draft EIS and Final EIS evaluate the impact of the
displaced housing capacity at the Unocal site in Chapter 11.
Additional text has been added to this chapter in the Final
EIS to indicate that there is a pending development
application for the Unocal site. The City of Edmonds
Architectural Design Review Board has reviewed and
approved the referenced condominium project and given the
developer authorization to proceed with their building permit
application. With the exception of the Unocal Structural Lid
sub-alternative, which evaluates co-location with the
Edmonds Crossing project, any new construction at the
Unocal site would be displaced if the Unocal site were
selected for the location of the Brightwater Treatment Plant.
The project description for the lid subalternative is described
in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O13-16

The consistency of Brightwater with the local plans and
policies for the City of Edmonds, including the
Downtown/Waterfront Activity Center, is discussed under the
impact section of Chapter 11 of the Final EIS. This chapter
has been revised to include additional detail and analysis of
the proposed development of the Point Edwards site.
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Response to Comment O13-17

Please refer to the response to the Unocal Corporation, Comment O13-
15.

Response to Comment O13-18

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-6 for a discussion of how the
Brightwater System has been planned within the context of regional and
local growth management plans. Chapter 11 of the Final EIS includes a
discussion of updated buildable lands data for both Snohomish and King
Counties.

Response to Comment O13-19

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-86.

Response to Comment O13-20

Please refer to the response to Point Edwards LLC, Comment I343-23.

Response to Comment O13-21

Thank you for your comment. Road labels have been corrected in
Chapter 11 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O13-22

Chapter 12 has been revised to include a more detailed
discussion of the City of Edmonds Comprehensive Plan’s
Downtown Waterfront Activity Center Area goals for
extending the downtown westward to the waterfront. The
intent of this plan is to promote compatible land use and
park-like shoreline features and to reinforce “Edmond’s
attractive, small town pedestrian oriented character.” As
discussed in Chapter 12, The Edmonds Community
Development Code’s architectural review criteria, which
ultimately would be used as one of the basic design and
aesthetics review frameworks for reviewing the facility,
would challenge the scale and mass of the project to “fit in
and to be harmonious with the planned and existing character
of the nearby area.” The Structural Lid sub-alternative for the
Unocal site provides one of the three desired components for
the area—the multimodal alternative.

Response to Comment O13-23

Please refer to the response to the Point Edwards LLC,
Comment I343-26.

Response to Comment O13-24

Please refer to the response to the Unocal Corporation,
Comment O13-22.

Response to Comment O13-25

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Transportation, Comment W2-19. Please refer
to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for more detail describing the
transportation analysis and impacts to the proposed
multimodal facility in Edmonds.

Response to Comment O13-26

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-112. A traffic study of the remote offsite
parking lot for the Unocal construction workers has been
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prepared and included in Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant
Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O11-1

Thank you for your comments. Please refer to the responses
to your specific concerns below.

Response to Comment O11-2

Please refer to the response to Lane Powell Spears Lubersky
LLP, Comment O4-1.

Response to Comment O11-3

SEPA does not require that all viable alternatives be
examined in an EIS. As a practical matter, the level of detail
on each alternative site or system would be far lower if more
than two action alternatives were evaluated in this EIS. The
range of alternatives in this EIS meets SEPA requirements
and allows for more detailed investigation and evaluation of
potential significant adverse environmental impacts and
mitigation measures.
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Response to Comment O11-4

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O11-5

This Final EIS contains additional detailed analysis of the
impacts and mitigation associated with tunneling, including
offsite and long-term impacts to groundwater and surface
water. Please refer to Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. The project tunnel would
terminate about 1 mile west of the Daniels Creek-Cottage
Lake Watershed. Neither the tunnel nor the proposed Route 9
site would impact the streams in the Cottage Lake Watershed,
including Cottage Lake Creek.

Response to Comment O11-6

The Executive’s decision is based on a number of factors,
including the evaluation in the Final EIS as well as additional
technical, community, and cost considerations. Please refer to
the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-242, regarding the
structural lid for the Unocal Structural Lid sub-alternative. A
structural lid is not proposed for the Route 9 site; however,
all process facilities will be covered and include odor control.
Please refer to Chapter 3, and Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O11-7

King County’s Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP)
developed specific actions designed to address the region’s
long-term wastewater treatment needs. For an overview of
how the current system is being improved and upgraded,
please see the response to Just the Facts, Comment O19-19.
More detailed information can be found in the complete
RWSP, which is available at local area libraries, on the
Internet at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, or on CD
by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799, or
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toll-free 1-888-707-8571. The Final EIS, Chapter 2, contains a summary
of the plan as it relates to the Brightwater Treatment Plant. 

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-58, and Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of
the No Action Alternative, of the Final EIS, for more information on the
No Action Alternative.
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Response to Comment O11-8

The Final EIS evaluates relevant technical information on
various aspects of the natural and built environment and
discloses potential long-term impacts of the Route 9 site on
surrounding areas. Long-term off-site impacts would vary by
element of the environment. Please refer to Chapters 4
through 17 in the Final EIS. Substantial new information is
also provided in appendices to the Final EIS that evaluate and
disclose existing conditions and potential impacts both on
and off the Route 9 site. For potential impacts to Cottage
Lake Creek, please refer to the response to Comment O11-5
in this letter.

Response to Comment O11-9

The technical evaluations in all areas of the environment have
been substantially expanded following publication of the
Draft EIS.

Response to Comment O11-10

For more information on mitigation suggestions please refer
to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment O11-11

Please refer to the updated discussions on regional seismicity
in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS. Since the Draft EIS, King County has been meeting with
researchers from the U.S. Geological Survey and the
University of Washington to ascertain the most recent
findings on the Whidbey Island Fault Zone. These results and
their impact to the Brightwater System have been
incorporated into the discussions in Chapter 4 and Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O11-12

Regarding the comment related to growth inducing impacts
associated with Brightwater, please refer to the response to
the Washington State Department of Natural Resources,
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Comment W3-6. The Route 9 site is included within the Maltby
unincorporated Urban Growth Area (UGA) in Snohomish County as
well as the City of Woodinville UGA. Both Snohomish County and the
City of Woodinville designate this site for industrial use. Regardless of
whether Brightwater is sited at the Route 9 site, industrial development
will likely occur in this area. The impact of such development has been
evaluated in the environmental review of both jurisdictions’
comprehensive plans.
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Response to Comment O11-13

It is acknowledged that properly designed and maintained
onsite systems are appropriate wastewater disposal options in
rural areas. For more information on mitigation suggestions
please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5.

Response to Comment O11-14

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning Development Services, Comment S3-145, for a
discussion of proposed mitigation concerning recreational
opportunities at the Route 9 site. 

King County is not required to mitigate other unrelated
projects in the City of Woodinville and Bear Creek planning
area as part of the Brightwater project.

Response to Comment O11-15

King County has addressed potential impacts to fish,
including chinook salmon, in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.
King County will continue to work as a regional manager of
water quality and habitat and will work to mitigate impacts
related directly to the operation and construction of the
Brightwater Treatment Plant.
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Response to Comment O11-16

King County has evaluated potential opportunities to use
reclaimed water in the project area. Potential users were
identified within a 5-mile radius of both the Route 9 and
Unocal treatment plant sites and along the expected path of
the Route 9-195th Street effluent conveyance line. The
University of Washington, Bothell campus is within the 5-
mile radius, although it was not identified as a potential user.
The University of Washington, Seattle campus, Woodland
Park, other Seattle Parks, and the Snohomish Valley are not
within the targeted 5-mile radius. 

Agricultural sites within the Sammamish Valley were
identified as potential customers for reclaimed water from the
Brightwater Treatment Plant, if it is constructed at Route 9.
There is a potential for up to a 10 mgd demand in the
Sammamish Valley that could be served by the Brightwater
Treatment Plant instead of developing a separate Sammamish
Reuse Treatment Facility in the valley.

King County is not proposing to discharge reclaimed water
into Lake Washington. As noted earlier in this response, King
County has evaluated potential opportunities to use reclaimed
water in the project area. Potential users were identified
within a 5-mile radius of both sites and along the expected
path of the Route 9 effluent conveyance line. Please refer to
the discussion of potential reclaimed water projects in
Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-D, Reclaimed Water Technology
Review and Evaluation of Potential Water Reuse
Opportunities, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O11-17

The Final EIS lists both “proposed” mitigation measures and
“potential” mitigation measures for impacts of the
Brightwater proposal. In response to Draft EIS comments and
new information, King County has identified a series of
mitigation measures. The proposed mitigation measures are
treated by King County as part of the Brightwater proposal.
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Permitting agencies may determine that other mitigation measures,
including those listed as “potential,” are needed. Mitigation measures
are intended to minimize or reduce impacts. SEPA states that the EIS
should indicate what the intended environmental benefits of mitigation
measures are for significant impacts; however, the EIS does not need to
analyze mitigation measures in detail unless they will have a significant
adverse impact.
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Response to Comment O14-1

Thank you for your comment. King County has evaluated in
the Draft EIS the proposal to locate wastewater facilities in
north King County or south Snohomish County. The Draft
EIS identifies several alternative ways to do this and includes
extensive detail with regard to the environmental impacts and
mitigation measures associated with alternative Brightwater
treatment plant, conveyance, and marine outfall alternatives.
As contemplated under SEPA, and as consistent with all
capital projects, the planning process will result in additional
detail as time goes on and the project alternatives are refined
further in response to SEPA Draft EIS comments and
additional information. This Final EIS fulfills the purpose of
SEPA by including Draft EIS comments and extensive
responses thereto. It also provides additional detail in the
body of the Final EIS text. Following issuance of the EIS,
King County will continue to refine the proposal and conduct
more detailed analysis in anticipation of applying for building
permits and approvals from the jurisdictions with regulatory
authority over Brightwater facilities.
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Response to Comment O14-2

The public outreach associated with the Brightwater siting
process, including the multiple SEPA comment hearings
conducted for the Draft EIS, has gone far beyond that which
is required under the State Environmental Policy Act in order
to encourage public comments on the Draft EIS.

The Draft EIS identifies the basic proposal and possible
locations for portals in Brightwater facilities. In response to
Draft EIS comments, and taking into account additional
information obtained as the siting process continues, the
Final EIS provides additional specificity regarding
Brightwater facilities and possible portal locations. The
specific designs of the facility are not ordinarily, on capital
projects of this size, completed at the front end of the process.
Notwithstanding this, the Final EIS contains additional basic
design information regarding the Brightwater facilities.
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Response to Comment O14-3

This comment makes general references regarding the entire
Draft EIS. Detailed responses are made in regard to detailed
comments set forth under each chapter. The Draft EIS and
Final EIS identify alternative types of technology that could
fulfill the project purpose, along with the identified
significant impacts and mitigation measures associated with
each approach.

Response to Comment O14-4

Without knowing what specific statistics or projections are
being referred to in this comment, it is difficult to respond
with any specificity. Where specific examples are provided in
the comments submitted by The Washington Tea Party, they
are responded to in the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment O14-5

King County has evaluated the potential demand for
reclaimed water, but specific customers willing to purchase
reclaimed water have not been identified. If the plant is built
at either the Route 9 or Unocal site, provisions will be made
to allow the possible future use of reclaimed water by
potential users. Please refer to the discussion of potential
reclaimed water projects in Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-D,
Reclaimed Water Technology Review and Evaluation of
Potential Water Reuse Opportunities, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-6

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP),
Executive’s Preferred Plan, does not identify any particular
site or county where the proposed North Treatment Plant,
now known as Brightwater, would be sited. The proposed
location is referred to in RWSP Chapter EP1-2 as “north
King or south Snohomish County.” 

In Figure EP1-1 of the RWSP Final EIS, a map depicts the
three portions of King County’s wastewater service area: the
West Service Area (gold), the East Service Area (orange),
and the North Service Area (purple). A dark black line marks
a border across a portion of the North and West Service
Areas. The bordered area runs from Woodinville in the east,
Mill Creek in the north, Bothell/Lake Washington to the
south, and Shoreline/Richmond Beach/Edmonds to the west.
The map legend in the lower right corner denotes the purple
and gold area within the thick-lined border as “Approximate
area where new plant might be sited. Actual location not
determined.” This bordered area, which spans portions of
both north King and south Snohomish Counties, does not
indicate that Brightwater would be built in Snohomish
County. 

The site screening criteria for evaluating the potential list of
sites for Brightwater can be found in Ordinance 14107, which
the Metropolitan King County Council adopted on May 15,
2001. Members of the public and elected officials
representing people in the siting area had an opportunity to
help establish the siting criteria adopted in this ordinance.
The siting advisory committee appointed by both the King
and Snohomish County Executives was instrumental in
determining these criteria. The committee represented
jurisdictions in both King and Snohomish Counties.

Response to Comment O14-7

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-10, which describes how agencies and
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individuals were notified of the SEPA process for the RWSP, and which
describes public meetings for scoping and for the Draft EIS. Snohomish
County and several cities and individuals in Snohomish County were
notified, and they responded to the Determination of Significance and
Scoping Notice and the Draft and Final EIS for the RWSP. Snohomish
County citizens attended public meetings in Shoreline, Bothell, and
Woodinville. Please note that the section of the SEPA Rules that states
that agencies shall “Encourage public involvement in decisions that
significantly affect environmental quality” is WAC 197-11-030(2)(f).

Response to Comment O14-8

In response to the referenced case, Cunningham v. Metro, and pursuant
to state statute and a vote of the citizens, King County assumed the
rights, powers, functions, and obligations of Metro, including its water
pollution abatement functions. Thus, King County now acts in a
regional capacity in its planning and operation of certain functions, such
as wastewater conveyance and treatment.

Brightwater Final EIS 1280
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Response to Comment O14-9

King County is not preparing a Supplemental Draft EIS.
Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-10, which describes the public meetings and
public comment on the Draft EIS for the RWSP. Public
comments were not recorded for the Final EIS; SEPA does
not require a comment period for a Final EIS. SEPA requires
a 30-day comment period on a Draft EIS, with a possible
extension to 45 days. The comment periods for both the
RWSP Draft EIS and the Brightwater Draft EIS were
considerably longer than the required comment period.

Response to Comment O14-10

The Draft EIS does identify alternative sites for the
Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System, each
made up of a treatment plant, marine outfall, and associated
conveyances. It also includes several action alternatives, in
addition to the No Action Alternative. It analyzes a variety of
options for the siting, construction, and operation of
Brightwater facilities as part of the Draft EIS analysis. The
Final EIS provides additional detail in all of these areas.
SEPA encourages that environmental review and an EIS be
conducted as early as possible in the process (WAC 197-11-
055). In capital construction projects of this scale, it is
customary to refine the details of a proposal as it continues
through the environmental review and permitting process.
Moreover, King County has expressed the desire to obtain
input from those commenting on the EIS and attending public
workshops and seminars prior to finalizing its decisions
associated with Brightwater.
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Response to Comment O14-11

Both the Draft EIS and the Final EIS contain alternative
summaries of the entire documentation. Please refer to, for
example, the summary of impacts and mitigation measures
for the various alternatives set forth on pp. 3-32 through 3-
143 of the Draft EIS

Response to Comment O14-12

Thank you for your comment. The cited case, Cunningham v.
Metro, speaks for itself.
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Response to Comment O14-13

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-12 in this letter.
Your comment does not address environmental impacts.
Please contact the King County Prosecuting Attorney’s
Office if you desire further discussion of the legal issues
presented in this comment.
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Response to Comment O14-14

Please refer to the response to Comments O14-12 and O14-
13 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O14-15

Please refer to the responses to Just the Facts, Comments
O19-57 and O19-59.
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Response to Comment O14-16

Treatment of biosolids to Class B pathogen reduction
standards kills 90-95 percent of pathogens. Remaining
pathogens may include bacteria, viruses, and protozoa. Risk
of effects on animals is low because pathogens die off
quickly after exposure to the environment. King County
biosolids are tested for total viruses, parasites, and salmonella
bacteria. Viruses and parasites were not detected in King
County biosolids in 2002. Salmonella are detected at very
low levels, and quickly die when exposed to the environment.
For more information please refer to the King County 2002
Biosolids Quality Summary, available upon request by calling
the Brightwater project team at 206-684-6799, toll-free at 1-
888-707-8571 or via email at brightwater@metrokc.gov. 

In order for people to be at risk from these pathogens, they
must come into contact with biosolids and ingest enough for
an infectious dose. Public access is restricted on these sites to
prevent inadvertent contact. Safeguards such as good hygiene
(e.g., using gloves and/or washing hands with soap and warm
water before eating), must be employed when applying or
working around Class B biosolids. This is similar to working
with composts, fertilizers, soils, and other soil amendments.

For additional information on how Class B biosolids can be
considered safe for the forest and for agriculture, what crops
are grown where biosolids are present, long-term health risk
assessments, future health risks, and associated odors, please
refer to the response to Just the Facts, Comment O19-61.

Response to Comment O14-17

This comment refers to “potable reclaimed water”. Please
note that reclaimed water is not potable and could not be used
for purposes such as drinking water. Reclaimed water is
wastewater treated to a level that allows it to be used safely
for other purposes such as irrigation and industrial processes.
Class A reclaimed water would be distributed from each of
the proposed treatment plant sites to customers using a
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separate distribution system. For the Route 9 System, the distribution
system would be constructed using open cut from the treatment plant
site or from one of the effluent portals. For the Unocal System, the
distribution system would be constructed using open cut from the
treatment plant site.

The advantages of using reclaimed water would be a reduction of
demand on the Cedar and Tolt watersheds and/or groundwater sources.
The specific source that would see a reduction in demand would depend
on where the customer for reclaimed water is located. The advantages to
a reduction in demand would include a decrease in water taken from the
natural system and in energy and chemicals used at the water treatment
plants to treat the water. There may also be a reduction in energy for the
conveyance of potable water vs. reclaimed water, but this would need to
be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

Both the Unocal and Route 9 treatment plants would have reserved
space to provide treatment for up to 54 mgd of reclaimed water.
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Response to Comment O14-18

Low bank shoreline areas in Washington are potentially
susceptible to damage from tsunami hazards. A tsunami is a
series of waves generated by an undersea disturbance that
radiates outward from the area of disturbance. Tsunamis are
most commonly caused by earthquakes, but landslides,
volcanic eruptions, and meteorites can generate tsunamis.
Tsunamis have been documented in Puget Sound that have
originated from earthquakes on distant faults around the
Pacific Rim. Tsunami wave heights observed from historical
earthquakes located outside Puget Sound are small. The very
large 1964 Prince William Sound, Alaska, earthquake, which
had an estimated magnitude of between 8 and 8.6, produced a
wave only 0.8 feet high in Elliott Bay, Seattle (Spaeth and
Berkman, 1967). Tsunami modeling indicates that a major
tsunami would not result from offshore earthquakes (Murty
and Hebenstreit, 1989). The same modeling indicates that for
an earthquake in Puget Sound off Seattle, a tsunami of 2.6
feet could occur in Elliot Bay, but would be much smaller
north (Ferndale) and south (Tacoma) of Seattle (Murty and
Hebenstreit, 1989). The researchers note that a major
earthquake (magnitude greater than 8) on a fault in the Puget
Sound area could result in a tsunami up to 9.8 feet and
submarine slides that could cause significant local tsunamis.
An earthquake of this magnitude has not been documented on
Puget Sound area faults, and the maximum magnitude
earthquake for the Seattle Fault is estimated to be no greater
than about 7.25.

An earthquake of approximately magnitude 7 on the Seattle
Fault about 1,000 to 1,200 years ago is interpreted to have
produced a large northward-moving tsunami in Puget Sound
that inundated West Point in Seattle, Cultus Bay on Whidbey
Island (Atwater and Moore, 1992), and probably the
Snohomish River delta (Bourgeois and Johnson, 2001). A
recurrence interval for tsunamis in Puget Sound has not been
identified. However, because tsunamis that inflict significant
damage have not been documented in historic times (since
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about 1870) in Puget Sound and only one has been identified in the last
2,000 years (Atwater and Moore, 1992), this suggests a recurrence
interval of much longer than 100 years.

SEPA regulations require that probable impacts be addressed, but not
those that merely have a possibility of occurring, but are remote or
speculative (WAC 197-11-782). Because the likelihood of a tsunami
affecting the Unocal site is remote, the impacts are not addressed in the
Final EIS.

The Brightwater project would be designed to comply with the Criteria
for Sewage Works Design (Washington Department of Ecology, 1998),
the International Building Code for seismic standards, and other
applicable design requirements for reasonably probable operating
conditions. 

References
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Response to Comment O14-19

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-84.

Response to Comment O14-20

It is uncertain what is meant by “tidal events” in the comment.
However, emergency response plans for situations where a site is
inundated with water are site-specific and developed as part of the

design of a treatment plant when final elevations are known, when the
stormwater systems are sized, and when the various storms, frequency
of occurrence, and potential flows are evaluated. If the Unocal site is
selected, these activities would be conducted as part of the design and
permitting phase of the project and are not necessary for an
Environmental Impact Statement.

Response to Comment O14-21

The full text of WAC 173-240 can be accessed online at
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/wac173240.pdf. King County will comply
with all applicable local, state, and federal laws in the construction and
siting of Brightwater. This includes regulations that could apply to siting
facilities in a shoreline area.

Response to Comment O14-22

Population growth forecasts and wastewater flow projections were
discussed in Chapter 2 of the Brightwater Draft EIS. The most current
information about forecasting population and projecting wastewater
flow can be found in Chapter 2, and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS. For a detailed response to questions
concerning population growth forecasts and wastewater flow
projections, please refer to the response to City of Seattle, C10-1.

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/pubs/wac173240.pdf
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Response to Comment O14-23

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-10.

Response to Comment O14-24

The City of Edmonds’ concerns, along with the issues, ideas,
and concerns submitted by hundreds of other citizens,
community groups, and jurisdictions, have been shared with
Brightwater project team members throughout the siting
process. This information has contributed to the decisions
made during the Brightwater siting process. Additionally,
Brightwater-related comments, letters, and other materials
received by King County were passed along to members of
the project team, who considered the issues and concerns
expressed as they prepared the Draft EIS. 

However, the matrix referenced in the above comment is not
a King County document, and was not directly referenced in
the Draft EIS. Those interested in obtaining a copy of this
document should direct their requests to the City of
Edmonds.

The Unocal site is a suitable alternative, and meets the siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council in Ordinance
14107. A detailed description of the Unocal System
alternative, and an analysis of impacts and associated
mitigation measures, can be found in Chapter 3 of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment O14-25

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5.

WAC 365-195-840 provides the framework under which
local jurisdictions are to prepare development regulations for
the siting of essential public facilities under the mandates of
the Growth Management Act. The referenced section, WAC
365-195-840(5)(b), is a guideline for meeting the
requirements. WAC 365-195-020 states that “within the
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framework established by the act, a wide diversity of local visions of the
future can be accommodated. Moreover, there is no exclusive method
for accomplishing the planning and development regulation
requirements of the act.”

Given that Brightwater is a regional facility that would serve the future
needs of a broad geographic distribution (south Snohomish County and
north King County), it is difficult to choose a site that would truly
represent a significant share of the service area population.
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Response to Comment O14-26

Several wastewater treatment plant options were evaluated in
detail in the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP),
which was referenced extensively in Chapter 2 of the
Brightwater Draft EIS. 

A number of alternatives for increasing capacity to meet our
regional wastewater treatment needs were discussed in the
RWSP. These alternatives included the expansion of our two
regional facilities, construction of smaller satellite facilities,
and construction of a new regional wastewater facility. It was
determined that a new regional facility would best meet our
long-term wastewater needs.

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS offers the most current summary
of the planning process that led to the adoption of the RWSP,
a 30-year plan that identified the need for Brightwater and
other major capital facilities around the region. Chapter 2
also describes in detail how the Brightwater alternatives
studied in the EIS were developed. The RWSP can be
referenced online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/rwsp.htm

Response to Comment O14-27

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment O14-28

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment O14-29

For detailed information on population and wastewater flow
analysis, please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-30

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment O14-31

For information on public involvement during the Regional
Wastewater Services Plan process prior to 2000, please refer
to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10. 

In August 2000, King County developed a public
involvement program for the proposed new regional
wastewater treatment plant, later called Brightwater. This
program was designed around project milestones, with the
flexibility to adjust to changing circumstances. It has been
updated throughout the siting process.

The public involvement program includes the following
elements:

• Regular consultation with Tribal Governments.
• Interviews and briefings with elected officials and other
regional community, business, and environmental leaders.
• Siting Advisory Committee (later called the Executive
Advisory Committee).
• Newsletters, videos, displays in public areas.
• Web site that includes opportunities to comment on the
project.
• Focus groups (2000 and 2001).
• Media outreach leading to press coverage of the process.
• Speakers bureau and special events such as booths at
fairs.
• Workshops for regional stakeholders (August 2000 and
May 2001).
• Public meetings and hearings throughout the siting area:
June 2000, April 2001, June 2002 (EIS scoping meetings),
December 2003 (Draft EIS hearings). These meetings were
advertised in newspapers including Edmonds Beacon,
Mukilteo Beacon, Enterprise Newspapers (Edmonds,
Shoreline, Lake Forest Park, Lynnwood, and Mill Creek),
Eastside Journal, Bothell/Kenmore Reporter, Seattle Times,
Woodinville Weekly, and Everett Herald.
• Toll-free phone line and timely response to citizen
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correspondence.
• Technical information made available on CDs, in libraries, and on

the Web.
• Educators workgroup. 
• Two community task forces for the potential plant sites (2002).
• Design workshops for communities near potential plant sites

(summer 2002). These workshops were advertised in newspapers
listed above.

• Conveyance workshops for communities near potential conveyance
routes (summer 2002). These workshops were advertised in
newspapers listed above.

Many of these activities are ongoing and provide people with multiple
opportunities to get involved in the project in the manner that best meets
their individual needs. Members of the public have had opportunities to
nominate sites for consideration, help develop the criteria by which sites
would be evaluated, comment on candidate sites before sites were
selected for evaluation in the EIS, comment on proposed conveyance
routes, help develop guidelines for architects designing the facilities,
and comment on the scope and draft of the EIS.

The following summary reports of these activities are available at area
libraries or by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799 or
toll-free 1-888-707-8571: 

King County Wastewater Treatment Division. 2001. Public Involvement
Summary for Phase 1 of Siting Process. Seattle, WA: Author.
King County Wastewater Treatment Division. 2001. Public Involvement
Summary for Phase 2. Seattle, WA: Author.
King County Wastewater Treatment Division. 2001. Public Involvement
Supplement for Phase 2. Seattle, WA: Author.
King County Wastewater Treatment Division. 2002. Public Involvement
Summary for the First Part of Phase 3. Seattle, WA: Author.

