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Acronyms and Abbreviations

average annual flow

American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials
American Concrete Institute

Architectural Design Criteria

average dry-weather flow

average daily traffic

American National Standards Institute
advanced primary treatment

aquatic resource

ambient source impact level

amnesic shellfish poisoning

American Society for Testing and Materials
average weekday traffic

advanced wastewater treatment

average wet-weather flow

best available control technology

Bay Area Sewage Toxics Emission model

Xylenes (benzene, ethyl benzene, toluene, and zylene)
below ground surface

best management practice

Burlington Northern-Santa Fe (railway)

biochemical oxygen demand

Bonneville Power Administration

Bothell Registry of Historic Landmarks

atmospheric particles (by nephelometer)
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Executive Advisory Committee
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HMP
HMMP
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IDLH
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1

IPS
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ISO
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KCC
KCLL

Central Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board

gallons per day
gallons per minute
hydrogen sulfide

Historic American Buildings Survey/Historic American Engineering

Record

hazardous air pollutant
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high density polyethylene

heavy industrial

Habitat Management Plan

Hazardous Materials Management Plan
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heating, ventilation, and cooling
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infiltration/inflow

influent pump station
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Lso

LI

LID
LIOW
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MACT
MBR
Metro

mgd
mg/L
MLLW
MMPA
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MPA
MSA
MSL
MTBM
MTCA
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MVM
MW
MWh
MWPAAC
MWWF

kilovolt
kilowatt-hour

maximum hour continuous equivalent level

mean value of a noise level over a 1-hour monitoring period
light industrial

low-impact development

lacustrine limnetic open water

level of service

lacustrine littoral open water

maximum achievable control technology

membrane bioreactor

Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle or King County Department of
Metropolitan Services

millions gallons per day

milligrams per liter

mean lower low water

Marine Mammal Protection Act

Marine Outfall Siting Study

Marine Protected Area

Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act
mean sea level

microtunnel boring machine

Model Toxics Control Act

Metropolitan Transportation Plan

million vehicle miles

megawatt

megawatt hour

Metropolitan Water Pollution Abatement Advisory Committee
maximum wet weather flow
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NAAQS
NCP
NEPA
NESHAPS
NGVD
NHPA
NIOSH
NOAA

NOC
NOy
NPDES
NPPC
NRDA
NRHP
NTP
NTU

0s3
OAHP
OCD
OHW
OMP
OSHA

PAH
PBT
PCB
PEEP
PEM

National Ambient Air Quality Standards

National Contingency Plan

National Environmental Policy Act

National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
National Geodetic Vertical Datum

National Historic Preservation Act

National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (formerly
NMFS—National Marine Fisheries Service)

Notice of Construction permit

nitrous oxides

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Northwest Power Planning Council

Natural Resource Damage Assessment

National Register of Historic Places

north treatment plant

nephelometric turbidity unit

ozone

Office of Archeology and Historic Preservation (Washington State)
Washington State Department of Natural Resources

ordinary high water mark

RWSP Operational Master Plan

Occupational Health and Safety Act

polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon
persistent, bioacculmulative, and toxic
polychlorinated biphenyl

Pooled Emission Estimation Program
palustrine emergent wetland
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PFO

PHS

PM
POTW
POW
ppbV
ppm

PPV

PSA
PSAMP
PS Clean Air
PSD

PSE

psi

psig

PSP
PSRC
PSS
PSWQAT
PUD

QA/QC

RCE
RCRA
RCW
R4SB
RI
RI/FS
RMS
ROV

palustrine forest wetland

Priority Habitats and Species Program
particulate matter

publicly owned treatment works
palustrine open water wetland

parts per billion by volume

parts per million

peak particle velocity

portal siting area

Puget Sound Ambient Monitoring Program

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency

Prevention of Significant Deterioration permit

Puget Sound Energy

pounds per square inch

pounds per square inch gauge

paralytic shellfish poisoning

Puget Sound Regional Council
palustrine scrub shrub wetland

Puget Sound Water Quality Action Team
public utility district

quality assurance/quality control

residential customer equivalent

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Revised Code of Washington

riverine intermittent

remedial investigation

remedial investigation/feasibility study
root mean square

remotely operated vehicle
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ROW
RTA
R3SB
R2UB
R2SB
RWQC
RWSP

SARS
SCADA
SCC
SCCRI
SCHRI
SCS
SCT
SEPA
the Services
SGMP
SIP
SLS&E
SMA
SMP
SMS
SPCC
SPCCP
SPT
SPU
SQER
SR

SS

SSO

right-of-way

Regional Transit Authority

riverine upper perennial

riverine unconsolidated bottom

riverine lower perennial

King County Regional Water Quality Committee
Regional Wastewater Services Plan

severe acute respiratory syndrome

Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition System
Snohomish County Code

Snohomish County Cultural Resources Inventory
Snohomish County Historic Resources Inventory
Soil Conservation Service

Snohomish County Tomorrow

State Environmental Policy Act

NOAA Fisheries and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Seattle Area Geologic Mapping Project

State Implementation Plan

Seattle, Lake Shore and Eastern (railroad)

Shoreline Management Act

Shoreline Master Program

Sediment Management Standards (Washington State)
Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures
Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan
Standard Penetration Test

Seattle Public Utilities

small quantity emission rate

state route

suspended solids

sanitary sewer overflow
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SWD
SWIFZ
SWPPP

TAC
TAP
TBM
TMDL
TMP
TPH
tpy
TSP
TSS

ug/m’
UFC
UBC
UGA
USDA
USDOT
USFS
USGS
UST
USWB
uv

vVOoC
VS

WA DNR
WAC

Seattle Water Department
South Whidbey Island Fault Zone
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

toxic air contaminant

toxic air pollutant

tunnel boring machine

total maximum daily loading
Traffic Management Plan

total petroleum hydrocarbon

tons per year

total suspended particulate matter
total suspended solids

micrograms per cubic meter
Uniform Fire Code

Uniform Building Code

Urban Growth Area

U.S. Department of Agriculture
U.S. Department of Transportation
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Geological Survey
underground storage tank

U.S. Weather Bureau
ultraviolet light

volatile organic compound
volatile solid

Washington State Department of Natural Resources

Washington Administrative Code
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WARM
WDFW
WHO
WHR
WISHA
WLA
WRIA
WSDOT
WTD
WWHM
WWTP

ZID

Washington Ranking Method

Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife
World Health Organization

Washington Heritage Register

Washington Industrial Safety and Health Act
wasteload allocation

Water Resource Inventory Area

Washington State Department of Transportation
King County Wastewater Treatment Division
Western Washington Hydrological Model
wastewater treatment plant

zone of initial dilution
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Aagaard (1147)

I147-1

January 6,2003
T o: SEPA Official DEIS Brightwater Project ey
=CEIVED
From: Ann Aagaard i 2
16524 104th N.E. JAN 7 2003
Bothell, WA. 98011 ENVIRONMENTAL

PLANNING DIVISION
RE: Comments on DEIS Brightwater Project

These comments are directed towards the alternative Route 9 including unincorporated
Snohomish County, King County, and Bothell ete.

I have not seen extensive studies in the DEIS addressing impacts to groundwater , underground
streams and infiltration into ground water and surface streams in areas of extensive peat as those
that exist in the Bothell area— particularly in North Creek Valley and the Sammamish River
Valley basins.

Route 9 is projected to cross the North Creek Valley area—the valley between Woodinville and
Bothell . There is some discussion regarding tunneling in the vicinity of 195th.

In the North Creek Valley area and in the Sammamish River basin there are extensive areas of
very deep peat. According to the DEIS the tunnel is projected to vary between 20- 200" in depth.

In the North Creek Valley area there are peat bogs with extensive peat to depths of 90" and more
(FEIS Koll Business Park 1982}

In the 1980)s after North Creek was realigned, studies were conducted on water quality indicating
that sources of cold water were entering North Creek near 195th— possibly through underground
streams along the old stream beds. This input of cold water is extrernely important to Morth
Creek and its fisheries population particularly in the summer months.

What studies have been conducted in North Creek Valley regarding soils, groundwater,
underground streams, infiltration and water quality? Tunneling in this area could negatively
impact the groundwater flow and infiltration.

Similarly, the Army Corps of Engineers has recently done studies of infiltration and groundwater
impacts to the Sammamish River. Tunneling through Bothell could impact the Sammamish in
like manner. What studies have been conducted regarding soils, groundwater, infiltration, and
water quality and impacts from tunneling regarding the Sammamish, water quality, and fisheries
impacts.

Sincefty, Ann Aagaard

R

Response to Comment 1147-1

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-9, regarding
additional investigations being conducted and the potential
impacts to North Creek and the Sammamish River from
constructing the proposed conveyance system.
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Adamson (I176)

[

I7e-1

I76-2

I78-3

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is neaded. List any questions you still

have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

[ 4S A ReSpenr oF E0MBA, [ OBJECT [0 kasks Loy

(ML OF0 TRIS GFY THA CAlECTaAL TR ey SYTEr) (e Dotk

Comments must include your name and addrezs and
3 £ must be postmarked no later than January &, 2003,
o = i T VE, THE EONRIC G e APl vYourname: WALTEIZ _ADAM 00
MRS R MEJoR 1B Bt Ao Address: 2 Do ?  §71
RES ignTons AREE, =P o[ s GRore
76 A ‘o PRAwAC! Phone number, 226 542 /626

Response to Comment 176-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities. Information on current growth projections
and how those projections determine wastewater flow and the
need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant can be found in the
response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.

Response to Comment 176-2

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. However, increases or decreases in
business revenues, tax revenues, and property values are not
environmental impacts as defined by SEPA (WAC 197-11)
and are not addressed in the EIS.

Response to Comment 176-3

Thank you for your comment.
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Albert (E1)

#w) Brightwater

KingCommty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastmvalcr Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment E1-1

Installing retaining walls that are appropriately designed for
the current seismic design standards can actually be safer
than doing nothing and leaving a natural slope. Slopes can be
made more stable with retaining walls, and this is a common
practice in Puget Sound for unstable slopes.

Response to Comment E1-2

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. The siting constraints used in site
selection 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. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107 as well as Phases 1 and 2 site 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, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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Altman (1202)
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COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the prBJetl l?mssnble . please referance page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment 1202-1

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

Response to Comment 1202-2

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. However, increases or decreases in
business revenues, tax revenues, and property values are not
environmental impacts as defined by SEPA (WAC 197-11)
and are not addressed in the EIS. Please refer to the Chapter
16 of the Final EIS for updated information on mitigation of
possible traffic impacts due to construction.
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Anderson (11)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.
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Response to Comment 11-1

The majority of the conveyance piping would be installed by
tunneling. Relatively short sections of piping connecting the
existing system with the new tunnel may be installed with
open-cut construction under the following conditions:

o Open-cut construction minimizes impact to major
regional transportation corridors,
o The use of such construction does not permanently

impact the hydrological and ecological characteristics of high
quality streams and wetlands, and

o There is a cost and/or schedule benefit associated
with surface construction.

The conveyance system is gravity flow for the Route 9
System alternatives. The conveyance system is a combination
of gravity flow and pumping for the Unocal System
alternative.

Response to Comment 11-2

Due to the highly urbanized nature of wastewater service
area, the Brightwater Treatment System would serve a
majority of the properties that are not on individual on site
septic systems and are on public sewer systems. The ratio of
residences with on-site septic systems to those on the public
sewer system within the Brightwater Sewer system is 13,095
to 88,095; approximately 15 percent of the residences within
the Brightwater service area are currently using on septic
systems.

The sewered residential population is calculated using 2002
Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) population numbers
and corresponding TAZ (transportation analysis zone) level
geography (based on the 2000 US Census data), Snohomish
and King County assessors parcel data and detailed local
sewer line location information. The number of residents
using onsite septic systems in the Brightwater service area is

Brightwater Final EIS 1541



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Anderson (11)

estimated at 33,000. This was calculated by subtracting the sewered
residential population (222,000) from the total population in the service
area (255,000) leaving 33,000 as the calculated population using onsite
septic systems or about 15 percent.

The number of on site septic systems in the Brightwater Service area is
calculated by dividing 33,000 by the average population per household.
For the Brightwater Service area, this is 2.52 people per household and
is determined by dividing the number of residents by the number of
households from 2002 PSRC FAZ (forecast analysis zone) level data.
Using the above information on the Brightwater service area, there are
approximately 13,095 individual on-site septic systems for those 33,000
people and 88,095 households on public sewer. Please refer to Appendix
2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for the set of
assumptions used in determining sewered populations and for further
information concerning onsite septic system conversion within the entire
King County Service area.
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Anderson (123)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment 123-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Apsitis (1294)

1284-1

— —

Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21¥, 2003,
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Address: LAKE FOREST PARK, WA 08155-4222

T8 206-3£4-55D9

City, Zip:

i Response to Comment 1294-1

I Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8.
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Arger (12)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sactions of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name; _DERM 5§ ARGER
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Phone number: M_m

Response to Comment 12-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Ash (1295)

Name and Address: JAN 21 2003
15712 208 Ave NAW. PE:"V‘RONME NTAL
Shoreline, Wa NNING DIVISIoN
98177

Comment:

What Is the purpose of the proposed lid on the Unocal Treatment Facility? If tha purpose is to
provide pqr}ung for a fulure intermodal site it is an expensive way to provida parking and also a
poor location for parking. A better sile for parking and an intermodal site is the old Safeway store
(ouman!iy Anlique Store) near the Amtrak Station. If the purpose Is to make the Unocal Sile more
expensive to build and maintain than the Point Weils Site, the lid should fulfill the intant,

[285-1

Response to Comment 1295-1

Under the “Unocal Structural Lid” sub-alternative, the
Brightwater Treatment Plant facilities would occupy the
majority of the useable area of the site and a co-located
facility, such as the Edmonds Crossing project, would be
constructed on top of a lid above the treatment facilities. The
complete functionality of the Edmonds Crossing facility,
based on the Edmonds Crossing conceptual design titled
“Revised Point Edwards Alternative” is incorporated into the
conceptual lid design. The following components are
included:

e Ferry holding lanes (7 total)

o Ferry traffic exit lanes (2 total)

e Bus terminal

e Rail terminal (below lid)

e Short-term, long-term, and employee vehicle parking
(580 spaces total)

e Pedestrian access (elevator and escalator/stairs) to
transport passengers from the ferry or bus terminal on the lid
to the rail terminal below

e People-mover to transport pedestrians from the lid to the
ferry

e Stormwater from the lid treated in the treatment plant’s
stormwater ponds

e Four toll booths with an office above

e Bus stops and bus turn-around on Admiral Way.

For more information on the proposed structural lid for the
potential multimodal facility at the Unocal site, please refer
to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Baird (130)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the pmje-l:t If possible please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment 130-1

For more information on the project description and
comparison of alternatives, please refer to Chapter 3 and
Appendices 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-
B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 130-2

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

Response to Comment 130-3

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.
Residents and businesses are represented by their local
jurisdiction. King County Executive Ron Sims will consider
the comments of the public, federal, state, and local agencies
and the affected tribal governments and the Final EIS in
making his final decision. The local jurisdiction in which the
Brightwater Treatment Plant will be located has a very
important role in several decisions during the Brightwater
process. For example, essential components of decisions to
be made about Brightwater include permitting requirements;
ordinances that regulate noise, traffic and construction
conditions; and agreements on issues such as open space,
development possibilities, and community needs. For the
Unocal site, permits would be issued and agreements would
be reached with and monitored by the City of Edmonds. For
the Route 9 site, permits would be issued and agreements
would be reached with and monitored by Snohomish County.

Local residents play an important role in these agreements.
During the process to expand the South Plant in Renton and
to upgrade the West Point Plant in Seattle, residents provided
comments to their respective cities and to King County about
their concerns. These concerns were considered in forming
agreements between both cities and King County. King
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Baird (130)

County made agreements with the City of Seattle on the aboveground

footprint, the number of truck trips and times of day trucks could go in
and out of the plant, and maintenance of the public access area around
the facility. With the City of Renton, agreements were made on noise,

exterior lighting, traffic management plans, and acquisition of riparian
wetlands and uplands as a part of mitigation.

Since the Brightwater siting process began three years ago, the public
has been involved at every step in the process. Citizens have had the
opportunity to help nominate sites for consideration, help develop policy
criteria for evaluating the sites, and comment on candidate sites before
specific ones were selected for study in the EIS. King County
encourages residents to continue sharing their ideas and concerns with
their local representatives, as well as Brightwater staff and Executive
Sims. Snohomish County and local cities make land-use decisions that
determine when and where wastewater facilities are needed. Elected
officials from these jurisdictions represent you. Your state elected
officials make decisions on state regulations that govern the siting of
essential public facilities and standards for developing them.
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Baker (124)

124-1

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003,

Your name: 2g Bﬁ

Address: 4114 Sa MIJ—E‘M =r

Smarne WA Taue

Phone number:_t,/ze"j ze4- osco

Response to Comment 124-1

Puget Sound provides for a better receiving basin than Lake
Washington because the strong tidal currents promote the
dilution of the effluent. For information on reclaimed water
and water reuse plans and policies please refer to the
response to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray,
Comment 016-13.
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Baker (184)

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment 184-1

¥ Thank you for your comment.
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Baldwin (K8)

Brightwater Hearing, December 11, 2002
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TESTIMONY OF ELAINE DIANE BALDWIN

202 239th Street Southwest, Bothell, 98021, T
really, really felt that instead of having one man make
that decision, Executive Sims -- I feel that instead of
having one man make that decision and people in the
neighborhoods that are affected by the impact of the
Brightwater, that this should have been put to public
vote. And that really disappoints me that there isn't
a public vote on this. Instead, that it should have
been handled that way.

I believe that I understand somewhat, but I'm not
really clear as far as why this is; why the treatment
plant is to go into Snohomish County property. But
it's still not totally clear. A little bit gray in the
area of it's a King County project with the works in
Snchomish County on Snohomish County property.

As far as the proposal is concerned -- and that's a
little bit hard to understand -- where the King County
Executive comes into play there instead of the
Snochomish County Executive.

And the whole works is kind of unclear. 2and I don't
think that I would be the only homeowner that would not
understand these things, or at least be able to want to
speak up and say, lock at, I don't understand this. It

seems kind of odd. Have it explained in a clear

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, 206-682-9339

{98b3408-caeb-4f48-Befa-bba2b261203d

Response to Comment K8-1

For information on King County’s authority to site projects in
Snohomish County, please refer to the response to
O’Morrison, Comments E13-1 and E13-4.
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F 9

Brightwater Hearing, December 11, 2002
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Page 5
fashion to where you could understand it in layman's
terms.

And it still does -- even though I understand that
my particular property may not be directly affected
with the portals, according to what the proposed sites
are, not directly affected, I still have hesitation.
I'm still hesitant to fully want to believe that. And
especially with the effects of property going down in
value because of it.