Response to Comment O14-32

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-5.

Under the Chapter 11, Impacts discussion for the Unocal Site in the
Draft EIS and the Impacts and Mitigation: Unocal System in the Final

EIS, it is acknowledged that a wastewater treatment plant at the Unocal
site would be inconsistent with the City of Edmonds’ long-range vision
for the site and surrounding area. It is also acknowledged that
conversion of the site to a public facility use would result in a loss of
potential economic opportunities and housing capacity that could be
accommodated at the site through mixed-use development.

Regarding the request for documentation on how a wastewater treatment
plant could provide a better economic future for Edmonds, SEPA does
not require the evaluation of economic impacts resulting from a
proposed action. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations of state
policy will be taken into account in weighting and balancing alternatives
and in making final decisions. The EIS is not required to evaluate and
document all of the possible effects and considerations of a decision or
to contain the balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers (WAC 197-11-448(1)).”

Response to Comment O14-33

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-32 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-34

For mitigation concerns, please refer to the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1301

Response to Comment O14-35

Figure 2-1 is correct as shown in the Draft EIS as it depicts
the connection between the Edmonds wastewater treatment
plant and the Ballinger and Richmond Beach pump stations.
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Response to Comment O14-36

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-1 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-37

The stacks from each scrubber would be approximately 20
feet high. The site plan is provided in Chapter 3 of the Final
EIS, but no heights are provided for any of the facilities. The
prevailing wind direction at the Unocal site is from the south
east. A wind rose of the Unocal site is included in Appendix
5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant. The treated air
from the scrubbers would have odors below the detection
thresholds. The analysis included in Appendix 5-A shows
that even under worst-case conditions, there would be no
odor beyond the property line of the treatment plant and
therefore residents in the Edmonds Bowl would not smell the
plant. There are no viable alternatives to stacks. Stacks could
be combined together to form larger stacks, which may be
aesthetically more pleasing. The height can also be varied.
The higher the stack is, the better the dispersion. However,
the Brightwater Treatment Plant would have sufficient
treatment of the process air such that high stacks are not
required to prevent offsite odor impacts.
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Response to Comment O14-38

Ultraviolet (UV) is currently a viable disinfection system for
wastewater treatment. Alternatives include chlorine gas,
sodium hypochlorite, ozone, and chlorine dioxide. An
analysis of disinfection alternatives for Brightwater is
included in Appendix 3-K, Treatment Plant Disinfection
Alternatives, of the Final EIS. Appendix 3-K describes all the
alternatives evaluated for Brightwater and the advantages and
disadvantages of each. There may be other disinfection
technologies being developed today, but none that have been
proven to be reliable at a scale that would be acceptable for
use at Brightwater, except for those evaluated in Appendix 3-
K.

Response to Comment O14-39

As noted in Appendix 3-E, Flow Management and Safety
Relief Point, of the Final EIS, overflows would occur either
at a safety relief point in Kenmore, discharging to the
Sammamish River, or at the outfall to the Puget Sound. The
location would depend on case-by-case flow and operational
conditions. Given the design parameters of the Brightwater
System, it is estimated that the probability of an overflow
event from either location would be one event per 100 years
through 2030, gradually increasing to one event per 75 years
by 2050. Overflow volumes would depend on the size of the
storm. The Brightwater System will provide up to 11 million
gallons of new storage capacity in north King County to
prevent overflows, so any overflows that do occur would be
the result of extreme weather that exceeds both pumping
capacity and all of the system’s storage capacity.

Chapter 9 of the Final EIS discloses that pathogens would be
present in rainwater-diluted overflows to the Sammamish
River or Puget Sound. These could include E. coli,
Entamoeba, Cryptosporidium, Giardia, and the Hepatitis A 
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virus. Due to the infrequent occurrence of overflows and resulting low
potential for exposure, risk assessment was not conducted.
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Response to Comment O14-40

The purpose of a Draft EIS is to allow an opportunity for
those commenting on the EIS to correct information in the
Draft EIS and/or provide additional information. The request
for additional supporting documentation in the EIS itself is
noted; however, SEPA also calls, to the extent feasible, for a
concise and readable document. The Draft EIS and Final EIS
address both concerns by providing summary documents, for
which additional supporting documentation and analysis are
provided either in appendices, documents incorporated by
reference, or other generally-referenced documents.

All materials are available for review at the King County
Wastewater Treatment Division or in libraries, as noted in the
Fact Sheet at the front of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-41

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15.

Response to Comment O14-42

An evaluation of the structural lid needed to allow for co-
location of the Brightwater Treatment Plant with the
multimodal terminal is included in Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-43

Amenities such as parks, trails, sports fields, recreation
centers, etc. are at this point only suggestions to give the
community ideas about what could be constructed as part of
the Brightwater System development. There are no definite
plans to provide specific recreational facilities or other
amenities at or adjacent to any proposed site. After a final
decision on Brightwater is made, King County would work
with the host jurisdictions and communities to determine
what amenities, if any, would be constructed as part of the
Brightwater System development. For more detail on
mitigation issues, please refer to the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5.

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, after a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision-making
process, King County is revising the cost estimates (dated
November 2002) for the Brightwater alternatives. The revised
estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be
available on request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571. 
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Response to Comment O14-44

Slightly more than 1 acre of additional land would be required for the
Unocal 72-mgd sub-alternative. The land required is for additional
screening channels at the headworks, additional primary clarifiers,
additional aeration basins and membrane tanks, and additional digesters.
The other facilities do not require additional land to accommodate 72-
mgd. The difference in area occupied by the 36-mgd, 54-mgd, and 72-
mgd treatment plants is shown in Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 

The acreage for both the Route 9 site and Unocal site treatment
processes and buildings are shown in Attachment F to Appendix 3-A.
The facilities required are identical, with the exception of disinfection
for Puget Sound discharge. At Route 9, disinfection would occur in the
effluent tunnel and no onsite disinfection chamber would be required.
This is not possible at the Unocal site due to the close proximity to
Puget Sound. Two disinfection chambers would be required at the
Unocal site, one for membrane bioreactor effluent and one for ballasted
sedimentation effluent. In addition, the odor control systems for the
headworks and primary treatment are located on top of the primary
clarifiers at Unocal (and next to the primary clarifiers at Route 9) and
the odor control systems for the secondary process are located on top of
the aeration basins at Unocal (and next to the aeration basins at Route
9). The space between the facilities is greater at Route 9 than at Unocal
allowing for ease of construction and buffering of the unit processes to
break down the mass of the overall facility. The drawing of the Unocal
72-mgd sub-alternative is included in Appendix 3-A of the Final EIS.
There is sufficient space to accommodate all facilities without stacking
of basins. Drawings of the 54-mgd and 72-mgd Unocal plants with the
Edmonds Crossing concept on top of the plant are included in Appendix
3-A as well. 

Response to Comment O14-45

These corrections have been made in the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-46

The soil in the upper yard is not liquefaction-prone because it
is very dense as a result of being overridden by glaciations
and it is not saturated. Loose, silty, sandy, saturated deposits
at the ground surface are prone to liquefaction; therefore, no
correction is needed.

Response to Comment O14-47

The Kingston Arch is a broad area of uplift that has been
defined using indirect, geophysical measurements.
Geologists’ interpretations of the significance of the Kingston
Arch differ. Some interpretations associate the Kingston Arch
with faulting deep beneath the ground surface. Identifying the
distance from the Kingston Arch, Coastal Range Boundary
Fault, or other buried faults to the Unocal site or any other
surface feature is difficult because they are broad, regional
features that cover a large area, not a discrete line or surface.
The Brightwater facilities would be located in an area of
moderate to high seismic risk as defined by the Uniform
Building Code. Strict building codes will need to be met to
protect structures and features from the relatively high
seismic risk at either the Unocal or Route 9 site.

The King County Brightwater team is working closely with
researchers at the U.S. Geological Survey and the University
of Washington to evaluate the seismic risk posed by the
South Whidbey Island Fault. The fault is thought to be
composed of numerous “splays” or fault surfaces, and the
locations are not well defined on the Puget Sound mainland
at this time. The Final EIS text has been revised; please refer
to Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. This is an area of current and
ongoing research. King County will continue to obtain
updated information about this regional seismic structure
throughout the EIS and the predesign and design phases of
this project. The figures in Chapter 4 have been revised in the
Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-48

The statement that the increased weight of the multimodal
Edmonds Crossing facility on top of the treatment plant
would lower the liquefaction threshold allowing liquefaction
with smaller seismic events is not true. The weight of
structures on top of liquefaction-prone soils has nothing to do
with the potential for liquefaction to occur. The potential for
liquefaction to occur is based on the magnitude and
frequency of the earthquake shear forces, the saturation level
of the soil deposit, the soil gradation and density, and
proximity of the soil deposit to the ground surface.

Response to Comment O14-49

Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS for detailed information on all of your
questions and the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15, for a synopsis of
Appendix 6-B. The requested studies are summarized in
these Final EIS documents.

Response to Comment O14-50

Approximately 5 mgd of the wastewater treated at
Brightwater would be treated to the advanced treatment level,
making it possible to reuse this water for landscape irrigation
and industrial uses in and near the facilities. As outside
demand for reclaimed water increases in the future, King
County would increase its production at Brightwater with
space available to reclaim up to 54 mgd as the need is
identified. When and if a proposal is identified to provide for
future reused water outside the plant site, appropriate SEPA
review will be conducted. However, there are no plans for
programs to supplement drinking water sources with water
treated at Brightwater. Reclaimed water is not potable water.
Please refer to the response to Comment O14-17 in this letter.
Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for additional
details on reclaimed water at the Brightwater Treatment
Plant.
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Response to Comment O14-51

The suggested corrections to the table are included in the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-52

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15 and W5-
43. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-53

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15, for a synopsis of
the dewatering approach and potential supplemental flow to
the marsh area during construction in the Unocal lower yard
area. Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS provide more detailed
discussions of the dewatering approach (which consists of a
combination of deep wells located on the Unocal site and a
vertical flow barrier wall adjacent to the marsh) and of the
supplemental flow back to the marsh if needed to maintain its
normal water level.

Response to Comment O14-54

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-187. Please
refer to Chapters 6 and 7 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
potential dewatering of Edmonds Marsh.

Response to Comment O14-55

The realignment of Pine Street would be designed to protect
the existing residences to the extent possible. The road would
include retaining walls on either side to stabilize the slope.
Because the residents at the top of Woodway Hill would be at
a higher elevation than the treatment plant, they would not
have visual disturbances or impediments to their privacy. The
odor control at the treatment plant would be state-of-the-art
and would prevent offsite odors; thus, residents at the top of
Woodway Hill would not smell the plant. Please refer to
Chapter 12 of the Final EIS for a revised discussion of
aesthetic impacts.
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Response to Comment O14-56

Please refer to Chapter 4 of the Final EIS for information
about tank design and leak testing. Design and
construction measures, such as installing water stops
across concrete joints and conducting hydraulic pressure
tests prior to putting the tanks in use, along with operations
monitoring, inspections, and maintenance, are standard
methods that would be used to prevent leakage. Also, for
the Unocal site, treatment structures located in the upper
yard area would have underdrain systems beneath them to
drain perched water that may collect beneath these
structures. The underdrain systems would be designed to
collect samples to test for leakage. There are no plans for
underdrains beneath structures located in the lower yard
area; their leak resistance would be monitored through
routine inspections and maintenance.

Response to Comment O14-57

The concrete tanks would be tested with clean water at the
completion of construction to ensure that they do not leak.
This would prevent wastewater from leaking out of the
tanks into the surrounding groundwater during operations.
The tanks would not be lined because well-constructed
concrete tanks do not require linings to be water-tight.
Drinking water tanks are typically unlined concrete as
well. The tanks would be designed to withstand the water
pressure in both the walls and the joints without leaking,
and would be designed to withstand seismic events (the
reference to exposure to chemical stresses is unclear and
therefore not responded to). The design life of these tanks
would be at least 50 years. Under normal operations the
tanks would be drained and inspected annually and
repaired as required. 

Response to Comment O14-58

The Uniform Building Code (UBC) and other codes are
typically more conservative than the site-specific analysis
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when reasonably competent soils are present at the site. This is because
the code maps tend to combine areas and therefore use the accelerations
that are highest for a particular area. The Brightwater Treatment Plant
would likely be designed to International Building Code (IBC) 2003
which, unlike some of the old UBC codes, agrees with the latest
thinking by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and National
Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP). The IBC does not
specifically cover seismic soil loads on retaining walls. The retaining
walls would be designed to have incremental lateral earthquake
pressures that are based on the site specific firm ground acceleration for
a seismic event with a 500-year return interval (10-percent chance of
occurrence in 50 years) modified by a site factor (from IBC) that
accounts for amplification through the soils. 

Response to Comment O14-59

Detailed facility materials selection and design development for the
treatment plant on the Unocal site have not been initiated. The Draft and
Final EIS make several recommendations for mitigating the aesthetic
impacts associated with this proposal. Local jurisdictions and the
community will have many opportunities for participation in the design
development process including permitting and design review.
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Response to Comment O14-60

All aspects of these questions have been addressed in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
For synopses of this appendix, please refer to the response
to the Washington Department of Ecology, Comments W5-
9 and W5-15.

Response to Comment O14-61

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-126, for a discussion of emergency response
planning, which would also include specific responses to
seismic events. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-
35, for a discussion of pipeline design requirements that
minimize the risk of breaks or leakages resulting from
seismic events. 

Response to Comment O14-62

The portion of the text that is being commented on has been
revised for the Final EIS. Please refer to Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, and Chapter 4 of the Final EIS
and to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15, for detailed and summarized
descriptions of the analyses and mitigation approaches for
the Unocal site. In response to your questions:

In regard to the design of deep foundation piles that are
planned for structures located in the lower yard area, the
Draft EIS statement “downward forces with an appropriate
factor of safety” is part of the discussion on the use of
foundation piles to support structures primarily as a
mitigation approach for the liquefaction potential of the soil
in the lower yard area. In addition, the foundation piles
provide a secondary benefit of resisting hydrostatic uplift
forces that would occur at the base of structures from the
high groundwater levels in the lower yard. Piles would be
designed to support the weight of the structure (dead, live-,
and seismic loads), and an appropriate factor of safety
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would be applied to these loads in order to provide an extra margin of
surety that the piles can support the structural loads. This is standard
design practice the world over.

Also, as stated, increasing the dead weight of the structures is not
planned as a design approach against hydrostatic uplift. Piles are the
best solution for the lower yard area. As with construction at both sites,
groundwater levels at the Unocal site will be monitored during
construction to ensure that the dewatering system is achieving its design
objectives. Dewatering water will be tested for chemical constituents to
evaluate if treatment is needed and to determine appropriate discharge
methods.

Factors of safety in engineering design are not necessarily site-specific,
but relate more to the structure being designed, the risk of failure, and
the accuracy of the input parameters in the engineering analyses. The
typical range of factors of safety is based on industry standards and is
often prescribed by codes. For deep pile foundations, which are planned
to support structures in the lower yard, factors of safety in the range of 3
are typically used for dead and live load situations.

No specific factor of safety has been determined at this time. It is part of
an engineering design. Please refer to Chapters 4 and 6 of the Final EIS
for lists of proposed mitigation measures.
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Response to Comment O14-63

It is not known at this time which buildings would be
affected. In the Final EIS, three to four candidate portal
sites are presented within each portal siting area. Based on
the approximate boundaries of wetlands, streams, and
mature upland forest, impacts are calculated based on a
minimum 2-acre portal footprint. In addition, Chapter 7 of
the Final EIS addresses the nature of impacts for each
candidate portal site.

Every effort is being made to avoid wetlands. If wetland
impacts cannot be avoided, wetlands may need to be filled.
Based on the duration of construction, wetland impacts may
be considered temporary or permanent. The construction
duration at portal sites ranges between 1 and 4 years.
Temporary impacts may be considered for those wetlands
impacted by shorter construction periods. Wetlands
impacted for long construction periods would be considered
permanently impacted and would be mitigated offsite
according to Ecology and local requirements. Temporarily
impacted wetlands would be restored. Wetlands are not
expected to reestablish themselves on their own. If wetlands
are restored on portal sites, restoration plans will be
prepared and implemented, including grading, planting,
maintenance, and monitoring plans. Final decisions
regarding the use of portal sites after construction will be
made after issuance of the Final EIS. 

With regard to lowering pumping levels adjacent to wells
and associated mitigation measures, please refer to the
response to the Town of Woodway, Comment C7-23.

Response to Comment O14-64

There is no standard routine for monitoring conveyance
pipelines. Groundwater monitoring programs are typically
developed to be specific to a particular area and for a
particular purpose. It may be advisable to establish both a
pre- and post-construction groundwater monitoring
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program for segments of the selected conveyance alignment that are
considered sensitive. If so, the program would be developed in
conjunction with affected parties and the Washington State Department
of Ecology, and would include elements such as monitoring locations,
frequency, and methods. The program could include a combination of
water level and water quality monitoring, if deemed advisable.

Tunnel construction using a tunnel boring machine (TBM) would result
in placement of concrete liners in the tailshield of the TBM. The
excavated tunnel diameter would be a few inches larger than the initial
liner diameter. As the TBM advances, the erected liner exits the
tailshield, and the excavated ground is no longer supported by the TBM
shield. The strength of the in-situ soils is inadequate to support the
weight of 200 to 350 feet of overlying soils. Saturated sands or gravels
would immediately flow into the annular space, and clays and silts will
quickly squeeze into the annular space until contact is made with the
initial liner. Although this zone of soil immediately adjacent to the TBM
has been disturbed by the excavation process and may be less dense or
less stiff, the overall permeability of the soil would be the same order of
magnitude as the surrounding undisturbed ground. With full soil
contact, there is essentially no possibility of groundwater transport along
the tunnel/soil interface. Additional lowering of permeability in the
annular zone is provided by grouting undertaken during tunneling.

With regard to aquifer depletion, declines in water levels associated
with leakage into a tunnel (infiltration) could be monitored, and the
decline could be reversed depending on the source of the infiltration.
Many possible mitigation scenarios exist for this potential situation.
However, since no specific problem is anticipated, no specific solution
can be provided.
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Response to Comment O14-65

The local conveyance systems in the Brightwater Service
Area are separated sewers. There are no combined sewer
systems in the area.

With the level of power and equipment redundancy at the
proposed treatment plant as well as the size of the influent
tunnels, the Brightwater System would have the estimated
capacity to handle approximately a once-in-100 year flow
and power outage event through 2030 and increasing to a
once-in-75 year event by 2050.

Response to Comment O14-66

King County is committed to working with affected parties
during the construction of the Brightwater System to
minimize construction-related impacts; this includes working
with rail transport. Mitigation for disruption or loss of
recreational areas or marine habitat could potentially include
restoration and monitoring of the areas after construction and
during operations, improvement of degraded habitat offsite,
or the construction of new recreational facilities. Please refer
to Chapter 14 of the Final EIS for a discussion of mitigation
measures for impacts to recreation.

The construction methodology, duration, and site description
for the Unocal outfall are discussed in Appendix 3-C, Project
Description: Outfall, of the Final EIS. The preferred
construction method is open-cut (trench) construction. 

Impacts to and management of groundwater due to outfall
construction at Unocal would be identical to the potential
impacts due to construction of the treatment plant. Please
refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS for details. The temporary short-term lowering of
groundwater levels by up to about 30 feet could impact the
hatchery well if it is used. There are no anticipated impacts to
the private domestic well because of the great distance
between the facility site and the well and the fact that
groundwater flows from the south to north in the vicinity of
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the site. The preferred outfall alternative consists of a open-cut pipeline
from the effluent pump station with a short section of pipe jacked
underneath the railway. While no portal would be constructed for the
outfall, the tunnel boring machine for the conveyance influent tunnel
would be launched from a shaft that would be used as the treatment
plant’s effluent pump station. Thus, the excavated shaft would be
incorporated into the Unocal Treatment Plant design and would not be
“patched” after the conclusion of tunneling activities. Appendix 6-B
also contains a timetable of construction dewatering.

After construction of the outfall, native materials would be used as
backfill wherever possible, restoring disrupted land to its former uses.

Response to Comment O14-67

Maps are drawn at the necessary scale to show the required level of
detail, and vary throughout the Final EIS. All “to scale” maps provide
the user with a scale in the map legend. 

King County is not planning on issuing a Supplemental Draft EIS, but
rather has provided copies of technical study reports and has conducted
public open house technical seminars during the summer of 2003 prior
to the issuance of the Final EIS.

The geologic maps for both treatment plant sites were revised and your
comment was considered during the revision. However, in order to show
features surrounding the Route 9 site, the scale was made smaller than
that on the figure showing the Unocal site. Both sites are shown at the
same scale on a regional geologic map included in Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-68

The soil in the upper yard is not liquefaction-prone because it
is very dense as a result of being overridden by glaciations
and it is not saturated. Loose, silty, sandy, saturated deposits
at the ground surface are prone to liquefaction.

Response to Comment O14-69

Published sources on the location of the Kingston Arch have
been reviewed and the information is reflected on the revised
figures in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-70

This figure has been updated for the Final EIS. Also, please
refer to the response to Comment O14-18 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O14-71

The purpose of a Draft EIS is to allow an opportunity for
those commenting on the EIS to correct information in the
Draft EIS and/or provide additional information. The
request for additional supporting documentation in the EIS
itself is noted; however, SEPA also calls, to the extent
feasible, for a concise and readable document. The Draft
EIS and Final EIS address both concerns by providing
summary documents, for which additional supporting
documentation and analysis are provided either in
appendices, documents incorporated by reference, or other
generally-referenced documents. All materials are available
for review at the King County Wastewater Treatment
Division or in libraries, as noted in the Fact Sheet at the
front of the Final EIS.

SEPA states that the lead agency shall prepare its threshold
determination ad EIS, if required, at the earliest possible
point in the planning and decision making process, when he
principal features of a proposal and its environmental
impacts can be reasonable identified. King County had
sufficient information about the facility design and
wastewater treatment processing technology of the
Brightwater system to evaluate the environmental impacts
in the Draft EIS. 

Response to Comment O14-72

King County has provided additional information about the
dispersion modeling procedures used and the
meteorological data used in the odor and air quality
modeling in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. As mentioned in the
Draft EIS, meteorological data are being collected from two
monitoring stations, one located at the Unocal site and one
located at the Route 9 site. The intent has been to collect 12
months of data that will be used in the modeling for the
Notice of Construction permit. At the time of the Final EIS,
9 months of data had been collected, which has been used
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for the odor and air modeling for the Final EIS. In addition, 4 years of
data from Paine Field has also been modeled. The Paine Field data
provide the model with additional potential weather patterns to evaluate.
Please refer to the Final EIS for additional information on this subject. 
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Response to Comment O14-73

Site-specific elevation data were used for dispersion
modeling. For more details about how the elevation
data are obtained, please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development
Services, Comment S3-182.

Response to Comment O14-74

For information on sensitive receptors please refer to
the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-
125.

Response to Comment O14-75

Odor control facilities would be provided along the
conveyance corridor at all structures with the potential
to outgas or that require ventilation. Additionally, there
would be continuous air monitoring at all facilities to
ensure odor control equipment is working optimally and
meeting treatment criteria.  Due to the level of removal
at the stack, dispersion is not relied upon for odor
abatement. Please refer to Appendix 5-B, Odor
Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS for more
information.

The volume of air outgassing from the underground
structures is relatively small, because the size of the
conveyance pipes is large relative to the rate of change
of the peak wastewater flow rate. 

King County will be conducting a hydrogen sulfide
(H2S) monitoring program in the summer of 2003 to
assess dissolved sulfide and H2S concentrations within
the existing tributary flow streams. Dissolved sulfide
and H2S levels are highest during the summer and will
provide worst-case scenario data in order to
conservatively design the proposed odor control
facilities. Additional information about odor control for
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the conveyance corridor has been provided in Appendix 5-B of the Final
EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-76

Please refer to the response to the Save Little Bear Creek
Coalition, Comment O15-5.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1328

Response to Comment O14-77

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-80 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-78

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9, W5-15 and W5-
40. Additional detail is provided in Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater.

Response to Comment O14-79

Demolition and construction-related activities would result in
short-term impacts to ambient air quality. Dust emissions
from heavy construction operations could temporarily elevate
levels of particulate matter in the ambient air. The potential
for impacts would be short-term, occurring only while
demolition or construction work is in progress. No significant
long-term adverse impacts on local or regional air quality are
anticipated.

Fugitive dust emissions typically occur during building
demolition, ground clearing, excavation, site preparation,
grading, stockpiling of materials, onsite movement of
equipment, and transportation of material. Fugitive dust
emissions are greatest during dry periods, periods of intense
construction activity, and periods of high-wind conditions.
Dust emissions from construction activities should be very
low from fall through spring, when the soil at the site is
typically wet and the potential for dust is lower. In dry times,
water trucks would regularly water roads for dust control. 

Response to Comment O14-80

Air emissions from excavation of potentially contaminated
soil at the Unocal site would be accomplished according to
the regulations stated below. 

Although construction impacts would be temporary, they
would be mitigated based on the requirements of the Puget
Sound Clean Air Agency (PS Clean Air) for minimizing air
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quality impacts to ambient air. PS Clean Air Regulation I Section 9.15
states “No person shall allow visible emissions unless reasonable
precautions are employed.” Construction emissions would be mitigated
by watering roads, covering loaded dump trucks, washing trucks prior to
their exit from the construction area and minimizing idling vehicle
times. 

PS Clean Air has the responsibility to determine compliance with its
Regulation I, Section 9.15. Washington State and Federal OSHA
regulations for worker safety during construction may also require
onsite monitoring to ensure worker health and safety standards are met.
This would include monitoring contaminants that could be emitted to
the air from contaminated soil or groundwater. Failure to comply with
these standards would result in curtailing or stopping the activity that
was producing violations. Chapter 16 of the Final EIS includes traffic
estimates of the number of truck trips to be used during construction.
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Response to Comment O14-81

Please refer to Chapter 5 of the Final EIS for more
information regarding air quality impacts from dust during
construction. Major earth moving activities are generally
required to clean up contaminated soils, particularly for
surface soil contamination. If Unocal were to clean up the
site prior to sale, emissions of these contaminants would not
take place during treatment plant construction because the
contamination would have been removed prior to the
County’s acquisition of the site. If King County cleans up the
site, excavation of soil at the Unocal site would be required
and would likely result in air emissions of small amounts of
BETX and PAHs, along with other contaminants. Based on
projected contaminant levels, it is likely that air quality
regulatory agencies would require dispersion modeling for
benzene and PAH if site cleanup had not been completed
before King County undertook construction of a treatment
plant at the Unocal site. This modeling would be conducted
during permitting for the site and could be used to evaluate
potential impacts to surrounding populations. Refer to
Chapter 5 of the Final EIS for more information.