Although, with the understanding after talking to
one of the real estate people here on the premises
tonight, that any disclosure -- if I should want to
sell my property, I would not need to disclose this
because my property is not affected by this according
to the law. But I think it still would turn a

potential buyer away. Anyway, that's my comment.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, 206-682-9339

f9eb3409-cenb-4f49-Be69-bb3Zb261203d

Response to Comment K8-2

|
| Thank you for your comment.

Brightwater Final EIS 1558



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Balsalobre (13)

I3-2

I3-3

13-4

.
o

Name and Address:
A. Balsalobre
2620 NW 196" 5t
Shoreline, WA
QB17T

Comment;

[ The Route 8 preferred alternalive concerns me as the outfall is near a site that is being

considered for development by Shoreline (polential marina as mitigation from a potential
commuter rail station that could be placed at this location). Placing the outfall at the Woodway

location will complicate solutions for better ultimate development of this site related to the railroad
= develapment {who wants a marina next to sewage outfali?).

[ Also, the cbvious problem with the Woodway outfall location is access for construction. There is

only one road in, and one road out, and it culs through a quiet neighberhood that has no
sidewalks and two lane roads. No malier what you say, miligating construction impact on a small
neighborhood will be impossible, Spraying the roads is a ridiculous offer when what will really

" oceur in this neighborhood is total destruction of the quality of life during the construction period.
[ Edmonds has posters and signs claiming that they don't want King County’s waste on thair

waterfront. However, placing outfall at the Unocal site seems to be a better alternative from the
construction aspect (belter access), and in spite of the comments that this site is closer 1o
houses, the outfall location (from the maps that have been sent out) is actually nearer to vacant

| land and commercial sites, where the Woodway outfall location is right smack in between two

residential locations.

[ Still, | realize that the Woodway outfall zone seems to be the preferred alternative in spite of our

objections, and must suggest the following projects as mitigation should this cutfall site be
chosen:

Sidewalks along Richmond Beach Drive,

No conslruction activity on weekends.

No construction aclivilty outside of the hours of SAM-5FM.

Build a crogsover for beach access near the metro pumping station,

Develop the metro pumping station area as a publicly accessible park.

Develop the ocutfall zone as a publicly accessible park.

Provide streetside landscaping ta routes that are adjacent to routes used by construction
vehicles.

Replace all frees removed in the construction process.

e G ) e

Response to Comment 13-1

In the nearshore area, the outfall would be buried and would
not be visible. The diffuser would be located approximately
5,000 feet from the shoreline and would not deter future
development of the area.

Response to Comment 13-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16. These measures would reduce impacts
during construction to the Town of Woodway
neighborhoods. Construction activity would be limited to the
portal siting area located in the Chevron Richmond Beach
Asphalt Terminal, but project traffic would not be expected
to travel through the Town of Woodway neighborhoods.

Response to Comment 13-3

The proposed outfall for the Route 9 System would originate
on Chevron property and would not need to be placed
between residential structures. Both of the proposed outfall
zones provide excellent characteristics, but King County
prefers the Point Wells location because the shorter nearshore
segment and limited eelgrass habitat would minimize
potential impacts to the nearshore.

Response to Comment 13-4

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, for information regarding mitigation plans,
policies and suggestions.
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l — L _ H
COMMENT CARD: B in B
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of Impacts isneeded. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference i:_iig- numbgh or sections of the Draft E's.:’.. Response to Comment 129-1

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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E2-2

@ Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003,
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Fan i
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Name: (R Fhorens BACESE,

iies: (76 707 P S2)

City, Zip: f;f/?n’)?/)é %, /4%1 ?J%f?é

Response to Comment E2-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-13.

Response to Comment E2-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-29.
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I*?l-l

[71-2

TESTIMONY OF KATHERINE BRTTS

Katherine Batts, 21815 Highway 9, Woodinville.

I live at the horse farm that's just to the north of
the proposed site. I've been to most of the meetings as
well as the executive advisory council. I have scome
questions about some of the things that are covered in
the EIS,

Cne of the things that seems to have been left out
in the traffic advisory information is that, as I'm
driving down Highway 9 every single day, several times a
day, I think you'wve left out the gawk factor in your
calculations. Because, if there's a huge, l-mile-long
site that's being worked on, I think everybody's going to
be slowing down to see just exactly what kind of progress
you're making and what's going on. That was not
addressed by the people that did the analysis.

The other thing that I haven't heard talked about
very much is the fact that when Campbell Soup or the soup
factory was built, that they had to repour their
foundation three times because they kept sinking into
water. The water table at that site is right at the
surface. They had to go down 18 feet, is what I heard,
with gravel to try and get the site that would hold the
foundation.

And if that's the case, if the water level, the

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1271-1

| Assuming the “gawk factor” relates to a reduction in speed

caused by driver inattention, this phenomenon is a driver
behavior not included in the methodology provided in the
Transportation Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual,
2000 Edition. The methodology for analyzing intersection
operations does include time lost from the initiation of the
green light to acceleration of the vehicle to travel speed.
Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for more detail.

Response to Comment 1271-2

Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comments W5-15 and W5-43.
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1

1

[71-2

271-5

water table, at that site is, at least in spots, right at
the surface and if there were a spill, it seems like
there would a direct communication between the
contaminant and the aquifer, the sole-source aguifer that
13,000 people rely on.

Even though I understand there's supposed to be some
direction of flow theoretically, I worry about
communication between the contamination and the aquifer
because it seems to me that it would be a terrible
tragedy if that aquifer got contaminated. It's just a
treasure.

And I also have the concern that there hasn't been
any way that I could understand why such a large parcel
of property was required. I understand that it takes
about 26 acres to build the site and then the rest would
be buffer and mitigation and all that. But I just have
this niggling concern that something else is going to get
stuck on that property, some other yucky King County
thing that nobody wants in King County.

And I would feel a little tiny bit better if
somebody could assure me that there's not going to be a
waste disposal plant or a jall or some other icky thing
like that out there. Because we are unprotected. We
We're on our own. I

have no governmental assistance.

would really love if somebody could at some point address

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1271-3

The minimum land area that is required to site a wastewater
treatment plant is 25 acres. After consideration of policy
criteria and preliminary engineering data, Executive Sims
identified Route 9 as the Preferred Alternative in the Draft
EIS, recognizing the larger and more regular size of the
Route 9 site offers many benefits. However, both sites are
feasible alternatives for locating the Brightwater Treatment
Plant. Larger sites offer advantages such as: greater
separation between the plant and adjoining land uses, more
extensive buffer areas, and additional room for construction-
related activities. There are no plans to develop anything
other than the wastewater treatment plant, directly related
support facilities, and community-supported mitigation
projects on the selected site. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the
Final EIS for information on the siting process and Chapter 3
for updated information on the proposed treatment plant sites
and conveyance route alternatives.
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12713 l that.

Thank you.
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Van Pelt, Corbett & Bssociates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339
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11/28/02 MON 14:22 FAX 20620960104 EC EXEC OFFICE

Peter Beers
23227 81% Ave, S.E.
Woodinville, WA 88072

/E)an e DEC 17 200;

Response to Comment 1191-1

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.
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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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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

¥ .1.1;’{5.‘&2 MON 14:23 FAX 2082060194 EC EIEC OFFICE

Whoever smelt it, dealt jt--
Not according to Ron Sims

1131-2

This Proposed se: -
wage plant
cenfral to the contributorg Dro(genlfuj;w ater), should be located somewhere

Ron Sims i
and Brightwater need to 80 back to their drawing boards

Peter Beers

23227 81" Ave. SE
Woodinville
425-402-6529

[ Response to Comment 1191-2
| Please refer to the response to Comment 1191-1 in this letter.
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Bender (1351)

I351-1

1351-2

Brightwater

Kiuﬂmqr TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond te comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003,

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003,
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Name:
James. Bander
Address:' 18620 415t PI NE
g Lk Forest Pk W 98155-2828
City, Zip:

Response to Comment 1351-1

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

Response to Comment 1351-2

The Final EIS contains more detailed information on geology
and groundwater based on extensive study and analysis that
has occurred since the Draft EIS was issued.
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Bender (1352)

LA

Richard & Charlene Bender
19018 40" Place NE
Lake Forest Park, VWA 28155

The Brighwater Project as outlined seriously jeopardizes the quality of our sole water
supply. Building effluent lines within the well-head protection area raises huge cencerns.
To build these lines without thorough evaluation of the location courts disaster. We have
— always felt fortunate to enjoy excellent water.

Please SLOW DOWN and take time to study the ramifications of the effluent line
location as well as the portal for this area Both of these projects are of great significance
to families in our community, Time spent studying their effects could avoid irreparable
negative consequences on our vulnerable ecosystem.

Sincerely,

70— Y

Richard and Charlene Bender

Response to Comment 1352-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8, and the response to Bender, Comment 1351-

2.
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Berg (14)

Name and Address:
Barbara Berg
714 Wandaring Creek Dr.
Bothall, WA
28021

Comment:

| live in the part of South Snohomish which is adjacani Lo the Bothell city limit line. After studying
4-1 the plans for the Richmond B. zile, ihe Edmonds sile, and the Woodinville site | have o say that |
think the Woodinville sile has the least impact on residential neighborhoods, and sincerely hope

that plans ara passad quickly to get this Brightwater project underway.

Response to Comment 14-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Berglund (164)

Ig4-1

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
i ;. <3 by

el (i

St Su 204 [

7 ,. P i

Comments must include your name and address and

must be postmarked no later than Janpary &, 2003.
‘Your name: Qﬁ! (g [%%M/ﬁ j

Address: Mw ("-";c'-‘ L

Edubrilo p)f 49026

Phene number: g2s - ??(; RPN

Response to Comment 164-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Binder (131)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name; _

Address; —_§

Phone number: 20~ S e e Y Q?U{;f

Response to Comment 131-1

Portions of both Route 9 effluent tunnel alternatives (195th
Street and 228th Street) and the Unocal alternative would be
along a corridor that follows the 205th/244th Street right-of-
way. The top of the tunnels would be at least two tunnel
diameters below the ground surface. For a 14-foot tunnel, this
depth would be 28 feet between the crown (top) of the tunnel
and the surface. Standard tunneling industry practices
indicate that a two-tunnel diameter separation is the most
effective distance to minimize the risk of surface impacts.
The maximum depth for all the alternatives and locations
would be approximately 450 feet below the ground surface.

Using the Route 9-195th Street alternative (the alternative
with the longest section along the 205/244th Street right-of-
way) as an example, construction at an overall average rate of
250 feet/week would take approximately 80 weeks starting
from the intersection of SR-104 and 1-5 to Puget Sound.
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Brighwater Hearing, December 3, 2002

312-1

TESTIMONY OF BECKY BIRCH

Becky Birch, 19627 109th Place Northeast, Bothell,
Washington. The comment I wanted to make is that I
think it is important that the county take neighbors
into consideration when they move ahead with any
projects.

There's currently a county project going on in
the North Creek Business Park which creates a lot of
noise pollution from five o'clock on; and we were
never, ever notified that this was happening. And it's
very distressing that the neighboring communities were
not even informed about what this was.

So as we look at Brightwater, I would really
encourage them to take the neighbors into
consideration, not just the business park people. They
start the construction at 5:00 p.m., which is great far
the business park but not great for family
Tife. And so they need to at Teast Tet us know what's
going on. We had no clue what was happening.

So I just want to make sure that they clue us in and
keep us posted on developments, especially since the
preferred solution would be building a pump facility
not too far from where the current construction is.

Thank you.

Yan Pelt, Corbett & Associates, 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1312-1

King County will work with local jurisdictions and
neighboring residents to keep people informed of
construction 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.

Similar strategies were used as part of the North Creek
Storage Project’s community relations program. King County
mailed a brochure to approximately 3,000 residences and
businesses in the vicinity of the project, developed a Web
page, and set up a 24-hour hotline. For more information on
this project, check the Web page
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/ncstorage/index.htm or call the
hotline at (425) 239-8010.
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36
BRIGHTWATER HERRING, 12/3/02
5 TR e B 1 Response to Comment 1272-1
. 2 My name's Becky Bishop. I live at 8902 222nd Street | Thank you for your comment.
3 Southeast, Woodinville. I live in the unincoporated area Response to Comment 1272-2
4 of Woodinville in Snchomish county. So I'm deeply The Draft EIS identified a number of potential impacts
5 affacted by this: and T thinkwsiall aze. ass_omated with the construction of Brlght\_/vater_. That analysis
, _ _ of impacts has been supplemented and refined in the
g 1 Jepteogne eatimiant KL ReCRInORoRoht, R it intervening months and an updated analysis of impacts and
7 haven't been able to read all the data. But I will tell reasonable mitigation measures is set forth in the Final EIS.
. i . o . . he
8 you'my experience this weekend with the StockPot Soup Inclu_ded_ln the Final EIS is an additional dlscussm_n_ ofF
possible impacts of the proposal and reasonable mitigation
d erell nystery. “We Nad. 1t smelled 1ike &'gascous, wedd measures regarding air quality (including odor) in Chapter 5
10 odor. And so I had the fire department come cut twice, of the Final EIS. The economic value of property is
. i . . ) e
i T T — speculative and is not an environmental impact; therefore, it
is not discussed in the Final EIS.
12 NowW.
ah 13 [ They suggested that I have my gas company come out
14 and do a pressure check. I paid $70.00 to find out that
15 my pressure was fine. It's just a stinky soup plant
16 that's causing the gas-like smell to settle in my
17 beautiful 5.4 acre valley there.
[272-1
18 We moved here 10 years ago, and I've raised my
19 children here. 2And I continue to raise my children here.
20 I know there's a lot of political things. But we have to :
21 ask ourselves, if we allow this, who wants to raise kids I
22 | in a community that smells like caca during certain parts
23 |ygay [ of the year. What does that do to our properties?
24 A lot of us, because of the stock market and lay
i
25 offs, we rely on our property values increasing. And you
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339
L 4
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72-2

T2-3

would have to disclose that there's an odor on your
property during certain times of the year. If they try
to say that, Well, it only happens during certain weather
conditions, it may happen, you would have to disclose
that to anybody that bought your property.

I think somebody said previously, if you have to
disclose that, if you don't want to raise your children
here, if you don't want to have your business here -- T
also have a business here that means a lot to me -- who's
going to shop here? Who's going to want to do anything
here? I think what everybody really has to consider is
the long-term effects of allowing something like this in
our community.

Thank you.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1272-3

|
| King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that

enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
area where the facility is sited. King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies
on mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts.

| imsseeriarsriswsisresrrsariy
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BRIGHTWETER HEARING, 12/3/02
TESTIMONY OF CHRARLES BLAINE
My name is Charles Blaine, B-L-A-I-N-E. I live at

23012 elst Avenue Southeast, Woodinville. BAs the crow
flies, T live a half mile due west of the site. B&And
it's, near as I can tell, 500 feet north of the
conveyance tunnel.

I'm still working my way through all of the EIS. 3o
I'm not going to be able to comment on all of it. I do
want to make two points tonight, though, just to let you
know where, at least so far as I'm thinking.

First is that the events of the last couple of
weeks, temperature with air inversions, has convinced me
that we need a lot more work done on the air-quality
portion of this EIS. The portion of the statement that
discusses how the airshed in the Woodinville area
actually works are lacking and need a lot more detail and
a lot more study so that you can understand how this
thing will impact, not just the plant, but the neighbors
as well.

And we're getting plenty of evidence of that problem
from StockPot, who are now in the process of paying lots

of fines. I assume you guys should start getting ready

"to write checks for that one as well.

The other thing I want to discuss —- and this is

more gut than anything else -- is I really do think that

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Awvenue Extension Scuth * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1273-1

For information on the meteorological data used in the odor
and air quality analysis, please refer to the response to the
City of Woodinville, Comment C5-36. Additional
information is provided in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1273-2

Current information about population forecasts and
wastewater flow projections can be found in Chapter 2 and
Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final
EIS. A detailed response concerning current growth forecasts
and how those forecasts determine wastewater flow
projections and the need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant
can be found in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment
C10-1.
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the assumptions built to justify the plant in terms of
population growth, et cetera, are basically pre-1998,
pre-1999. Those assumptions, I think, assume Boeing
adding a work force total corporatewide of semething on
the order of 120,000 people, Microsoft maybe 25,000
people and related industries growing at a rapid clip of
5 and 10 percent per year.

I think what is not gquite understoed in the Seattle
area is that the probably single largest victim of 911
outside of New York City is going to be the Seattle area.
I don't see Boeing coming back anywhere near 120,000
workers within the next 10 to 15 years.

If that is, in fact, the case, then your assumptions
need to be restudied from top to bottom because the
growth assumptions that you've used to justify the time
line are no longer wvalid. That gives you more time to
study both the impact of the plant on either on the good
people of Edmonds, whom I hope will get this so I collect
my latte from Christy Light or in Woodinville. We can
study both the efficacy of the engineering and the
environmental impact plus deal with, which is not dealt
with very well in the EIS, additional alternatives other
than Edmonds, Route 9, and doing nothing. Without that,
I think those assumptions really need to be studied far

more than now in this statement and certainly in the last

12732

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339
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1275-2

12733

= QIE.

My predecessor talked about the economic impact on
the neighborhood and also I think the fine points. And
while the EIS law does not specifically say you have to
include this, you have to include the economic impact.
It is immoral, if nothing else, to suggest that this
Route 9 plant would not have an econcmic impact on

virtually everybody who lives around it. That also needs

= to be part of it.

That's all I'm going to say tonight, but you will

get a substantially larger filing from me.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1273-3

Increases or decreases in business revenues, tax revenues,
and property values are not considered environmental
impacts, and are not addressed in the EIS. 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
weighing and balancing alternatives by decision-makers and
in their making of final decisions.
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Block (1178)

[173-1

[173-2

[178-3

; RECE!I
) Brightwater gl
KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM ‘ Ul

Draft Environmental Impact Statement COfriftefit Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmerital
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS, Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
mare effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1178-1

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, the application of policy
criteria and consideration of environmental factors led to
the selection of alternatives for further consideration. The
siting constraints used in site selection 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. Additional information
regarding the policy siting criteria adopted by the King
County Council by Ordinances 14043 and 14107 as well as
Phases 1 and 2 siting 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, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.

Please refer to, Chapter 5, of the Final EIS for updated
information on atmospheric modeling and odor prevention
and Chapter 6 for updated information on possible impacts
and mitigation to drinking water sources and salmon
habitat.

Response to Comment 1178-2

The purpose and need for a new treatment plant are
discussed in Chapter 1 and the site selection process is
described in Chapter 2, both in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1178-3

Thank you for your comment.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Blumenthal (1353)

I353-1

1353-2

W Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMEMNT 5YSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than lnnuary 21", 2003.
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Name: foberl ¢ Jareh Blumendlha]

Address: 473¢Y NE !?«fﬁ J¢

Lakte Fovest Parke W4

City, Zip: Z9I55”

Response to Comment 1353-1

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 two weeks (and, in one case, four 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.