Watering is a standard dust suppression technique used at
hazardous waste sites during investigation and remediation. If
the site is selected, the nature and extent of soil
contamination at the Unocal site would be better defined
during the design phase and appropriate measures identified
at that time. 

Response to Comment O14-82

As is customary at construction sites, traffic could be
rerouted to minimize impacts by using detours, lane closures,
and flag persons to control traffic flow. Traffic provisions are
aimed at reducing emissions by moving construction traffic
in and out of the area promptly to reduce vehicle emissions
impacts. For Unocal, a shuttle for construction workers could
be used. The shuttle would bring workers to the site from
offsite parking lots. There would also be a remote
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construction truck holding area to minimize conflicts to the ferry traffic
movement along SR-104, to schedule construction material delivery to
the site during off-peak hours, and to encourage workers to carpool to
construction site. For additional information please refer to the response
to Comment O14-80 in this letter

Response to Comment O14-83

For cost issues, please refer to the response to Comment O14-43 in this
letter. For mitigation concerns, please refer to the response to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-5. Information related to traffic and air quality
can be found in Chapters 16 and 5, respectively, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-84

King County is committed to onsite generation as described
in Chapters 3 and 8 of the Final EIS. However, the type of
onsite generation—turbines, reciprocating engines, fuel cells,
or some combination of these—has not yet been determined.
There are no data to provide regarding the decision for onsite
generation.

King County would provide redundant power supplies for the
treatment plant, as required by the Washington State
Department of Ecology. The odor control system, as part of
the treatment plant, would therefore have redundant power
supply. The highest degree of odor control mentioned in
Chapter 5 of the Final EIS refers to the level of treatment,
which in the case of Brightwater is a multi-stage system.

The treatment plant would be designed to have all processes
fully enclosed to capture all process air and treat it in the odor
control systems. The odor control systems would be multi-
stage systems that would treat the process air to such a high
degree that odors would not be detected offsite.

Operation practices would include adding chemicals in the
collection system and at the influent pump station, using
chemicals and carbon in the odor control systems at the plant
site as required by the system design, keeping all process
building and tank covers and doors closed, and using the
maintenance air scrubbers while cleaning tanks.

Maintenance practices would include preventive maintenance
on the pumps and fans in the odor control system, cleaning
the chemical scrubbers as required to maintain the design
removal efficiencies, replacing the carbon prior to
breakthrough. King County is committed to using the design,
operation, and maintenance practices as described above.

Odor control systems for the liquids and solids processes
would use three-stage chemical scrubbers followed by carbon
adsorber vessels. Carbon only would be used for the
emergency digester pressure relief vents and the biosolids
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truck storage. Please refer to the responses to items 4, 5, and 6 regarding
strategies for odor control. For further detail, please refer to Chapter 5
and Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final
EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-85

The Brightwater solids handling building would be designed
and operated to minimize odors. Process areas for thickening,
dewatering, and biosolids truck loading would be fully
enclosed. The process air would be treated in the odor control
system. Biosolids would be transferred onto trucks inside an
enclosed and ventilated loading/scale area. This area would
be equipped with doors that would be closed after the truck
enters, and the doors would not be opened until the truck is
covered. The biosolids loading area would be designed with a
ventilation system that would keep the area under negative
pressure to prevent the escape of odorous air. The air
removed from this area would pass through odor prevention
systems to treat the air before it is discharged to the
atmosphere. As the ventilation system is designed to keep the
loading area under a negative pressure, normal operations
would require that the doors be kept closed for proper
operation. An alarm would be generated within the plant
control system whenever one of these doors is open allowing
for improper operating conditions to be corrected.

Biosolids would either be directly loaded into the trucks from
the dewatering devices (centrifuges), or stored in an enclosed
tank to allow for loading into trucks independent of the
dewatering operation. This loading may occur via an
enclosed and ventilated conveyor system, or by means of an
overhead hopper system. In all cases, the entire process
would be ventilated and the air treated in the odor prevention
system before discharge. The biosolids haul trucks have
covers that are designed to limit odors from escaping. Any
trucks located at the treatment plant site and not inside the
ventilated loading area would be hooked up to ducts that
would pull air from under the covers on the empty trucks and
treat this air inside the odor prevention systems.

The Brightwater solids handling odor prevention system
would be different from that of the existing King County
plants in these ways:
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• The doors would be shut while trucks are being loaded with
biosolids. 

• The loading bays would be under negative pressure to prevent
the process air from escaping. An alarm would be generated
within the plant control system whenever one of these doors is
open allowing for improper operating conditions to be
corrected.

• The biosolids haul trucks would have covers to limit odors from
escaping. Any trucks located at the treatment plant site and not
inside the ventilated loading area would be hooked up to ducts
that would pull air from under the covers on the empty trucks
and treat this air inside the odor prevention systems.

• Trucks carrying biosolids would be covered and typically would
be leaving during off-peak hours.

The odor prevention systems at both the Unocal and Route 9 sites would
be designed to prevent odors from traveling offsite.

Response to Comment O14-86

The key elements of the odor prevention program for the Brightwater
Treatment Plant are described in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS and are outlined below. These features
would be incorporated into the design, construction, and operation of the
treatment plant to assure no detectable offsite odors:

• All treatment processes would be covered or enclosed to capture
and treat process air.

• Chemicals would be added in the collection system and at the
influent pump station to react with the odor-causing compounds
in the wastewater and reduce the formation of odors, further
reducing downstream treatment plant odor loading.

• Odor abatement systems would be sized to handle worst-case
operating conditions, where combinations of meteorological
conditions (such as inversions and stagnant air) coincide with
peak odor releases from treatment processes. 

• Redundant equipment would be included in the facility design,
including dedicated equipment for odor control during routine
maintenance activities. 

• The proposed odor abatement system includes three-stage
chemical scrubbing followed by activated carbon. This
multiple-stage system is designed to specifically treat target
compounds including hydrogen sulfide, ammonia, and reduced
sulfur compounds. The activated carbon would be used as an
odor “polisher” to remove any trace residual odors from the
multiple-stage scrubbers. 

Response to Comment O14-87

The vehicle combustion emissions from the biosolids trucks have not
been included in the Final EIS. There would only be two to three
biosolids truck trips per day, and the emissions from these trucks would
be negligible compared to the emissions from the thousands of vehicles
that travel in Edmonds each day. Please refer to the response to
Comment O14-85 in this letter for information on odor control from
biosolids trucking.
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Response to Comment O14-88

King County’s biosolids management program reflects a
long-adopted policy of 100 percent beneficial use, either as a
directly applied soil amendment or as a compost feedstock.
Since 1972, King County biosolids have been used in
numerous land application, reclamation, and research projects
within Washington. King County has supported important
scientific research on the environmental effects of biosolids
recycling that has demonstrated the value and safety of land
application. The current biosolids beneficial use program has
been designed to provide reliability through the establishment
of several market outlets and geographic diversity.

During the process of selecting methodologies for
Brightwater, King County considered all methods of
biosolids treatment and destruction, as described in Appendix
3-L, Preliminary Working Draft Facilities Plan, of the Final
EIS. King County did consider incineration, but the air
permit required for such a process could not be obtained in
the timeframe. In addition, incineration is inconsistent with
King County’s policy promoting beneficial reuse of
biosolids. 

Response to Comment O14-89

The sensitive receptors mentioned in the comment were
added to the model. Even those sensitive receptors located at
the multimodal facility waiting for the ferry would not be
exposed to concentrations of hydrogen sulfide, the major
component of wastewater emissions, at levels that would
cause health impacts. For further information on sensitive
receptors, please refer to the response to the City of
Woodinville, Comment C5-125. For information on exposure
levels and health effects, please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development, Comment
S3-53.
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Response to Comment O14-90

Please refer to the response to the Save Little Bear Creek Coalition,
Comment O15-5.
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Response to Comment O14-91

King County is not issuing a Supplemental Draft EIS. This
Final EIS responds to comments received on the Draft EIS.
The Final EIS provides additional air modeling data. Please
refer to the discussion in Chapter 5 and Appendices 5-A,
Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, and 5-B, Odor
Analysis: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-92

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-71 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-93

The Final EIS presents the available data for Willow Creek.
The project would largely avoid impacting the creek and the
information presented for the creek is adequate. Further
analysis indicates that the temporary dewatering during
construction at the Unocal site might affect water levels in
Willow Creek and the adjacent Edmonds Marsh. If this site is
selected, water levels in the creek and the marsh would be
monitored both before and during construction and
supplemental water would be supplied if a decline in water
levels occurred. More information can be found in Appendix
6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment
Plant Sites, of the Final EIS. The route of the Edmonds Way
Drain, which lies beneath the project site, would be altered
slightly, as shown in Chapter 3. The drain would not be
routed through wetlands.

Cross sections showing the stratigraphy of the Unocal site,
including the regional and surficial aquifer, are provided in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
This appendix also includes a figure showing the capture
zone for the Olympic View well.
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Response to Comment O14-94

Please refer to the response to Hensley, Comment I408-30,
for a discussion of the potential reclaimed water demand and
costs for constructing and implementing a reclaimed water
system. Detailed costs have not been developed for a
reclaimed water system at the Unocal site. If the decision
were made to locate the treatment plant at the Unocal site,
specific costs for conveying reclaimed water to potential
users would be developed. Based on the initial analysis, the
distance between the Unocal site and potential users varies
from one-quarter mile to approximately 5 miles.

Reclaimed water is distributed in dedicated pipelines. On
occasion, during drought conditions, King County has made
reclaimed water available via tanker trucks to users for
special purposes such as stream restoration. The frequency of
tanker truck use at the South Plant has been on the order of
one truck trip per day during summer irrigation season.
However, truck delivery of water or reclaimed water is
neither recommended nor encouraged.

If specific customers for reclaimed water are identified in the
future and specific proposals are made for the construction of
distribution lines or the transport of reclaimed water using
tanker trucks, an evaluation of environmental impacts of
specific proposals would be undertaken at that time.
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Response to Comment O14-95

As stated in the Final EIS, extensive erosion control measures
would be in place during construction to assure that the water
quality of both Willow Creek and Edmonds Marsh are
adequately protected. During project construction, some
dewatering would be required to temporarily lower
groundwater at the site. A groundwater cutoff wall or similar
measure would be installed to minimize possible lowering of
water levels in the creek or nearby marsh. This measure
would also assure that there would be no flow impacts on
Willow Creek. No dewatering would be required following
construction. Please refer to the response to Comment O14-
93 in this letter. Further information can be found in
Appendices 6-C, Management of Water Quality During
construction at the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-D, Permanent
Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the
Final EIS. 

Operation of the Deer Creek Hatchery would not be affected
by construction or operation of the Brightwater Treatment
Plant. As stated above, construction of the treatment plant
would include measures to prevent flow impacts to Willow
Creek. As impacts to the fish hatchery are not anticipated, no
mitigation is proposed. 

Response to Comment O14-96

Impacts to groundwater resources are disclosed in
substantially more detail in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. While
local declines in groundwater would occur in the immediate
vicinity of dewatering operations, only small water level
changes (about 1 foot or less) would be experienced in the
producing wells. Mitigation for impacts is also discussed in
substantially more detail. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comments W5-9
and W5-15.

There would be no permanent alterations to the groundwater
system. A temporary groundwater cutoff wall would be



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1343

constructed to minimize groundwater impacts during the temporary
dewatering of the site during construction. This cutoff wall would be
removed at the end of the construction period at which time dewatering
at the site would cease. The route of the Edmonds Way Drain, which
lies beneath the project site, would be slightly altered. The lower portion
of Willows Creek currently flows through a pipe into Puget Sound. This
portion of the creek would be removed from the pipe and the creek
would be “daylighted” into a reconstructed stream channel. As a result
of these measures, no damages to adjacent properties are expected.
There would be no substantial change in creek flows or groundwater
conditions at the project site. Further information can be found in
Chapter 3 and Appendices 6-C, Management of Water Quality During
Construction at the Treatment Plant Sites, and 6-D, Permanent
Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-97

The central portion of the Route 9 site, where the treatment
plant would be constructed, is currently over 90 percent
impervious (73 of 78 acres). The proposed project would
install large areas of forest and landscape, reducing
impervious area to approximately 56 percent. The Unocal site
is currently covered with 25 acres of impervious area (or
about 52 percent). After project construction, impervious area
would increase, slightly to 28 acres (58 percent). 

All stormwater would be treated and detained following the
guidelines in the Washington State Department of Ecology
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington
(August 2001). More detail can be found in Appendix 6-D,
Permanent Stormwater Management at the Treatment Plant
Sites, of the Final EIS. 

The preliminary level of design detail provided is appropriate
for inclusion in an EIS. Detailed design for planned
stormwater drains and other stormwater facilities would be
developed after the completion of the EIS and approval of the
final project site.

Response to Comment O14-98

That portion of Willow Creek downstream of the project site
currently flows in a pipe to its discharge point in Puget
Sound. The project would restore the lower portion of
Willow Creek to a natural stream channel. The Unocal site is
tightly constrained and space for stormwater detention ponds
would be difficult to accommodate. Given the close
proximity of the Unocal site to Puget Sound, the cost and
space efficiencies of direct discharge to the Sound are
justified from an engineering perspective and further property
acquisition is not envisioned at this time. The restoration of
the lower portion of Willow Creek to a natural stream
channel would result in a net environmental benefit to the
creek. If the Unocal site is selected, King County would work
closely with the City of Edmonds to assure that the
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stormwater system serving the project site protects and enhances
Willow Creek and Edmonds Marsh.

Response to Comment O14-99

Please refer to Chapters 6 and 7 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
impacts to streams and wetlands, including Edmonds Marsh, during
construction and operation of the treatment plant. Chapter 6 also
contains a discussion of approaches to maintain water level overflows in
Edmonds Marsh, of water quality impacts, and of mitigation. Please
refer to Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS for a discussion of hydrogeologic conditions.

The project lies downstream from Deer Creek Fish Hatchery; therefore,
no mitigation is required, as it would not be affected.

King County is not preparing a Supplemental Draft EIS. Please refer to
the response to the Snohomish County Planning and Development
Services, Comment S3-1, for additional discussion.

In response to compensation for landowners, acquisition of the property
would follow the property acquisition process used by King County
Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD). Please refer to the response to
Comment O14-190 for more information.
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Response to Comment O14-100

Information on flooding presented in the Draft EIS was based
on the Federal Emergency Management Agency’s February
19, 1986 Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for the City of
Edmonds. This reference has been added to Chapter 6 of the
Final EIS. This map indicates that portions of Willow Creek
and Edmonds Marsh to the north and east of the site and
coastal areas to the west of the railroad tracks have been
identified as areas that experience 100-year floods. However,
the proposed site for the treatment plant is not identified as a
flood hazard area. In addition, as was disclosed in the Draft
EIS, the plant would be designed to meet all applicable
Ecology flood proofing standards required for treatment plant
sites. 

Response to Comment O14-101

SEPA regulations require that probable impacts be addressed,
but not those that merely have a possibility, remote or
speculative, of occurring (WAC 197-11-782). WAC 197-11-
782 defines probable as: “Probable” means likely or
reasonably likely to occur, as in “a reasonable probability of
more than a moderate effect on the quality of the
environment.” Probable is used to distinguish likely impacts
from those that merely have a possibility of occurring, but are
remote or speculative. This is not meant as a strict statistical
probability test. King County believes that sea level rise
greater than 20 feet (the height above sea level of the Unocal
plant) due to global warming may have a possibility of
occurring but is remote and speculative. 

Response to Comment O14-102

Available information indicates that a substantial tsunami
event in Puget Sound would occur at a frequency very much
less than once in 100 years. A tsunami in Puget Sound is
therefore a remote event and SEPA does not require that
remote events be analyzed in an EIS. Please refer to the
response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-61.
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Response to Comment O14-103

The proposal for stormwater discharge from the Unocal site
is now to construct a new stormwater outfall, which would
discharge into Puget Sound at a depth of about 50 feet. The
stormwater pipe would be placed in the same trench as the
plant outfall. Please refer to Chapters 4, 6, and 7 of the Final
EIS for impacts of constructing, operating, and maintaining
the outfall.

Response to Comment O14-104

It is not anticipated that stormwater runoff from the project
site would contain higher levels of fecal coliforms than those
typically found in runoff from urban areas or from other light
industrial areas. Extensive source control measures would be
implemented at the project site to minimize the chance of
untreated or partially treated wastewater coming into contact
with runoff flowing to the general stormwater system. Please
refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources, Comment W3-27.

Response to Comment O14-105

King County has conducted an assessment of risks associated
with operation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant and
discharges to Puget Sound. This information is included in
Appendix 6-I, Effluent Quality Evaluation for the
Brightwater Membrane Bioreactor and Advanced Primary
System, of the Final EIS. Current and future chemical
concentrations in receiving waters were assessed for their
potential impacts to human health. Impacts from bacteria and
viruses were also evaluated. The risk-based approach
calculated exposure concentrations for people recreating
along the shorelines of Puget Sound and for people
consuming shellfish or finfish, incorporating information
from recreation user surveys, tribal fish consumption surveys,
ambient conditions, and expected dilutions from various
discharge scenarios and outfall configurations. Evaluations
showed, that overall, cancer risks and non-cancer hazard
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estimates were well below EPA guidelines and were mainly attributable
to existing ambient conditions for cancer risks. The addition of
Brightwater-associated risks to existing risks would be negligible.

An evaluation of potential ingestion of microorganisms was also
conducted. As with chemical constituents, individuals would most likely
be exposed to microorganisms in nearshore areas while swimming or
digging in the sand near water. Fecal coliforms are used in both federal
guidance and the Washington State Water Quality Standards to
determine the potential risk of exposure to organisms. Standards are
established to protect human health. Based on dilution modeling
conducted for the project, there would be no significant risk to
individuals in nearshore areas being significantly impacted by exposure
to bacteria or other microorganisms. Please refer to Appendix 6-I for
more information. 

In compliance with NPDES permit conditions, King County would also
regularly collect treated effluent samples and provide results to the
Washington Department of Ecology. Samples would be analyzed for
conventional parameters, nutrients, coliforms, metals, and organics on
varying schedules, ranging from daily to every 6 months. With respect
to potential risks from fecal coliform contamination due to treatment
plant site stormwater runoff, such risks would be very low. There would
be little opportunity for stormwater to come into contact with untreated
effluent. Stormwater from the sites that would be potentially exposed to
chemicals, untreated effluent, or biosolids would be kept separate from
the remainder of the site’s stormwater treatment system and would be
routed through the site for treatment and discharged through the deep
water outfall. Both plants would also include design features that, under
emergency conditions, would minimize the potential for plant upset by
allowing for the routing of flows directly into either the effluent tunnel
for Route 9 or directly to the deep water outfall for the Unocal site. This
would further minimize the possibility of exposure of surrounding
residents to microorganisms in untreated wastewater running off the site
in stormwater.  

Response to Comment O14-106

King County has conducted the most extensive characterization of Puget
Sound circulation to date (Final Report Puget Sound Physical

Oceanography Related to the Triple Junction Region [Ebbesmeyer et
al., 2002]). Additionally King County has modeled effluent transport
under a wide variety of oceanographic conditions. This information was
compiled along with effluent characterization to demonstrate that the
discharged effluent would not significantly change the risks associated
with swimming in Puget Sound. These studies have been published and
are available in Appendices 6-H, Predesign Initial Dilution Assessment,
and 6-I, Effluent Quality Evaluation for the Brightwater Membrane
Bioreactor and Advanced Primary System, of the Final EIS or from
King County in Final Report Puget Sound Physical Oceanography
Related to the Triple Junction Region.

The median effluent dilution reached approximately 603:1 to 1548:1 at
the edge of the chronic mixing zone, (131:1 minimum dilution); 100:1 is
recommended by the Washington State Department of Ecology. King
County is confident that its outfall will comply with all future changes
in Water Quality Standards. Since the publication of the Draft EIS,
Ecology has issued new water quality standards for temperature and
bacteria. Neither of these changes impacts the design or operation of the
Brightwater System. 

King County thoroughly analyzed the anticipated Brightwater effluent
quality for all constituents detected in influent, effluent, and reclaimed
water. King County did not merely analyze for those constituents with
Water Quality Standards and/or Criteria. Due to the high effluent quality
and the a great deal of dilution and mixing in Puget Sound, King County
is confident that any future changes in Water Quality Standards or
Criteria would not impact the permit requirements of Brightwater. 

Reference:

Ebbesmeyer, C.C., G.A. Cannon, B. Nairn, and M. Cawrse. 2002. Final
Report Puget Sound Physical Oceanography Related to the Triple
Junction Region. Prepared for King County Department of Natural
Resources. Seattle, WA. October 2002.
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Response to Comment O14-107

All construction stormwater management at the Brightwater
Treatment Plant would be regulated under an individual
NPDES construction stormwater permit issued by the
Washington State Department of Ecology. During
construction, sediment ponds would be constructed to settle
the sediment present in runoff water from the construction
site. In most cases this is adequate to reduce the sediment and
turbidity levels in runoff to meet water quality standards in
the receiving water. However, in cases where turbidity
standards may be exceeded, additional treatment would be
required. In these cases, there are several approaches. A
polymer such as polyacrylamide may be added to flocculate
the fine suspended material in the runoff. This polymer is
commonly used in drinking water treatment and is non toxic
to aquatic life. A new product called Chitosan is another
promising material being used to clarify stormwater runoff.
This product is derived from crab shells and other chitin
material. None of these additives to stormwater are toxic to
aquatic life. The quantities of materials, if used, would be
determined during the design and construction phase. More
information can be found in Appendix 6-C, Management of
Water Quality During Construction at the Treatment Plant
Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-108

Stormwater and dewatering water would be treated according
to the state water quality guidelines established by the
Washington State Department of Ecology in their Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washington (August
2001), designed to protect beneficial uses of downstream
waters, including fish and wildlife. Through consideration of
these regulations, treated water entering Puget Sound from
the project site during construction is not expected to
negatively affect fish and wildlife species, including juvenile
chinook and other federally threatened species. King County
is also coordinating with NOAA Fisheries and the U.S. Fish
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and Wildlife Service and will be preparing a Biological Assessment to
evaluate impacts listed as threatened under the ESA.

Response to Comment O14-109

Chapter 6 of the Final EIS contains substantially more information
regarding mitigation measures related to surface water impacts during
construction and operation. 
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Response to Comment O14-110

During construction at the Unocal site, dewatering activities
would occur. A groundwater cutoff wall would be installed to
prevent groundwater drawdown effects upon the nearby
marsh. No substantial negative impacts upon the marsh are
anticipated. Please refer to the response to Comment O14-95
in this letter. 

If the Unocal site is selected, the lower portion of Willow
Creek, which is currently conveyed in a pipe, would be
daylighted in a restored stream channel.  This mitigation is
discussed in the mitigation section of Chapter 6 of the Final
EIS. King County is not preparing a Supplemental Draft EIS.
Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-1, for
additional discussion.

Response to Comment O14-111

As designed, Brightwater will meet all federal Clean Water
Act requirements in 2010, in addition to meeting the
requirements of all applicable state and local water pollution
abatement laws. The Draft EIS did not anticipate plant
expansion would be necessary until 2040. However, if tighter
water quality standards are imposed in the future, space on
the plant site is available to add needed equipment and
processes to ensure compliance without compromising the
existing buffers. For more information on cost issues, please
refer to the response Comment O14-43 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-112

The potential for expansion up to 54 mgd for the Route 9 site
and 72 mgd for the Unocal site is included in the plant sites
shown in the EIS. There would be no function land
acquisition for expansion.
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Response to Comment O14-113

Please refer to the response to the Olympic View Water & Sewer
District, Comment D2-2.

Response to Comment O14-114

The Brightwater Treatment Plant is currently being designed to meet all
applicable water quality requirements currently in place. Construction
activities would be guided by the Washington State Department of
Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington
(August 2001), and the plant would be designed to meet discharge
standards established by Ecology. It is speculative at this time to predict
what water quality standards will be in place in 2010. However, King
County will continue to consult with local, state, and federal agencies to
address any water quality concerns and will meet all applicable
regulations. 

Response to Comment O14-115

King County is proposing to utilize membrane bioreactor treatment
technology to provide the highest quality effluent. Membrane bioreactor
(MBR) technology, the Preferred Alternative for Brightwater secondary
water treatment (King County, 2003), yields an effluent that is highly
clarified and low in ammonia when compared to conventional systems
and is expected to remove 72–85 percent of the total ammonia
(Parametrix, 2003). In addition, N:P and ammonia:nitrate ratios in the
MBR effluent more closely match the receiving waters than
conventionally treated effluent (Parametrix 2003, Sukapanpotharam and
Bucher, 2003). Maintaining a natural balance in these ratios is an
important consideration given that nutrient ratios have been shown to
play an important role in algal growth and other physiological
processes, and specifically, that changes in these ratios have been
implicated as triggers for HABs (Hodgkiss and Ho, 1997). Further
discussion can be found in Appendix 7-D, Assessment of Potential
Influence of Brightwater Discharges on Harmful Algae Blooms in Puget
Sound, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-116

No significant adverse environmental impacts to Olympic View Water
and Sewer District’s (OVWSD’s) supply wells are anticipated during
construction or long-term operations of the Brightwater System. Please
refer to the response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-9, for a summary of the groundwater impact and
mitigation analyses conducted for the OVWSD system and to Appendix
6-B Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS for more detail.
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Response to Comment O14-117

The frequency at which effluent monitoring occurs would be
stipulated in the NPDES permit. Presently, King County
monitors conventional parameters, such as N, P, BOD and
COD, more frequently than permit requirements because
these are indicators of a properly functioning treatment
system. There are no plans for an alarm system. 

Response to Comment O14-118

The Final EIS contains a reference to the City of Edmonds
Community Development code. Please refer to the response
to Comment O14-98 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O14-119

SEPA states that the lead agency shall prepare its threshold
determination ad EIS, if required, at the earliest possible
point in the planning and decision making process, when he
principal features of a proposal and its environmental impacts
can be reasonable identified. King County had sufficient
information about the facility design and wastewater
treatment processing technology of the Brightwater system to
evaluate the environmental impacts in the Draft EIS. The
Draft EIS evaluated the impacts of providing wastewater
treatment that meets secondary standards. The Final EIS
identifies membrane bioreactors as the preferred technology
for achieving that goal.