Notice of the Draft EIS was provided in several ways:

e A 12-page summary of the Draft EIS was delivered to
more than 60,000 people in the Brightwater project area.

e Display advertisements appeared in The Bothell/Kenmore
Reporter on November 21, The Eastside Journal on
November 24, The Woodinville Weekly on November 25, The
Edmonds Beacon and The Mukilteo Beacon on November 26,
The Seattle Times and The Everett Herald on November 27,
and The Enterprise newspapers (Edmonds, Shoreline, Lake
Forest Park, Lynnwood, and Mill Creek) on November 29.

e A notice was posted on the King County Web site on
November 5.

e Legal notices appeared in The Seattle Times and The
Eastside Journal on November 6 and 13, The Enterprise on
November 7 and 14, and The Everett Herald on November 6,
7 and 13.

In addition, more than 40 stories on the Brightwater proposal
and the publication of the Draft EIS appeared in local
newspapers from October 2002 through January 2003,
including The Seattle Times, The Seattle Post-Intelligencer,
The Everett Herald, The Enterprise, The Woodinville Weekly,
The Northlake News, and The Kenmore Newsletter.

More information about impacts on the Lake Forest Park
wellhead protection area is provided in the Final EIS. Please
refer to Chapters 4 and 6, and to Appendix 6-B, Geology and
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Groundwater, of the Final EIS.
Response to Comment 1353-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park, Comment
C4-8.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Boatsman (1296)

[286-1

@ Brightwater
KngCounty TREATMENT S5YSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003,
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Name: | nupe ¢ Padnck Boctsman

Address: f ?'—H! LE'U th F)J ME

city, zip: Lake Fortst Prale a49155

Response to Comment 1296-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-8. This response notes that the portal originally
planned near the Town Center has been eliminated as a
primary portal.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Boehm (1297)

@) Brightwater
g County TREATMENT SYSTEM | Response to Comment 1297-1
Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form | Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional Comment C4-8.
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to Response to Comment 1297-2
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to . 3 . .
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond Please be assured that King County will take the time to build
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final a safe. reliable project Since 2000. the Brightwater proj ect
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003, ' ) ' . .
team has used a number of methods to inform and involve
To be considered in the Final ElS, comments must include a name and address members of the publlc throughout the project Sltlng area
st : .
and be postnarked no later thati Jonuacy 215, 2003, /3715 Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
£ éama, ,f"’f‘d/w,ggﬁf_, p,z,;%,# W Comment O14-31, for a list of public involvement activities
:‘-’-ﬂ"l—’ XS s /;J.» of /;iM ﬁmeq{MMx that have been completed to date.
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Name:

Address:

City, Zip:
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Boeve (1249)

L

RECELIVED

JAN 14 2003

ENVIRONMENTAL
PLANNING DIVISION

King County Executive Ror Sims:
S = R AL ¢ _ . o d
My name is T 2 SNY S0EVE  1am contacting you because my home is inone of
the propesed 70 acre portal siting arcas. My house and my neighbors’ homes are pussible sites ior.a t
two to four acre construction portal, or we may find curselves next to a five year construction projec

which vrould tesribly impact ur lives as well as our house values.

I feel that the City of Shorcline-and especially our neighborhood hes b_een unfairky dn:.-sen based
on political reasons rather than enginecring zescns. Thu fact that an E_nvn::onm_mmi Imp:;r;l];
Statement public hearing has not been sched:iled in the City of Shoreline is an example of the
distegard for saving people’s homes and neizkborhoods.

Being 2 resident whose home is ina propased portal acea, [ feel thiat 2 better route conld be found

which would not 3ffect homes ot neighborhrods and still enable King Courty v proceed _witfh tln?i:
project. Please cottact me assoon a pessible to let me know what you plan 10 do about this situation.

Sincerely,

Poa WAL "f)_g_v_u.-f_,,

H13 ALG dent LA

SR L

UKL 3 2007

Response to Comment 1249-1

Please refer to the response to Rush, Comment 1192-1.

Response to Comment 1249-2

The Executive’s decision is based on a number of factors,
including the Final EIS, as well as additional technical,
community, and cost considerations. For information on the
siting process please refer to the response to Albert,
Comment E1-2.

Response to Comment 1249-3

The four hearings on the Brightwater Draft EIS were spread
geographically throughout the project area so residents from
any affected city could attend them. Residents of Shoreline
were invited to attend any hearing, including the hearing held
in the neighboring City of Edmonds.

Response to Comment 1249-4

King County will work with potentially affected jurisdictions
and homeowners to identify portal sites with as little impact
as possible to homes and neighborhoods. King County will
continue to provide information to local communities as the
process proceeds.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Bolin (125)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

Response to Comment 125-1

T .+l1-;,,;( siank Gotelw  Hioe Bbwed b dad ok e L§17 We try to limit our activities to those that we think are
by mat mealies %y deseliors P eewss pent G necessary. We have provided people with multiple
opportunities to learn about the Brightwater project in the
L 5 2 ; L manner that best meets their individual needs. We mailed a

1251 ) summary of the Draft EIS rather than just a postcard to help
e : - ‘ e people understand the size and complexity of the project and
r“‘l"‘: S Guld review 4biy  StAk or” cuk Yol to give them an opportunity to easily comment (via the mail-
Pt it Fu the Plecse Az leasz back card) in the event that they didn’t have access to the
Fre Fo reduce savernmey Internet.
aiadiste L1 | 4 4 SOE b A e i ke By Y,
' : r]i H Your name; Dﬁw.:l ﬁ Qa“n :-f-r,

f‘\ [
i’% A O gﬁvzq. ?L Address: P 0. Box frl¥7
7

an-c.-; 21 L Kavwnpors Luf  Jymzk
Phone number: “f‘l F=4 - 78{‘7
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Bonthuis (1108)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possuble please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: z*‘i %dﬂ%ﬂ,i S
V 4{'(“‘ %‘ AO{E"’I{— r Address:_w;}i’:”f Dr :tT—BOI'
"H-i, O .vrp etaltermug mﬂd h - (/‘?f qgtﬂ

f‘*’-l"’\ Ldzﬂ 'f{‘(t&_ Wu hw{’_mfﬂwﬁ-’nﬂ-&’l Phgne number: /‘X‘?S') ,5"?; 03‘}?
Bt & oV eoshs a fof moc o entiyy

[102-1

[102-2

1103-3
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Response to Comment 1108-1

Thank you for your comment.
Response to Comment 1108-2

As noted in Chapter 8 of the Final EIS, the Unocal force
main-gravity tunnel would consume 5,000 to 14,000 MWh of
energy annually at a new large offsite pump station at Portal
11. While the Unocal gravity tunnel would not consume any
energy along the conveyance system, subsequent engineering
work after the publication of the Draft EIS determined the
Unocal gravity tunnel would be difficult and risky to
construct due to the depths of the portals.

Response to Comment 1108-3

Both the Route 9 and Unocal Treatment Plants would provide
the same level of wastewater treatment and would provide
equal protection of the environment and human health. The
energy consumption for the Route 9 treatment plant and the
Unocal treatment plant is approximately the same (40.6 M
kWh to 61.5 M kWh per year for 36 mgd).

Ultraviolet (UV) light for disinfection is more costly than
sodium hypochlorite disinfection. The analysis is included in
Appendix 3-K, Treatment Plant Disinfection Alternatives, of
the Final EIS. However, UV disinfection would be used for
reclaimed water at both sites.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Borkart (1129)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: fﬂé‘}o ,\SJ(‘ .‘]Qe ok

Address: &;f,’ f’}ﬂffc. 5’71

Elnonds WA 97220

Phone number:

Response to Comment 1129-1

A majority of the scientific investigations were focused on
evaluating the potential impacts of the proposed outfall on the
biological resources of Puget Sound and the people who
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. 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) has been identified. 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 1129-2

Although there would be a temporary interruption in public
access to the beach during outfall construction, the operation
of the outfall will not impact the health or enjoyment of
people recreating in and around Puget Sound. Please refer to
the response to Comment 1129-1 in this letter regarding the
lack of impact to human health.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Bourgoin (1298)

@ Brightwater

King County TI!!A'TMEN'[ SYSTEM H

i Response to Comment 1298-1

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form | please refer to th 0 the Citv of Lake Forest Park
King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional case reter 10 the response to the Lty ot Lake Forest Fark,

Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental Comment C4-8.
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to

review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to

be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond

more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final

EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Bowen (114)

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

COMMENT CARD
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
Response to Comment 114-1

;‘K Cﬁ’ j:V') m[j Ui l K { mci (‘YJ’HUHL-\.\‘ | Thank you for your comment.
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Your name: r\ HN‘LL@A
Address ’{;’;3\"-\ Cs‘f) F{?%&/?—
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Phone number:
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Boyle (1219)

Tps Forn THE Z2/ R4

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still

have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

A = T = -
Your name: 4’; 4 /_:'? &25_ ""“__.\.)/L—z.

Address, 237 Al [ ST

SHereclive U, FLITT

= o~ P & >
Phone number _ =l e =542 -2 . ST

Response to Comment 1219-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Brainerd (15)

15-1

COMMENT CARD:  * A :
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needer.l. List any questions you still
ut the project. If possible, please reference pagn numbérs or sechunsnfthe Draft Els 5
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Comments must include your name and address and

{i)‘l %UU fj? ?'Eﬁf— must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.
Your name: 5\(“'“7 Gl’d'

Address: I?WJG J’(gH/db’Q AJ’E'

Shoreles U 18155

Phene number: (éﬂ@:’ %7 58 53

Response to Comment 15-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Briggs (1200)

Date: Dec-20-2002

Time: 03:47FM NEQE!VED

IP Address: 207.202.231.108

DE
Name and Address; <y C2g 2002
Kairan Briggs VIRONM
20450 Richmond Beach Dr NW PLANNING Dﬁ:g’?‘“
Seattie, WA ON
98177
Comment:

| am writing about the Brightwater Outfall Zone 57 - Portal #19,
proposed to be located at NW 205th 5t & Richmond Beach Dr NW. My home
is at this intersection so | am very concerned and will be substantially
impacted.

portal

1. 1am most concemed that my property is not condemned for the ]1200-1

a. First choice - use the curent Richmond Beach pump stafion
at 196th and Richmond Beach Drive NW. It would seem to make a perfect
site for the portal. Even if the land size is a lithe too small, it
wolld make great sense to still try and moke it work, Because it is
down in a hole it is nearly invisible from the road it is totally
isolated from the neighborhood. It would have basically ne impact on
neighbors. Plus, it is at sea level which would keep down the costs of
tunneling. And the stafion could be furned into a nice litle park
after the portal is finished. Additionally, most of Brightwater is in
Snohomish County. This could help to offset that inequity by having this
portal in King County, It seems to be a great choice for the portal.

b. Second choice - use the raw land on the beach at Chevron.
As d second choice, | would encourage Brightwater to do everything
possible to use the raw land at beach level for the portal. I've heard
rumors that Chevron has prolblems with Brightwater trucks using their
bridge across the tracks. If this is frue, | encourage you to do
whatever is necessary fo resolve that problem. Having a portal at sea
level would certainly reduce the cost of tunneling as well.

c. Lost choice - use Chevron's land on the east side of
Richmond Beach Drive. Of course. that may mean the land right next to
my driveway and my house ond | am concermed about noise and traffic.

However, that would be much preferable to having my property condemned,

2. lam concerned about the impact of construction, the noise and the
hours

a. Pleose maoke sure that construction is imited to normal,
daylime hours. This is o several-year long project and o ask us to be
subjected to noise, dirf, lights, vibrations from tunneling, and trucks
running 24 howrs a day is unfair,

r200-2

1200-3

Response to Comment 1200-1

King County will be contacting property owners that may
hold properties potentially of interest to the Brightwater
project throughout the remainder of 2003.

Response to Comment 1200-2

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for updated
information on the project description and comparison of
alternatives and descriptions of alternative portal locations.

Response to Comment 1200-3

Construction of the tunnel could occur up to 24 hours a day.
However, this would be underground and would not affect
surface activities. Concrete and earth activities would be
limited to daylight hours. Construction activities would
comply with vibration, noise, light, and air requirements of
local jurisdictions.

Brightwater Final EIS 1613



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Briggs (1200)

* 3. OK to open Richmond Beach Drive NW road nerth through Woodway for
CONSTRUCTION tfraffic onty - NOT for ALL fraffic.

a. |have heard rumors that this road might be opened for { Response to Comment 1200-4
construction frucks so they don't all have to go through Shereline but ! i . . L
the burden is shared with Woodway. If necessary, that is fine with me, i Construction activity and parking would be limited to the

b. Butithinkitis a very poor idea o open the road fo all portal siting area located in the Chevron Richmond Beach
traffic. My family has lived here for over 30 years. The greatest H H H imi
appeal of this neighbarhood is that it is o dead end road. Quite, ASPha!t Termmal' Operatlonal Impa_CtS would be limited to
D?UCB:':JL SGf?- ;”9?|;90d\‘ getahuge Gmguﬂfﬂf PGOFJ:E-% ST“EH@E“"Q perlodlc maintenance checks occurring on average once per
along the waterfront, tuming around in our driveway as it is. To open - .- s
the road would make it a near freeway night and day. | feel l am one of day D|US two trUCk t“ps per WGEK- ACthlty at the portal Sltmg
e fce Mk o bories arig e et Sl inenal s o e area unrelated to the operation of the treatment plant has not
beach in front of my house} and this would only add insult to injury. | 3 h
am absolutely opposed to opening the road through Woodway for ALL been under consideration.
traffic or on a permanent basis,
3. No mitigation for beach access. Mo parking lot. 1 Response to Comment 1200-5

| am concemed about any request for mitigation in the form of beach . .
access at fhis site (affer the work is completed). In particular, I've Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
heard rumors that mitigation may include o parking area request, perhaps _ H 111 1
in Chevron’s curently unused and unmaintained parking lot just cutside Comment C6 5’ regardmg mltlgatlon'

their main gate on Richmond Beach Drive NW (i.e. adacent on the north
side of my property).

For years and years we had problems with huge beer parties on the beach
and drag racing on the road every single weekend. So the neighbors
bought the beach, and had guard rails and no-parking signs put up and [200-4
this eliminated the problem. To add parking to this area is a poor

idea. The problems will only multiply. And | can only imagine what

would go on every night in a dark parking lot at the end of a dead-end
road. This would put my home and my safety at huge risk and would
change what is now a very sofe situation into the worst case situation.

In addition, the neighbor-owned part of the beach is privately owned and
we bear the risk of all frespassers who get hurt and want to sue us.

Adding beach access only makes that problem worse, We like our quiet,
safe, sleepy little dead-end road. It is not fair to us to have this

changed into an unsafe situation, d

4. Mitigation request for sidewalk along Richmond Beach Drive NW: OK
ONMLY if it stops @t the county line or have it on the west side of the

road.

| am not interested in having my front yard torn up to install o

sidewalk, which has been suggested as a mitigation request. Ifitis
important, have the sidewalk stop at 205th. o005
5. Mitigation Request to turm Chevron's beach land - INTO A NATURAL
HABITAT when the project is done. GREAT IDEA!

Preserve the beach part of Chevron's land by making it a wildlife

habitat when the portal is finished. This would keep the

quiet, safe, peacelul neighborhood which we have been o part of for aver
30 years.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Brock (132)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

Response to Comment 132-1

Tliva Th Diecks natn of 229™ 5 510, Tt seemS I o
e tat g 'King (wm.u ’h?ﬁ'ﬂ?ﬂ?% DM?!’:"?" 5}%11/} 032-1 Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1

and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
be in Fing CﬁMM Vif"f”?ﬂtf' A _Sham ’ projects in Snohomish County and the role of local

jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities. Please refer to the response to Albert,
Comment E1-2, for information on the Brightwater treatment
site siting process.

Com must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: CJ’E”‘” 4 ﬁhﬂrt
Address: Zw\ré datn ave )
Zamonds, wa. a¢020

Phone number;
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Brock (132)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Brooks (177)

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still

have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
- £ -
The  Uooca [ - Ebiomadte. St¢ sarps o

034G Skl <ite The 4:!3.#{‘ e et Sy Ao e

.{fg&"{. eV atentel imfned (actml #Ed%’nﬁé( ), ﬂ;r“'/ “ra il dis_£:§£&'!e

Afm}rj’: o sdre i, HWY-T  beation dioold frg.uive Seveact sdides mz\

[77-1

Jle ﬁiﬁﬁ}. Bt an bt b o g appior Sy g {m.ﬁ-,;’f

&w?i:/: L besl /za-f'a/ﬁ;n:é am"z/ % r"fyf.f 7"?‘;;{7{?}»} 7 ;F ,«?;—'ﬁ’q djf’-ﬁ

Bl g AN £, g M fo ¥ st
i LN d _
o olbal oy dadid ;7
= Commaents must include your name and address
pi ] 5@5‘ 4 "f foimidA &ﬁg S e o @f‘ must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003
]

Your name: gr?/{ ?;h-ug%

-2

the Jipe suskar.  The pwy-? focabiit sadess_430-23217 ST S
i a bud e Bothe Il fIA  Foz(
Phone number: __ S2S <B 7 '?';"@7

Response to Comment 177-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 177-2

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.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Brooks (177)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Brown (133)

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

//K'?— %p‘fm‘-l/ﬁ, s/He  acrden /fr seems e
i e sense  and YRz ik cke T BurFeriny w0 ne—
A FFerenrse /

Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than Janua » 2003,

Your name: ﬁ{i ‘{._—’ K/JW G)M

Address; 38 '—‘?Sf’-ﬂg/ p/ &),
Edhondle  pa. 2020

Phone number:

Response to Comment 133-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Brown (133)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Brown (1190)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, pleasa reference page nurnbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

/MM‘% .“.n..u..l Jh._.::_ ./ SO /, /, i 2*2-3‘(‘
Mﬂ ’ A2 "_-_: y 27 / Lz ./.-._-I.,- J g ongilurd , 12 TH¢ e
-" J , " 7 . " 4
nuu ALY fuh o 2N 20 I ot PP teng Pisd JHChey

1120-1

Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: €LIZABETHE BEOW
Address: 2270134tk AVE . W.

MoUnrcrrc & Te£lACs, w&%ﬁ
Phone number: 42'5_‘_'775-"5%6 /

Response to Comment 1190-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Brown (1190)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Brown (165)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still

. i ib| 1! refere! numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
have about the project. if possible, please nce page Response to Comment 165-1

165-1 ,aV-I’LA e O & ET s o vER Lot 7= -',

S PREFER  Jdtg 17575 o Tle prlolAt, Locairionf

Thank you for your comment.

Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003,

LtsA  Frioww
2305 pEALd AV AL S

Bontcee, Wh 2802/
YR -42-729/

Your name:

Address:

Phone number:
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Brown (165)

This page intentionally left blank.

Brightwater Final EIS 1624



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Browning (1210)

1

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still

have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sactions of the Draft EIS.

S penteepns that 4y Ainkiisls ONLY wtin Aaypely 1o

1210-1

. . ; N B =—— : :
pevFraeaafid £l witiing adifid abeud pennsemen fann. 4
1 3

2102 | Odot — g where doto 2 atet that thote wdl e 1007 codih & odot.

1210-3

-

4

Wolle ekl B -'«?)..1-1{}.21_ Bla s A e Aacuies wn B r3¢¢¢f,¢'-;f.¢ f?mj‘a:i
A [ | T

Comments must include your name and address and
must be pastmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Lo Afs P APalb 12 ! -
Your name: H- d MR, CoMPAD BRuliNiMg

Address: 730% -2935‘3—" STRERT &.E.

S MoHomMisH , WA 82945126

Phene number: (Béo) LLg -24ath

Response to Comment 1210-1

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

Response to Comment 1210-2

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 1210-3

Without knowing what specific “failures in the Brightwater
project” are being referred to in this comment, it is difficult to
respond with any specificity. The issue of legal liability, in
general, does not relate to environmental impacts and is
beyond the scope of the EIS.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Browning (1210)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Burnham (115)

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional informatien or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

L Response to Comment 115-1

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that

= ol - i . m oF N & TR, enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
NATNE SHRIURS & AT THAS W TjeAeT i i area where the facility is sited. At either of the two treatment
N P o ReP — plant sites, King County would be able to clean up any
MM&%@E@M&M&HM contamination found, improve land that currently or in the
‘MM@%M&M&M’ past has been used for industrial purposes, and work to
inl 14 g T& -CEOWE Pl improve existing habitat conditions in the area. King County
WL & GWE (fhnT) e e Tees eTc PRUETO ;ﬂ;}ﬁ; eve . rPewsied, Ved~ will work directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting
ETANON 15 WGTARES TVZEADUENTY mﬂ:‘b‘e";:::;‘:r:;“n:“;‘:’;rt’g';“j:::;;’::‘;;“‘ agencies on mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater

T WHALD LEWE T Ve A LUAT construction and operational impacts. Please refer to the
Your name: MAMJME \ - -

response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, regarding

IU—L&MMILMM&G&WS; MS820 (pZuno AceNE - mitigation
Aue-T AM For The uoe PF Namuzac Kemwete, WA A%02.8 ]
METUDNS 6F DAGINFECTRIATS R AT shone number 126~ H32- 0859 1152 Response to Comment 115-2
AN CAEWUCATLS . (0 woT gew vy # peree!) | For the Route 9 site, disinfection using sodium hypochlorite

(a chemical similar to household bleach) would be used for
effluent discharged to Puget Sound. Ultraviolet (UV) light
disinfection would be used to disinfect reclaimed water. UV
does not require chemicals, but does require more energy as it
uses numerous high-intensity light bulbs to disinfect the
effluent.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Burnham (115)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Call (1233)

I233-1 {

I233-2 i

1233-3

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have abuut the project. If possible, please reference page numbors or senlons nf the Draft EIS.

Ireason . The Q;z;m Is wmore dfrfL ff%
ers  fush abpb smel He Same !
ﬁ"/ #N&’ f .{}J’v(ﬁué‘ [n prue c".,emm Yt _7/; é TUHT A7 ;- e pafl”
i
PUAL

m- bud wore  pipe ronduts Al i Pt
J
Zfirs i i e ﬂowi‘r_. mﬂﬂ‘bfﬁé‘fu
7 Comments must include your name and address and
(s AMWJ‘: @ #ﬁ (5& t@ - must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.
VgD e o 213 ' i ¥ --:.i é-’wt' 7 ; Y¥our name: 3“{"’—' §'4{
Edil) th ik p L2k ? 1% »‘ {{ Address; 5?."3 Z‘&l? "-b ‘-ﬁ:
pun " b awm’ e #oe’ S, é,pms.é A
F”M M '{2' C;”jf %c& ﬂﬁff&#‘(‘é& Phone number ésf"ﬁ//

Response to Comment 1233-1

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

Response to Comment 1233-2

Cost and economic issues 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 1233-3

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Call (1233)
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Camden (I85)

Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS
1
COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
haueabout_theprojact. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS. R toC t185-1
Lrond ol o Seloch iy AL Roull $ Sire oveq ] Esponse 1 LOMment foo-
e e Yyzdd 2 22| | Thank you for your comment.

Lhsint g (j”sm ol Hu cord Alganad 4&/1%/ oo - Response to Comment 185-2
pocr |\ Cond €9 /apflacy, A trvdansi & bes1

TSR ; Thank you for your comment.

:;-*,QE";ES. Pocfe Lf? edog s N Mam .

4

atit ¢ aid Y A e, S pedipld |
O lcw;;f. %m anda, Y Lotk woh  Jclha o M; /%4 :
b b othia r,q.u{mm chits  goad 4
Comments must include your name and address anid
) W AL must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003 J%5-2
0‘1)-‘«, (\Gw annfe. 7 s HL-:—.K; Your name: T & s e, |
C/TM Q‘ﬁ:rﬂ}“\ Address: Yy A "jUE W’ 4

f?‘m-ﬂ”x ER .\
%MML lntcds WA £ 4020
Phone number: ?}f,;zq ~ 22/ ?335
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Camden (I85)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Campbell (134)

1341

I34-2

@ Ldby rs King CownnFe S

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

Qj h/.!r}-— 0/.:1/77& /Ze? d/f:' .f?n}"{‘n-‘r-u P r..-.e,/s’
w2 0 B g Pl o AT 7‘55«,/.%/ T
7%— g?’;e?ff“aﬂ.?-

Ly ~ g c-p,f;"',-,/;i.ér c"n"’fz
wWhe'a 666 oF TRe woersS gre t4a Soe Leswd

(P P = o o ’74!:: 7‘- ! o~
2 s £ & et b {&’kn';}-"’

Comments must include your name and address and
muszt be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003,

Your name: 7;)’7'}/ T ‘—/’»-vmyéa//
22c0/ £ &K s L4

Address:

Phonenumber, 725 - £ ¥ ¢ -7 2 6 2~

/%u.f ?{'/’4/4:7:#“,&/4 75"’5'.-?1_

Response to Comment 134-1

Cost and economic issues 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 134-2

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Campbell (134)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Campos (126)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

b re , Sl as

a»ﬁ‘fmasr‘blﬁ:

Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January &, 2003.

Your name: MJH’(D.S Er /:ﬁmpGS

I
Address:_ 3425 22 844 S+ sw

Erier WA 958034

Phane number: 91.25 672_ g_;?ql

Response to Comment 126-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Campos (126)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Cannon (1299)

12821

12882

Subject: DEIS COMMENTS BY JAN.21,2003
RE: BRIGHTWATER DEIS COMMENTS BY JAN. 21,2003

I WANT TO INFORM YOU: The average parson I've talked with does not know or understand all the
PROCEDURE STEPS involved regarding Brightwater? (And, I'm not sure | do?) Those | talked with
recently, that came to the original meetings, thought that the "Scoping” was all there was to it? Some felt
that Sims Preferred Route would be taken? These pecple had not even realized the need or the reason
for futher study or for submitting COMMENTS AGAIN! S0 YOU ARE NOT REACHING THEM!

THOUGH IT APPEARS TO BE GOOD AND NECESSARY TO ME -

It seems to many I've talked with, that there has been so much information

that the average person is overwhelmed by it! And, that the public needed a class an understanding the
DEIS and the technical volcabulary in it? There is a lot of newly created wording and their meanings in
your documents, along with their abbreviations, which was not previously known or used? You know
what the word "Scoping” means to you, but it is not part of the average person's volcabulary, and there
are B meanings for it in the dictionary?

Most people seemed to recognize there is some importance in an Environmental Impact Statement, but
don't really know too much about that either? | have no idea how you could improve on this, but the
public does need SOME KIND OF EDUCATION TO USE AND UNDERSTAMND THE DEIS AND ITS FOLLOW-
UP'S. SINCE MOST PEOPLE HAVE LITTLE TIME TO SPEND, SOMETHING BRIEF AND TO THE FOINT

L MIGHT WORK?

[ OVER AND OVER AGAIN | heard and also read in the papers, that while the

Brightwater Public Meetings implied the public would be given opportunity

to ask questions, present their views or take a part in these meetings they weren't really, before the staff
closed the meetings and took the tape recorder without the testimonial comments the public wanted to
give!

MOQST PEOPLE FELT THEY WERE JUST BEING USED TO GIVE THE

APPEARAMNCE OF, BUT NOT REALLY THE PERFORMANCE OF, BRIGHTWATER'S NEED TO MEET THE

L. REQUIREMENTS OF PUBLIC INPUT!

Sincerely yours,

Doris Cannon

6001 232nd Place 5.W.
Mountlake Tarrace, WA. 98043

Response to Comment 1299-1

King County has worked to provide people with multiple
opportunities to get involved in the project in the manner that
best meets their individual needs. The scoping document and
a summary of the Draft EIS were written and designed to be
understood by the general public. Both were mailed to
approximately 60,000 people.

Response to Comment 1299-2

Please refer to the response to O’Rourke, Comment E28-1.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Cannon (1299)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Cannon (1300)

JAN 21 2003

ENVIRONME NTAL
Environmental Planning FROM: PLANNING DIVISION
King County Wastewater Treatment Division Mr e Mrs EM. Cannon
201 South Jackson St. Suite 505 6001 - 232" Place S.W

Seattle, WA. 98104-3855 ﬂfmmtﬁ}@ Terrace, WA. 98043

RE: BRIGHTWATER EIS COMMENTS TODAY'S DATE: flz72, /5 2003
The Study is attractive, impressive in size, filled with technical terms and information,

but for the average time shy working guy its a lot to assimilate and respond to in the short
amount of time given during the crest of the holiday season and vear turn-over priorities,

I WOULD LIKE TO ADDRESS THE FOLLOWING:

What bothers me the most is that Brightwater and its promoters appear to be making a
mockery out of rights guaranteed by The Constitution of the United States, and no
matter what I am told, T feel that THE LEGISLATURE IS IN VIOLATION of placing
us under a SOVEREIGN FORM OF GOVERNMENT to both permit and initiate this
misuse of power for jurisdiction and eminent domain over people being denied BOTH
their human rights and citizen voting rights in a Demoeracy! (UN-AMERICAN 1)

1300-1

[ WOULD LIKE TO SEE MR. SIMS CHAMPION ITS CORRECTION!

BRIGHTWATER IS VERY, VERY EXPENSIVE! [t appears to be motivated by
monetary greed and ambitious power rather than need or want, as THE CITIES OF
EDMONDS, MOUNTLAKE TERRACE AND WOODENVILLE

1300-2 DO NOT WANT ANY OF THE SITE PLANTS OR ITS PIPINGS and to foree this
on them just isn’t right! It is a misuse of power The Constituation protects us from!

I REQUEST SMALLER LOCAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS BE
USED IN AREAS WANTING THEM AND THEY BE THE COST CARRIERS.

150023 [ SEPTIC TANKS provide a more natural means of protecting our native birds, plants
and wildlife by preventing over-building and large population settlements.

I REQUEST SMALLER LOCAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS TO
BE USED BY AREAS WANTING THEM AND TO HELP IN PROTECTING OUR
NORTHWEST FROM BRIGHTWATER MASS POPULATION DESTRUCTION.

1300-4
MORE PEOPLE MEAN MORE CARS, the loss of more businesses, AND MORE

UNEMPLOYMENT caused by Brightwater’s overdevelopment plans.

I REQUEST SMALLER LOCAL WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANTS FOR
THOSE AREAS WANTING THEM and for the CONTOL of growth and TRAFFIC.

Response to Comment 1300-1

King County does have the power of eminent domain under
state statute. RCW (Revised Code of Washington) 35.58.320
constitutes a general grant of condemnation authority for
metropolitan municipal corporations. The general grant of
condemnation authority states that a metropolitan municipal
organization may condemn property necessary for its
purposes that is “both within and without™ its borders. This is
similar to the authority of cities and sewer and water districts
to condemn property outside of their boundaries to provide
public services. The entire text of RCW 58.320 is available
online at:
http://www.leg.wa.gov/RCW/index.cfm?fuseaction=section
&section=35.58.320.

RCW 35.58.200 specifically addresses condemnation in the
context of water pollution abatement for metropolitan
municipal corporations. This statute provides the authority
“[t]o acquire by purchase, condemnation, gift, or grant and to
lease, construct, add to, improve, replace, repair, maintain,
operate and regulate the use of metropolitan facilities for
water pollution abatement, including but not limited to,
removal of waterborne pollutants, water quality
improvement, sewage disposal and stormwater drainage
within or without the metropolitan area.”

The entire text of RCW 35.58.200 is available online at;
http://www.leg.wa.gov/RCW/index.cfm?fuseaction=section
&section=35.58.200.

The Growth Management Act also includes provisions for
siting essential public facilities, such as Brightwater through
RCW 36.70A.200. The entire text of this statute is available
online at:
http://www.leg.wa.gov/RCW/index.cfm?fuseaction=Section
&Section=36.70A.200&printver=1.

Residents and businesses are represented by their local
jurisdiction. The local jurisdictions in which the Brightwater
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Cannon (1300)

facilities will be located have an important role in a number of decisions
relating to the Brightwater process. For example, permitting
requirements, ordinances that regulate noise, traffic, and construction
conditions, and agreements regarding issues such as open space,
development possibilities, and community needs will be important
components of decisions to be made regarding Brightwater.

Local community members play an important role in these agreements.
During the process to expand the South Treatment Plant in Renton, and
to upgrade the West Point Plant in Seattle, residents provided input to
their respective cities and to King County regarding their concerns.
These concerns were taken into account in the formation of the
agreements between both cities and King County. King County made
agreements with the City of Seattle regarding the aboveground footprint,
the amount of truck trips and times of day that trucks could go in and
out of the plant, and maintenance of the public access area that
surrounds the facility. With the City of Renton, agreements were made
regarding noise, exterior lighting, traffic management plans, and
acquisition of riparian wetlands and uplands as a part of mitigation.

Response to Comment 1300-2

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.

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 eight 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-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
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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 1300-3

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

Response to Comment 1300-4

Please refer to the response to Comment 1300-1 in this letter.
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COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
- & - .,..

I27-1

[an-2

Comments must include your name and address and

1273 must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

7
Your name; & £ m—"--F
Address: 227 Une Lo
Brin W 25036

Phone number; _#2% -7 74 ~OF7Y

Response to Comment 127-1

The omission is noted. Maps of the existing and future
conveyance system are included in the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 127-2

Cost and economic issues 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 127-3

King County is authorized by Washington State law to
condemn property both within and outside its
geographic boundaries, including within Snohomish
County and its cities, to construct, operate, and maintain
water pollution abatement facilities, such as the
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proposed Brightwater facilities. Please refer to RCW 35.58.200;
35.58.320; 35.56.010. This authority is similar to the legal authority
granted to all cities and certain utilities in order to provide public service
infrastructure.
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I301-1

[z01-2

Brightwater

Iﬂnnmmy THEATHENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacis of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond te comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 219, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1301-1

Portal Siting Area 10, which would be located in the vicinity
of Lake Forest Park, is a secondary portal for the Unocal
System and thus may not be needed. If it is needed, few
project construction trips are expected 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 portal
sites would be limited to periodic maintenance checks
occurring on average once per day plus two truck trips per
week. These measures would reduce traffic impacts through
Lake Forest Park. Additional detailed analyses of
construction traffic related to specific portal locations has
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 on
construction impacts and construction access routes. Please
refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-
16.

Response to Comment 1301-2

Thank you for your comment.
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) Brightwater

ntv TREATMENT SYSTEM Response to Comment 1302-1

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

Response to Comment 1302-2

Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional

Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental ; i i ted to require about two
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to Candidate pOI‘tB_.' S_Ites will be EXpec e q
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tel] us whether additional information or analysis needs to acres of land within the 72-acre portal siting area.
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detsiled comments on the analysis allow us to respond Construction of proposed portals along Ball inger Way would
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final . : R H i
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid.2003, have the impact of increasi ngftfafﬂ‘t?] along Bal Itl'ngerfwayh
. The traffic impacts expected from the construction of eac
To be consi d in : : ; ; i ifi
dered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address portal are described in the final EIS impacts section. Specific

and be postmarked no later than Janua 21+, 2003. : ; .
' = - parcels being considered for portal construction within each

portal siting area are also described in the Final EIS.

I'have a number of concerns regarding this project:

1. Lam deeply concerned about i 3 i i i
i y about the possible loss of our aquifer which supplies deep well

1302-1 E The eﬂ? uent ]!nes are proposed to be placed with the well head protection area.
3. 'Ijhes:: lines will run through our sole source water supply aquifer,
I ;- '}“: date thlc{n:u hifshecn na direct testing of this location done by King County.
; ¢ portal for this area is to be located within a 72 acre is i r my
iy acre area that is right near my
1302-2 6.

. - "
The portal will require two acres of land or more within the poxtal area location
Illl:i!llil.ug 4 concrete structure and will increase the traffic of trucks and other heavy
Squipment near my house,

It is vitally important to me as a resident of Lake For ime i
; est Park that enough time is tak
adequately study this praject and its impact. o Rente

Thank you for your consideration of my concerns,

18217 BallingerWay NE

Lake Forest Park, WA 98155-4236
Phone: 206-363-9673

E-mail: williamcerfigearthlink net
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COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still

have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS. Response to Comment 128-1

Portal 19 would be located in the Richmond Beach Puget

Z X Ae "L,\! Pow) Wikl TUS. Y0siS ] A0 STAXTINS Sound shoreline area. None of the candidate sites as shown in
[28-1 KW\JPMT TS Usd o & Ric ,\p MD gMH the Final EIS would involve the displacement of Richmond

Beach houses. There are currently no plans to locate a pump
station at Portal 19. The local impacts of construction at
Portal 19 would be increased traffic, construction noise, and
lighting for construction and site security. Please refer to the
impacts and mitigation section of Chapters 4 through 17 of
the Final EIS for a detailed description of Portal 19.

W Hooes e pisfuedcsn

Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: Ml Cetael CHAUMEBERU N
: pdcress: 2223 237 S MW
T SEMLILE, Wg 98177
¥ i Pone numben T3S =7 4~3 226 W
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1252-1

I252-2

1252-3

KECEIVED
JAN 17 2003
ENVIRONMENTAL

Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Forin

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welecome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Name: TeLx CHACPLE

STEVE BAns cfiddck

| Address: 5 g4 — we  (£24 ST

LAge foldsT AHRE | v

City, Zip: G 85

Response to Comment 1252-1

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

Response to Comment 1252-2

All provisions will be taken to protect drinking water
resources. For updated information on possible impacts to
drinking water resources and associated mitigation, please
refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for more detailed
information.