Response to Comment O14-120

Endangered Species Act (ESA) review has not been
completed. Once the final site has been selected, King
County would prepare a Biological Assessment (BA) as part
of the permitting requirements to comply with Section 7 of
the ESA. The BA will be submitted to the federal permitting
agencies for their review. Information, including the potential
effects to species listed under the ESA and conservation
measures, will be contained in this document. 
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Response to Comment O14-121

Chapter 7 of the Final EIS has been revised to accurately
reflect the historic use of the site and the current site
conditions.

Response to Comment O14-122

The forested slope above Puget Sound is part of a larger
wildlife movement corridor along Puget Sound. This
statement is made in Chapter 7 and Appendix 7-C, Unocal
Site Sensitive Areas Technical Report, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-123

Bald eagles use perch trees for finding prey in Puget Sound,
and the forested habitat on the Unocal site provides suitable
perches for bald eagles foraging in the area. This statement is
made in Chapter 7 and Appendix 7-C, Unocal Site Sensitive
Areas Technical Report, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-124

Tom Cyra from the Washington State Department of Fish
and Wildlife surveyed the Unocal site and Edmonds Marsh
for great blue herons on March 26, 2002, and on May 1, 2001
(Brookshire, personal communication, 2002). Specific times
and durations of observations were not available on field
observation data sheets.

Reference:

Brooksire, J. 2002. Telephone conversations on June 13, July
2, and July 30,2002. Washington State Department of Fish
and Wildlife. Olympia, Washington.

Response to Comment O14-125

Additional wetland studies will not be conducted until after
the final treatment plant site has been selected by King
County. One seep wetland (Wetland C in the Final EIS) has
been delineated on the slope above Puget Sound. This small
wetland would be removed as part of the site development.
Wetland impacts and mitigation measures, including impacts
from construction and operations, are described in Chapter 7
of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-126

Chapter 7 of the Final EIS has been revised to compare and
contrast the operational impacts at each of the two treatment
plant sites.

The impacts of an emergency discharge (sewage spill) would
not substantially differ between the two sites. Both sites
would have the same safety relief point located in the
Sammamish River and would also provide the option, in the
unlikely event of a plant failure, to route flows of influent
directly to the effluent conveyance line. In the case of the
Route 9 site, untreated wastewater would be mixed with
treated effluent in the effluent tunnel, which would then be
conveyed to an outfall in Puget Sound. For the Unocal site,
influent would bypass the site and similarly be mixed with
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treated effluent in the outfall to Puget Sound. The likelihood of such
discharges would be similar to the likelihood of discharges to the
Sammamish River which is approximately once per 100 years in 2030,
gradually increasing to once per 75 years in 2050. Please refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a description of the five-part emergency
wastewater overflow system and the last resort safety relief point. 
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Response to Comment O14-127

Upland grassland is identified in Chapter 7 of the Final
EIS. Chapter 7 discusses both forested and grassland
habitat. The total amount of upland grassland and
upland forest that would be incorporated into the
wetland and stream mitigation area is also provided in
Chapter 7 and additional information on grassland and
forest habitat is provided in Appendix 7-B, Route 9 Site
Sensitive Areas Technical Report.
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Response to Comment O14-128

Specific information on the plant design and wastewater
treatment processes for the Brightwater Treatment Plant is
provided in Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-129

For the Route 9 site, Snohomish County Public Utility
District (PUD) would supply electrical energy to the site from
the SNO-KING substation via two independent 115 kV
electrical feeders, one new feeder along SR-9 and one
existing along 228th Street SE. For the Unocal site,
approximately 4 miles of 115 kV transmission line would be
necessary to bring adequate power and backup power to the
site from the nearest substation, each of which is
approximately 2 miles from the site. The final route of these
transmission lines would be decided during the final design
and have not been included in the Final EIS.

For the Route 9 site, the transmission lines may potentially be
above ground. For the Unocal site, the lines would be below
ground if required by local jurisdictions. WAC 197-11-
440(6)(a) directs the EIS to “analyze significant impacts of
the alternatives... Elements of the environment that are not
significantly affected need not be discussed.” The potential
health impacts of above-ground and below-ground power
lines have been addressed in numerous studies and EISs
prepared by major utilities and are not considered to be
significant. Power lines are constructed in association with all
major infrastructure projects in the region; health effects from
these installations are most appropriately addressed by the
energy providers. 

The substation does fit on the Unocal site, as shown by the
site layouts in Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS. At the Unocal site, the substation is
along the western edge of the site. At the Route 9 site, the
substation is in the northwestern portion of the treatment
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plant. Biogas would not be stored onsite. Biogas would be used as a fuel
in the cogeneration facility to help provide power to run the entire
treatment plant at average wet weather flow capacity. Additional
information has been provided on the energy requirements and facility
design in Appendix 3-A.
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Response to Comment O14-130

A cogeneration facility would be located at each treatment
plant site to provide capacity for average annual
consumption. The cogeneration facility would contain gas
turbines, and/or reciprocating engines, and/or fuel cells that
would provide electrical power using biogas (gas produced
during the treatment plant’s anaerobic digestion process that
contains mostly methane and carbon dioxide) and natural gas
as the fuel source. The facility would provide sufficient
power to run the entire treatment plant at average wet-
weather flow (AWWF) capacity, including the influent pump
station, should power be lost from the grid. Under normal
operations the cogeneration facility would run using biogas.
The dual feed electrical service would meet the NPDES
requirements for backup power and provide for reliability and
redundancy. Natural gas would be required for the
cogeneration facility, but not for the NPDES backup system.
Construction of the plant would require both power lines and
natural gas lines to each site. The cumulative impacts are
included in the discussion of treatment plant impacts in
Chapter 8 of the Final EIS.

In severe weather, there is the possibility of power outages.
However, the Brightwater Treatment Plant would have a dual
feed electrical service for redundancy and reliability.
Snohomish County Public Utility District (PUD) would
supply electrical energy to the site from the SNO-KING
substation via two independent 115 kV electrical feeders that
would pass through local substations at both the Route 9 and
Unocal sites. The SNO-KING substation is a major, dual fed
substation, with primary power feeds from Bonneville Power
Administration (BPA) and auxiliary feeds from Seattle City
Light and Puget Sound Energy. This substation is the major
electrical substation within Snohomish County. It is
considered extremely reliable and coupled with the two
independent, high voltage feeders to the plant, would provide
adequate redundancy to meet permit requirements for
reliability. In addition, the plant would have electrical
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cogeneration capacity to handle the load during average wet weather
flows. 

The specific routes that the power lines and natural gas line would take
would be decided during final design and are not included in maps in
the Final EIS. Typically the routing is the responsibility of the service
provider and is subject to separate environmental review. Additional
information on the backup power system is provided in Appendix 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-131

SEPA does not require the inclusion of financial information
or cost/benefit analyses, as outlined in WAC 197-11-450; this
information is not included in the SEPA documentation.

Diesel would be stored onsite in a 1,000-gallon above-ground
tank. Please refer to the responses to the City of Woodinville,
Comments C5-91 and C5-95, and Comment O14-130 in this
letter. Cumulative impacts to wildlife from the Brightwater
Treatment System are discussed in Chapter 7 of the Final
EIS, specific impacts from power sources are not discussed.
These impacts are included in the overall discussion of
cumulative impacts from the overall project.

Response to Comment O14-132

Biogas would be used in the cogeneration facility to help
provide sufficient power to run the facility during average
wet weather flow (AWWF) capacity. 

There are no restrictions for the use of biogas. Cogeneration
facilities would be constructed to meet all building and safety
codes. Biogas would not be stored onsite. The environmental
impacts of biogas are discussed in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS.
There would be no gas releases or air quality impacts from
the digesters. They would have fixed covers and any
emergency releases for pressure release would be treated in
carbon systems for odor control. 

Anaerobic digestion is used at wastewater treatment facilities
throughout the United States that are located near residential
and commercial areas. It has been proven to be a safe and
reliable solids processing technology, used for decades
throughout the world. The treatment processes for both the
Route 9 and Unocal plants include anaerobic digestion. No
biogas would be stored onsite. The digesters themselves are
typically designed and operated to be safe and are compatible
with land uses such as those planned for the each site and its
surrounding area. Anaerobic digestion is supported by King
County’s current biosolids policies. These policies were
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adopted by the King County Council in November 1999, as part of the
Regional Wastewater Services Plan, Ordinance 13680. The policies are
intended to guide King County to continue to produce and market Class
B biosolids. The ordinance states that King County shall strive to
achieve beneficial use of wastewater solids. A beneficial use can be any
use that proves to be environmentally safe, economically sound, and
utilizes the advantageous qualities of the material. Anaerobic digestion
produces biosolids that can be used for beneficial reuse. A risk
assessment has not been conducted. SEPA regulations require that
probable impacts be addressed, but not those that merely have a
possibility, remote or speculative, of occurring (WAC 197-11-782). A
risk assessment for anaerobic digestion is not required by SEPA. No risk
assessment on biogas was performed.
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Response to Comment O14-133

The impacts on the electricity and natural gas rates, and
potential mitigation, were not analyzed as part of the Final
EIS. Consistent with the SEPA rules (WAC 197-11-444), the
Draft EIS and Final EIS are organized around elements of the
environment. SEPA does not require the evaluation of
economic impacts resulting from a proposed action. “SEPA
contemplates that the general welfare, social, economic and
other requirements and essential considerations of state
policy will be taken into account in weighting and balancing
alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS is not
required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects
and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing
judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision
makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

Response to Comment O14-134

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-132 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-135

The energy required for each alternative, including the
Unocal 72-mgd sub-alternative, is included in Appendix 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

The primary water requirement for treatment plant
construction is for dust suppression. To the extent possible,
this requirement would be minimized by covering material
stockpiles with plastic sheeting and by planning staging
excavation so that actual construction of the structures would
begin shortly after the groundcover is removed. Given these
mitigation efforts, water would still be required in areas
where excavation is in progress and on temporary interior
roads that are not paved. Generally, a contractor would be
required to have one water tanker truck on site (typically with
a capacity of approximately 3,500 gallons). During dry
summer months, the contractor may use nearly four tanker
trucks per day while excavation is in progress. Contractors
typically receive permission to fill tankers from local fire
hydrants and pay fees for water usage. If there were onsite
ponds containing clean water, the contractor could also pump
from those ponds into the tanker. However, the largest
demand for water is in dry periods when ponds would likely
be low or dry. Therefore, during dry periods, contractors
could use up to 14,000 gallons of water per day for dust
suppression. Other construction needs for water, such as
housekeeping and washdown, are minor; generally less than
1,000 gallons per day. Bottled drinking water would typically
be provided for workers.

The water requirements during operation of the plant would
be limited to potable water use for employees and plant
processes and would average approximately 350 gallons per
minute. These are not considered significant environmental
impacts. In addition, much of the plant water needs would be
met using reclaimed water produced at the plant and the
water requirements during future expansions of the treatment
plant would not vary greatly. The City of Edmonds would
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provide the water for the Unocal site and the Cross Valley Water
District for the Route 9 site. The impact on natural resources during
construction and operation is discussed in Chapter 17 of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment O14-136

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-40 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-137

Population and employment forecasts in north King County
and south Snohomish County and how those forecasts are
used to calculate wastewater flows are discussed Chapter 2
and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the
Final EIS.

King County Executive Ron Sims proposed candidate sites
for the Brightwater Treatment Plant on March 27, 2001.
Between March 27 and May 15, 2001, meetings and briefings
occurred with many affected jurisdictions and community
groups. The Executive Advisory Committee, whose members
were appointed by Executives Drewel and Sims, included
representatives from tribal governments, local jurisdictions,
business, labor, and community organizations. The Executive
Advisory Committee met on April 12 and May 10, 2001 to
discuss the candidate sites. Four public workshops were held
in April 2001 to allow individuals, jurisdictions, and
organizations to express their opinions on the candidate sites.
The Council held a public hearing on May 14, 2001. On May
15, 2001, the council adopted six candidate sites for the
Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment O14-138

Impacts of marine discharge to Puget Sound are disclosed in
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. Please refer to the response to
Comment O14-114 in this letter, regarding compliance with
applicable water quality standards. 

Response to Comment O14-139

The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) discussed a
number of alternatives for providing increased capacity to
meet our regional wastewater treatment needs. These
alternatives included the expansion of our two regional
facilities, construction of smaller satellite facilities, and
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construction of a new regional wastewater facility. It was determined
that a new regional facility would best meet our long-term wastewater
needs. Additional information can be found in Chapter 2 of the Final
EIS. In addition to acknowledging the need for a third regional
treatment plant, the RWSP also calls for expansion at the South
Treatment Plant in Renton by 2029. 

Regarding water quality, King County’s facilities treat wastewater to
secondary levels in compliance with all applicable federal Clean Water
Act guidelines and state water pollution abatement laws. 

King County’s wastewater treatment facilities are funded directly by
ratepayers, not through the general fund revenues that cover costs for
parks and related services. 
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Response to Comment O14-140

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-105 in this
letter that addresses the need for a risk assessment. With
respect to the cause of overflows into Lake Washington,
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS noted that King County currently
provides wastewater service not only to King County, but (as
of 2000) to approximately 107,000 residents in Snohomish
County. As a result, overflows into Lake Washington are the
combined effects of flows and population from both King and
Snohomish Counties. 

Response to Comment O14-141

Chapter 9 addresses emissions only with respect to
Environmental Health. Chapter 5 of the Final EIS addresses
“esthetic” emissions, or odors.

Response to Comment O14-142

Please refer to Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS for a list, description, and quantities of
the materials and chemicals used in the treatment process. A
description of the delivery, handling, and storage facilities is
also provided in Appendix 3-A. Please refer to the response
to the Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment
W5-77, for a discussion of operational spill prevention and
emergency cleanup measures, and to Comment W5-35, for a
discussion of the likelihood of spills or leaks from pipeline
breaks or leakages that could result in groundwater or soil
contamination. Please refer to the response to the Snohomish
County Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-
256, for a discussion of airborne pathogens or plant failure
resulting in the release of hazardous fumes. Potential releases
of contaminants from emergency overflows are discussed in
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-143

Potential environmental health impacts are disclosed in
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS. As noted in this chapter, it is very
difficult to monitor the presence of viruses in secondary
treated wastewater. As a result, it is not reasonable at this
time to speculate on all potential types of viruses that could
be present in wastewater or their potential symptoms. Chapter
9, however, does disclose that previous studies have shown
secondary treatment with disinfection to be 48 to 96 percent
effective at removing viruses. More information on proposed
disinfection processes at each treatment plant site is provided
in the Project Description in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
In compliance with NPDES permit conditions established by
Ecology, King County would regularly monitor effluent
quality and compile results for submittal to the agency.
Samples would be analyzed for conventional parameters,
nutrients, coliforms, metals, and organics on varying
schedules, ranging from daily to every 6 months. Due to the
difficulties discussed above, these monitoring requirements
do not include monitoring for viruses. This required
monitoring program is intended to ensure that the treatment
system is properly functioning and that health risks to human
and risks to the aquatic environment are minimized. 

With respect to beach closures and impacts to human health,
there have been no reported human health impacts from
overflows at treatment plants. Between 1999 and 2003, only
two overflow incidents at treatment plants, and only one
overflow, an event at the West Point plant in January 2000,
warranted postings of warning signs along beaches (Budka,
2003).

During larger rain storms, primarily during the non-summer
rainy season, overflows do occur at various Combined Sewer
Overflow (CSO) points throughout older portions of King
County’s system and can result in temporary beach closures.
These overflows, however, are due to the combined effects of
stormwater and wastewater flows in older portions of the
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King County and local systems and are typically not related to the
performance of treatment plants. King County is currently working with
the state Department of Ecology and has several projects underway or in
the planning stages to reduce CSO overflows throughout its system. By
providing additional system capacity, Brightwater would actually help
to reduce the frequency and volume of overflows throughout the system
compared to the No Action Alternative. 

With respect to nutrients, as noted in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS, treated
effluent from the Brightwater Treatment Plant would be provided with
secondary treatment and would meet all applicable water quality
requirements as determined by Ecology. As a result, nutrient impacts to
Puget Sound beyond the mixing zone would be minimal. Because the
project does not propose any discharges to wetlands and would be
guided by Ecology stormwater requirements, nutrient impacts to
wetlands are expected to be minimal.

Reference:

Budka, Ben, King County Water Quality Trouble Call Coordinator.
Personal communication, memorandum to Scott Mickelson, King
County Water Quality Program Planner III, May 2003. 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1376

Response to Comment O14-144

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-143 in this
letter for a discussion of monitoring and past overflows at
King County treatment plants. This monitoring, as well as
reporting of results, would be required by the Washington
State Department of Ecology as part of compliance with King
County’s NPDES permit. While the facility design, system
components that would minimize the potential for plant
upset, and depth of discharge would greatly minimize the
likelihood of fecal coliform violations, it is not possible to
completely ensure that such violations would never occur,
since emergency situations do occur. In addition, under
certain conditions, bacterial loads in stormwater discharges
and from existing City of Edmonds wastewater outfalls may
contribute to bacteria levels in the project area. In the event
that such violations do occur in nearshore areas where
individuals could come in contact with water, King County
would take appropriate steps to post beach closures, notify
the public, and test beach areas until cause for concern has
passed.

Response to Comment O14-145

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-105 in this
letter, which discusses the risk assessment conducted for the
proposed project. 
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Response to Comment O14-146

This statement is made because the types of potential
contaminants used on construction sites would be similar to
other large construction sites. Like other projects, spills could
include petroleum products, solvents, lubricants, and other
materials. The project would require a Spill Prevention and
Emergency Cleanup Plan, as part of applicable stormwater
permits. This requirement is also similar to other large
construction projects. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-77.
Please refer to the response to the City of Woodinville,
Comment C5-102, for a discussion of King County and
Washington State requirements for the development of a
“Site Specific Health and Safety Plan” for all King County
project construction sites. Health risks from materials used
onsite during construction would be similar to those at other
large construction sites. This is because the types of
chemicals that would be used and the applicable health and
safety requirements would also not substantially differ from
other large construction projects.

Response to Comment O14-147

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-105 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-148

As discussed in more detail in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS,
human health risks associated with spills and airborne
releases during plant operation are expected to be minimal.
This would be the case for all populations. Please refer to the
response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-256, for more
information about the potential for releases of airborne
chemicals or pathogens. With respect to emergency
overflows, please refer to the response to the Washington
State Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-121.
Chapter 9 of the Final EIS discloses that there is the potential
for impacts to human health associated with overflows at the
proposed safety relief point in the Sammamish River.
Individuals coming in contact with overflows could be
exposed to pathogens, resulting in illness. However, as noted
in the response to Comment W3-121, overflows would be
very infrequent, occurring only approximately once every
100 years by 2040, gradually increasing to once every 75
years by 2050. Impacts would be minimized during overflow
events by notifying public health agencies, media sources,
and the public. Please refer to the response to the Town of
Woodway, Comment C7-53, for more information on
notification requirements. 

Response to Comment O14-149

As was noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, as of 2000 King
County collected wastewater from approximately 107,000
customers in Snohomish County under wastewater disposal
agreements from a number of jurisdictions in the County. As
this wastewater is collected and conveyed to King County’s
regional conveyance system, any overflows into Lake
Washington or the Sammamish River would be contributed
to by flows not only from King County, but also from
Snohomish County. 

Should the No Action Alternative be implemented, overflows
would increase in frequency and volume over time, starting
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approximately in 2010. These overflows could result in decreased water
quality and environmental impacts, and increased human health risks.
The location of overflows is more a factor of system features rather than
geography. Overflows are most likely to occur in the vicinity of the
Kenmore Pump Station, as this is the hydraulically lowest part of the
conveyance system that collects wastewater from north King and south
Snohomish counties. Probabilities of overflows into the Sammamish
River would increase from one event per every 20 years to one event per
year in 2020. Overflow volumes to the Sammamish River in a 20-year
peak flow event would be approximately 60 million gallons in 2020;
average annual overflow volumes would be 20 million gallons.
Additional flows directed to the South Treatment Plant in Renton after
2010 would not receive secondary treatment and would be discharged to
Puget Sound with only primary treatment. Some secondary treated
effluent may also be discharged to the Green River. More information
on the projected frequency, timing, and location of overflows is
provided in Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No Action Alternative, of
the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment O14-150

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-149 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-151

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, which provides
substantial new information regarding specific treatment
processes and technologies, including the proposed use of
Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) technology, which has been
used only at a handful of facilities nationwide.

Response to Comment O14-152

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-121, for a
discussion of overflow potential and risks. Please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-35, for a discussion of the risk of spills during
plant operation. Finally, please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-124, for a discussion of the risk of construction
spills. Because they are usually accidental in nature or caused
by unforeseeable events, it is not feasible to numerically
calculate risks of chemical spills during construction and
operation, or from events such as earthquakes. Such
calculations would be speculative at best and would not be
appropriate for a SEPA analysis. Consistent with the intent of
SEPA, the Final EIS acknowledges that these events could
occur and discloses their potential impacts. With respect to
overflows from the proposed safety relief point in the
Sammamish River, the potential frequency has been
calculated, and the impacts from such events disclosed in
Chapters 6, 7, and 9, and to Appendix 3-E, Flow
Management and Safety Relief Point, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment O14-153

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-105 in this letter for more
information about the risk assessment conducted by King County for the
Brightwater project.

Response to Comment O14-154

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-105 in this letter for more
information about the risk assessment conducted by King County for the
Brightwater project.
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Response to Comment O14-155

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-71 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-156

Regulatory standards and guidelines for noise and vibration
are set for the purpose of protecting human and
environmental health. Significant research on the health
effects of noise and vibration has been conducted by
regulatory agencies prior to adopting these standards.
Therefore, it is the accepted practice to conduct SEPA
analysis on the basis of compliance with regulatory standards.
The Final EIS has been revised to include additional detail on
construction noise and vibration impacts and on the
contribution of specific process equipment and plant
operations to overall noise levels. In addition, further
information is provided on how the noise levels would be
controlled. Also, please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comments S3-132 and S3-133.

Anticipated construction noise impacts on animal populations
in the Unocal Marsh and elsewhere in the project vicinity
were discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS. This discussion
has been expanded in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS. The
discussion of noise impacts on human populations has been
expanded in Chapter 10. No long-term noise and vibration
impacts on human or animal populations due to operation of
Brightwater System facilities are expected, because noise and
vibration would be mitigated to levels slightly above the
existing minimum ambient levels. Please refer to the response
to Comment O14-40 in this letter regarding the inclusion of
supporting documents in the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-157

The period during which “essential utility service”
construction is exempt from maximum noise levels under
Washington Administrative Code 173-60-50 has been
clarified in the Final EIS to the hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. 

Chapter 10 of the Final EIS has also expanded the discussion
of construction noise impacts and mitigation to note that
construction could occur for longer periods of time during
key construction periods. Also please refer to the responses to
the Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-133, and to the City of Woodinville, Comment
C5-105.

The Draft and Final EIS both evaluate the short- and long-
term effects of noise and vibration from construction and
operation of Brightwater System facilities. These impacts are
described for both human and animal populations, as
described in the response to Comment O14-156 in this letter. 
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Response to Comment O14-158

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-156 in this
letter. The regulatory requirements for noise and vibration are
important to the impact analysis because the codes are
designed to protect residential land use from excessive noise
and vibration from adjacent industrial and commercial land
uses. The noise and vibration code limits have been deemed
appropriate and practical by environmental studies and by
many years of jurisdictional enforcement.

Construction noise and vibration impacts would be
intermittent and would be mitigated as described in the Final
EIS. Please refer to the responses to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-133, and
the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-105. Operational
noise would be mitigated to a 5 dBA increase above the
minimum existing ambient noise level. The cumulative
impact of noise from plant operation over the minimum
existing ambient noise level is considered in the 5 dBA
increase. Operational vibration would be mitigated to
imperceptible levels at the nearest residences. Please refer to
the responses to the Port of Edmonds, Comments G3-36 and
G3-37.

No long-term noise and vibration impacts to Unocal Marsh
inhabitants and visitors are expected from Brightwater
System facilities because the mitigated noise levels would be
lower than the existing maximum ambient noise levels, and
mitigated vibration sources would be below perceptible
threshold levels. Please refer to the response to Comment
O14-40 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O14-159

Regulations and codes governing construction and operation
noise and vibration apply to conveyance as well as to
treatment facilities, and provide an appropriate and accepted
basis for impact analysis. Also, please refer to the response to
Comment O14-158 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O14-160

The cited text from page 10-7 of the Draft EIS was not
relevant to the impact evaluation and has been deleted.
Successful calibration before and after recording of data was
achieved for all ambient noise and vibration data used in the
Draft EIS analysis. Adequate noise data was obtained to
determine the minimum and maximum hour ambient noise
levels and when they occurred, as needed for evaluation of
construction and operation noise impacts. The reference to
statistical analysis of data (cited in the comment on page 12-
7, paragraph 2) pertains to how the monitoring instrument
tracks the percentage occurrence of the varying ambient noise
levels with respect to the peak noise level. This is explained
in Chapter 10 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-161

Ground-borne vibration results from the propagation of
vibration waves through the ground. Vibration waves can be
caused by any one of various sources, including mechanical
equipment, large vehicles such as trains, and traffic on rough
roads. The perception and effects of ground-borne vibration
are similar regardless of the source. The Federal Transit
Administration (FTA) has taken a lead role in determining
vibration impact criteria and mitigation methods based on
FTA’s own research and the work of others. The FTA has a
long history of nationwide experience upon which to base
their conclusions and recommendations. The cited FTA
document details the procedures for noise and vibration
impact assessment and relies on a review of state-of-the-art
research on human perception of ground-borne vibration. It is
believed that human perception of ground-borne vibration
from construction and operation of Brightwater System
facilities would be similar to human perception of ground-
borne vibration from transit projects.