Response to Comment 1252-3

Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS for a detailed evaluation of the Lake Forest
Park Water Supply System.
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COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Commsnts must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: _

Ms. M. Carol Chaput RN -
Address: 23908 55th Ave. W.

ountbake Terrace, WA 98042 &

Phone number:

Response to Comment 1130-1

The address given here is not located within any portal siting
areas.

No existing homes would be destroyed for either the Route 9
or the Unocal treatment plant site. Several existing businesses
would be relocated if the Route 9 site is selected. At portal
sites, some businesses would be relocated. Additionally, for
some identified candidates sites, if selected, some residents
would be relocated. Please refer to Appendix 2-C, Portal 19
Screening Level 3 Documentation, of the Final EIS for a
discussion of the portal screening process.

Response to Comment 1130-2

During construction, best management practices (BMPs)
would be used to minimize adverse impacts to the local
community. Chapter 3 of the Final EIS provides a summary
of mitigation measures; more detail can be found in Chapters
4 through 17 about specific impact such as dust and noise.
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Page 3
TESTIMONY OF BARBARA CHASE

Good evening. I'm Barbara Chase, and I live at
1105 Daley Place in Edmonds. I'm here tonight to just make
general statements about the draft EIS statement, the format
and how that worked for me. The more particular questions
that I have, I will remain -- I will write them down.

1 found that at first, because we didn't have the
full document, we got a chapter off of the Internet by using
the Internet, and I just had one chapter.

One of the things that I found difficult in doing
that was that it had references in the particular chapter
that I had to other chapters, and without having those in
front of me, without stopping somehow, getting it off of the
Internet again, I found it diffiecult to work with that. I
did later get the full thing and was able to do that, but it
did slow me down in looking at the document.

I thought some of the things that were talked
about, like the aguatic resources, somewhere in that
document it does show agquatic resources, but in the
particular one I was looking at, it didn't say what that
meant. So that meant nothing to me when it said it's going
to affect the aguatic resources. I didn't know what that
meant; the animals in the water or the river or what. I

didn't know what that was.

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339

bE41 2006-B6ed-4bca-b408-1 2%eadbc lebd

Response to Comment E16-1

The term “aquatic resources” is intended to broadly refer to
organisms that reside in marine or fresh water, including fish,
plants, invertebrates, and/or other organisms.
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Page 4
Best management practices, they only brought up one
best management practice, and that was state of the art, but
they didn't define what state of the art meant as far as the
treatment plant was concerned, and I would like to know more
about what they meant by "best management practices."
As for myself and some of the questions I asked, I

And 'I asked for

looked to see if they had been answered.
some comparisons to, fer instance, Vancouver that was
brought up at many of the meetings we went to. Vancouver
was used as an example., I didn't see anywhere -- maybe I
missed it, but I didn't see comparisons how large compared
to ours, how much was being treated compared to ours,

et cetera, and that kind of comparison I was looking for. I
didn't find that.

I also asked for the reason for closing and not
having some of the smaller plants. Maybe that wasn't 5
supposed to be addressed, but I did not see that in the J
document.

I also asked for some comparative costs, and I
didn't see that either. I asked why some of the areas where
they had the combined sewer overflow areas, what was
happening on that, and there was some reference in another
chapter but it was very vague, like we're working on that in

the future. And since that causes a large amount of stuff

to be done, especially at West Point, it puts a lot of

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339
b&d12096-B6ed-Abca-ba06- 1 29eadbc Sebd

Response to Comment E16-2

The comment is unclear. Information regarding soils and
geology is contained in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Best Management Practices
(BMPs) typically refer to ways to minimize environmental
impacts during construction, such as silt fences and erosion
and sediment control plans. More information on BMPs is
included in Chapters 4, 6 and 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment E16-3

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 the Save Little
Bear Creek Coalition, Comment O15-41, for further
discussion on centralized wastewater treatment options.

Response to Comment E16-4

Cost and economic issues 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.

Response to Comment E16-5

Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for information on King
County’s Combined Sewer Overflow program. Additional information
is available by visiting King County’s Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/cso/page02.htm.
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Page 5
pressure on the sewage treatment plant. I thought that was
important to address. And it was only, like, We are working
on that, and we haven't decided what to do, is kind of what
I got from what I read.

So that was my reaction to the draft Environmental
Impact Statement. It's a very large document, which I think
is extremely difficult for everybody to get through, but

anyway, I've done my best. Thank vou.

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339
b4 12006-86ed-4bea-b408-120ead6c0ebd
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TESTIMONY OF VERN CHASE

I'm Vern Chase, 1105 Daley Place, Edmonds. I'd
like to refer to the recreational surveys section of the
DEIS. Many of those items that are referred to in the
survey are very hard to understand. I think they're hard to
understand because the details of the survey of how the
survey was taken, other than talk to a few people that were
at the park one day or maybe did some telephoning, are very
hard to justify some of the decisions, particularly when it
was incomplete. It didn't refer to the deog park. It didn't
refer to the hundreds, maybe even thousands, of walkers that
use this whole area, and, again, many, many kids and adults
who use the play eguipment.

There's been no reference also to what the plans

are and how the people are reacting to the possibility of
having to replace those, the fishing and the dog areas and
such. So it is =-=- you know, it's from this perspective that

it is very hard for us to comment because we do not have

enough details. We don't have -- it's not a true survey

unless we can get all of those details.

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
1206} 682-9339
bf412096-B6ed-dbca-b408-1 20eadbedebd

Response to Comment E19-1

Please refer to the responses to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-108, and The Washington Tea Party, Comment

014-246.
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1303-1

1303-2
1303-3

1303-4

1303-5
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ENVIRONMENTAL
PLANNING DIVISION

MName and Address:

D. Chriztenzen

14200 NE 171" #A202
Woodinville, WA

98072

Comment:

To Whom It May Concern,

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to give our comments. As a resident of the Woodinville
community | have tried to be fair in looking at both sides of the Brightwater Sewage Plant
Proposal.

| am convinced that there have not been enough studies done here to know that this plant will not
cause any health and quality of life issues in our area. I've spoke to many residents whom
already say that the odor from Stock Pot Soups is bad enough and | don't care how madern and
what the lates! technolegy s put into the odor control of this proposed plant, the stakes are just
log high. We are living in a valley where the air can be stagnant. The odors do linger, Even
when it's fogay, it always hangs around here longer than other places. It just “sits" in our valley,
What would happen with an odor leak?

| moved lo Woodinville because | liked the small town feel of a community, ete., now I'm afraid
that this will be the beginning of turning this area into an industrial center and entice other
industries to move in. 1 know this will put an effect on our property values later in the future. Why
should we carry the waste of so many areas? The further wasle is carried, the more apportunity
for something lo go wrong. (leakage, elc.)

Also, in my research Woodinville would be the most costly, why not build it where it would make
more sense economically and logistically?

Afler being educated more on this proposed project and careful consideration, I've come to the
conclusion that this will NOT be good for our community and the future generation of families to
come. My vote and the vote of so many others is NO to BRIGHTWATER SEWAGE PLANT in
Grace, WA

Sinceraly,
D Christensen

Response to Comment 1303-1

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.

Response to Comment 1303-2

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that
enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
area where the facility is sited. King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies
on mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts. Mitigation measures
can help the area preserve its existing character and avoid
unchecked commercial and industrial development on the site
that would not enhance the community.

Response to Comment 1303-3

Please refer to the response to Cole, Comment E3-1.

Response to Comment 1303-4

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.
Information on conveyance is available in Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS.

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
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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 1303-5

Thank you for your comment.
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Christensen (155)
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COMMENT CARD: :
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbérs or sections of the Draft EIS
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Vi  CHersTawsen’
1724y 1297707

S e L U 7rerr
bYa4 tFs E757

Your name:

Address:

Phane number:

Response to Comment 155-1

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 the application of policy
criteria and consideration of environmental factors led
to the selection of alternatives for further consideration.
The siting constraints used in site selection 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. Additional information regarding the policy
siting criteria adopted by the King County Council by
Ordinances 14043 and 14107, as well as Phase 1 and 2
siting materials, can be found at area libraries; at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm
(retrieved June 13, 2003); or upon request by contacting
the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799, toll-free 1-
888-707-8571 or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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15354-1

1354-2

Brightwater

TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information er analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1354-1

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

Response to Comment 1354-2

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. Please refer to Chapter 16 of the Final EIS for a
discussion of construction and traffic impacts and mitigation.
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1414-1

. AT
RECEIVED
——-Original Message-—-- JAN 23 2003
BORs on o el gt oo ENVIRONMENTAL
Sent: Monday, January 20, 2003 9:03 AM PLANNING DIVISION

To: exec.sims@metrokc.gov
Subject: Brightwater DEIS

Dear Executive Sims,

As residents of Edmonds, we are very concemed that King County has not adequately addressed specifics
related to the design and construction of the proposed facility at the Edmonds site. Without a plan that includes
the specifics detailing of what and how you are planning to build your sewer plant, it is impossible to make
informed comments.

Therefore we waould like to request a that King County issue a supplemental DEIS shortly after you have
determined specifically what you plan to build at the Edmends site and how you plan to build it.

Sincerely,
Bob and Carol Clos

916 Alder Street
Edmonds, WA 88020

Response to Comment 1414-1

SEPA states that the lead agency shall prepare its threshold
determination and EIS, if required, at the earliest possible
point in the planning and decision-making process when the
principal features of a proposal and its environmental impacts
can be reasonably identified. King County has sufficient
information about the principal features of the design and
construction of the Brightwater System to evaluate
environmental impacts, whether a treatment plant is built at
the Unocal site or at the Route 9 site. Comments from
agencies, organizations, and individuals will be considered in
the final design of the Brightwater proposal. King County is
not issuing a Supplemental Draft EIS.
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COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the pmje:t If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS,
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003,

Your name: 7'-4&“/ W .
Address: 2.2 445 A/ F'"t‘-’""“"i QIL’ u{’f.
Zi.mnw‘-&/ é/?l? )ﬁz it

Ly §=T7F- G2¥%)

Phone number:

o

Viminen i amed B s ——

Response to Comment 156-1

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 application of policy criteria and consideration of
environmental factors led to the selection of alternatives for
further consideration. The siting constraints used in site
selection 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. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107, as well as Phase 1 and 2 siting materials,
can be found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm (retrieved
June 13, 2003), or upon request by contacting the Brightwater
project at 206-684-6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-
mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comittent' Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1253-1

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

Response to Comment 1253-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment 1301-1.

Response to Comment 1253-3

Thank you for your comment.
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@ Brightwater

KingCourty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
‘Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment E3-1

WAC 197-11-448(1) notes that “...the environmental impact
statement is not required to evaluate and document all of the
possible effects and considerations of a decision or to contain
the balancing judgments that must ultimately be made by the
decision makers. Rather, the environmental impact statement
analyzes environmental impacts.”

Many factors influence the market value of real property,
including characteristics of the location and of the
improvements. These characteristics include the location;
size; proximity to work centers; services; school districts;
street frontage; neighborhood traffic volumes and street
surfaces; the presence of sidewalks; the maintenance
standards of the neighborhood and adjacent properties; the
general topography of the neighborhood and the particular
parcel; wetlands or other sensitive areas which may affect
development potential; the presence of community features
such as pools, lakes, parks, and recreation centers; views; and
differences in utility services, including the availability of
sewers and public water, proximity to powerlines, and
proximity to industrial or commercial uses. For residential
real property, significant factors include the age, condition,
and size of the residence; the architectural style; the number
of bedrooms and bathrooms; the number of garage stalls,
fireplaces, decks, and appliances; whether the residence is
single-story or multiple stories; whether there are any barns,
sheds, or other types of improvements on the property; and
the overall curb appeal. As property values are highly
variable and dependent upon a number of market factors, a
discussion of property values is not included in the Draft EIS
or Final EIS.

Response to Comment E3-2

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

Response to Comment E3-3

Potential impacts to streams from dewatering, other construction
activities, and operation are disclosed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
Potential impacts to fish and other aquatic species are disclosed in
Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.
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COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment 135-1

While there may be disruption of public access to the
shoreline during construction of an outfall in Zone 6, it would
be a temporary impact. The pipeline would be buried in the
nearshore and would not impact long-term recreational use of
the area. Outfall Zone 7S is the preferred alternative, in part,
because the impacts to public recreation are minimized.

With regard to your comment on financial impacts, SEPA
does not require the evaluation of financial impacts resulting
from a proposed action (WAC 197-11-448(1)).

Response to Comment 135-2

Consistent with SEPA, the Final EIS discloses potential
impacts to streams in sufficient detail to provide a
comparison among alternatives. Streams, wetlands, and
upland habitats were observed from public right-of-way, and
additional information was obtained from published sources
for the Final EIS. Chapter 7 of the Final EIS includes
available information on Swamp Creek. King County has
focused on identifying sensitive areas and avoiding impacts
to the extent practicable by locating construction activities as
far from streams as possible, thereby minimizing impacts to
vegetated buffers and streams. Please refer to the response to
the City of Kenmore, Comment C3-25.
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COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS. Response to Comment 157-1
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.
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COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed, List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003,
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Response to Comment 1194-1

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.
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E3-1

@ Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Imrpact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
im;':ka:cts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review =.md comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a-Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment E4-1

Site lighting will be directed away from residences wherever
possible. Any lights located near the property line will be
directed toward the site and will have house side shields.
These measures will help shield the lights from the
residences on Third Avenue South.

Response to Comment E4-2

The street name “Front Street” has been corrected to read
“SR-104" in the Final EIS.
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1203-1

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the fojacl If possibile, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1203-1

Your support of the educational aspect of the Brightwater
Treatment Plant is appreciated. Please refer to the response to
the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for information
regarding mitigation plans, policies, and suggestions.
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1304-1

) Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMEMNT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003,

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1304-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,

Comment C4-8.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Condit (1305)

1305-1

Brightwater

KingCourty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be cnns:derlcd. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more ef] fectl_vely. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003,

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Name:ppicip  coNDIT
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Response to Comment 1305-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,

Comment C4-8.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Corlett (1355)

1355-1

1355-2

1355-3

Brightwater

mnncnunty TIIEATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 217, 2003.
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Name:
Thomas and Carcl Corlelt
' 4714 NE 178th Street
N, Lake Forest Park, WA
Adress 981554533
City, Zip:

Response to Comment 1355-1

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

Response to Comment 1355-2

Portal 10 has been eliminated from the Route 9 System
project description and is classified only as a secondary portal
for the Unocal System project description in the Final EIS.
Portal construction impacts, such as traffic, construction
noise, and lighting, are evaluated in the Final EIS and would
be considered as part of a continuing portal siting process.
Primary selection and evaluation criteria include minimizing
impacts to surrounding residential and commercial
neighborhoods. Since there is not expected to be a major
facility in the Portal 10 siting area, odor would not be an
issue requiring odor control/treatment.

Response to Comment 1355-3

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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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Cottingham (116)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed, List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: /Z‘: E ,ﬂ#ﬁ%ﬁ
Address: -? S¢ N /75_/J7;
Phone number. 286 =544 - Jo3 o

Response to Comment 116-1

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 the application of policy criteria and environmental
factors led to the selection of alternatives for further
consideration. The siting constraints used in site selection 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.
Additional information regarding the policy siting criteria
adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances 14043 and
14107, as well as Phase 1 and 2 siting materials, can be found
at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm (retrieved
June 13, 2003), or upon request by contacting the Brightwater
project at 206-684-6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-
mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov.

When evaluating the alternative systems, the King County
Executive determined that the Route 9 and Unocal system
alternatives better met the screening criteria for the sites. These
two systems offered significant opportunities for
intergovernmental partnerships that would benefit the
surrounding communities. They also met regional policy goals
and needs addressing efficient use of urban land, provision for
affordable and multimodal transportation options,
revitalization of land, and/or the balancing of urban land uses
with environmental protection. SEPA states that alternatives
must be reasonable and that “reasonable” is intended to limit
the number and range of alternatives. 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
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Brightwater system. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for
additional discussion of this issue.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Coyle (158)

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.
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Yaur name: _._w___
Address: _@ﬁs'mm_—
EDMONDS, WA 93020

e

Phone number:

Response to Comment 158-1

There are many plants in the world that use UV light for
disinfection including:

Chambers Creek in Pierce County, Washington
Salmon Creek in Clark County, Washington
City of Wenatchee, Washington

City of Centralia, Washington

Contra Costa Sanitary District in Martinez, California
Rialto, California

Los Angeles County, California

Santa Monica, California

City of Atlanta, Georgia

Laie Water Reclamation Plant, Oahu, Hawaii
Stayton, Oregon

Wilsonville, Oregon

Dallas, Oregon

The Dalles, Oregon

West Boise, Idaho
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Crain-Thoreson (1356)

1358-1

Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1356-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,

Comment C4-8.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Croffit (159)

15%-1

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must Include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003,

Sope  Craf G

Your name:

Address: z=1006 ‘EFHA B Mo

Sew. e 199

Zab- b - 2337

Phone number:

Response to Comment 159-1

Based on the address and intersections given in the comment,
you are located near Portal Siting Area 22, which is
designated in the Final EIS as a secondary portal for the
Route 9-228th Street effluent alignment. As a secondary
portal, it is less likely that significant construction would
occur in this portal siting area, even if this effluent alignment
is selected.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Crouch (1306)

1508-1

1506-2

@ Brightwater
KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additienal information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1306-1

We have added your name to our mailing list. 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.

Response to Comment 1306-2

Thank you for your comment.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Currie (1357)

Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County 1ssued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1357-1

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

Response to Comment 1357-2

In response to public comments as well as additional
engineering analysis after the publication of the Draft EIS, it
has been determined that the construction of Portal 10 and the
tunnel reach between Portals 10 and 11 would be eliminated
at this time. Therefore, there will be no construction activities
along this section of Bothell Way.

Response to Comment 1357-3

For information on how King County’s new and current
regional wastewater treatment 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. These can be found on King
County’s Web site at:
http://mvww.metrokc.gov/mkcc/Code/38-Title%2028.pdf and
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf.

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
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Currie (1357)

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.

During the development of the Regional Wastewater Services Plan,
King County looked at a number of options, including the expansion of
our two regional facilities, a decentralized system that would require the
construction of multiple smaller full-service wastewater treatment
plants, and construction of a new regional wastewater facility. It was
determined that a new regional facility would best meet our long-term
wastewater needs.

Response to Comment 1357-4

Please refer to the response to Blumenthal, Comment 1353-1,
concerning the length of the comment period. 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 the Final EIS. Please refer to
Chapters 4 and 6, and Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Dahatt (1275)
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BRIGHTWATER HEARRING, 12/3/02

[275-1

[275-2

1275-3

L coming along.

TESTIMONY OF LAURIE DAHTT

Laurie Dahtt, D-A-H-T-T, 7521 235 Street Southeast,
Woodinville.

You know, there's no doubt in my mind that
Woodinville is struggling with development. It's really
obvious. I think that's one of the reasons that this has
become such an attractive site politically. It makes a
lot of sense to put a site like this in unincorporated
Snohomish county. That's one of the things I think we

have to think about when we take a look at how are we

L going to protect what we have.

When we take a look at the way Highway 9 is backed
up right now, I would say that the draft statement does
not adequately address the fact that during five years of
construction and biosolid waste trucks coming in after
that, what's going to happen? It's not unusual to be
waiting 20 minutes in a backup between here and Redmond
to get into Woodinville. I don't think that adding more

traffic to Highway 9 is going to solve that problem. I

“don't want more construction on Highway 9.

The impact statement states that is this better than
whatever development would come along. So they're saying
there are better alternatives to whatever development is
Cbviously we're really struggling with

what our development's going to look like.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-93390

Response to Comment 1275-1

Thank you for your comment.
Response to Comment 1275-2

Please refer to the response to Snohomish County
Development and Planning Services, Comment S3-164.

Response to Comment 1275-3

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that
enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
area where the facility is sited. King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies
on mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts.
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Dahatt (1275)
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BRIGHTWATER HEARING, 12/3/02

275-4

Finally I think I everybody has made some excellent
points. I'd like to point out the fragility of salmon
restoration areas. If Little Bear Creek were to suffer a
spill, the silt that would result would virtual smother
the eggs that are left; and all the work that's gone on,
up and down, is going to be for naught.

So that's all I have to say.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates :
423 Second Bvenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1275-4

Stormwater treatment during and after construction at the
Route 9 site is designed to prevent spills of hazardous
substances and sedimentation from reaching 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 operation.
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Dailey (174)

I74-1

John M. & Joanne V. Dailey
30753 Ganado Drive
Rancho Palos Verdes, CA.

90275-6279
(310) 377-5940
11-30-2002
Environmental Plannning
King County Wastewater Treatment Division RECEQVED
King Street Center : KSC-NR-0505 b
201 Jackson Street DEC 5 z002

Seattle, WA. 98104-9972 ENVIRONMENTAL

Attention: Ron Sims PLANNING DIVISION

King Co. Executive
Dear Mr. Sims:

RE : "BRIGHTWATER"
RE: Objection to Route 9 across NE 195th St,

We thank you for all the information sent to us : "Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Summary" and the "Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement" sent on CD-ROM.

However, we can not accept the Route 9 across NE 155th Street !

Our parcel is on the NE corner of 80th Avenue ME and NE 195th
Street, and the Route 9 across NE 195 th Street, would do irreparable
harm to the value and future plans for this property, and would cause
us irreversible financial loss of value of this parcel !

Actually, NE 195th Street, stops and does not go East alongside
our parcel, although we have given an easement for other property
owners, but not for NE 195th Street !

: We must hear from you as scon as possible, and we reserve the
right to comment further as the discovery process continues !

Take care | Have a nice day and/or evening !

God Bless You & Yours & Everyone Everywhere !

1 & 1 1
i%;try}}:‘;:yﬂ_pager?ﬁL) St tE E%a a412%£
OHN M. DATLEY or JGANNE V. DAILEY, Trustees

Response to Comment 174-1

This comment seeks information about property easements
and valuation that is beyond the scope of an EIS. The EIS is
designed to present environmental information and
information relating to environmental impacts, not the legal
or contractual information associated with property rights.
For all necessary easements, King County will follow
applicable state and federal laws and King County policies
and procedures. More information on property acquisition
and relocation can be found at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov./wtd/row/acquisition.htm.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Daily (195)

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still

have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS. Response to Comment 195-1

'L ANSw = il Y51 .‘ g LFPULAMAA AU, VO LA v
hod o Qubl hoo thad a scen ove Phedinatsl Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
1951 A4 AA_A TO ST b8 LA EA Ly b A AL 4 Ly 7ALED Va4 Comment 014-31.
s ad odosiol ffectio " Hig i _J.i@. e a Response to Comment 195-2
M.{J_J ¢ 20 . .
Lustede ”é“%/m o Loino oxtlie Wastewater from a large portion of south Snohomish County

has been flowing to King County for treatment for nearly 40
years. It is estimated that in 2010 63 percent of the
wastewater treated at Brightwater will come from Snohomish
County. Population and employment forecasts in north King

Qﬁx}\.ﬂ,a;zd /QM&J&}!C{J"M

= Comments must include your name and address and .
P N Llornia, must be postearked no later than January 6, 2003. County and south Snohomish County and how those
— ;Da ' Ao M forecasts are used to calculate wastewater flows are discussed

HA, Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis,
of the Final EIS.

Address:

Phone number: (é-g)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Dalby (196)

196-1

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still

have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must inciude your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.
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Response to Comment 196-1

The Brightwater Treatment Plant would provide primary
treatment and enhanced secondary treatment of wastewater
prior to discharge to the Puget Sound. Advanced (tertiary)
treatment of a portion of the effluent for Class A reclaimed
water that would be used for non-drinking water uses such as
irrigation, industrial cooling, and industrial process water
would be provided.

The proposed treatment system involves a membrane
bioreactor (MBR) process that would produce extremely high
quality effluent, with typical biochemical oxygen demand
(after 5 days) and total suspended solids averaging
approximately 2 mg/L and ammonia nitrogen typically below
1 mg/L. This would reduce the annual discharge of pollutants
by 75 percent or more when compared to a conventional
activated sludge process. Additional information on the
proposed treatment plant processes can be found in Appendix
3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Bypass of the treatment process and discharge of untreated
wastewater would only occur if there was a power outage at
the influent pump station and the redundant power supply
sources (second electrical feed and onsite power generation)
failed. Under this unlikely scenario, there would be a time
delay of approximately 6 hours before the bypass would
occur as the existing storage and the entire influent
conveyance system from North Creek (Portal 14) to the
bypass location would be filled. The time delay could be
sufficient to energize the influent pumps before a bypass was
to occur. A bypass would be expected to occur only under
catastrophic conditions when all three power sources fail for
a prolonged period of time, which would be approximately
once every 100 years for Phase 1 (2010-2039) and
approximately once every 75 years for Phase 2.
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Danishek (1307)

1307-1

1307-2

Brightwater

Iﬂnnuwnhr THEJA'IMEHT SYSTEM

Draft.Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21, 2003.
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Name:

STEVE TAN)SHEW
Address: Ub2b NE |T4+H TLACE

City, Zip: LAE Foretr PH'P—K.', %IS‘;-

Response to Comment 1307-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 1307-2

Based on the address given, both the preferred Route 9-195th
Street and the non-preferred Route 9-228th Street
Alternatives would have no impact, because the tunnel reach
from Portal 10 to Portal 11 would no longer be considered.
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D’Arcy (E5)

@ DBrightwater

KingCounty TREATMEMNT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed eomments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be poslmarked no Iater than January 21%, 2003,
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Response to Comment E5-1

King County will work with affected communities to develop
mitigation measures for environmental impacts created by the
construction, operation, and maintenance. 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 that 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 and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts to ensure that there are no significant
adverse environmental impacts to the community.

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.

Response to Comment E5-2

While it is never feasible for any project to “guarantee”
against damage from unpredictable events such as large
earthquakes, a number of measures would be incorporated
into the facility design, and into operational procedures, to
greatly minimize the risk of leaks or spills during a seismic
event. Please refer to Chapter 9 of the Final EIS for a
discussion of emergency response planning, and to Chapter 4
of the Final EIS for a discussion of responses to seismic
events.
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D’Arcy (E5)

Response to Comment E5-3

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.

Response to Comment E5-4

A majority of the scientific investigations completed for marine outfall
siting were focused on evaluating the potential impacts of the proposed
outfall on the biological resources of Puget Sound and the people who
frequent the shorelines. Eliminating or significantly reducing the
possibility that people may become sick or aquatic life may be 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 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.

Response to Comment E5-5

Thank you for your comment.
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Day (122)
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Response to Comment 122-1

| King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that

enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
area where the facility is sited. King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on
mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater

| construction and operational impacts. Mitigation measures

| can help the area preserve its existing character and avoid

| unchecked commercial and industrial development on the site
| that would not enhance the community. Please refer to

| Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for updated project description and
| comparison of alternatives and the response to the City of

| Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for additional information

| regarding mitigation suggestions.

Response to Comment 122-2

Please refer to the response to Comment 122-1 in this letter.
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De Young (1131)

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1131-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives.

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 1131-2

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, the application of policy criteria and
environmental factors led to the selection of alternatives for
further consideration. The siting constraints used in site
selection are identified in the Phase 1 materials and the
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De Young (1131)

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. Additional
information regarding the policy siting criteria adopted by the King
County Council by Ordinances 14043 and 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 (retrieved June 13,
2003), or upon request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-
684-6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.

Brightwater Final EIS 1718



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Delinganis (136)

I38-1

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If po ible. please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment 136-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Denushi (1201)

1201-1

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1201-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives.

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.
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Derment (137)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
e abn%pm]e:t If po;slble, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment 137-1

Thank you for your comment.
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DeRoche (1358)

1358-1

1358-2

1358-3

1358-4

Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Waslewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively, The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1358-1

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

Response to Comment 1358-2

As part of the refinement of the project, Portal 10 has been
eliminated from the Route 9 System project description and
has been classified as a secondary portal for the Unocal
System project description. As such, it is unlikely that
significant construction activities would take place within the
Portal 10 siting area. If the secondary portal site were
required to support Unocal conveyance construction
activities, site screening has identified specific parcels in
areas that would minimize impacts to local residents and
business as much as possible.

Response to Comment 1358-3

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, including SR-104. 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. All roadways and non-
motorized facilities impacted by the development of the
Brightwater project would be restored to pre-existing or
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DeRoche (1358)

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 to determine the level of
improvements for restoration during the permitting process. Additional
detailed analyses of construction traffic related to specific portal
locations have been included and construction traffic routes and traffic
impacts have been identified in Chapter 16 and Appendix 16-B,
Transportation Impact: Plant Sites and Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1358-4

The 244th Street SW (King/Snohomish County line) location was
identified and evaluated as part of the conveyance alignment screening
process. The western segment of the proposed Route 9 effluent corridor
does follow the county line. Policy screening criteria did include
consideration of minimizing construction impacts to private residences
and commercial property. Portal evaluation and screening
documentation are provided in Appendices 2-B, Portal Screening Level
1 and 2 Documentation, and 2-C, Portal 19 Screening Level 3
Documentation, of the Final EIS.
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Dibble (E23)

E23-1

.

E23-4

Brightwater Public Hearing, 12/10/02
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Page 19

TESTIMONY QF KEITH DIBBLE
My name is Keith Dibble. I live at 1116 Daily
Place in Edmonds. My comments revolve around the :

stabilization of the slope, et cetera, and it seems to be ;
somewhat shocking that the plan replaces two million cubic
yards material. That's about 200,000 truckloads that

have -- and that's a lot of heavy trucks going up and down
the road. &And I just wondered, has King County addressed
the road repair plan?

Secondly, with a cut of 130 feet as shown in the |
plan, a retaining wall 50 feet stagger or 100 feet high, two
of them 50 feet holding back soil is prone to levitation
strikes me as somewhat at the height of falling. It could
be a disaster. The pressure built up behind a 50-foot wall
built geometrically with a liguid, I'd just like to know the
kind of calculations that you went into to stabilize that
type of pressure. The project calls for piles to stabilize
the so0il and get down to bedrock, the piles which I believe
are not allowed in the city. How are you going to be get
down to bedrock to stabilize the retaining walls?

And, again, the fourth item is, you don't address
the Kingston fault. You say it is an at a climb with no

fault zone. Yet, talking to the engineer, he said the fault |

was about half of a kilometer from -- or the site was about

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339
b4 1 2096-56ed-4bca-b408- 1 29eadbic Jebd

Response to Comment E23-1

If trucks from the construction did significantly impact the
roads in the vicinity of the treatment plant, then King County
would implement appropriate reasonable mitigation in
accordance with City of Edmonds permitting requirements.

The retaining walls proposed for the Unocal treatment plant
site are similar to those constructed at the West Point
Treatment Plant. Typically retaining walls do not use deep
foundation piles, but rather soldier piles that are slightly
higher than the retaining wall (which would be a maximum
of 50 feet tall). These piles would be tied back horizontally
into the slope using tiebacks. Fifty-foot high retaining walls
are not uncommon and have been proven to successfully
stabilize slopes.

Response to Comment E23-2

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 to the Unocal site or any
other surface feature is difficult because it is a broad, regional
feature that covers a large area—not a discrete line or
surface. The Brightwater Treatment Plant would be located in
an area of moderate to high seismic risk as defined by the
Uniform Building Code. Strict building codes would need to
be met to protect structures and features from the relatively
high seismic risk at either the Unocal or Route 9 sites.
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F 3

Brightwater Public Hearing, 12/10/02 Response to Comment E23-3
Page 20 | Best management practices (BMPs) woulq pe l_Jsed during
. 1 a half of a kilometer from the Kingston fault. Apparently, | SIOI’]StI'UCtIOﬂ to manag(? stormwate_r and rT'!InImIZG adverse
2 you don't talk to the engineers when you made that comment :;Lpggirr'ebte_d to erosion and Sedl-mentatlon' These BMPs
ey ibed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. King County
L 3 in the DEIS. would work with the local jurisdictions to amend and add to
[ 4 Finally, I question best practice management. those BMPs included in the Final EIS, as required. The soils
§ Wil yowowedill asy whih e gEsis, TIeEsE QSEREL S at the Route 9 and Unocal sites are described in Chapter 4
E2%3 and Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
& plan's assumptions and the forces that you're attempting to EIS.
L7 stabilize. Thank you.
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Dick (1179)

NECEIVED
DEC 3 2002

ENVIRONMENTA,
PLANNING Drmc.lnru

@ Brightwater

County TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
1mpacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1179-1

Thank you for your comment. We’re sorry that you had
difficulty hearing the proceedings.

Response to Comment 1179-2

For updated air modeling information please refer to
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 1179-3

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 appropriate operational practices would be employed to
avoid contamination and other potential significant adverse
impacts to aquifers and other drinking water resources.

Response to Comment 1179-4

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

Response to Comment 1179-5

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 appropriate operational practices would be employed to
avoid contamination and other potential significant adverse
impacts to aquifers and other drinking water resources.
Similarly, as discussed in detail in Chapters 4 and 6 of the
Final EIS, large storms and earthquakes would not cause
adverse environmental impacts to water resources.
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Dick (1179)

Response to Comment 1179-6

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1 and E13-
4, for information on King County’s authority to site projects in
Snohomish County and the role of local jurisdictions that have
regulatory authority over Brightwater regional facilities.
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Dickey (1250)

1250-1

1250-2

1250-3

1250-4

RECEIVED
Date: Jan-13-2003 JAN 14 2003
Time: 11:054M ENVIRONMENTAL

IP Address: 161.55.136.95 PLANNING DIVISION
Name and Address:

Jon T. Dickey

22904 61* Ave SE

Woadinville, WA

Q8072

Commant:

Draft EIS states secondary clarifiers will be uncovered on Route 9 site and covered at Unocal,
With the sensitive air shed at highway 9 site, covered clarifiers seem to be a better choice to
prevent unwanted adars.

The fact that air shed testing was done at a site at Paine Field and these results were used for
the route 9 site is bad science. As a Fisheries biclogist and scientist of twenty years, | will tell you
that to not include 4 months of information on air flow/quality from the route 9 site in your report is
shoddy science and a cover-up.

| have a sensitive nose and can smell the soup aromas all the time. To say 99.9% of odors will
ba removed means nothing to me if the .1% remaining is offensive or risk o health.

My son goes to kokanee elementary school and the soup odars are often strong during recess
time. Woodinvile high school is on the same side of the valley. To expose children and young
adults to noxious/harmful odors during their outside time negligent.

If there is an emergency leak and water is to be released, releasing untreated waler to the
Sammamish river will be harmful to the endangered kokanee salmon as well as sockeye and
chinook that also use the drainage.

It seems useless to comment on a dradft EIS that is incomplete and does not reflect or take into
account true characteristics of the site where the plant will be built. It is bad enough to force this
an any community, but to do so “half assed” and expect us to make life changing decisions is
down right rude and undemocratic.

Response to Comment 1250-1

Secondary clarifiers are no longer proposed for the Route 9
site. 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 1250-2

The Final EIS analysis includes site-specific data collected at
the Route 9 site. For information on the meteorological data
used in the odor and air quality analysis, please refer to the
response to the City of Woodinville, Comment C5-36.

Response to Comment 1250-3

As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS, the proposed
Brightwater Treatment Plant will use the most advanced odor
control technology available in the United States. Modeling
results indicate that there would be no detectable odor
beyond the fence line of either treatment plant site. Potential
impacts to salmonids in the Sammamish River and Lake
Washington from emergency overflows are disclosed in
Chapter 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1250-4

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 have been conducted in response to Draft EIS
comments. As appropriate, much of this additional analysis is
set forth in the text and appendices of the Final EIS.
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Dillan (E6)

Es-1

Brightwater

MingCounty TREATMEMNMT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003,

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment E6-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Divorkin (1359)

1358-1

Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1359-1

Brightwater

| Please refer to the response to Blumenthal, Comment 1353-1.
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COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any gquestions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
) o I i Response to Comment 178-1
e o
i s P Phases.  fang / Ld Ve Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project

Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives.
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Dolezal (1254)

[254-1

@ Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.

sllis b ity JUSE WS RS )

1 2 ?'I-"P"‘d‘!?i" o 'ma;‘_.. Con it o b e it ‘El_n-u.-f‘i—np
Jﬁ{:— "{f‘—/;ﬂ /M}j = '—""/r'f_ '-"'E.'.“‘'z"g"?-"-‘d o & ¢¢~7—J -] J-\"'/ --LZ'.I

£ / &
JD o e o Za?%fzj fyi‘:—)«. M

A

-
Tt T o

an1 7 2007
N e

ERVIRONMENTAE

PLANMING DIVISION

Name:
Jerome R. Dolezal
L k;l:'m 43rd Ave. NE.
aka Forost Park,
Address: I WA e
City, Zip:

Response to Comment 1254-1

We have added your name to our mailing list. 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.
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RECEIVED ent

NOV 7 2002
EMVIRONMENTAL
PLANNING DIVISION
Dear Sirs,

1 received your brochure on the Brightwater treatment plant plans
today. I agree that with the burgeoning population in north
King/south Snohomish counties that this project is needed. I also
realize that any project of this magnitude will cause disruptions
along the routes of the pipelines. We can put up with this.

[ My main complaint is that the various alternatives are all treated as

interchangeable, and that no cost estimates are provided, From the
brochure, again, I glean that the Edmonds site might be slightly
more expensive than the one in Grace, but that the tunneling
required for the latter requires 20.3 miles, while that for Edmonds
needs only 8.3 miles. From our observations of the King County
rail plan, tunnels are where the money goes.