Response to Comment O14-162

The measurement of ambient noise at the Unocal site was
performed in accordance with industry standards for noise
monitoring. Existing ambient noise levels at the site were
measured at sufficient locations to determine the lowest
hourly minimum and the highest hourly maximum levels.
Adding more monitoring locations would not yield different
results and would not affect the impact assessment or
proposed mitigation. Lower minimum noise levels are not
expected at other times of the year, since the measurements
were made in dry weather, when noise levels are not
influenced by traffic tire noise on wet pavement. Also, please
refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-134.
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Response to Comment O14-163

Additional information on conveyance noise, based upon a more
specific definition of portal locations, is included in Appendix 10-B,
Noise and Vibration: Conveyance, of the Final EIS. The new analysis
proposes monitoring of ambient noise levels at the portals prior to
construction for inclusion as guidance to permit conditions or contract
requirements. This is presented as a mitigation measure in the Final EIS.
Nighttime minimum ambient noise levels along the conveyance
corridors will likely be in the low 30’s dBA, similar to those monitored
on the Unocal site, and construction and operations noise impacts and
mitigation would be similar to those for the treatment plant on the
Unocal site.
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Response to Comment O14-164

Although construction noise levels are not regulated during
the daytime hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m., King County proposes
to mitigate noise impacts by specific measures described in
Appendices 10-A, Noise and Vibration: Treatment Plant, and
10-B, Noise and Vibration: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.
Appendix 10-A also states, “Any construction activities
required outside of exempt daytime hours can only be
conducted under an exemption permit or variance. If an
exemption permit or variance is granted for nighttime
construction activities, the noise level limits for residential
land use during nighttime hours will be applied.” A long-term
health risk assessment from noise exposure is not applicable
to the Brightwater construction activities because of the
intermittent nature of the noise and the fact that noise would
be maintained at acceptable levels per the applicable
jurisdiction’s codes during non-exempt (nighttime) hours.
Also, please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-133.

Response to Comment O14-165

Vibration impacts and mitigation are described in Appendices
10-A, Noise and Vibration: Treatment Plant, and 10-B, Noise
and Vibration: Conveyance, of the Final EIS. Slides and
liquefaction of soils would not result from construction
vibration, since those construction activities producing
vibration are also processes which include reinforcement of
the adjacent soils by shoring, sheeting, ground freezing, or
tunnel lining.

Response to Comment O14-166

Noise monitoring location number 1 (NML-1), is the closest
onsite location where construction may occur relative to
adjacent residences. The Draft and Final EIS also discuss
construction truck noise impacts on Pine Street, which would
be closer to residences. The selected locations for noise
monitoring are adequate and appropriate based upon accepted
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methods for noise impact analysis. Also, please refer to the response to
the Snohomish County Planning and Development Services, Comment
S3-134. For information on construction noise impacts on human and
wildlife populations, please refer to Chapters 7 and 10 of the Final EIS
and to the response to Comment O14-156 in this letter. 

Increases or decreases in business revenues, tax revenues, and property
values are not environmental impacts, and are not addressed in the EIS.
Before construction begins, King County will work with local
jurisdictions to gain permits and will work to address concerns
associated with the construction and operation of the Brightwater
System. 
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Response to Comment O14-167

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O14-168

Updated conveyance and portal information is available in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. The cited section of the Draft EIS
does in fact contain an impact analysis, and it references
Table 10-8 for maximum noise levels. The Final EIS
provides additional data in Chapter 10 relating to the noise
and vibration impacts during construction of the conveyance.

 Response to Comment O14-169

Appendix 10-B, Noise and Vibration: Conveyance, of the
Final EIS provides more information on vibration impacts
from tunneling. The analysis indicates that vibration from
tunneling operations would not be sufficient to cause damage
to structures or property.

Construction noise levels shown in the Draft EIS for portals
are based on the same noise sources and construction
activities as those at the treatment plant sites. As noise levels
at any given location are a function of distance from the noise
source, construction activities would have similar impacts as
for the facility sites at equal distances. Since the portal sites
are smaller than the treatment plant sites, impacts in the
vicinity of portal locations could be greater if receivers are
closer to construction activities.
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Response to Comment O14-170

King County does not propose to monitor noise and vibration
at the treatment plant on an ongoing basis. Mitigation
measures specified in the Final EIS would result in operating
noise levels at the nearest residences that would not exceed
the minimum nighttime noise levels of the applicable
jurisdiction’s noise code. The code-required noise levels are
deemed adequate for an acceptable residential exterior
environment.

Construction noise mitigation is specified in Appendices 10-
A, Noise and Vibration: Treatment Plant, and 10-B, Noise
and Vibration: Conveyance, of the Final EIS. Also, please
refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-133.

Demonstration that noise mitigation measures have achieved
the criteria stated in the Final EIS would occur as part of
Brightwater System commissioning and start-up activities.
Noise monitoring would be conducted at this time to confirm
that the noise limits committed to by King County would be
met.

Construction contract documents would place noise
performance responsibility on the contractors and equipment
suppliers. Appendix 10-B includes a construction noise
monitoring plan with reporting procedures described for the
conveyance system that has also been added to the treatment
plant construction noise mitigation discussion in Appendix
10-A.
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Response to Comment O14-171

Temporary noise level increases would be those occurring
only during construction activities, before start-up and
operation of Brightwater System facilities. Construction is
scheduled as shown in Appendix 3-G, Construction
Approach and Schedule, of the Final EIS. Construction
activities producing noise are intermittent and would be
limited to daytime hours unless an exemption permit or
variance is granted. Also, please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services,
Comment S3-133.

Locally significant impacts would be those experienced by
residences that are nearest to construction haul routes or
nearest to construction activities on a Brightwater Treatment
Plant site. Construction noise mitigation would apply
primarily to those nearest residences, and the significant
impacts would be those associated with peak noise levels of
single-event type noise sources of short duration, such as
truck pass-by. As noted above, the increased noise levels
associated with construction would be temporary, up to
several years’ duration, and would not extend beyond the
period of construction activities. 



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1395



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1396

Response to Comment O14-172

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-71 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-173

Additional introductory information has been added to
Chapter 11 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-174

Given that Brightwater is a regional facility that will serve
the future needs of a broad geographic distribution (south
Snohomish County and north King County), it is difficult to
choose a site that would truly represent a significant share of
the service area population. Please refer to Appendices 2-B,
Portal Screening Level 1 and 2 Documentation, and 2-C,
Portal 19 Screening Level 3 Documentation, of the Final EIS,
and to the following documents for a discussion of the
Brightwater siting process: Siting the Brightwater Treatment
Facilities Site Selection and Screening Activities (King
County, March 2001) and Brightwater Siting Project, Phase
2 System Descriptions and Evaluation (King County,
September 2001).

Response to Comment O14-175

The referenced text has been revised in Chapter 11 of the
Final EIS to provide clarification regarding use of the word
“commercial” in the description of existing land use.

Response to Comment O14-176

The referenced text in Chapter 11 has been revised in the
Final EIS to indicate that single-family residences are located
directly to the east and south of the site boundary. The zoning
map for the Unocal site indicates the relationship between the
project site and adjacent residential zoned land. The closest
residences are located just east of SR-104 and south of Pine
Street and are less than 1/4 mile from the site boundary. The
exact distances to each residence have not been measured. 
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Response to Comment O14-177

The term “conservancy shoreline” refers to the shoreline
designations that have been established by the City of
Edmonds Shoreline Master Program. It is defined as sparsely
developed areas exhibiting some natural constraints such as
wetland conditions. These are further classified into saltwater
and upland areas generally lying waterward of the western
boundary of the “urban railroad environment, and freshwater
areas associated with Lake Ballinger.”

The shoreline designations and requirements are discussed as
they relate to the siting of Brightwater System facilities, such
as the outfall, within these designated areas. The referenced
text in Chapter 11 has been revised in the Final EIS to
provide clarification.

Response to Comment O14-178

Recent Level 2 portal screening that was conducted as part of
the Brightwater conveyance predesign identified candidate
sites to carry forward for further screening. These sites met
engineering needs and minimized environmental and
community impacts. The Brightwater Conveyance Predesign
Level 2 Portal Screening process is described in Chapter 2
and included in Appendix 2-B, Portal Screening Level 1 and
2 Documentation, of the Final EIS.

The exact location of portal facilities would be determined
once a final Brightwater System alternative is selected.
During the design phase of the project, King County will
work with property owners, local communities, and
jurisdictions to develop detailed mitigation and design
specific to the selected Brightwater System alternative. The
process for ongoing site and facility design and the
community’s role in this process, is described more fully in
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. The process of community input
is already underway, beginning with a series of Brightwater
workshops held in 2002. A final design team has been
selected and is currently developing preliminary design
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materials in concert with a series of Technical Seminars open to all
community participants held during the summer of 2003. In response to
preparing a Supplemental Draft EIS, please refer to the response to the
Snohomish County Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-
1. 

Response to Comment O14-179

With regards to the fence, no decisions have yet been made on the
materials and exact location of the fence and associated security system
and landscaping of external buffer areas. This would be done as an
element of final design. Regardless of the site selected, the fence and
buffer areas are a major element of the architectural design and would
be designed to be aesthetically pleasing. Community Design Workshops
will be held during predesign and final design to identify community
priorities for incorporation in facility design.

Regardless of the site selected, the exterior buffer and other visible
aspects of the treatment facilities are important to the overall design. To
the extent possible, every effort would be made to screen the facility and
make it visually agreeable. This would also be a community decision. A
minimum setback of 50 feet from the property line has been applied to
each site. The details of the landscaping and exterior buffers would be
decided during final design. For each site, the buffer widths and areas
are visible on the site layouts in Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1400

Response to Comment O14-180

King County does not plan to purchase, condemn, or procure
any property not included in the Unocal site in order to meet
the buffer requirement at this time.  

The site as described in the Draft EIS includes area for future
expansion.

Response to Comment O14-181

Regardless of the site selected, the treatment plant facilities
would be designed with adequate buffer zones to separate the
treatment plant from the surrounding commercial and
residential areas. The plant sites are located as far as
practicable from commercial or residential areas and include
space for future upgrades and expansions. The buffer zones
for each site are described in detail in Appendix 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment O14-182

Operational efficiency includes, among other criteria, the
ability to operate a treatment plant efficiently by locating the
treatment plant in the vicinity of its service area, having all of
the treatment facilities on the site located within relatively
close proximity to one another, allowing flow by gravity
through the treatment plant, and minimizing pumping in the
conveyance system.

The two locations evaluated in the Final EIS were selected
from a total of 95 sites. The entire site selection and
screening process took place from 1999 to 2002 and is
described in the Phase 2 Siting the Brightwater Treatment
Facilities, Site Selection and Evaluation Activities
(September 2001) and the Brightwater Siting Project Phase
2, System Descriptions and Evaluation (September 2001).
The siting criteria are described and each site’s ratings are
provided in the documents. These evaluations compare the
Unocal sites with the other sites.

The conclusion of the siting process (i.e., the selection of the
two sites evaluated in the Final EIS) was that both sites
would allow for construction of a treatment plant that rated
high in the key factors, or siting criteria, that were most
important (see Phase 2 documentation) and that neither site
would have environmental impacts that were unreasonable
and would not meet SEPA requirements. Neither operational
efficiency nor environmental impact is considered as being
more important than the other. Both sites provide
opportunities to operate efficiently and construct and operate
a treatment plant with minimal environmental impacts.

Response to Comment O14-183

Chapter 1 of the Final EIS contains a discussion of the siting
process. Please refer to the response to Comment O14-174 in
this letter. 
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Response to Comment O14-184

Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for a discussion of King
County’s service area.
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Response to Comment O14-185

Please refer to the Purpose and Need section in Chapters 1
and 2 of the Final EIS for a discussion of the need for
Brightwater, King County’s Service Area, and projected
population and associated waste flows.

Response to Comment O14-186

In response to cumulative impacts and the planned life of the
facility, please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-6, and the
Suquamish Tribe, Comment T1-28. The cumulative impacts
discussion in Chapter 11 has been expanded in the Final EIS.

In response to financial impacts, property values, and loss of
tax revenues, please refer to the response to The Washington
Tea Party, Comment O14-32.
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Response to Comment O14-187

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for a geographic overview of
King County’s wastewater service area. Edmonds is served
by King County’s wastewater treatment services. King
County currently treats wastewater from Edmonds 6 months
out of the year through a flow transfer agreement. Everett is
largely outside of the geographic service area. No sites in
Everett were evaluated because only a very small area, less
than an acre, in south east Everett is served by the Alderwood
Water and Sewer District, who then conveys this flow to
King County’s regional plant at West Point.

Response to Comment O14-188

Information from the Town of Woodway Comprehensive
Plan has been added to Appendix 11-A, Land Use Plans and
Policies: Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment
System, of the Final EIS, as it relates to the siting of
Brightwater System facilities that are within its jurisdiction.

Response to Comment O14-189

Chapter 11 of the Final EIS has been revised to acknowledge
the presence of other regional public facilities in the vicinity
of the Unocal site. Please refer to the response to the City of
Edmonds, Comment C9-5, for a discussion of the
Brightwater Treatment Plant’s relationship to land use plans
and policies.
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Response to Comment O14-190

In response to cumulative impacts, please refer to the
responses to the Washington State Department of Natural
Resources, Comment W3-6, and the Suquamish Tribe,
Comment T1-15. The cumulative impacts discussion in
Chapter 11 has been expanded in the Final EIS.

In response to economic impacts, property values, and loss of
tax revenues, please refer to the response to Comment O14-
32 in this letter.

In response to compensation for landowners, acquisition of
the property would follow the property acquisition process
used by King County Wastewater Treatment Division
(WTD). In addition to acquiring property, the County often
needs to purchase easements (i.e., the right to use property
owned by another person for a particular purpose). Typically
the property King County WTD can acquire falls into three
categories: temporary construction easements, permanent
utility easements, and ownership. Any relocation of uses
would be in accordance with the federal Uniform Relocation
and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, as it applies to
displaced businesses, residential owners, and tenants. WTD’s
real property acquisition procedures are designed to provide
consistent and equitable treatment of all affected property
owners and tenants (King County, Department of Natural
Resources and Parks, Wastewater Treatment Division. 2003a
and 2003b). Please refer to the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of
1970 and the King County Property Acquisition and
Relocation website at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more
information.

Response to Comment O14-191

Thank you for your comment.

http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm
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Response to Comment O14-192

A definition of “mitigation” appears on Page G-12 in the Glossary of the
Draft EIS. An explanation of the purpose of the Design Guidelines
Workshops can be found in the Draft EIS, Chapter 12, Section 12.3
“Mitigation Measures” (available at:
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/brightwater/env/deis/chapters/Ch-12.pdf).

Design Guidelines Workshops allow the community to participate in the
design process. The community’s ideas and suggestions can help direct
the development of visual mitigation recommendations and mitigation
options. Public meetings are held to facilitate the process where King
County and host jurisdictions work together to determine what
mitigation measures will be put forth as part of the Brightwater siting
process and permitting that will follow at the selected site. Meetings
alone are not considered mitigation. For additional information on
mitigation, please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5.
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Response to Comment O14-193

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-71 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-194

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-71 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O14-195

Consistent with the SEPA rules (WAC 197-11-444), the
Draft EIS and Final EIS are organized around elements of the
environment. Noise impacts are addressed in Chapter 10,
while odors are addressed in Chapter 5. Chapter 11 addresses
the compatibility of the project with applicable plans and
policies, many of which express community preferences and
visions. 

Aesthetic analysis was conducted from many elevations and
at many locations within neighborhoods in Edmonds. Chapter
12 indicates that the hillside and treatment plant would be
visible and would become a dominant focal point from many
vantages with Edmonds.

Response to Comment O14-196

For the CH2M HILL EIS Team, SB and Associates is the
professional aesthetics/visual environmental analyst for the
Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System EIS.

The characterization and recording methodology is described
in the Draft and Final EIS. The methodology included
extensive field observation and photographic recording from
multiple viewpoints along each side of the site and within the
surrounding community.

A series of public workshops were held in 2002 to obtain
community input on site qualities and aesthetic resources.
The results of these workshops are found in the Draft EIS
Technical Appendices. 

The characterization of the existing aesthetic conditions of
the Unocal site as an “industrial” and remnant “tank farm”
landscape is derived from the remaining terraces, spills basins
and conveyance structures visible on the site’s exposed
hillside slopes and shoreline. These remnants are clearly
expressive and reflective of its 70-year Unocal industrial and
tank farm past.
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Response to Comment O14-197

Chapter 12 of the Final EIS describes and illustrates the
affected aesthetic environment and impacts on views toward
the Brightwater Treatment Plant, including views from
Marina Beach Park.  Chapter 14 of the Final EIS
acknowledges potential aesthetic impacts to adjacent
recreational areas would be mitigated through facility design. 

A yearlong survey was conducted by King County to identify
human recreational patterns within the Brightwater project
siting area.  The findings of this survey are discussed in
Chapter 14 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-198

Aesthetic analysis was conducted from many elevations and
at many locations within neighborhoods in Edmonds. Chapter
12of the Final EIS indicates that the hillside and treatment
plant would be visible and would become a dominant focal
point from many vantages within Edmonds.

Regarding real estate values, SEPA does not require the
evaluation of economic impacts resulting from a proposed
action. “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighting and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).
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Response to Comment O14-199

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-178 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-200

Aerial photographs of Brightwater System facilities can be
viewed in the Discovery Report prepared for the Brightwater
project and used as the basis for site context and surrounding
environment understanding. A Bibliography is provided on
pages 25 and 26 of this document. Also, the State of
Washington Department of Natural Resource’s shoreline
aerial photography website was utilized, as were historic
photos and aerials from King County DNR project
archives/library.

The photos shown in Chapter 12 were taken in early 2002
during Draft EIS preparation. These photos are but a small
selection of the photographic record taken during field
observation and analysis trips. The photos that are presented
do, however, represent views from all sides of each site and
accurately depict the range of existing aesthetic/visual
conditions and impacts associated with each of the proposed
treatment facilities.

Response to Comment O14-201

Please refer to the response to Comments O14-198 and O14-
200 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O14-202

The three-dimensional assessment models, used in the
Chapter 12, Aesthetic Section, of both the Draft and Final
EIS, are computer generated 3-D simulations, or models, of
each of the treatment plant concepts. These models were
developed using proposed facility layout, scale, height and
site elevation data combined with, or inserted into, multiple
viewpoint site photographs. These 3-D simulations delineated
specific facility image “envelopes” used to examine and
describe facility impacts and mitigation responses from many
viewpoints. These 3-D models are presented, as color
graphics, in both the Draft and Final EIS. The simulations do
not illustrate, and therefore do not analyze, any design
development or details beyond those of layout, scale, height
and relative site elevations. Color has been added to indicate
differences in various elements, such as buildings versus
retaining walls and different vegetation types. King County
will be developing many more models and simulations of
specific facility design elements as the project continues
through design development, community workshops, and
permitting. 

Response to Comment O14-203

Noise and noise-related impacts associated with Brightwater
are addressed in Chapter 10 of the Final EIS.

Increases or decreases in business revenues, tax revenues,
and property values are not environmental impacts, and are
not addressed in the EIS. Before construction begins, King
County will work with local jurisdictions to gain permits and
will work to address concerns associated with the
construction and operation of the Brightwater System.
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Response to Comment O14-204

Increases or decreases in business revenues, tax revenues,
and property values are not environmental impacts, and are
not addressed in the EIS. Before construction begins, King
County will work with local jurisdictions to gain permits and
will work to address concerns associated with the
construction and operation of the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment O14-205

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-204 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-206

The barge dock is no longer being considered as an element
for Brightwater construction.
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Response to Comment O14-207

The Draft and Final EIS address the criteria for avoiding
“…long, massive, unbroken and monotonous buildings” and
recommends several mitigation responses, including
provision of landscape screens and buffers to meet or exceed
zoning and design standards.

Landscape buffering mitigation has been developed for
perimeter and interior areas of the treatment plant in order to
evaluate the effectiveness of this type of aesthetic impact
mitigation. The impact and mitigation models prepared and
documented for the Draft and Final EIS illustrate this analysis
process. Please refer to Chapter 12 of the Final EIS.

Detailed design of landscape buffers and any recreational
mitigation elements would be determined during permitting
with the local jurisdiction. The cost of maintaining landscape
buffers on the treatment plant site would be born by King
County.

Response to Comment O14-208

From an aesthetic point of view the impacts associated with
the Unocal 72-mgd sub-alternative would “follow closely,”
or be similar in extent and character, to those identified for
the 36- and 54-mgd treatment facilities at the Unocal site.
There would be some reduction of buffering mitigation
capacity in the perimeter area, along the northern property
limits at the marsh. Please refer to Chapters 3 and 12 of the
Final EIS for additional information regarding the Unocal 72-
mgd sub-alternative.
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Response to Comment O14-209

The Unocal Structural Lid sub-alternative does add to the
physical scale and mass of the treatment plant. This
alternative also provides a “capping and consolidation” of the
treatment facilities at the lower and northern portions of the
site. The lid alternative also provides an increased capacity to
support landscape-buffering mitigation along the lid’s
perimeter at a higher, more effective elevation. Please refer to
Chapter 3, Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment
Plant, and Chapter 12, of the Final EIS for a detailed
description of the Unocal Structural Lid sub-alternative and
proposed design concepts.

Response to Comment O14-210

The Draft EIS described a conceptual park and recreation use
for the Unocal Structural Lid sub-alternative. The park
facility is no longer being considered as a component to this
sub-alternative in the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-211

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-210 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-212

The reference to the “tank farm” is associated with the
description of remaining terraces, spill basins, and structures
from this facility that formed the affected environmental
condition as studied in early 2002. The term used best
describes what was seen on this hillside in 2002.

Response to Comment O14-213

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-178 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-214

Substantial new information regarding construction of the
marine outfall, including construction techniques, staging
areas, onshore/offshore construction equipment, and barge
location and uses is provided in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
Total construction duration for all outfall and diffuser
pipeline alignments is estimated at 10 to 12 months.

Response to Comment O14-215

Because effluent would be discharged well offshore and at
substantial depth, there would be no aesthetic impacts
associated with operation of the outfall in either Zone 6 or
Zone 7S. Chapter 12 of the Final EIS documents short-term,
construction-related impacts associated with construction of
the outfall in Zone 6. 
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Response to Comment O14-216

Light and glare, nighttime construction impacts, and
associated mitigation are discussed in Chapter 13 of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment O14-217

Please refer to Chapter 10 for a discussion of noise and
vibration.

Response to Comment O14-218

The description of visual/aesthetic impacts and mitigation in
Chapter 12 of the Draft EIS is accurate and complete.
Chapter 12 includes figures identifying the various
veiwpoints from which aesthetic impact images were
prepared and studied. Chapter 12 acknowledges that the
treatment plant at the Unocal site would be visible from many
key civic/public and neighborhood vantage points within the
City of Edmonds’ downtown and hillside neighborhoods and
Puget Sound. Impacts from the various viewpoints are
described in the Unocal Treatment Plant section.

Chapter 12 acknowledges that there will be long-term
unavoidable adverse aesthetic impacts if the treatment plant
is constructed at the Unocal site. Although facility and site
design would be directed at achieving consistency with
applicable local regulations, policies, and codes and
minimizing impacts to the greatest extent possible, there
would be a significant and permanent change to the look and
character of this prominent hillside. The treatment plant
would present a large and prominent facility in its place
through major alterations in the site’s shape, topography, and
vegetation pattern and through the introduction of large-
scaled retaining structures and process buildings.

SEPA does not require the evaluation of economic impacts
resulting from a proposed action. “SEPA contemplates that
the general welfare, social, economic and other requirements
and essential considerations of state policy will be taken into
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account in weighting and balancing alternatives and in making final
decisions. The EIS is not required to evaluate and document all of the
possible effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision
makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).
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Response to Comment O14-219

A visual landmark is, because of its visual prominence and
visual accessibility from many points of view, a pronounced
focal feature in the landscape. In the case of the Unocal site,
the scale and mass of the treatment plant combined with the
exposed hillside make for a major visual landmark.

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-198 in this
letter regarding real estate value assessments in EIS review.

Existing vegetation would be retained along the northern
portions of the site along the existing sediment pond, marsh,
and fish hatchery areas. Please refer to figures for the Unocal
site in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for an illustration of the
vegetation/landscape plantings to remain (those associated
with the retained marsh and pond wetlands) and to be
enhanced along the northern marsh boundary of the site. The
Key Map for Unocal Site Impact Viewpoints in Chapter 3
shows in dark green the perimeter area of both retained
vegetation and enhanced landscape.

Response to Comment O14-220

Please refer to the responses to the Point Edwards LLC,
Comments I343-25 and I343-27.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1423

Response to Comment O14-221

Many of the design standards are in themselves regulations
defining mitigation of various land use conditions and
characteristics, such as screening of parking areas and
utilities, reducing building mass and scale, and application of
visually separating landscape screening or buffering. Thus,
meeting or exceeding these standards would support the
larger mitigation effort. Please refer to the response to Point
Edwards, LLC, Comment I343-25.

Response to Comment O14-222

Please refer to the response to the Point Edwards LLC,
Comment I343-13, regarding buffer/mitigation area widths
and characteristics.

Mitigation screening and buffering is illustrated in Chapter
12 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS. No property is currently
slated for procurement for the purposes of screening or
buffering. Chapter 12 outlines a range of mitigation
recommendations for reducing or minimizing aesthetic
impacts, including scale, mass, material reflectivity, and other
impacts. Please refer to Chapter 13 of the Final EIS for
mitigation recommendations for offsite light and glare
impacts.
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Response to Comment O14-223

Please refer to the response to the Point Edwards LLC,
Comment I343-25. Colors and materials selection is one of
the means to achieve design consistency or blending with the
surrounding environment.

Response to Comment O14-224

“Community friendly appearance” is an aesthetic objective
that King County established for its wastewater facilities in
the past and that the County will apply to the Brightwater
project. This objective asks that facility design take into
account local community and neighborhood qualities,
characteristics and patterns, including such elements as
cultural or heritage references, natural systems and
vegetation, scale, materials, and views. In this same manner,
King County has completed several art-integrated projects for
its treatment and conveyance projects, including Renton
Treatment Plant, West Point Treatment Plant, and a number
of conveyance portal and pump stations. The public art
integration is a planned component of the Brightwater project
and is managed by the King County’s Department of Natural
Resources, Wastewater Treatment Division and the King
County Arts Commission, working in conjunction with local
permitting jurisdictions and surrounding community.
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Response to Comment O14-225

The design mitigation options presented in the Chapter 12of
the Final EIS define a range of mitigation capabilities and
capacities for each site and from each viewpoint. In so doing,
they give guidance to future design efforts that must
eliminate or reduce impacts while meeting jurisdictional
design and development standards, community preferences,
and programs set for each site during the design development
and permitting process. This ongoing process would be
coordinated with local jurisdictions, agencies, and the
community.

Response to Comment O14-226

During the design and permitting processes, specific details,
such as color schemes, would be addressed. Please refer to
the response to Comment O14-225 in this letter for more
information.

Illustrations of the “Expose” design mitigation option for
both the Route 9 and Unocal treatment plant sites are
provided in Chapter 12 of the Final EIS. The term “plant
structures” as used in Chapter 12 refers to the facility
buildings and exposed structural shells.

Altering or modulating the form, location, texture of facility
structures, and their key visual elements, such as building
facades and rooflines, can achieve a reduction in the apparent
scale, mass, and bulk of the facility. In order to reduce or
eliminate aesthetic impacts and achieve a more compatible
design “fit” with the character and qualities of a community
surrounding a site and facility, it is useful to identify and use
(or reference) in some way the cultural and heritage patterns
and details of that community. Another means of reducing or
eliminating impacts is through the use of colors and
landscaping that are consistent with colors and vegetation
patterns found in the surrounding community and open space.
This consistency allows for the increased potential for visual
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connections and compatibilities to be achieved between onsite and
offsite environments.
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Response to Comment O14-227

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-225 in this
letter. With a lidded “Edmonds Crossing” facility at the
Unocal site, King County would design to established
standards as set by and developed at the West Point and
Renton Treatment facilities. Please refer to Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS more detailed information. 

Response to Comment O14-228

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-225 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-229

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-206 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-230

A list of specific portal candidate sites is presented in Chapter
3 of the Final EIS. For further information about mitigation,
please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5. For information about managing
construction-related impacts, please refer to the response to
Comment O14-329 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O14-231

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-198 in this
letter. 

Response to Comment O14-232

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-204 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-233

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-71 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-234

In response to portal locations, please refer to the response to
Comment O14-178 in this letter.

Additional design information has been added to the Final
EIS. Please refer to Chapters 3, 12 and 13 for a discussion of
proposed design concepts and potential impacts and
mitigation associated with the Brightwater System. Chapter
13 specifically addresses light and glare impacts.
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Response to Comment O14-235

By recording the time of day and weather conditions, the
results of the field evaluation of the existing lighting are
repeatable. Conditions that can affect this are the addition or
elimination of light sources in the general area of the study.

Appendix 13-A, Illumination Modeling of Route 9 and
Unocal treatment Plants, of the Final EIS includes measured
values and field notes. Since exterior lighting is a stable, non-
dynamic source there is little need for extended studies. In
general, extended studies do not produce any different result
than a sample taken on a single typical night. The most
common type of exterior light source in the area is High
Pressure Sodium (HPS). An HPS lamp has a life expectancy
of 20,000 hours with a very stable light output. This means
that the light sources are stable and there will not be much of
a change in output over an extended period of time versus a
single night. The other factor is the weather. Cloud cover can
create a ceiling that will bounce light back to the earth. Wet
surfaces will increase the reflectance of the surface producing
more skyglow and glare. Both of these situations are
somewhat visible at times but the additional illumination
values are not measurable with standard light level meters.
Unless additional sources of light are added or removed, or
the surrounding communities modify the existing site
lighting, additional evaluation of the existing conditions
would not produce any different summary results.

Response to Comment O14-236

Unocal site observation locations 2 and 3 were selected not
because of the ambient light levels but because they offered a
good view of the site from the surrounding community. The
northwest and northeast edges of the site are not readily
accessible. These locations, 2 and 3, more realistically
represent what people will see from the non-residential areas
of Edmonds.
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The E3 classification was assigned to the Unocal site because it is
located within the city limits of Edmonds. The project site is also
located within the limits of the urban growth boundaries. The City of
Edmonds does not have any restrictions on exterior light types or styles.
The existing level of development creates an urban atmosphere along
the northwest and northeast areas of the site. An E3 area is defined as:
“Areas of medium ambient brightness. These areas will generally be
urban residential areas. Roadways will normally be lighted to typically
traffic route standards.” The areas located above the site are medium-
density residential. Many of these homes have post lights and other
exterior light sources that do not make this an intrinsically dark area, as
required for an E1 classification.

An E1 area is classified as: “Areas with intrinsically dark landscapes.
Examples are national parks, areas of outstanding beauty, or residential
areas where inhabitants have expressed a strong desire that all light
trespass be strictly limited.” Due to the site’s location within the City,
and the existing area lighting, per the definition of an E1 area the site
does not qualify for an E1 area classification.
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Response to Comment O14-237

A three-dimensional site model has been developed and is
included in Appendix 13-A, Illumination Modeling of Route
9 and Unocal Treatment Plants, of the Final EIS. This
includes a luminaire schedule, defining the type, wattages,
type of lamp and mounting method, and height of each site
light proposed for the site. The lighting model includes
results in lux around the site and at the perimeter of the site
so that light spillage from the site can be evaluated.

Response to Comment O14-238

In general the lighting would move to follow the
construction. The construction would take place largely
during the daytime, but under some conditions, nighttime
construction could be necessary. The only lights at the
construction site would be those used for safety and security,
not for construction. Please refer to the response to Comment
O14-244 in this letter for possible mitigation measures used
to reduce the light and glare issues for the impacted
properties. These would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis
for the best possible solution for the affected resident(s).

The 2-lux value is considered a worst case. There may not be
a need for any construction lighting in the area, but if
illumination were required for a short duration it would be
designed as to not exceed 2 lux at the property line. Once the
lighting is no longer needed it would be disconnected. The 2-
lux value is the IESNA E3 area post curfew recommended
maximum value. The post-construction light levels along the
southern side of the plant will be 0 lux from the treatment
plant site sources.

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-236 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-239

Sources have been included in the Final EIS for the
reflectance values of the various example surfaces. Refer to
the revised text in Chapter 13 of the Final EIS.

The uses of plantings, lower-wattage lamps, lower mounting
heights, and a variety of surface materials that break up or
diffuse the light will reduce the glare from the onsite light
sources. The actual amount of reduction is difficult to
quantify in terms of a percentage. In real terms it means that
the light will be broken up (diffused) so there should not be
large reflective sources. For example, notice at night how
light is reflected off of windows, puddles, smooth surfaces,
but not as much off of trees, grass, and heavily textured
surfaces. 

Glare will be compared to a site that does not utilize such
features as landscaping and building textures to break up the
light. For example, typical areas where little effort is spent
minimizing the lighting impacts include: shopping centers,
car lots, fairgrounds, and large industrial plants like saw mills
and oil refineries. Examples where typical lighting impacts
are minimized with the items listed include schools (except
stadium lighting), and apartment complexes (with landscaped
berms).

Response to Comment O14-240

The Final EIS has been modified to reflect the fact that the
Unocal site has not been operational for a number of years.
The site observations reflect the current level of inactivity at
the Unocal site.

Response to Comment O14-241

The Unocal 72-mgd sub-alternative site has been modeled
and is included in Appendix 13-A, Illumination Modeling of
Route 9 and Unocal Treatment Plants, of the Final EIS. The
additional lighting required for the expanded facility
represents less than 10 percent of the plant’s site lighting.
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Additionally, the lights can be shielded and oriented so that they are
directed into the site. This would be the standard practice around the
perimeter of the facility.

Passive recreational uses could consist of walking paths and nature
trails. At this time, the passive recreational option has been eliminated
from the options for the site even though there are many examples
across the country where WWTPs have been integrated into the
community’s recreational facilities.

Response to Comment O14-242

Potentially significant impacts are defined as new visible light sources
where none existed before. Please refer to the response to Comment
O14-244 in this letter for possible mitigation measures used to reduce
the light and glare issues for the affected properties. These would be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis for the best possible solution for the
affected resident(s). King County would work with local jurisdictions,
surrounding residents, business and other key stakeholders regarding
mitigation issues. Please refer to the response to Comment O14-31 in
this letter, which describes the kinds of activities that have been and will
continue to be implemented to involve the public throughout the process
to site, construct and operate the Brightwater System. 

Portal sites have been identified and are included in Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-243

Section 13.3 at p.13-3 of the Draft EIS identified a range of
possible mitigation measures. It is not the role of an EIS to
definitively commit a decision maker to specific mitigation
measures at that early point, unless those are built into the
proposal itself. Decision-makers acting on the basis of the
EIS can, pursuant to applicable SEPA provisions, impose
mitigation measures as part of the decision making process.
Please refer to WAC 197-11-660 for additional information. 

Response to Comment O14-244

Some people may feel that any additional source of light is
significant. Even though the goal is to not have measurable
light level increases emanating from the project site, from
certain angles and locations the sources of light will be
visible. The Final EIS has been revised to include a more
specific discussion of impacts at the portal sites.

Mitigation measures used to minimize the impacts include
the following: 

• Use of cut-off lights. These lights typically have flat glass
with the lamp located above within the housing. This hides
the lamp and cuts the light off at 90 degrees so that there is
not a direct light contribution upwards. These can be either
wall-mounted or pole-mounted.
• Keeping the mounting height as low as practical. This
will shorten the distance that the lamp is visible from below. 
• Adding house side shields to the lights to further cut
down the angle at which the light source can be seen.
• Directing lighting into the site instead of away from the
site.
• Adding plantings and ground cover to help diffuse the
light.

The downside to these mitigation measures is that they
minimize the amount of area that can be illuminated from a
single source. The challenge would be to keep the
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illumination impact as small as possible while still providing safety and
security lighting at the sites. These mitigation measures work for both
the construction period as well as for the operating plant. The term
“reasonably” refers to the measures listed above. These are typical and
reasonable mitigation measures to reduce the impacts from adjacent
properties.
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Response to Comment O14-245

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-71 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-246

The “limited field surveys” statement in the introduction of
the Affect Environment section of Chapter 14 refers to site
visits that were made by Draft EIS authors to verify amenities
and facility conditions at recreational areas in the vicinity of
the treatment plant sites and along the proposed conveyance
corridors. The term “surveys” has been replaced with “visits”
in the Final EIS to clarify one of the sources for recreational
information.

A complete summary of the recreational use surveys
conducted along the Puget Sound shorelines can be found in
the King County November 2002 document entitled Results
of a Human Use Survey of Puget Sound Shorelines (King
County, 2002) referenced in Chapter 14 of the Final EIS. The
survey included an assessment of recreational uses at three
Edmonds locations including Brackett’s Landing, Edmonds
Fishing Pier, and Olympic Beach south of the ferry terminal,
between February 2001 and March 2002. The survey
methodology and specific dates are found in the Results of a
Human Use Survey of Puget Sound Shorelines document.
Use of the dog park within Marina Beach Park was not
specifically studied during the 2001 and 2002 survey. King
County is not anticipating hat construction and operation of
the Brightwater Treatment Plant would cause significant
adverse impacts to Edmonds community events or festivals.
With the exception of a temporary closure of Marina Beach
Park during construction, the downtown Edmonds area and
other surrounding recreational facilities would not be directly
impacted by the Brightwater project. However, these areas
may experience temporary impacts caused by construction
traffic, noise, and dust.
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Response to Comment O14-247

Regarding the request for specific information on boat slips,
this level of detail is not required for the EIS because the
Brightwater project would not directly impact the Edmonds
Marina or its moorage.

Response to Comment O14-248

The text of Chapter 14 has been revised in the Final EIS to
include a discussion of the location of the Deer Creek
Hatchery.
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Response to Comment O14-249

Marina Beach Park is no longer considered a candidate site
for a portal or pump station. However, if the Unocal site were
selected as the Brightwater Treatment Plant location, a
portion of the park would be used for construction of the
treatment plant and outfall. King County would coordinate
with the City of Edmonds to develop appropriate mitigation
for all proposed actions that may temporarily impact Marina
Beach Park during the permitting process.

Response to Comment O14-250

Parks and recreational facilities are listed within the portal
siting areas along the Unocal corridor only. Marina Beach
Park is included as part of the discussion of the Unocal site in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS, rather than as part of the
conveyance corridor summary. Marina Beach Park and its
associated amenities are further addressed in Chapter 14 of
the Final EIS.
Although additional parks and recreational facilities not
discussed in the Draft EIS would be crossed by the proposed
corridors, they are not listed in the document since the
corridor would be underground and would not be expected to
impact these recreational facilities at the surface. Park and
recreational facilities are listed only if they were located
within the portal siting areas. The Deer Creek Hatchery site is
technically included within the Unocal corridor alignment;
however, it does not fall within any portal siting areas along
the corridor. The 10-acre Special Use Area that is proposed
within the Unocal site is not addressed along the conveyance
corridor; rather, the proposed 10-acre site is discussed in
Chapters 3 and 14 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-251

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-246 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-252

The temporary barge is no longer being proposed. If a barge
dock is needed, supplemental analysis will be completed.

Response to Comment O14-253

A temporary dock is no longer part of the proposed project,
and as such is not evaluated as part of this project. If a dock
were required at the Unocal site, the appropriate
environmental review would be conducted. A schedule for
this environmental review has not been developed at this
time.

Response to Comment O14-254

The Draft EIS included a discussion of constructing and
operating a barge dock as a potential measure to mitigate
traffic impacts if the Unocal site is selected for the
Brightwater Treatment Plant location. The barge dock is no
longer part of the Brightwater proposal. Additional SEPA
environmental review would be conducted on this mitigation
proposal if, after the issuance of the Final EIS, the Unocal
System Alternative is selected and it is deemed necessary to
use a barge dock to mitigate traffic impacts. The SEPA
analysis would occur at a time when sufficient information is
available to conduct a meaningful analysis of potential
environmental impacts.

Response to Comment O14-255

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-108. King County would ensure that all
required permits necessary to perform construction activities
in Marina Beach Park are attained prior to construction.
Chapters 4, 6, and 7 of the Final EIS discuss environmental
impacts that would result from construction activities and
also list mitigation measures that would be implemented to
ensure protection of the environment to the maximum extent
possible. Chapter 7 also describes relevant mitigation
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measures at the proposed outfall locations. In addition, Chapters 4 and 6
discuss mitigation measures intended to protect the environment. 
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Response to Comment O14-256

A detailed discussion of construction-related transportation
impacts is included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.
Transportation analysis prepared after the issuance of the
Draft EIS provides a detailed discussion of traffic impacts
that would occur with the selection of either the Unocal or
Route 9 site and each of the proposed conveyance corridors.
This included a discussion of traffic routes that would be
used during the construction phase of the project and the
estimated number of construction vehicle trips.

Chapter 5 of the Final EIS indicates that mitigation measures
intended to minimize dust impacts during construction would
be implemented at all areas of construction that could cause
an increase in dust. King County is confident that the
proposed dust mitigation measures that would require
approval from local authorities would suffice in providing
protection from dust associated with construction activities.

Response to Comment O14-257

Please refer to Chapter 10 of the Final EIS for a detailed
discussion of potential noise impacts. Chapter 14 of the Final
EIS acknowledges that users of recreational facilities would
be subject to increased noise levels. 

As discussed in Chapter 10, construction noise would be
regulated according to local jurisdictions’ regulations and
policies. Construction noise levels are exempt from
regulation during weekday daytime hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m.
and further restricted during the weekend hours of 6 p.m. to
10 a.m. for the Unocal site. The weekday daytime of 7 a.m. to
10 p.m. code requirement also applies to the weekend in
Snohomish County’s jurisdiction for the Route 9 site. Park
and recreation facilities near Brightwater project construction
activities could be impacted during daytime hours.
Construction noise levels up to 50 dBA could reach as far as
2,000 feet from the construction site, depending on terrain
and atmospheric conditions.
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Noise levels resulting from treatment plant operations would be
mitigated to 5 dBA over the minimum hour nighttime ambient level (35
+ 5 = 40 dBA). The daytime ambient levels near the closest residential
properties range from 38 to 55 dBA. The minimum hour ambient noise
level found near residences are 35 dBA at the Unocal site and 45 dBA at
the Route 9 site. Operations noise would be somewhat masked by the
normal ambient noise levels and would not be expected to significantly
impact most park and recreational facility users.

Response to Comment O14-258

As discussed in Chapter 13 of the Final EIS, artificial lighting would be
required during construction activities, particularly during the winter
months. During construction, artificial lighting would be placed within
the project site and would be limited to downcast lighting fixtures and
other measures intended to shield adjacent properties and roadways
from light sources. As a possible mitigation measure, the use of
floodlighting would be avoided. The Brightwater Treatment Plant
design has not been finalized; therefore, the exact location of lighting
fixtures is unknown at this time. However, lighting would be required
for 24-hour operation of the treatment plant and for security purposes.
New lighting at the treatment plant would be designed to generate
lighting patterns similar to existing lighting patterns so that there would
be no significant increase or decrease site illumination. Light levels at
the treatment plant would be reduced after 10:00 p.m. to the minimum
levels required for security and safety. The specific type of lighting has
not yet been selected; however, lighting would comply with local
regulations and would be situated so that lights are directed toward the
site and away from surrounding properties. The height of light fixtures
would be designed so as to conform to either the City of Edmonds
(Unocal site) or Snohomish County (Route 9 site) regulations for
maximum height of lighting structures.

Light and glare is not expected to significantly impact adjacent
recreational features since surrounding recreational features are
primarily outdoor facilities and would not be impacted by lighting
illumination during the daytime hours. After dusk, as previously
mentioned, 24-hour security lighting would be installed and would
represent existing site lighting conditions.

Mitigation measures that would be incorporated to minimize glare
during construction and operation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant
are discussed in Chapter 13 of the Final EIS. The exact distance from
the Brightwater Treatment Plant at which glare produced by
construction and operation activities could be detected has not been
assessed; however, glare from the site would be similar to previous
conditions. Therefore, glare was not addressed as it pertained to
recreation in Chapter 14, since glare would be similar to existing
conditions.
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Response to Comment O14-259

Noise and odor impacts are addressed in separate chapters in
the Final EIS. Specific noise assessments were not conducted
at recreational facilities adjacent to the proposed Brightwater
treatment plant sites; however, Chapter 14 of the Final EIS
acknowledges that noise and odor impacts could impact
adjacent recreational areas/facilities in the short-term, during
construction. Aesthetic controls, noise control dampers, and
odor control facilities are listed the Mitigation section of
Chapter 14 as measures that would be implemented to reduce
the intrusiveness of the Brightwater Treatment Plant on
surrounding parks and recreational facilities.

A Spill Prevention, Containment and Control Plan that
outlines specific procedures that construction workers and
emergency service providers would follow in the event of an
accidental hazardous materials or sewage spill would be
prepared in accordance with Washington State Department of
Ecology standards.

Response to Comment O14-260

King County cannot guarantee that there will never be a
sewage spill. However, the likelihood of a spill is extremely
low. The five-part emergency flow management system to
prevent discharges of untreated wastewater is described in the
response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-84. 

Response to Comment O14-261

In this context, “aquatic resources” was intended to refer to
aquatic biota. As noted in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS,
discharges would likely alter benthic habitat in the immediate
vicinity of the diffuser. More mobile species would likely
avoid the discharge plume. Beyond the chronic mixing zone,
impacts are expected to be minimal.
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Response to Comment O14-262

Since the publication of the Draft EIS, candidate sites within
each portal siting area (PSA) have been identified. Chapter
14 of the Final EIS has been revised to reflect this new
information. The extent of depletion for each recreational
opportunity has been assessed as it relates to the candidate
sites that could be selected for a portal or pump station.

Ballinger Playfield (primary PSA 26), North Creek
Sportsfields (primary PSA 41), Nile Temple Golf Course
(secondary PSA 27), and a playfield associated with Brier
Elementary School (secondary PSA 30) are candidate portal
sites. PSA 41 is part of both the Route 9-195th Street and
Route 9-228th Street corridors. PSAs 26 and 30 are part of the
Route 9-228th Street corridor. PSA 27 is a secondary portal
associated with the Route 9-195th Street corridor. Potential
impacts associated with the construction of Brightwater
facilities at candidate portal sites is detailed in Chapter 14 of
the Final EIS.

The duration of construction impacts on recreational facilities
would depend on the type of construction proposed at each
site. Generally, if the Unocal site is selected for the
Brightwater Treatment Plant, construction of the outfall
segment affecting Marina Beach Park is expected to last up to
6 months; however, the overall construction schedule for the
outfall is about a year. Construction at the portal locations is
expected to last between 1 and 3 years. As discussed in the
Draft EIS, the portals would be permanent utilities located
along the selected corridor; therefore, if a recreational facility
were chosen as an optimal location for a portal, then a portion
of the area could permanently be changed from a recreational
area to a utility structure. Natural-environment recreational
areas would be difficult to replace; however, athletic events
could be scheduled on nearby athletic facilities if a sportsfield
is temporarily affected or relocated if permanently displaced.
During permitting, King County would work with local 
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jurisdictions to develop appropriate mitigation for impacts to
recreational facilities.

Response to Comment O14-263

Before a host jurisdiction grants construction permits, King County and
the jurisdiction would be able to identify possible construction-related
impacts and determine the requirements King County would be
expected to fulfill before, during, and after construction.

Response to Comment O14-264

The barge dock is no longer part of the Brightwater proposal. If the
Unocal site is selected and if the barge dock is needed as mitigation,
additional environmental review would be completed. Please refer to the
response to the Snohomish County Fire District No. 7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment O14-265

The stability of the slope would be assured by constructing an
engineered wall system designed to withstand earthquake forces as
prescribed by applicable codes and regulations.

Soil tests to date have consisted of the drilling and sampling conducted
by the site owner to evaluate the subsurface and groundwater conditions
at the site. This testing did include some testing parameters, such as
grain size analyses, natural water content, and plasticity limits that assist
in evaluating overall soil strength properties. However, if the Unocal
site is selected, additional soil sampling and testing will be conducted to
evaluate the strength of the various soil deposits. 

Over 170 borings dispersed relatively evenly across the Unocal site have
been made by the site owner. These locations and the boring logs are
contained in Draft Remedial Investigation Report (EMCON, 1998).
Borings ranged from 4 feet to over 100 feet.
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Response to Comment O14-266

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-108. No portals or pump stations are proposed
for Marina Beach Park. Activities including Puget Sound
shoreline access and use of the dog park may be temporarily
affected during construction of the marine outfall and
diffuser; however, impacts are expected to be minimal. Other
Puget Sound shoreline parks, including Brackett’s Landing in
Edmonds and Richmond Beach Park in the City of Shoreline,
provide direct access to Puget Sound and could be used by
Marina Beach Park users. Dog owners who use the dog park
in Marina Beach Park could use off-leash dog parks in Seattle
and Lake Forest Park. No direct impacts to the children’s
play area are anticipated. Edmonds City Park provides a
children’s play area and is in the near vicinity of Marina
Beach Park.

Please refer to the project description in Chapters 3 and 12 of
the Final EIS for a description of proposed structures and
how they relate to surround land use.

Response to Comment O14-267

King County would coordinate with the Town of Woodway
and City of Edmonds to ensure pedestrian access remains
intact along the Edmonds and Woodway public waterfront
during construction at the Unocal site. Access to the
Woodway waterfront through Edmonds, however, may or
may not remain during construction depending on input from
local jurisdictions.

Response to Comment O14-268

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-108. King County will work with the City of
Edmonds Parks and Recreation Department to identify
mitigation associated with the construction of the Zone 6
outfall at Marina Beach Park. If warranted, mitigation could
include construction of additional parking.
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Response to Comment O14-269

Please refer to the responses to Comments O14-264 and O14-266 in this
letter, and the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-108.
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Response to Comment O14-270

Mitigation options and recommendations are discussed in
Chapter 12 of the Final EIS and cover all impacts from the
various viewpoints and vantages around the Unocal site,
including recreation/beach/marina areas. Mitigation costs are
not included as part of the environmental review process.

In the case of Unocal, some level of landscape screening
would be immediately effective in mitigating some of the
lower portions of the treatment plant. Full screening of the
treatment plant would be dependant on the mitigation design
option selected and the landscape buffering elements
designed.

SEPA does not require the evaluation of economic or cost
impacts resulting from a proposed action. “SEPA
contemplates that the general welfare, social, economic and
other requirements and essential considerations of state
policy will be taken into account in weighting and balancing
alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS is not
required to evaluate and document all of the possible effects
and considerations of a decision or to contain the balancing
judgments that must ultimately be made by the decision
makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

New cost estimates for Brightwater are expected to be
published by King County in November 2003.

Response to Comment O14-271

Chapter 12 of the Draft and Final EIS presents several
photographic and 3-D computer-simulated views of existing
conditions, facility layout/impacts, and mitigation options.
Some views are from nearby viewpoints. Other views are
from further away to help visualize the proposed facility
within the context of the surrounding environment and city
neighborhoods.
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Response to Comment O14-272

No detours are expected. Please refer to the response to the Port of
Edmonds, Comment G3-18. 
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Response to Comment O14-273

Impacts as described in the Final EIS are anticipated to
accurately characterize the anticipated significant impacts of
the Brightwater proposal. The level of detail is tailored to the
potential significance of the impacts, as required in WAC
197-11-440 (5)(iv). Because the facility will comply with all
applicable safety requirements, concerns regarding safety are
not significant impacts and are therefore not required, or
included, in the Final EIS. 

The specific details of the safety requirements for
construction and operation of the treatment plant would be
developed during the design and construction phases of the
project. King County’s health and safety group would be
involved with the construction and operation of the treatment
plant to ensure compliance with applicable codes,
regulations, and procedures. During construction, the selected
contractor would be required to submit a safety plan that
complies with OSHA, WISHA, and King County safety
standards. Specific health and safety requirements (e.g.,
specific safety measures, equipment, personnel, fencing,
operator training, etc.) would be developed sequentially later
in the design phase, during the construction phase, and during
plant start-up and operations. Equipment and piping would be
designed to meet applicable safety codes. The plant would be
staffed 24-hours a day during the operations phase. King
County provides extensive training of their operations and
maintenance staff. Curricula for numerous operating
procedures are available from King County’s Wastewater
Treatment Division. The curricula are too numerous to be
provided here. Specific topics can be requested from King
County.

Response to Comment O14-274

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-108. The Deer Creek Hatchery access would
not be impeded during construction. Although Pine Street
would be relocated, access to the Hatchery would be
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maintained during construction. Signage indicating a detour route would
be implemented if necessary. 
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Response to Comment O14-275

Please refer to Chapter 17 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
access restrictions during the construction of Brightwater
facilities.

Response to Comment O14-276

State-of-the-art operation and maintenance programs are
those that have incorporated the basic requirements for
meeting secondary discharge standards (Criteria for Sewage
Works Design [Washington State Department of Ecology,
1998]) and have expanded upon them. For example, the
effluent quality from King County’s West Point and South
Treatment Plants is typically of higher quality than the
discharge standards for secondary treatment. The Brightwater
Treatment Plant, using membrane bioreactor (MBR)
technology, would be of higher quality than required by
discharge standards. The MBR is a state-of-the-art operation.
Ultraviolet disinfection (for reclaimed water) and ballasted
sedimentation would also be used at Brightwater and are also
state-of-the-art. None of these technologies are used at West
Point or the South Plant as those plants were built before the
technologies existed. However, both existing King County
plants use state-of-the art maintenance programs by
performing preventative maintenance on major equipment to
prevent equipment failure and by benchmarking themselves
against other similar plants to improve both operations and
maintenance programs. Again, both plants are operated to
meet or exceed secondary discharge standards. Effluent
monitoring at Brightwater would be performed by continuous
sampling as well as grab-sampling of the effluent at
frequencies that comply with Ecology discharge
requirements.