I think that mitigation and beauty are fine concepts, but those of us
who will be required to pay for this project should be allowed to
sec some numbers before this issue is settled on the basis of
esthetics. If I were to decide today on the basis of what [ have
been told, there is no question that the Edmonds site is the

Tl

ohn F. Donaldson MD
4619 NE 194™

Lake Forest Park, WA 98155
363-0537

| preferred one.

Response to Comment 16-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives.

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.
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Drake (E20)

E20-1

E20-2

Brightwater Public Hearing, 12/10/02
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TESTIMONY OF CARQOLYN DRAKE ;
Good evening. My name is Carolyn Drake. The
Brightwater DEIS weighs 12 pounds and is from 800 to 900
pages long. Yet, it completely ignores three critical
issues.

First, the economic assumptions underlying the
Brightwater project have changed substantially since 1999.
Is Brightwater still the most cost-effective solution
available? Where is the assessment of alternatives such as
a satellite plant run by Snohomish County for the Alderwood
Manor area,

the Kenmore Interceptor, INI solutions,

expanding the Magnolia plant, et cetera?

Two, Tourism is the economic base of Edmonds. The
DEIS suggests a year-long study was conducted on
recreational uses of the Edmonds waterfront. However, it ;
contains no information on how the study was conducted so :
that it's wvalidity could be evaluated. A counting of bodies
on the waterfront on unspecified dates and times doesn't
even come close to assessing the potential economic impact

of a sewage treatment plant on tourism in Edmonds. There is

no reference to the economic impact on festivals or stores
and restaurants. It appears that King County believes it

can build the eonly sewage treatment plant in the world that
won't stink;

therefore, there will be no impact on

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339
b5412096-86ed-4bca-ba0d- 1 29eadticSebd

1

Response to Comment E20-1

Large central facilities are more cost-effective to build and
operate than many smaller plants. For a brief history behind
this decision, please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS or the
response to Save Little Bear Creek Coalition, Comment O15-
41,

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 E20-2

Please refer to the responses to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-108, The Washington Tea Party, Comment
014-246, and Comment E20-1 in this letter.
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E20-3

Ez0-4

Ez0-5

Ez20-6

Brightwater Public Hearing, 12/10/02
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recreation and/or tourism.

Page 12

These guantum leaps in logic are ludicrous and are

diametrically opposed to the evidence.
a significant percentage of the scoping comments in
opposition to Brightwater in Edmonds were written by

tourists.

As a matter of fact,

These tourists took the time to clearly state why

they will not be returning to Edmonds if it is selected as

the Brightwater site.
input was ignored.
Three,

sewage spills. King County has a

It is outrageous that their wvaluable

notoriously lousy track record in running sewage treatment

plants.

Several years into the operation of the sewage

treatment plant at Discovery Park there was a huge spill

because management still hadn't figured out how to run the

plant effectively.
the Unocal site won't happen.

impact of a spill on wetlands and animals,

it does not

The DEIS does not guarantee spills at

While the DEIS speaks to the

address the impact on little children playing on a crowded

beach.

The DEIS blithely dismisses another critical
the Unocal site is not within the Brightwater service
Therefore, King County has no legal authority to take
land for public use.

King County cannot pretend these issues were

raised during the scoping comment period. I attended

issue:
area.

this

not

every

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339

b6412086-86ed-4bca-b408-1 20eadBctebd

Response to Comment E20-3

King County has responded individually to all comments
received on the Draft EIS, conducted additional studies, and
revised the EIS as appropriate. Please refer to the Responses
to Comments on the Draft EIS; to the Final EIS; and to the
appendices to the Final EIS.

Response to Comment E20-4

As disclosed in Chapter 9 of the Final EIS, while it is
infeasible to “guarantee” against spills due to unforeseeable
events, the risk of public exposure to sewage spills would be
very low. This is due to features at the treatment plant such as
a flow bypass system, redundant power sources, spill
containment berms, and other features. As a system,
Brightwater would also minimize the likelihood of
emergency overflows through system storage, the ability to
transfer flows to another treatment plant, and other measures.
The Final EIS provides more information regarding the
potential frequency and magnitude of overflows at the
planned emergency relief point on the Sammamish River.
Please refer to the responses to the Washington State
Department of Natural Resources, Comments W3-117, and
W3-121, and to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-35.

Response to Comment E20-5

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities.

Response to Comment E20-6

The SEPA Rules state that an EIS is not required to evaluate
cost and economic impacts (WAC 197-11-448 and 450);
therefore, such an analysis is not provided in the Brightwater
EIS. However, King County has prepared updated cost
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estimates, which are available with supporting documentation in local
libraries. The information may also be obtained by calling the
Brightwater project at 206-684-6799 or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571. For
information on the potential for sewage spills, please refer to Chapter 9
of the Final EIS.
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Brightwater Public Hearing, 12/10/02

F e (N ¥ I S Y S N R Y

oo

10

11
12
13
14
15
16
17

L1 8
1%
20
21
22
23
24
25

Page 13
scoping open house and raised these issues on the record. I
raised these issues on the record before the King County
Water Quality Board on July 10th. I also delivered 22
letters and hundreds of scoping comment forms raising these f
issues to King County. '

What does it take to get King County to address
these issues? The irony is that the tourists I spoke with
who are most livid about the impact of a sewage treatment
plant on the Edmonds waterfront work for King County.

If Brightwater is build in Edmeonds, taxpayers will
be expected to fund construction costs in excess of $1 |
billion. At the same time, property owners will be hit with :
depreciated values on their real estate. Shop owners will
have lower profits. The City of Edmonds will lose revenue
from property and sales taxes. Brightwater will generate no
tax revenue for Edmonds. 1Is it King County's intent to push
Edmonds and the people who live there into bankruptcy?

Thank you.

VANPELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339
bE412096-BBed-4bca-b408-120eadBcbebd

Response to Comment E20-7

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
Web site at http://www.metrokc.gov/.

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.
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Environmental Planning

Dressler /| Quast
15714 - 75" Place West
Edmonds, WA 98026

February 3, 2003
RECEIVED

FEB 4 2003

ENVIRONMENTAL
PLANNING DIVISION

King County Wastewater Treatment Division
201 South Jackson Street, KSC-NR-0505
Seattle, WA 98104

RE:

RESPONSE TO BRIGHTWATER DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS)

Good day:

Following and attached are our comments in response to the Brightwater DEIS published in
November 2002,

I413-1

1415-2

4153 | 3

1.

The DEIS presents an inadequate evaluation of alternatives, The DEIS covers the impacts
of only two alternative sites and a no-action alternative. However, the DEIS (on page 2-19)
acknowledges that of the seven candidate sites, “four sites . . . were found to be consistent
with the policy site selection criteria and feasible alternatives for future environmental
review.” The DEIS should have considered the impacts from the Point Wells alternative and
the Gravel Quarry alternative in addition to the two sites evaluated.

The DEIS presents an inadequate evaluation of the Unocal site including co-location of the
sewage plant and Edmonds Crossing. The claim that the Unocal site offered “significant
opportunities for intergovernmental partnerships™ and provided “multimodal options™ as a
reason why this site “rose above the rest™ appears to be disingenuous. Had King County truly
considered the Unocal site as an alternative because of the importance of the site for
multimodal opportunities, the DEIS would have incorporated the Edmonds Crossing project
into the presumptions of the project instead of suggesting it only as a sub-alternative option.
The DEIS did not analyze the treatment plant in light of the objective of providing the
multimodal project at the Unocal site.

The DEIS must support, with citation to legal authority, the contention that King County can
condemn real property within Snohomish County and its cities. If no such authority exists,
the DEIS should describe what affect the lack of authority will have on King County’s ability
to complete the project and what significant adverse environmental impacts might result from

Response to Comment 1413-1

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. Using adopted policy criteria and
environmental information, 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 1413-2

The Final EIS has been revised to provide more detail on the
“Unocal Structural Lid sub-alternative” that considers co-
location with the Edmonds Crossing project. This is
considered a “sub-alternative” in that it has many of the same
characteristics as the Base Alternative for the Unocal site.
The project description for the lid sub-alternative is described
in detail in Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment 1413-3

King County is authorized by Washington State law to condemn
property both within and outside its geographic boundaries, including
within Snohomish County and its cities, to construct, operate, and
maintain water pollution abatement facilities, such as the proposed
Brightwater Treatment Plant. Please refer to RCW 35.58.200;
35.58.320; 35.56.010. This authority is similar to the legal authority
granted to all cities and certain utilities in order to provide public service
infrastructure.
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Response to Comment 1413-4
The figures in the Draft EIS were accurate and complete to
iyl the best of King County’s knowledge when the Draft EIS
Page2 was published. Figures in the Final EIS have been revised to
- any delays resulting from an inability to acquire real property for the project. Such impacts reflect new information and correct any identified
must be supported by current, reliable data. inaccuracies. King County is not issuing a Supplemental
; I : Draft EIS.
4. Attached are specific notes and questions with relation to Chapter 4 of the DEIS, Earth and
Groundwater. Response to Comment 1413-5
5. In Volumes I and II of the DEIS, the reader is warned on more than 75% of the figures, in Please refer to the response to Freeman, Comment 1416-1.
fine print, that King County makes no representations or warranties as to the accuracy, A i . . | ' | Draft EIS
completeness, or timeliness of the information. King County thereby refuses responsibility ng County IS not Issuing a Supp emental Dra '
14134 or accountability for the information upon which they intend to make a billion-dollar-plus
decision, This is unacceptable. Is the information presented correct or not? Before the
public can make an informed evaluation, they must be assured that King County’s data are
correct and that King County is willing to take responsibility for its analyses. A supplemental
DEIS is required to produce corrected figures in order for the public to comment.
6. The DEIS is incomplete and inadequate because it does not identify plant design, processing
technology, or even portal locations. It is impossible for the public to respond to the DEIS
1413-5

in any sort of informed manner until such decisions are made. A supplemental DEIS must be
published when plant design, processing technology, and portal locations are decided, and the
public must then have an opportunity to comment prior to issuance of the final EIS.

Please place us on your distribution list for any response to DEIS comments, any supplemental DEIS
publication, and the final EIS, We are looking forward to receiving King County’s response to public
comment on the DEIS.

Sincerely,
John T. Quast

Laurie J. Dressler

Atch: Comments on Chapter 4
ce: Ecology (Mr. Kevin Fitzpatrick)
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1413-6

1413-7

1415-8

1413-8

I413-10

1413-11

I413-12

1413-13

1413-14

1413-15

1413-14

r— p— p—  — —

Chapter 4 — Earth and Groundwater

Introduction

Since the Unocal site has fill and liquefaction hazards, landslide hazards, is close to the Kingston
Arch, within 10 miles of a known active fault, steep slopes, substantial groundwater, and is
adjacent to the Edmonds Marsh, the following questions will be directed to those concerns for
protection of the environment.

4.1 Affected Environment

1. With the clean up still in progress at the Unocal site, it is unclear to me how your field
explorations can be complete. Would you please show where your fieldwork was done,
including notes, location, sample size and lab test results?

2. Were the publish reports that you referred to specific to the Unocal site? If not, would you

please specify the method of interpolation, extrapolation and assumptions used in
constructing the geological maps?

4.1,1 Regulatory Environment

1. Would you please state specifically all the design criteria and assumptions that will be
used in accordance with UBC-97 in addressing the liquefaction and sliding hazard
potential from seismic events on the Unocal site?

2. Would you please address specifically the design of the retaining walls, how reinforced
both during construction and in the completed project?

3. Would you please list the steps that will be taken to insure compliance with OSHA in the
construction process?

4, Can King County certify that there are no CERCLA sites on the proposed Brightwater
projects? Has King County researched each site to assure that no CERCLA sites exist? If
not, why not?

4.1.1.2 Washington State Regulations

1. Would you please list the steps that the Unocal project will take to insure compliance of
state regulations for erosion control, storm water management, groundwater management
at each site, including the portals?

2. Would you please detail the steps and methods taken to comply with the NPDES
regulations for storm water discharges, pollution and erosion control both during
construction and when completed?

3. Would you please note the inspection and reporting procedures, where available and
timing of each?

4, Considering that the plant will be in operation for over 70 years, what will be the time
frame for the storm water event? Will it be 100 years? A 500 year event?

5. Would you please state how you will insure any groundwater degradation if you
encounter groundwater contamination at the Unocal site?

Response to Comment 1413-6

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

Response to Comment 1413-7

The geologic cross sections for the Unocal site that are
included in the Draft and Final EIS are from a publicly
available report submitted by the site owner to the
Washington State Department of Ecology. No changes in
geologic interpretation have been made by King County.
Data specific to the Brightwater Treatment Plant, such as
excavation levels and extent of structures, were then added to
the cross sections and the geology deposits were colored for
clarification.

Response to Comment 1413-8

Structures at the plant site would be designed based on the
2003 International Building Code (IBC), which is anticipated
to be adopted in Washington State in 2004. The code
provides a method for determining the site-specific ground
acceleration associated with an earthquake that has a 10
percent chance of occurrence over a 50-year period (roughly
a 500-year recurrence interval). The method considers the
soil types at the site and the importance and function of the
structures. The code also dictates specific design checks
related to these accelerations. The designers will modify the
site-specific accelerations if appropriate, based on ongoing
research by regional seismologists with regard to the South
Whidbey Fault.

The seismic accelerations developed from the IBC, or
modification of it, will be used in slope-stability calculations.
Local practice is to use a global factor of safety of 1.0 to 1.1
for global slope stability. The IBC dictates factors of safety
for the local stability of walls considering seismic loading.

A standardized design method for designing in liquefiable
soils is not included in the IBC. Instead, structural design
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with consideration of post-liquefied soil strength and the potential for
settlement or lateral movement is left to the geotechnical engineer.
Design criteria with respect to liquefaction at the plant site have not
been completely developed at this time, but in any case, all major
structures and pipelines would be protected from liquefaction. For
example, structures on the lower yard at the Unocal site would be pile-
supported and pipes would have flexible couplings at connections to
structures.

Response to Comment 1413-9

The retaining wall construction method has not been selected at this
stage of the project, but would likely consist of a soldier pile/lagging
wall with permanent tie-backs (similar to the wall constructed at the
West Point Treatment Plant adjacent to Discovery Park). The design of
this retaining structure would include additional soil borings,
geotechnical laboratory tests, perhaps a field test program for tie-back
anchors, and standard structural and geotechnical design analyses for
tie-back retaining walls. The construction sequence consists of installing
the vertical soldier piles along the wall length at a specific spacing
(generally 6 to 8 feet on-center). With the soldier piles in place, the soil
in front of the soil pile wall is excavated from the ground surface
downward for several feet. Excavation then temporarily stops while
horizontal lagging boards are placed between the flanges of the soldier
piles. With this portion of the wall stable, the excavation proceeds
several more feet until the engineering calculations require that a row of
tie-back anchors be installed. These anchors, which consist of braided
wire cable that can be post-tensioned, are installed and grouted into the
soil formation behind the wall and essentially pull the wall face back
into the soil. Once the row of anchors is in-placed, the
excavation/lagging/anchor installation process proceeds downward until
the finish grade is reached. For the completed project, fascia is often
placed on the exposed side of the soldier pile wall for aesthetic
purposes. Tie-back anchor loads can also be monitored with time.

Response to Comment 1413-10

Compliance with OSHA will be specified as a requirement in the
construction documents for all contractors. In addition, OSHA

inspectors routinely make inspection visits to construction sites of the
size of the Brightwater System.

Response to Comment 1413-11

King County has reviewed available environmental databases that list C
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability
Act (CERCLA) sites to determine that no currently listed CERCLA sites
exist in the project area. Please refer to the Region 10 Environmental
Protection Agency located in Seattle (or to their Web site online at:
http://www.epa.gov/region10/ (retrieved October 1, 2003)), where
current CERCLA sites in the State of Washington are listed.

Response to Comment 1413-12

The steps that will be taken to ensure compliance with the regulation
areas that mentioned in the comment include (1) meetings with
regulatory agencies during the EIS process to familiarize them with the
project (ongoing), (2) additional data gathering and design to support
permit applications (permit and design phase), (3) meetings with the
regulatory agencies during the permit application phase with submittal
of detailed draft permits and plans for agency review, (4) finalization of
permit applications and supporting materials as requested by reviewing
agencies, (5) preparation of construction documents that prescribe the
contractor’s requirements to meet all applicable regulations, (6)
contractor submittals of compliance and monitoring plans, (7) King
County review (and other agency review as applicable) of contractor
submittals, and (8) ongoing QA/QC during construction.

Response to Comment 1413-13

Measures to comply with NPDES permit regulations are described in
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS. For more specific details, refer to
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-F, Groundwater and Stormwater
Management at the Candidate Portal Sites, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1413-14

Inspection and reporting procedures would vary for each regulation and
permit applied to the project. For example, the inspection and reporting
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procedures for monitoring well installation to comply with state well
standards (Chapter 173-160 WAC) include a notification of intent to
install a well and submittal of the completed geologic log and well
construction diagram to the Washington State Department of Ecology
(Ecology). Ecology may conduct an inspection during well installation.
Additional inspection and reporting procedures will be determined by
specific permit conditions. Permitting would begin after the Final EIS is
complete and a decision regarding selection of a system is made by the
King County Executive.

Response to Comment 1413-15

In hydrologic analyses performed for EISs, floods in excess of the 100-
year event are typically not reviewed because they are unlikely to occur
during the life of the project. SEPA (and NEPA) guidelines state that an
EIS “shall consider the range of probable impact, including short-term
and long-term impacts. Impacts shall include those that are likely to
arise or exist over the lifetime of a proposal or, depending upon the
particular proposal, longer.” (WAC 197-11-060 4(c)). Further,
“probable” is defined as “likely or reasonably likely to occur, as in ’a
reasonable probability of more than a moderate effect upon 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.” (WAC 197-11-782)

Response to Comment 1413-16

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

Brightwater Final EIS 1752



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Dressler (1413)

1413-17

1413-1%

I413-1%2

141320

1413-21

1413-22

1413-23

1413-24

1413-25

1413-26

1413-27

1413-28

1413-2%

4.1.1.3 Local Regulations

1 Would you please detail the treatment method and disposal process including location of

disposal for groundwater removal in facilitating construction required by local regulation at the
Unocal site?

4.1.2.1 Regional Geology

1. Would you please identify the age of the rocks at the Unocal site? Are these rocks
primarily composed of Holocene sediments?

2. Would you please describe the porosity and permeability of the area surrounding the
excavation of the Unocal site?

4.1.2.4 Regional Geological Hazards

1. Would you detail the most significant hazards that will impinge on the local eritical areas
regulations at the Unocal site?