Response to Comment O14-277

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-85 in this letter
for methods to control odors from the biosolids trucks and to
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the response to Comment O14-86 in this letter for methods to assure that
no detectable odors leave the treatment plant site.

Odor would not be detectable outside the treatment plant and therefore it
is not anticipated that there would be a need to monitor for odors offsite.
Monitoring would be performed on the odor control systems to ensure
that the stack discharge levels are not greater than the design levels.
Offsite odor impacts would be prevented by keeping the discharge
emissions below the design levels. The monitoring program is
summarized below. For further information, please refer to Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. 

The main elements of the monitoring program are:

• Continuous hydrogen sulfide measurements in the influent pump
station wet well headspace. 

• Daily assessments of scrubber hydrogen sulfide removal efficiency
for the scrubber train. 

• Continuous scrubber chemical dose optimization through
monitoring system feedback. 

• Handheld instrument checks of exhaust gas hydrogen sulfide
concentration. 

No offsite monitoring is required, thus no map was prepared.
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Response to Comment O14-278

All plant operations staff are required to have Washington
State Department of Ecology (Ecology) wastewater
certification licenses including a requirement for ongoing
CEUs (continuing education units) to retain their
certification. King County’s Wastewater Treatment Division
has additional requirements for operators, including
classroom training and testing in conjunction with hands-on
training before they are allowed to operate in a specific
wastewater treatment area. Other areas of routine training
include first aid certification, confined-space training,
hazardous materials response training, and vendor training on
all equipment that would be operating at Brightwater. Please
contact the Ecology for specific educational requirements for
wastewater certification.

Response to Comment O14-279

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-35, for a discussion of
spill prevention and response, notification of the public, and
the existing King County Wastewater Treatment Division
Emergency Response Plan. Also, please refer to the response
to the Town of Woodway, Comment C7-53, for more
discussion of public notification procedures.

Response to Comment O14-280

The restricted area in this context refers to an area of
shoreline that would not be accessible to the public during the
construction of the outfall. State and local regulations vary by
jurisdiction but, for example, may limit the daylight hours of
construction, limit the allowable increase in turbidity, or set
noise limitations. 

Best management practices for noise limitation include
equipping all machinery with properly functioning mufflers
or other sound control devices, placing portable equipment as
far away from sensitive receptors as practical, and shutting
down equipment not in use. Best management practices for
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decreasing turbidity could include the installation of turbidity curtains, if
practical, or sheeting the trench during construction. Aquatic resources
include all of the plants and animals inhabiting Puget Sound. 

The barge dock is no longer being considered as an element for
Brightwater construction.

Response to Comment O14-281

The closure would be complete for bivalves. Harvesting geoducks,
butter clams, horseneck clams, and all other clams would be prohibited.
There would, however, be no restrictions on harvesting any species of
fish, crab, or shrimp. In the context discussed, the closure zone would be
established to prevent accidental damage to the pipeline during
commercial clam harvest operations. The closure is not related to water
quality impacts of the discharge. The closure zone, which would extend
a fixed distance on either side of the pipeline and run the entire length of
the pipeline, would be restricted for the lifetime of the operations. The
area in the vicinity of both proposed outfall locations is already closed
to commercial shellfish harvest due to existing water quality concerns.
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Response to Comment O14-282

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-71 in this letter.
Chapter 16 of the Draft EIS evaluated, from many
perspectives, the transportation impacts associated with the
proposal for each of the alternatives. As part of the ongoing
development of the proposal, detailed transportation
management plans will be adopted, as indicated at p. 16-51 of
the Draft EIS. Section 16.3 also contains a discussion of
mitigation measures. Please refer to the revised transportation
analysis in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-283

The National Academy of Sciences Transportation Research
Board Special Report 209 (Highway Capacity Manual 2000
Edition) establishes the LOS definitions as described in the
Draft and Final EIS. Accordingly, the definitions are based
on nationally accepted traffic operations research and policy
debate. The Highway Capacity Manual is the Federal
Highway Administration’s (FHWA) governing standard for
estimating capacity and LOS for transportation facilities. All
supporting studies are referenced in the current 2000
Highway Capacity Manual. The thresholds for acceptable
LOS vary by jurisdiction. Each jurisdiction establishes its
own threshold through a public process. Chapter 16 of the
Final EIS provides the various thresholds for each
jurisdiction within the Brightwater project area. These
thresholds of level-of-service acceptability range from LOS C
to E. 

Response to Comment O14-284

The City of Edmonds Transportation Element (2002 Update)
established level of service (LOS) D as the level-of-service
standard for arterials. The traffic flow characteristics
presented in tables in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS are
provided to narratively characterize each LOS, but the
calculated average delay value for intersections or the
calculated percentage of free flow speed for roadway
segments is the data that determines each level-of-service.
Please refer to Chapter 16 for calculated delay information at
impacted intersections.

 Response to Comment O14-285

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-283 in this
letter. The methodology described in the 2000 Highway
Capacity Manual does take into account roadway grades,
volume peaking factors for high ferry traffic surges, the
percentage of trucks in the traffic stream, acceleration
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characteristics of trucks, and all traffic entering the intersection
(including the minor streets). 

Please refer to the response to the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-
140. The peak hour of traffic is typically found within the hours of 3:00
p.m. to 7:00 p.m. during the average weekday. Truck percentages are
lower for the peak hour than for the whole day, showing that more
trucks travel in off-peak times. Truck percentage information in the
Draft EIS was collected from the Washington State Department of
Transportation 2001 Annual Traffic Report at locations on SR-104.
Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for updated truck traffic
percentages, intersection levels-of-service and delay, and sources of
traffic data. 
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Response to Comment O14-286

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-283 in this
letter regarding public acceptance for LOS thresholds.
Potential mitigation addresses general background
infrastructure deficiencies not caused by Brightwater project
trip generation. Proposed mitigation addresses operational
traffic impacts created by the addition of vehicles generated
by the Brightwater project and these measures would be
provided by King County. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the
Final EIS for both proposed and potential mitigation for
future 2010 and 2040 No Action Alternative and project
treatment plant operation conditions. Level-of-service
standards were adopted by each jurisdiction to determine
acceptable traffic operations.

Response to Comment O14-287

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-285 in this
letter. Traffic counts were collected and the data were used in
the analysis of intersection and segment operations. Please
refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for sources of traffic data
and “hard data” regarding transportation system impacts.
Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-115. Also, please refer to the response to
Comment O14-286 in this letter and Chapter 16 of the Final
EIS for more detail on mitigation measures.

Response to Comment O14-288

Traffic counts were collected and the data were used in the
analysis of intersection and roadway segment operations.
Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for sources of
traffic data and “true” impacts of proposed improvements.
The existing traffic counts are documented in the separately
bound supplemental traffic information notebook, and can be
reviewed at the King County project office.
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Response to Comment O14-289

Please refer to the response to Comments O14-285 and O14-
288 in this letter. Ferry traffic surges are accounted for in the
peak hour adjustment factors applied in the LOS analyses.
Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for updated
intersection operations results.

Response to Comment O14-290

Please refer to the response to Comments O14-285, O14-288,
and O14-289 in this letter. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the
Final EIS for updated intersection operations results.

Response to Comment O14-291

The intersection of SR-104 at SR-99 has been corrected to
SR-99 at NW 205th Street/244th Street SW in Chapter 16 of
the Final EIS. Please refer to the response to Comment O14-
288 in this letter. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS
for updated intersection operations results.

Response to Comment O14-292

Please refer to the response to Comments O14-285, O14-288,
and O14-289 in this letter. Also, please refer to Chapter 16 of
the Final EIS for updated intersection operations results.
Intersection operating levels-of-service were prepared using
the approved methodology described in the Highway
Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition (TRB, 2000). The reported
intersection delays represent an average stop delay per
vehicle for the cumulative traffic operating conditions that
include the ferry traffic surges and other background traffic
along SR-104. As the LOS results represent an average for
the peak hour, some vehicles would experience higher than
the average delay shown and some lower than the average
delay shown. The ferry surges, however, do strongly
influence the average delay value for the full hour.
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Reference:

TRB. 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition. National
Academy of Sciences Transportation Research Board Special Report
209.
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Response to Comment O14-293

Community Transit provides service along SR-104, 5th
Avenue South, and Dayton Street, which is within 0.25 mile
walking distance from the site. Transit service and park-and-
ride lots are illustrated in figures in Chapter 16 of the Final
EIS. Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16, for mitigation measures for traffic impacts.
As transit lines operate on the same right-of-way as general-
purpose vehicles, the mitigation measures that were provided
in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS would be applicable to transit
as well.

Response to Comment O14-294

The proposed project traffic impacts to SR-524 and Railroad
Avenue would be expected to be minimal since all Unocal
site construction traffic would be required to travel along
designated access routes as discussed in Chapter 16 of the
Final EIS. Construction and plant operation impacts to the
intersection of Edmonds Way (SR-104) and 100th Avenue
West has also been included in Chapter 16. A traffic plan has
been included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS that addresses
specific mitigation measures that would reduce traffic
impacts during construction. Also, please refer to the
response to Comment O14-286 in this letter for mitigation
related to treatment plant operations, and the response to the
City of Kenmore, Comment C3-16, for project traffic impacts
and proposed mitigation measures.

Response to Comment O14-295

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-115. It is true that ferry traffic does queue for
long distances on SR-104, but this is not a capacity issue of
SR-104. It is an issue of capacity for the ferry holding area.
Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16. A traffic plan has been included in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS that addresses specific mitigation
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measures that would reduce traffic impacts during construction. As part
of the mitigation strategy, flaggers and off-duty police officers would be
deployed at the intersection of Edmonds Way (SR-104) and Pine Street
to ensure minimal conflicts and delays to ferry traffic. A traffic control
plan would be developed to provide travel priority to all ferry traffic. All
construction workers would be shuttled to the Unocal site from a remote
offsite parking lot to minimize traffic delays along SR-104.
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Response to Comment O14-296

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16. A traffic plan has been included in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS that addresses specific mitigation
measures to reduce traffic impacts during construction. As
part of the mitigation, flaggers and off-duty police officers
would be deployed at the intersection of Edmonds Way (SR-
104) and Pine Street to provide traffic control. Temporary
mitigation measures were also proposed for other impacted
intersections during construction and are included in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-297

A traffic plan has been included in Chapter 16 of the Final
EIS that addresses specific mitigation measures to reduce
traffic impacts during construction. Please refer to Appendix
16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of
the Final EIS for details on the traffic impact analyses and
mitigation measures.

Response to Comment O14-298

All construction workers would be required to use the remote
offsite parking lot and would be shuttled to the Unocal site.
All parking for field staff and visitors would be provided
onsite. The project would develop a parking management
plan to provide incentive, such as priority parking spaces, for
workers to carpool. The parking plan would be coordinated
with the local jurisdiction during the permitting process.

Response to Comment O14-299

The truck percentage along SR-104 was based on the
WSDOT 2002 Annual Traffic Report and May 2003 traffic
counts conducted by Traffic Count Consultants. The updated
truck traffic percentage along SR-104 within the vicinity of
the Unocal site is approximately 2 percent of the total PM
peak-hour traffic. Existing traffic count details are
documented in the separately bound “Supplemental Traffic
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Information” document, and can be reviewed at the King County project
office.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1473

Response to Comment O14-300

Emergency vehicle, resident, and business-related access to
homes and businesses would be maintained at all times
during all construction phases of the Brightwater project. As
such, no compensation would be provided. A Traffic
Management Plan (TMP) would be prepared with the
permitting agency that would include measures for
maintaining and coordinating emergency vehicle access. The
TMP would provide for continuous coordination with
emergency service providers to address their needs.

Response to Comment O14-301

The conveyance system would be constructed by tunneling
underground, limiting surface impacts to portal sites only.
Portal site construction will not occupy or spill over onto the
existing public roadways. Additional detailed analyses of
construction traffic related to specific portal locations and
identification of construction traffic routes and traffic impacts
have been included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS, wherein.
Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant
Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS for greater detail.
Access to the conveyance system during operating conditions
would be at portal sites only. The roadway system would not
be expected to be closed at any time.

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-158.
WSDOT, like all other affected agencies, would not be able
to finalize the TMP until the permitting process. WSDOT had
the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS, but no
comments were made in regards to the TMP. All WSDOT
comments have been included in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-302

All parking at portal siting areas would be provided onsite,
but carpools would be encouraged as a means to reduce
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traffic. No condemnation of property would be required to provide
temporary parking lots.

Response to Comment O14-303

With regard to property acquisition in general, King County will follow
applicable federal and state laws and King County policies and
procedures in acquiring property for the project. The time at which
compensation is paid would depend on the particular acquisition. Please
refer to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the King County Property
Acquisition and Relocation website at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm and the response to
Comment O14-302 in this letter for more information.

http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm
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Response to Comment O14-304

King County has conducted the most extensive
characterization of the circulation in the triple junction region
of Puget Sound to date (Final Report Puget Sound Physical
Oceanography Related to the Triple Junction Region
[Ebbesmeyer et al., 2002]). Additionally, the County has
modeled effluent transport under a wide variety of
oceanographic conditions (Predesign Initial Dilution
Assessment). This information was compiled along with
effluent characterization to demonstrate that the discharged
effluent would not significantly change the risks associated
with swimming in Puget Sound.  King County is also
proceeding with diffuser designs that would maintain the
effluent plume 70 feet below the surface under most
oceanographic conditions. This will entrain the plume in the
southward flowing currents carrying it away from the
underwater park.

Reference:

Ebbesmeyer, C.C., G.A. Cannon, B. Nairn, and M. Cawrse.
2002. Final Report Puget Sound Physical Oceanography
Related to the Triple Junction Region. Prepared for King
County Department of Natural Resources. Seattle, WA.
October 2002.

Response to Comment O14-305

As discussed in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS, health risks
resulting from operation of either treatment plant would be
negligible to users of the Edmonds scuba park. This
conclusion is based on information provided in Appendix 6-I,
Effluent Quality Evaluation for the Brightwater Membrane
Bioreactor and Advanced Primary System, of the Final EIS
which documents human health risks associated with toxic
chemicals. With respect to pathogens, the treatment plant
would be designed to meet or exceed water quality standards
established by Ecology intended to protect human health.
King County would be required to comply with and monitor
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NPDES permit conditions established by the Washington State
Department of Ecology. 

Response to Comment O14-306

Individual consultation with agencies prior to publication of the Draft
EIS is not part of the environmental review process as defined under the
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA). King County has identified
numerous stakeholder agencies, particularly agencies with permitting
authority, and has coordinated, and will continue to coordinate with
these agencies. Please refer to the Distribution List for the Final EIS,
attached as an appendix to the Final EIS, for a list of all agencies
contacted. King County has responded to all comments received on the
Draft EIS, including those of agencies. These comments are
incorporated into the Final EIS. King County can not speculate why
individual agencies have not chosen to provide comments on the Draft
EIS. Agency comments, along with all other Draft EIS comments, are
attached as an appendix to the Final EIS, along with comment
responses, and are available for review along with all other comments
attached to this document. 

Response to Comment O14-307

All construction equipment and trucks would be staged onsite at either
the Unocal or Route 9 site to minimize impacts to local traffic.
Equipment and vehicles required for construction of the treatment plant
(e.g., earthwork trucks, concrete and material delivery trucks,
earthmovers) would be stored entirely within the treatment plant
construction site. It is unknown at this time whether or not property
would be condemned or if permits would be required for staging areas.
As part of the traffic management plan, a remote truck-holding lot
within a short travel distance to the Unocal site would be identified to
stage construction truck traffic to minimize queuing along SR-104 and
to avoid conflicts with ferry traffic. Selection of the remote lot would be
coordinated with the local jurisdiction during the permitting process.
Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for more details.

Response to Comment O14-308

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-112.
Depending on the site selected, the shuttle would follow SR-104 from
the remote parking location to the Unocal site and vice versa. It is
estimated that eight busses would be required to transport the
construction workers. The schedule of the shuttle service would be
finalized during the permitting process. No stops would be expected
along the route between the remote parking location and the Unocal site.
It would be a restricted shuttle service, not a form of public transit.
 public transit.
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Response to Comment O14-309

The areas designated for future expansion of the Brightwater
Treatment Plant are shown on the figures in Chapter 3 as well
as the figures in Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. The areas of expansion
avoid environmentally sensitive areas (shown on the figures)
to the extent possible. Once construction began on the initial
plant (36 mgd) at the Unocal site, the plant would be terraced
and the access roads shown in the site layouts created. These
roads would also serve as access roads during construction.
The Unocal sub-alternative that combines the Brightwater
Treatment Plant with the multimodal facility is also described
in detail in Appendix 3-A. This appendix includes detailed
drawings that show that the co-location of both facilities is
feasible.
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Response to Comment O14-310

Emergency services access to the Town of Woodway would
be maintained at all times during the construction and
realignment of the Pine Street roadway segment. Please refer
to the response to Comment O14-296 in this letter for more
examples of mitigation measures.

Response to Comment O14-311

The acceleration characteristics of trucks were included in
both construction and operations impact analysis. Please refer
to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for results of the analyses.

Response to Comment O14-312

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-285 in this
letter. Additional traffic counts were performed and the data
were used in the analysis of intersection and segment
operations. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for
more details and sources of the collected traffic data.
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Response to Comment O14-313

The methodology described in the Highway Capacity
Manual, 2000 Edition (TRB, 2000) does take into account
roadway grades, volume peaking factors for high ferry traffic
surges, percentage of trucks in the traffic stream, acceleration
characteristics of trucks, and all traffic entering the
intersection (including the minor streets). A traffic plan has
been included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS that addresses
specific mitigation measures that would reduce traffic
impacts during construction.

Reference:

TRB. 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition.
National Academy of Sciences Transportation Research
Board Special Report 209.

Response to Comment O14-314

Vibration impacts and mitigation are described in Appendices
10-A, Noise and Vibration: Treatment Plant, and 10-B, Noise
and Vibration: Conveyance, of the Final EIS. Slides and
liquefaction of soils are not expected to result from
construction vibration, since those construction activities
producing vibration are also processes that include
reinforcement of the adjacent soils by shoring, sheeting,
ground freezing, or tunnel lining. Additional geotechnical
investigation would be conducted during detailed design of
the Brightwater facilities to support structural design of all
project elements to be placed below ground. This work would
also form the basis of developing construction methods and
sequencing to avoid risks of disturbing unstable slopes.

Response to Comment O14-315

Vibration impacts of daily train traffic to onsite soils would
be considered as part of the preliminary design phase, when
structural design criteria are being established.
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Response to Comment O14-316

Much study is available on the impacts of noise on habitat; however, no
studies are known to have been done on the effects of vibration on
environmentally sensitive areas or habitat. Vibration generated by
construction activities would be intermittent; mitigation measures used
to reduce vibration, in particular the use of sonic or vibratory pile
driving, would minimize any impacts that might occur to sensitive areas
or habitat.
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Response to Comment O14-317

The roadway section and grade requirements of the
realignment of Pine Street would be designed according to
county and city roadway design standards. Final approval of
the design would be made during the permitting process.
Emergency services’ access to the Town of Woodway would
be maintained at all times.

Response to Comment O14-318

A traffic plan has been included in Chapter 16 of the Final
EIS that addresses specific mitigation measures that would
reduce traffic impacts during construction and these measures
would be provided by King County. The timeline for
restoration of streets would be coordinated and finalized
during the permitting process. Please refer to Chapter 17 of
the Final EIS for information about the use of water,
electricity, and natural gas.

Response to Comment O14-319

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-318 in this
letter. Specific scheduling for improvements would be
determined during the permitting process and would be
coordinated with local jurisdictions.
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Response to Comment O14-320

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-318 in this
letter. Specific scheduling for improvements would be
determined during the permitting process and would be
coordinated with local jurisdictions.

Response to Comment O14-321

The multimodal transportation facility would be located on
top of the structural lid. The Edmonds Crossing multimodal
transportation facility would be constructed upon the
completion of the structure lid. The ferry operation would not
be relocated from its existing site to the new site on the lid
until the new terminal is completed so as to minimize
operations impacts. Both projects would require detailed
coordination to minimize conflicts and delays. Construction
of the Brightwater project would not be expected to create
delays to the ferry services. Please refer to Chapter 5 of the
Final EIS for information on odor control.

Response to Comment O14-322

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-300 in this
letter. A traffic management plan (TMP) has been identified
in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS that includes specific
mitigation measures that would minimize traffic impacts
during construction and maintain emergency service access.
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Response to Comment O14-323

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-301 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-324

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-302 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-325

This comment essentially calls for legal analysis, as opposed
to environmental information, which SEPA requires be
addressed in an EIS. Moreover, non-environmental
information such as the acquisition of property is ordinarily
entirely exempt from SEPA evaluation. Please refer to WAC
197-11-800(5). King County will follow applicable federal
and state laws and King County policies and procedures in
acquiring property for the project. Please refer to the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970 and the King County Property Acquisition and
Relocation website at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more
information.

Response to Comment O14-326

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-35, for a discussion of
spill prevention and response and the existing King County
Wastewater Treatment Division Emergency Response Plan,
which includes provisions for conveyance facilities such as
pump stations. Please refer to the response to Town of
Woodway, Comment C7-53, for a discussion of public
notification procedures. 

Response to Comment O14-327

In the event of an emergency, local fire, police, and other
emergency services would work alongside of King County to
respond and act. Coordination between these entities on this

http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm
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subject would occur after site selection and most likely during the
permitting process. Plans for rerouting traffic would occur at the time of
the spill because the location would be unknown beforehand.
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Response to Comment O14-328

No future modifications are anticipated along conveyance
lines. Please refer to the response to Comment O14-327 in
this letter. Extensive repairs are similar to emergency sewage
spills in that the location would be unknown before the
incident occurred.

Response to Comment O14-329

Potential construction-related impacts associated with
Brightwater would be addressed during permitting, where
agreements between King County and the host jurisdiction
would establish the permitting conditions.

Prior to the host jurisdiction granting appropriate permits for
construction to begin, King County and the jurisdiction
would be able to identify possible construction-related
impacts, and determine what requirements King County
would be expected to fulfill prior to construction, during
construction, and after work is completed.

Response to Comment O14-330

Field surveys and a roadway condition inventory would be
conducted prior to the start of construction to determine the
pre-existing roadway conditions. Procedures and
requirements for the field work would be determined during
the permitting process. A schedule for restoration would be
coordinated with each local jurisdiction and local businesses
to minimize conflicts and delays.

Response to Comment O14-331

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16. A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) has
been described in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS that includes
specific mitigation measures that would reduce traffic
impacts during construction. The exact details and measures
to be included in the TMP would be defined at the time of
project permitting. Measures to maintain levels-of-service,
establish detour routes, communicate traffic changes, restore
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pavements, and maintain adequate traffic lanes would likely be included
in the TMP.
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Response to Comment O14-332

Traffic impacts resulting from constructing and operating the
treatment plant at the Unocal site are not expected to have
adverse effects to the Washington State Ferry schedules or
operations. For additional information on potential traffic
impacts associated with Brightwater, please refer to Chapter
16 of the Final EIS. For information about managing
construction-related impacts, please refer to the response to
Comment O14-329 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-333

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-204 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-334

Construction truck traffic leaving the Unocal site to SR-104
southbound would be monitored and controlled by flaggers
and/or off-duty police officers to assure no conflicts or delays
to the ferry traffic. Without conflicts to the ferry traffic, SR-
104 would have excessive roadway capacity to accommodate
slow moving truck traffic to the next signal-controlled
intersection.

Response to Comment O14-335

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-314 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-336

King County’s contract agreements require our contractors to
carry liability insurance coverage when performing work on
behalf of the County. Ultimately, the contractor performing
the work is responsible for dealing directly with a citizen or
business to resolve a damage claim. Under present WTD
policy, King County works with contractors and construction
managers to develop procedures for handling damage claims.
If King County has reason to believe that the contractor’s
response to a citizen claim is inadequate, then monies equal
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to the value of the claim from the contractors progress payments can be
withheld until the issue is resolved.

If the contractor denies a claim and a person wishes to pursue a damage
claim with King County, the individual must file a claim with the King
County Office of Risk Management. The Office of Risk Management
follows its own established legal process to evaluate and address claims
against the County. Once a formal claim against the County has been
filed, the Office of Risk Management takes the lead in processing the
claim.

Response to Comment O14-337

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-315 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-338

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-336 in this letter.
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Response to Comment O14-339

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-316 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-340

King County must comply with applicable local, state, and
federal laws during the siting, construction, and operation of
Brightwater. If an incident involving a violation of
environmental laws were to occur, King County would be
subject to fines and penalties designated by the appropriate
agency (for example, Washington State Department of
Ecology, Environmental Protection Agency, etc.). King
County would take corrective measures and would assume
responsibility for costs associated with cleaning and
restoration. However, King County would not offer
compensation to environmental groups or communities. For
additional information on damage claims, please refer to the
response to Comment O14-336 in this letter, and to the
response to Comment O14-329 in this letter for additional
information on mitigation.

Response to Comment O14-341

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-317 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-342

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-307 in this
letter. 

Response to Comment O14-343

Construction of Brightwater facilities may require
condemnation of property interests. However, King County
will first work with the property owners to reach satisfactory
voluntary agreements. King County will follow applicable
federal and state laws and King County policies and
procedures in acquiring property for Brightwater facilities.
Please refer to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real
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Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 and the King County Property
Acquisition and Relocation Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm for more information. 

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for
information regarding mitigation plans, policies and suggestions.

Response to Comment O14-344

Please refer to the response to Comments O14-298 and O14-308 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-345

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-329 in this letter.

http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/row/acquisition.htm


Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1491

Response to Comment O14-346

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-318 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-347

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-329 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-348

Documentation included in the Draft EIS, Final EIS, and
appendices provides detailed discussion of impacts related to
the Brightwater System. Analysis of local infrastructure
impacts including stormwater facilities, roadways, utility
lines, and utility providers are discussed in Chapters 6, 16,
and 17 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-349

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-329 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-350

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-328 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-351

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-329 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-352

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-315 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-353

A maximum ground vibration level of 0.008 in./sec, RMS
(root mean square) velocity was measured on Admiral Way,
Vibration Monitoring Location (VML)-1, while a freight
train was passing. This is double the threshold of human
perception, but only half of the limit considered acceptable
for infrequent events, as discussed in Appendix 10-A, Noise
and Vibration: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. Vibration
due to daily train traffic would not be sufficient to result in
damage to chemical containers. Please refer to the response
to Comment O14-315 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-354

The issues raised would be addressed through the
development of an Emergency Response Plan specific to the
Brightwater Treatment Plant, as noted in the response to the
City of Edmonds, Comment C9-126. Transport of hazardous
chemical materials to the Brightwater Treatment Plant would
be subject to a variety of state and federal regulations,
including the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA). Such provisions and truck container design
standards minimize the risk of a hazardous chemical
materials spill during transport. In the event of a hazardous
material spill on a roadway, the Washington State
Department of Ecology would be the primary response
agency, operating under the Model Toxics Control Act
(MTCA).

Response to Comment O14-355

The issues raised would be addressed through the
development of an Emergency Response Plan specific to the
Brightwater Facility as noted in response to the City of
Edmonds, Comment C9-126, and to Comment O14-354 in
this letter. Operation of wastewater treatment and conveyance
facilities requires the use of various chemicals for
disinfection, odor control, and other processes. While there is
a risk that these chemicals could be released during a spill,
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modern treatment plants incorporate a number of measures to minimize
such risks. These measures include spill containment provisions,
double-walled storage facilities, and emergency cleanup procedures in
the event of a spill. All chemical storage and handling would be
designed to comply with the applicable local, state, and federal
regulations, such as the UFC regulations for spill control and secondary
containment (Section 8003.1.3 UFC), the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), and OSHA. The onsite storage would provide
approximately 15 days storage capacity for each chemical. The dry
polymers would be delivered in bags and stored in bags, tanks, or bins.
Bags would be stored in a cool, dry location above floor level to allow
for easy, safe access and effective cleanup. Storage tanks and bins
would be designed with double walls and set on concrete pads, with
spill containment berms and high- and low-level indicators to allow
continuous feeds. The chemical building would be provided with
appropriate ventilation and alarm systems in case of emergency. Areas
used for loading and unloading materials would include features for spill
containment. The greatest potential exposure would be to treatment
plant operators. The risk of hazardous or toxic materials being
transported offsite is minimal. Emergency spill response procedures
would be in place at all facilities, and employees would be trained to
respond appropriately.
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Response to Comment O14-356

The issues raised would be addressed through the
development of an Emergency Response Plan specific to the
Brightwater Treatment Plant, as noted in response to City of
Edmonds, Comment C9-126. Also, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-35, for a discussion of emergency overflow
procedures, which would include a raw sewage spill at the
treatment plant. More information on notification procedures
is provided in the response to the Town of Woodway,
Comment C7-53.

Response to Comment O14-357

As discussed in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS, dewatered
biosolids are transported along approved haul routes to field
application sites in custom-designed dump trucks and trailers
that minimize spills during transport. These routes were
established by King County and appropriate regulatory
agencies during site permitting process. 

The contractor is responsible for adhering to King County’s
Vehicle Maintenance Program, which establishes proactive
maintenance and repair requirements on all haul trucks and
equipment to minimize the risk of accidents and spills. The
contractor is also responsible for maintaining a routine
cleaning program. In addition to routine weekly cleaning,
drivers are required to wash the equipment at the delivery
sites and treatment plant to prevent dirt and biosolids from
being spilled on the roadways. Each truck is equipped with
special electronic devices to detect equipment operation,
engine wear and life, and the operating habits of the drivers. 

King County’s Biosolids and Grit Haul Driver’s Handbook
describes safety and emergency procedures to be taken in the
event of a spill or collision. Each truck is required to contain
safety equipment including a spill kit and traffic control
devices. Drivers receive regular safety training and are
instructed to divert traffic safely around an accident or spill
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scene to prevent motorists from driving through any spilled material.
Drivers are also required to take containment measures to prevent any
spills from entering water bodies, and to clean up small spills. For a
major spill, including spills that may represent a risk to surface or
groundwater, a cleanup subcontractor would be dispatched to the site.
While safety and emergency procedures minimize public contact,
dewatered biosolids are non-hazardous and present no special public
safety risk from spill or contact. 

Reference:

King County, 2000. King County Biosolids and Grit Haul Driver’s
Handbook. June 2000.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1496

Response to Comment O14-358

The realignment of Pine Street would be designed and
constructed to carry the chemical and biosolids trucks
expected to access the treatment plant during operations.
Please refer to the response to Comment O14-317 in this
letter. Once both the realignment of Pine Street and the
treatment plant are constructed the intersection would operate
normally with no obstructions to access. All access for
emergency services would be maintained at all times during
construction of the Pine Street realignment.

Response to Comment O14-359

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-329 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-360

The types of trucks used to transport biosolids from the
Brightwater Treatment Plant would be the same trucks that
are used today to transport biosolids from the West Point and
South Treatment Plants (tandem semi-trailers). Semi-trailers
are typically used to transport biosolids and are accepted as
an industry standard. Two to three truck trips per day are
anticipated for the 36-mgd plant. 

A historical analysis of spillage and accidents and a risk
assessment are beyond the level of detail required in the Final
EIS (WAC 197-11-440 (5) (iv)).

Response to Comment O14-361

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-330 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-362

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-204 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-363

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-330 in this
letter. The roadways that would be impacted by the
construction of the Brightwater project would be mitigated by
King County.

Response to Comment O14-364

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-329 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-365

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-330 in this
letter. Access to homes and businesses would be maintained
at all times during all phases of construction.

Response to Comment O14-366

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-326 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-367

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-328 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-368

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-329 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-369

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-330 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-370

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment O14-371

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-326 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-372

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-328 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-373

Please refer to response to Comment O14-329 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-374

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-330 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-375

As discussed in Appendices 3-F, Nearshore Alignment and
Construction Methods Alternatives, and 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS, the outfall
alignment would be located within Outfall Zone 6 and
approximately 1.25 miles outside of the southern boundaries
of the underwater sea park. It is very unlikely that the outfall
construction impacts would extend as far north as the
underwater park. However, installation of the outfall pipeline
would utilize construction measures that would reduce any
potential construction and access impacts to the park.
Construction impacts and potential mitigation methods are
summarized in Chapter 3 and discussed throughout the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment O14-376

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-305 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-377

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-375 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-378

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-305 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-379

Delay is the additional travel time experienced by a driver in
a vehicle. In this case, delay refers to the increase in average
delay at an intersection compared to the no action condition.
Construction of the treatment plant and the associated traffic
impacts have an expected completion date of 2010. Delays
associated with the treatment plant operation would begin in
2010 and are discussed in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.
Delays would be experienced by traffic at impacted
intersections. In the area of the Edmonds ferry terminal it is
assumed that some ferry traffic would be part of the traffic
stream at the impacted intersections. Please refer to Chapter
16 the Final EIS for specific traffic impacts related to
construction activity. Slight delays can be considered as
additional average delays of 0 to 5 seconds. Also, please refer
to tables in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.

Pedestrians and bicyclists would be rerouted away from
construction vehicle access points, such as to the opposite
side of the street or to an adjacent parallel street. Please refer
to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-16. A
Traffic Management Plan (TMP) has been identified in the
Final EIS that includes specific mitigation measures that
would reduce traffic impacts during construction. Final
approval of the TMP would be made during the permitting
process.

Response to Comment O14-380

Additional traffic generated by this project would increase
the potential risk of exposure to traffic accidents. Efforts to
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improve safety during construction of the Brightwater project have been
recommended and summarized in the mitigation section of Chapter 16
of the Final EIS. The proposed mitigation measures would range from
assigning off-duty police officers to critical intersections; adding
temporary non-motorized facilities where appropriate in the
construction impact area; improving signal timing, phasing and signing
changes in channelization. The traffic operating conditions would be
continuously monitored during construction to reduce conflicts to all
travel modes.
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Response to Comment O14-381

Additional detailed analyses of construction traffic related to
specific portal locations have been included in Chapter 16 of
the Final EIS and construction traffic routes and traffic
impacts were identified. Please refer to Appendix 16-B,
Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the
Final EIS for greater detail. Some delays can be considered as
additional average delays between 6 and 15 seconds. Also,
please refer to tables in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS.

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16. A traffic management plan (TMP) has been
identified in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS that includes
specific mitigation measures that would reduce traffic
impacts during construction.

Response to Comment O14-382

Emergency vehicle, resident, and business-related access to
homes and businesses in the Town of Woodway would be
maintained at all times during all construction phases of the
Brightwater project. The transportation analysis for the
Brightwater Treatment Plant has been prepared according to
nationally approved industry guidelines for major
developments. It is adequate for the determination of
roadway network impacts and for selection of the preferred
site, and it is sufficient for environmental documentation.
Therefore, a transportation risk assessment would not be
necessary to support these decisions and is not included in the
Final EIS.
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Response to Comment O14-383

Operational impacts at portal sites would be limited to
periodic maintenance checks occurring on an average of one
inspection trip per day plus two truck trips per week, if
needed. Please refer to LOS analyses contained in Chapter 16
of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-384

The analysis within the Draft and Final EIS supports the
statement that no significant unavoidable adverse impacts on
marine traffic would result from operation of the conveyance
system. The Washington State Departments of Ecology and
Transportation have reviewed the Draft EIS and this
statement. Neither of these agencies has indicated
disagreement with this statement, nor have other agencies,
tribes, or groups.
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Response to Comment O14-385

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-71 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-386

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comment W3-115.

Response to Comment O14-387

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-5.
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Response to Comment O14-388

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Fire District No. 7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment O14-389

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-G,
Construction Approach and Schedule, of the Final EIS
for a discussion of the methods and equipment that
would be used to construct the Brightwater System.
Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Fire District No. 7, Comment S1-2, for a discussion of
emergency response procedures that would be
developed for the construction and operation of the
Brightwater System. 

Response to Comment O14-390

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Fire District No. 7, Comment S1-2, for a discussion of
emergency response procedures that would be
developed for the construction and operation of the
Brightwater System. Please refer to Chapter 17 for a
description of medical facilities nearest to the proposed
Brightwater System Alternatives.
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Response to Comment O14-391

King County is not anticipating the use of local law
enforcement for construction traffic control. Temporary
construction roadways and driveways that would access the
Unocal site would be clearly marked by signage, and flaggers
provided by the contractor would ensure traffic control is
maintained in the immediate area of the construction site.
Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for a discussion of
measures that would be implemented to mitigate traffic
impacts associated with the construction and operation of
Brightwater at the Unocal site.

Response to Comment O14-392

King County has yet to determine the solid waste
requirements associated with the Brightwater Treatment
Plant. During the final design phase, King County would
coordinate with the local solid waste service provider to
determine which facility could handle solid waste materials
from the Brightwater facility during construction and when in
operation. The Spill Prevention, Containment and Control
Plan will describe offsite hazardous materials disposal.
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Response to Comment O14-393

The information related to water requirements for the treatment
plant operations was discussed in Chapter 17, Section 17.2.2.2,
Operational Impacts Common to Both Sites, of the Draft EIS.
This information is now contained in Chapters 3 and 17 of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-394

The text in Chapter 17 has been revised in the Final EIS to
describe the Lynnwood Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant
within the City of Edmonds city limits.

Response to Comment O14-395

Text in Chapter 17 has been revised in the Final EIS to include
a statement clarifying that Mountlake Terrace and the Olympic
View Water and Sewer District are not within the King County
Service Area. However, the southeast part of the City of
Mountlake Terrace is included in the Brier Service Area that
flows into the King County system (under an agreement with
the Cities of Mountlake Terrace and Brier), and thus is within
the King County Service Area. Please refer to Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for more detail.

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment
C9-5, for a discussion of Brightwater as it relates to the
aggregation of essential public facilities in the Edmonds area. 

The Draft EIS included text indicating that the Bear Creek Fire
Station is staffed by a volunteer crew, as compared to other fire
stations listed. Please refer to Chapter 17 of the Final EIS for a
discussion of fire station locations and medical services likely
to respond to an emergency with construction of the
Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Route 9 site.

King County is not anticipating the need for additional fire and
medical equipment at the local jurisdiction where the
Brightwater Treatment Plant is constructed. Please refer to the
response to the Snohomish County Fire District No. 7,
Comment S1-2, for a discussion of emergency response
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procedures that would be developed for the construction and operation
of the Brightwater System.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1510

Response to Comment O14-396

The basic stormwater management system for the Unocal site
is shown in Chapter 3, and presented in more detail in
Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater Management at the
Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS. One option under
consideration for the discharge of the treated stormwater is
use of the existing outfall pipeline for Willow Creek, with
Willow Creek restored within a new stream channel. The
existing Edmonds Way Drain would need to be rerouted to
accommodate the plant facilities. This is the only project
interface or impact upon existing stormwater systems.
Several preliminary meetings have been held with the
Washington State Department of Ecology to discuss the
proposed project. No major changes to the proposed
stormwater management system are anticipated at this time.

The preliminary level of design detail provided is appropriate
for inclusion in an EIS. Detailed design for planned
stormwater collection and discharge system or other
stormwater facilities would be developed after the completion
of the EIS and approval of the final project site.

Response to Comment O14-397

Chapter 8 of the Final EIS includes a discussion of electrical
and natural gas purveyors. Additional discussion is not
required in Chapter 17.

Response to Comment O14-398

The Draft EIS included text indicating that the Bear Creek
Fire Station is staffed by a volunteer crew, as compared to
other fire stations listed. Please refer to Chapter 17 of the
Final EIS for a discussion of fire station locations and
medical services likely to respond to an emergency with
construction of the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Route
9 site.

King County is not anticipating the need for additional fire
and medical equipment at the local jurisdiction where the
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Brightwater Treatment Plant is constructed. Please refer to the response
to the Snohomish County Fire District No. 7, Comment S1-2, for a
discussion of emergency response procedures that would be developed
for the construction and operation of the Brightwater System.
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Response to Comment O14-399

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-389 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-400

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-398 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-401

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-398 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-402

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Fire District No. 7, Comment S1-1.

Response to Comment O14-403

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-391 in
this letter.

Response to Comment O14-404

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for a
discussion relating to existing wastewater treatment
facilities in Edmonds and the impact construction of
the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Unocal site
would have on the existing treatment facilities.
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Response to Comment O14-405

This comment refers to the Edmonds Drain, which crosses
through the proposed Unocal site. The project would relocate
the portion of this drain pipe that crosses the project site. The
pipe would be relocated so as to avoid any major structures
that would be constructed at this site. A Unocal site figure in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS shows a tentative location for the
rerouted drain pipe. If the Unocal site is selected, this route
would likely change as detailed design progresses. The
rerouted pipe would be connected to the existing pipe that is
located at the western edge of the site. The pipe’s outfall into
Puget Sound would therefore remain where it is.

Response to Comment O14-406

King County would acquire easements or would purchase
land where necessary for the Brightwater project. If
relocation of a Washington Department of Transportation
(WSDOT) stormwater outfall requires additional property
acquisition, King County would work with WSDOT to site a
suitable location for that outfall. If property acquisition is
necessary to accommodate the new WSDOT outfall location
that process would most likely be carried out by WSDOT.

Response to Comment O14-407

There are two existing stormwater outfalls on the site: the 72-
inch Edmonds Way Drain and the 42-inch discharge pipe,
which contains Willow Creek. The 72-inch Edmonds Way
Drain would need to be relocated because it conflicts with the
proposed secondary clarifiers; the new location will be
determined at a later date. King County would work with
WSDOT as well as with applicable permitting agencies to
minimize sensitive area impacts during the planning and
implementation phases of this relocation project.

Response to Comment O14-408

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-329 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-409

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-136.
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Response to Comment O14-410

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-391.

Response to Comment O14-411

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
“SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,
economic and other requirements and essential considerations
of state policy will be taken into account in weighing and
balancing alternatives and in making final decisions. The EIS
is not required to evaluate and document all of the possible
effects and considerations of a decision or to contain the
balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers” (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

However, after a final decision is made on the location for the
Brightwater System, King County will work directly with
affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts. As part of the overall decision process,
King County is revising the cost estimates (dated November
2002) for the Brightwater System alternatives. The revised
estimates will be updated at the end of 2003 and will be
available on request by contacting the Brightwater project at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.

Response to Comment O14-412

The Route 9 site contains adequate space to comply with any
requirements related to the Washington State Department of
Ecology Stormwater Management Manual for Western
Washington (August 2001) and would not require additional
land acquisition beyond that already planned.



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS       The Washington Tea Party (O14)

Brightwater Final EIS 1518

Response to Comment O14-413

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-329 in this letter.

Response to Comment O14-414

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire District No.
7, Comment S1-2. 
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Response to Comment O14-415

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-204 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-416

A map showing the additional land required for a plant
expansion to 72 mgd to accommodate flows from Edmonds
and Lynnwood (Unocal 72-mgd sub-alternative) is shown in
Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS. The land required for the treatment plant includes
the land necessary for the onsite conveyance piping. Should
this project be determined to be feasible in the future,
additional site-specific evaluation of the conveyance lines
would be done in association with the Cities of Edmonds and
Lynnwood. 

The piping to connect existing conveyance lines from the
Cities of Edmonds and Lynnwood would be designed in
close coordination with those two jurisdictions at the time if
and when the Unocal 72-mgd sub-alternative is approved for
implementation. These conveyance lines are not described in
the Final EIS.

The potential adverse environmental impacts to the Cities of
Edmonds and Lynnwood for the construction of the Unocal
72-mgd sub-alternative plant and associated mitigation are
discussed in each chapter of the Final EIS. Additional site-
specific evaluation of local conveyance connections to the
Brightwater facilities would be conducted as part of
subsequent environmental review, if the sub-alternative were
approved for implementation. The impacts from constructing
these local connections, and mitigation, are not included in
the Final EIS. 

The financial impact to the City of Edmonds and to the four
other owners of the Edmonds Wastewater Treatment Plant
for the Unocal 72-mgd sub-alternative would be evaluated as
part of the overall decision-making process undertaken by
King County and the owners of the Edmonds Wastewater
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Treatment Plant in deciding whether or not the sub-alternative should be
implemented. The effect of the Unocal 72-mgd sub-alternative on
clearance of debt and bond ratings for the five communities and
wastewater districts that own the Edmonds Wastewater Treatment Plant
would be one of the factors considered by the owners of the Edmonds
Wastewater Treatment Facility when determining whether their
participation in implementing this sub-alternative is feasible. Such
evaluation is not included in the Brightwater Final EIS. SEPA does not
require that an analysis of financial impacts to be included in the Final
EIS. WAC 197-11-448 (3) outlines examples of “information that are
not required to be discussed in an EIS:” to include “methods of
financing proposals, economic competition…social policy analysis….”
The financial impact on the City of Lynnwood and other subscribers to
the Lynnwood Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant for the Unocal 72-
mgd sub-alternative would be part of the overall decision process that
includes more factors than the environmental impacts discussed in the
Final EIS.

King County acknowledges that all owners of the Edmonds and
Lynnwood Regional Wastewater Treatment Plants would need to agree
before implementation of the Unocal 72-mgd sub-alternative could
occur. King County would negotiate directly with the management at
each of those public utilities who had the authority to approve such an
agreement as outlined in each utility’s charter or managing regulations.
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Response to Comment O14-417

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire
District No. 7, Comment S1-1.
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Response to Comment O14-418

Woodway Elementary School would not be directly affected
by portal construction. Portal Siting Areas 22 and 23 are now
secondary portals; meaning construction is not anticipated to
be required at these PSAs. However, this may change due t
the relatively long length of the tunnels. A final decision on
the need for secondary portals will be made during final
design. The following are some scenarios that may result in
the use of secondary portals: temporary ventilation, standby
emergency egress, deep ground improvement, and supply of
backfill grout. Secondary portals would be much smaller in
diameter than primary portals, require less land area, and
support ancillary construction activities. If required,
secondary portals would be located within approximately
10,000 feet of a primary or another secondary portal.

Response to Comment O14-419

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-108. 

Response to Comment O14-420

Best management practices (BMPs) have been defined and
described in the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment O14-421

Best management practices (BMPs) are measures used to
reduce impacts during construction and operation of a
facility. Please refer to the response to Comment O14-80 in
this letter for more information on dust control.

Response to Comment O14-422

Best management practices (BMPs) are measures used to
reduce impacts during construction and operation, and are the
same as the mitigation measures described in Chapter 10 of
the Final EIS. They include:

• Using construction equipment with well-maintained
mufflers
• Locating noisy portable equipment as far away from
residential receptors as practical and muffling it within
enclosures
• Designating construction haul routes that minimize
impacts on residential receptors
• Providing noise barriers to attenuate sound to residential
receptors from the construction sites
• Establishing specific noise level limits for certain
construction equipment
• Damping material on material haul truck beds
• Designing the treatment plant to operate at noise levels
below the applicable regulated nighttime noise levels of the
respective jurisdictions at the nearest noise-sensitive receptor
• Housing all equipment housed in buildings and in below-
ground galleries
• Placing ventilation air intakes and exhausts of equipment
rooms to face away from sensitive receivers whenever
possible
• Using noise reduction-rated acoustic louvers and duct
silencers selected to reduce transmission of indoor noise to
the outdoors
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• Providing noise reduction of sources with tonal qualities to below
audible levels in the appropriate frequency bands of the spectrum.

Response to Comment O14-423

There are no best management practices (BMPs) for odor control during
construction. Construction odors (such as odors from painting a building
or laying asphalt) could infrequently and temporarily be noticeable in
the project area. Any such odors likely would be intermittent and
dispersed at increasing distances from the source. 

Response to Comment O14-424

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire District No.
7, Comment S1-2.

Response to Comment O14-425

Although construction impacts are temporary, they would be mitigated
based on the requirements of the PS Clean Air Agency for minimizing
air quality impacts to ambient air. PS Clean Air Agency Regulation I
Section 9.15 states “No person shall allow visible emissions unless
reasonable precautions are employed.” Construction emissions would be
mitigated by watering roads, covering loaded dump trucks, washing
trucks before they exit the construction area, and minimizing idling
vehicle times. Please refer to Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for more details on construction
mitigation.
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Response to Comment O14-426

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire
District No. 7, Comment S1-2. 

Response to Comment O14-427

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-391 in this
letter.
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Response to Comment O14-428

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-77, which discusses
measures that would be taken, in compliance with
Washington State Department of Ecology requirements, to
prevent spills during construction, and to address cleanup
should they occur. Also, please refer to Appendix 6-C,
Management of Water Quality During Construction at the
Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment O14-429

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-204 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-430

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Fire
District No. 7, Comment S1-2. 
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Response to Comment O14-431

Subsequent evaluation at portal siting areas has resulted in
the determination of specific candidate sites within the 72-
acre portal siting areas. As a result of the Level 2 portal
screening evaluation, W.A. Anderson Alternative High
School is no longer considered as a candidate portal site
along the Unocal corridor.

Response to Comment O14-432

Although construction impacts are temporary, they would be
mitigated based on the requirements of the Puget Sound
Clean Air Agency (PS Clean Air Agency) for minimizing air
quality impacts to ambient air. PS Clean Air Agency
Regulation I Section 9.15 states “No person shall allow
visible emissions unless reasonable precautions are
employed.” Construction emissions would be mitigated by
watering roads, covering loaded dump trucks, washing trucks
before they exit the construction area, and minimizing idling
vehicle times. Potential construction emission would be
greatest during the dry summer months when the Woodway
Elementary School is not in session therefore minimizing the
impact on the students.

Also, as is customary at construction sites, traffic could be
rerouted to minimize impacts by using detours, lane closures,
and flag persons to control traffic flow. Traffic provisions
would be aimed at reducing emissions by moving
construction traffic in and out of the area promptly to reduce
vehicle emissions impacts. For Unocal, a shuttle for
construction workers could be used. The shuttle would bring
workers to the site from offsite parking lots. There would also
be a remote construction truck holding area to minimize
conflicts to the ferry traffic movement along SR104, schedule
construction material delivery to the site during off-peak
hours, and encourage workers to carpool to construction site.

Woodway Elementary School is included in the list of
sensitive receptors listed in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
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Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. This table may not contain a
complete listing of sensitive receptor locations; however, the criteria for
determining impacts at all the receptor locations are the same as for the
sensitive receptors.
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Response to Comment O14-433

The acronym “COE” refers to U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers. This term has been added to the Final EIS
glossary.

Response to Comment O14-434

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-108.

Response to Comment O14-435

Please refer to the Impacts and Mitigation sections in Chapter
5 of the Final EIS for a discussion of air and odor impacts to
areas surrounding the proposed wastewater treatment plant
sites. Chapter 10 of the Final EIS contains a summary of
noise impacts to nearby properties resulting from
construction of the Brightwater Treatment Plant. The Impacts
and Mitigation section in Chapter 17 of the Final EIS also
lists specific mitigation measures intended to minimize the
impacts of dust, noise, and odor to surrounding properties.

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-108, for a discussion concerning impacts to
Marina Beach Park.
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Response to Comment O14-436

Many of the figures in the Final EIS have been revised to
correct errors and provide more consistency. The scales on
the figures vary depending upon the information they are
trying to convey, such as system-wide versus site-specific
information.

Response to Comment O14-437

This was a typographical error (in Chapter 2, Section 2.4.3.3)
and the information has been corrected. Snohomish County’s
criteria and process for siting essential public facilities were
also adopted by the City of Edmonds and were applied to the
Unocal site. The application of the siting criteria is discussed
further in the Impacts and Mitigation section of Chapter 11 of
the Final EIS.

All fire stations listed in Chapter 17 of the Final EIS are now
shown in a figure in that chapter. In addition, fire stations
maintained by the Woodinville Fire and Life Safety District
have been included on this Figure. A summary of
Woodinville fire protection services is discussed in the
Chapter 13, Affected Environment: Route 9 System section.
King County would coordinate with local jurisdictions and
emergency service providers during the permitting phase of
the project to ensure adequate emergency routes are available
to all construction sites related to the Brightwater project. 

Response to Comment O14-438

The referenced figure is intended to show the location of fire
and police districts and stations. Information on the staffing is
appropriately described and analyzed in the Final EIS. 
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Response to Comment O14-439

The referenced figure has been modified to include any
additional public facilities previously not shown that could be
affected by the construction and operation of the Brightwater
System.

Response to Comment O14-440

Please refer to the response to Comment O14-439 in this
letter.

Response to Comment O14-441

The referenced figure has been modified to include any
additional public facilities previously not shown that could be
affected by the construction and operation of the Brightwater
System.
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