4.1.3  Treatment Plant Sites
4.1.3.1 Unocal Site

1. Would you please describe how specific to the Unocal site the available data is concerning
the geology, groundwater and public geological reports? Have you done core samples below
42 feet?

2. Since the soil at the Unocal site has both silt and clay, is located on a steep slope and is
subjected to perch water, would please detail the procedures on a step-by-step basis of how
you will control erosion during construction, especially during the winter months?

3. Since there are known active faults within ten miles of the Unocal site, since there is
groundwater within 2-5 fect of the surface, and since the subsurface geological structure
below the Unocal site is subject to liquefaction, would you please state the depth below the
surface the engineers believe is necessary to excavate in order to backfill the site with
stable material to insure minimal seismic damage?

4. Do you expect to excavate all the fill and alluvium soil at the lower Unocal site, since this
material is considered unstable if a seismic event occurs?

5. Would you please describe the permeability and porosity of the Transition Beds (which are
between 50 and 100feet thick) and the expected flow rate in both summer and winter?

6. Would you please describe the remedial steps necessary for the thick silt layer that
underlies all but the Northern most portion of the upper yard? Deoes this silt layer when wet
facilitate sliding and if so would you please state your method to reduce the potential
impact of a seismic event?

7. Would you please describe the permeability, porosity and expected flow rates of the
Whidbey Formation aquifer in summer and winter?

8. Given the fact of the large removal of material from the Unocal site (2 million cu. yds.),
will not the whole site be subject to liquefaction?

9. Given the large flow of water expected from the Whidbey Formation aquifer, would you
please describe the method and location of the discharge during construetion and after
completion of the project?

10. Would you please outline the expected impact of the construction and after completion of
the project the impact on the Edmonds Marsh?

Response to Comment 1413-17

Treatment technologies for the intercepted groundwater
would likely include oil/water separation, dissolved air
flotation, organoclay filtration, air stripping, or carbon
filtration. Treated groundwater would either be discharged to
Puget Sound or to the Edmonds Marsh as supplemental
surface water, both under an NPDES permit.

Response to Comment 1413-18

Surficial exposures at the Unocal site are Holocene age. The
Unocal site has two distinctly different soil and topographic
areas (the lower yard and the upper yard), which have
distinctly different soils and soil properties. The lower yard is
composed primarily of fill and alluvial beach deposits and
has a moderate to high permeability in the range of 107
centimeters per second (cm/sec) to 10~ cm/sec. The upper
yard soil is a series of interbedded silty sands, sandy silts,
silt, and clay with occasional sand inter-beds. This type of
deposit typically has a permeability that ranges from 10™ to
10~" cm/sec depending on the soil type.

Response to Comment 1413-19

Potential geologic hazard areas for the Unocal site are
summarized and addressed in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS and
consist of liquefaction potential for some site soil, steep slope
areas, and erosion potential (because of steep slopes).

Response to Comment 1413-20

A significant amount of publicly available data exists on the
Unocal subsurface conditions based on over 170 borings
drilled and logged by the site owner. This information
describes soil types, geologic units, and groundwater levels
across the site. Because of this significant amount of data, it
was not necessary for King County to conduct any additional
field explorations at the Unocal site in order to identify the
potential significant adverse environmental impacts and
mitigation measures for this site.
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Response to Comment 1413-21

Erosion is typically an “at-surface” effect of soil being eroded by
surface water runoff. During construction, slopes would be protected
from erosion by several methods, including implementing an approved
surface water and erosion management plan; routing surface water
around sloped areas; and protecting slopes with either temporary
vegetation or with other surfaces such as weighted-down plastic sheets,
straw bales and/or sediment fences at designated locations, etc.

Response to Comment 1413-22

Excavation and replacement of liquefiable soil is just one of several
measures that can be used to mitigate the potential adverse effects of
liquefaction due to a seismic event. A more standard and cost effective
approach is to support the structures on deep foundations that penetrate
through the liquefiable layer and are founded in dense stable soils. This
is the liquefaction mitigation approach that is proposed for the structures
in the Unocal lower yard area.

Response to Comment 1413-23

As noted in the discussions of Chapter 4 of the Final EIS, structures in
the lower yard area would be founded on deep pilings that penetrate
through the liguefaction-prone soil rather than shallow foundations that
bear on the liquefaction-prone soil. Therefore, this soil can stay in place
without risk to the structures should an earthquake of sufficient
magnitude occur that results in liquefaction.

Response to Comment 1413-24

Please refer to the response to Comment 1413-18 in this letter.

Response to Comment 1413-25

To date, this silt layer, when wet, has not resulted in a slide even with
the high loading pressures that were once present on this deposit when
Unocal sited its product tanks in the upper yard area. This lack of slide
occurrence, though anecdotal, is informative and does suggest that the
upper yard hillslope had sufficient stability to safely support the Unocal
tanks even under the wet rainy times of the year when most slides occur.
If the Unocal site is selected for construction of the treatment plant, an

engineered retaining wall would be constructed to support the cut slope
of the upper yard. This retaining wall is a mitigation approach in itself in
that areas of high landslide potential are often stabilized with engineered
walls (for example, the 1-5 retaining walls through downtown Seattle
and the West Point Treatment Plant wall adjacent to Discovery Park are
just two of the many landslide-stabilizing walls in the area).

Response to Comment 1413-26

This level of detailed information pertaining to the Whidbey Formation
has not been gathered for this Final EIS and is not pertinent to the
evaluation of potential impacts and mitigation that could result from
constructing and operating the Brightwater Treatment Plant at this site.

Response to Comment 1413-27

The soil to be removed from the Unocal site is mostly upper yard soil
that is too silty to reuse for site fill. The soil that would remain in the
upper yard area is very dense, is not saturated, and is not subject to
liquefaction.

Response to Comment 1413-28

The Whidbey Formation is not expected to have large groundwater
flows, but rather intermittent, seasonal perched flows that are fed from
surface water infiltration. During construction, the small flows from the
Whidbey Formation located in the upper yard area would be managed
with other onsite surface water and discharged into Puget Sound after
any necessary treatment.

Response to Comment 1413-29

Analyses of the potential impacts to the Edmonds Marsh as the result of
construction dewatering and long-term operations are evaluated in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS and
summarized in the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15. As stated in these references, potential
impacts to the marsh during construction are expected to be low and
would be managed using stringent construction dewatering methods
(vertical hydraulic barrier wall in combination with wells and surface
water augmentation as necessary). No long-term impacts to the marsh
are expected because no long-term dewatering is planned.
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1413-30

1413-31

1413-32

141335

1413-34

1413-35

1413-35

1413-37

1413-38

141339

I413-40

14135-41

1413-42

11, Does not the alluvium also pose a substantial liquefaction hazard that needs addressing?
Would you please state your method of remedial action with respect to a seismic event?

12, Given the silt in the Transitional beds and the three known perch zones in the upper yard,
and also the prospect of capillary action of water, what is your estimate of the soil
saturation level of the restrained earthwork and the design criteria i.c. the design pressure
expected at the bottom of the retaining walls?

13. Would you please detail the steps that will be taken in handling the contaminated water?
How decontaminated? Where dumped? Where stored when undergoing decontamination?

414 Conveyance Corridors

What are the steps necessary to prevent liquefaction from alluvial deposits where the
conveyance pipe/tunnel goes cross several stream valleys?

4.1.4.4 Soil Contamination

How will you handle soil contamination if found? Would you please detail all the necessary
steps?

4.14.5 Groundwater

Since groundwater contamination is likely at the Unocal site, would you please describe in
detail all necessary steps to neutralize the contamination and also the method of disposal?

4.1.52 Zoneb

Would you please state how much of the marine sediments will be required to be removed to
prevent a submarine slide?

4.2 Impacts
421 Treatment Plant sites

1. In controlling erosion, would you please state how wide an area might be exposed at any
one time? What steps might be used to prevent any erosion (such as not working in
inclement weather or during winter months)? What type of cover do you plan to use to
prevent excessive erosion?

2. In the dewatering of the Unocal site, would you please state specifically the impact on the
adjacent Edmonds Marsh? Since excavation has to go below the existing water table fed by
the Whidbey Formation aguifer, would you please state specifically the steps that will be
taken to prevent any impact on the Edmonds Marsh from the dewatering?

3. If you were to decide to use cofferdams on the boundary between the site and the Edmonds
Marsh, would yeu please state how the natural resupply flow to the Marsh would occur?
Would you please indicate the source of water that would resupply the Marsh?

4. Would you please state the method of disposing of the 2 million cubic yards of soil at the
Unocal site? 'Will it be by barrage or truck?

5. Would you please show on a plan view of the site where the placement of the storm water
treatment ponds will be, including the capacity of each pond?

6. Would you please state specifically how you plan to protect workers from the 100-130 foot
cut or more to enable safe working conditions?

Response to Comment 1413-30

The alluvium located beneath the beach fill at the Unocal site
is not necessarily liquefaction-prone. Liguefaction depends
on density, overburden pressure (its nearness to the surface),
and gradation and porosity. As described in Chapter 4 of the
Final EIS, the mitigation approach for liquefaction-prone soil
in the lower yard is to build the structures on piles that
penetrate through the unstable soil to stable underlying
material.

Response to Comment 1413-31

This level of analysis is not necessary to evaluate the
potential significant impacts and mitigations to the earth
environment at the Unocal site and is more appropriate at the
design level if the Unocal site is selected. The requested data
are not currently available.

Response to Comment 1413-32

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

Response to Comment 1413-33

Protecting against liquefaction is a standard part of
geotechnical and structural engineering design. Portals or
tunnels constructed in areas subject to liquefaction would be
designed to withstand the effects of liquefaction.
Alternatively, measures could be implemented during
construction to prevent liquefaction, such as in-place soil
densification or soil grouting.

Response to Comment 1413-34

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-72.

Response to Comment 1413-35

Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, describes King
County’s current understanding of the groundwater
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contamination documented to exist at the Unocal site and the current
site owner’s plans for remediation. Appendix 6-B also describes
potential construction dewatering needed to construct structures at the
Unocal site and onsite treatment options that could be used to treat
extracted groundwater if it is found to be contaminated above regulatory
levels. Chapter 6 summarizes how groundwater extracted as part of
construction would be disposed of after treatment, which could include
discharge to existing surface water bodies if required water quality
parameters could be met through treatment. Should the Unocal site be
selected, detailed studies and plans would be conducted to evaluate
treatment methods for potentially contaminated groundwater.

Response to Comment 1413-36

There is no proposal to remove marine sediments to prevent a
submarine slide.

Response to Comment 1413-37

The amount of site area that is exposed at any one time is a function of
the construction sequencing and the erosion and sediment control
requirements. Erosion and sediment control requirements include
general guidance for minimizing the area exposed at any one time, with
more restrictions on the amount that can be exposed during the wet
season, as well as the requirement that substantially greater amounts of
controls are required for that time of the year. This would result in the
scheduling of work that is likely to result in a high risk of erosion (e.g.,
excavation of large areas, land disturbing activities up-gradient of
receiving waters) in the summer season. Numerous cover materials and
methods are likely to be used, depending on areal extent, slope, amount
of runoff likely to occur, and many other factors, which would be
considered in final design.

Response to Comment 1413-38

As described in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS and the response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-15, a combination of dewatering wells on the plant site
with a vertical flow barrier wall (tight sheet piles) adjacent to the
Edmonds Marsh would be used to protect the marsh. Introducing
additional surface water to the marsh is also planned as a precautionary

measure should monitoring detect that the dewatering would lower the
water level in the marsh. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for
this surface water augmentation approach.

Response to Comment 1413-39

The Final EIS does not consider a cofferdam for construction
dewatering at the Unocal site, but rather a vertical barrier wall such as
watertight sheet piles. Sheet piles would be removed when no longer
needed for construction dewatering so that the natural water supply to
the marsh would be restored. If needed during construction dewatering
to maintain the current water level in the marsh, water may be
introduced to the marsh. The source of this water depends on the
amount of water needed and would likely include construction
dewatering water that has been treated to surface water discharge
quality.

Response to Comment 1413-40

Excess soil would be trucked from the Unocal site. The necessary truck
trips are considered in traffic impacts evaluations, in Chapter 16 of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1413-41

Specific locations of stormwater treatment ponds have not been
determined at this phase of the project and are typically determined
either in design or permitting. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS,
which describes surface water management in greater detail.

Response to Comment 1413-42

The retaining wall construction method has not been selected at this
stage of the project, but would likely consist of a soldier pile/lagging
wall with permanent tie-backs (similar to the wall constructed at the
West Point Treatment Plant adjacent to Discovery Park). The
construction sequence consists of installing the vertical soldier piles
along the wall length at a specific spacing (generally 6 to 8 feet on-
center). With the soldier piles in place, the soil in front of the soil pile
wall is excavated from the ground surface downward for several feet.
Excavation then temporarily stops while horizontal lagging boards are
placed between the flanges of the soldier piles. With this portion of the
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wall stable, the excavation proceeds several more feet until the
engineering calculations require that a row of tie-back anchors be
installed. These anchors are installed and grouted into the soil formation
behind the wall and essentially pull the wall face back into the soil.
Once the row of anchors is in place, the excavation/lagging/anchor

installation process proceeds downward until the finish grade is reached.
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1413-43

1415-44

1413-45

14135-44

1413-47

141348

1413-42
1413-50

1413-51

1413-52

1413-53

1413-54

g — p— gy p— —

7. Would you please state specifically the necessary steps required in handling either
contaminated soil or groundwater during construction?

8. With respect to liquefaction of the soil, how much of the alluvial material will be excavated
i.e. how deep below existing ground level will the excavation go?

9. If you remove 2 million cubic yards of material, will not the full site footprint be subject to
liguefaction since you will essentially placing the whole plant footprint at the lower level
clevation?

10. Would you please describe the type of imported material to be used as fill?

11. If you plan to reuse some of the excavated material, would you please specify where you
plan to store this reused material during construction?

12. Would you state specifically all the steps that will be needed to stabilize the 100-130 foot
cut during construction?

13. Would you please estimate the amount of water expected in the perch zones at the Unocal
site during the wet season and the procedures in handling that water? Will the effect of
dewatering the perch zones undermine the adjoining roadway at the South end of the
Unocal site?

14, Would you please describe all the steps necessary to avoid any dewatering of the Edmonds
Marsh?

15. Would you please state how deep the dewatering requirements would be at the Unocal site?

16. Will deep piling be used at the Unocal site?

17. 1f deep piling is used, please specify how the vibration will be mitigated with respect to the
stability of the retaining walls?

18. Would you please provide the design assumption in stabilizing the retaining walls during
eonstruction and when the project is completed?

19. What will be the design water and soil pressures at the base of the 100-foot cut?

20. With two 50-foot retaining walls, what will be the distant between the two walls? i.e. the
offset distance?

21. What will be the surcharge assumptions on the two walls?

22, With a cut of 130 feet but limited to two 50-foot retaining walls, how will the 30-foot cut
be stabilized? What will be the slope on the 30-foot cut?

23. Would you please indicate how you would protect the two 50-foot retaining walls from soil
liquefaction at the base during a seismic event?

24. Would you please state what the assumed normal working level for stresses in the retaining
walls will be and what the design factor of safety for the walls will be?

25. Would you please state how wet weather conditions would affect you operations at the
Unocal site? Under what wet weather conditions would you stop operations?

422 Conveyance corridors

In ground water control and dewatering, would you please state specifically how you would
dispose of high concentrations of sediments or contaminates?

4.2.3.2 Operational Impacts

Would you please state the timing and reporting method for testing the long-term accumulations

of contaminants near the outfall pipe? Are there specific limits on contaminates that might stop
operations?

4.2.4 No Action Alternative

I

Response to Comment 1413-43

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

Response to Comment 1413-44

Excavation across the Unocal site would vary. In the lower
yard, excavation to about 35 feet would occur. However, all
structures would be pile-supported in the lower yard area,
and, therefore, liquefaction potential impacts would be
mitigated by the deep foundations. Of the excavated material,
suitable material would be retained onsite and re-compacted
to appropriate densities, while unsuitable material would be
removed from the site. As noted above, the liquefaction
potential at the Unocal site would be mitigated by founding
the structures in the lower yard area on piles.

Response to Comment 1413-45

Several types of fill would likely need to be imported and
each type of fill would be specified in the construction
documents based on its design use (i.e., structural fill beneath
slabs and around walls, drainage gravel behind walls, pea
gravel around pipes, general site fill outside the boundaries of
structures, and topsoil). Imported fill would generally be a
soil that can achieve the necessary geotechnical properties
and strength and is readily compactable in most weather
conditions.

Response to Comment 1413-46

Excavated material that would be reused would be stored
onsite at locations designated to the construction contractor in
the construction documents. Several considerations would go
into identifying material storage locations, such as
construction traffic patterns, construction sequence,
proximity of buried structures/utilities, and proximity of
sensitive areas.
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Response to Comment 1413-47

Please refer to Comment 1413-42 in this letter.

Response to Comment 1413-48

Please refer to Chapter 6 and Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater,
of the Final EIS and the response to the Washington State Department
of Ecology, Comment W5-15. These sources of information summarize
that perched water in the upper yard area has not been quantified
because of the complexity of the interbedded soil layers, but is expected
to be small and easily manageable as has been shown in similar deposits
in the Puget Sound region. Perched water is expected to be collected
within the excavation in sumps and conveyed to construction surface
water management systems (settling ponds) prior to eventual discharge
to Puget Sound after it is verified that water quality parameters have
been achieved. The draining of the perched water levels will have no
effect on the adjoining roadway at the south end of the Unocal site.

Response to Comment 1413-49

Please refer to response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15, which describes the dewatering approach
for the portion of the Unocal site adjacent to the Edmonds Marsh. The
dewatering system is planned to consist of dewatering wells at the plant
site combined with a vertical barrier wall (tight-sheet piles) adjacent to
the marsh. This system would significantly reduce water from the marsh
being drawn into the well system. As a precautionary mitigation, if the
water level in the marsh decreases, surface water meeting applicable
discharge standards could be temporarily introduced to the marsh to
maintain its normal levels.

Response to Comment 1413-50

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-15, and Appendix 6-B, Geology and
Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1413-51

As stated in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, and Chapter 4 of
the Final EIS, piling would be used to support some structures at the

Unocal site. Vibrations through soil from pile installation are not
expected to be a significant load to the retaining walls and no adverse
impact is anticipated.

Response to Comment 1413-52

The retaining walls have not been designed, and, therefore, no design
assumptions have been made at this phase of the project. For this Final
EIS, the retaining walls have been judged to be technically feasible
based on similar wall types and heights safely constructed and standing
in similar soil conditions throughout the Puget Sound region. The
retaining wall at the West Point Treatment Plant adjacent to Discovery
Park is an example of a soldier pile wall with permanent tie-backs that
may be used.

These design parameters are not yet known and are details that will be
part of the permitting process. The determination of the detailed design
parameters is not necessary to identify potential significant impacts and
possible mitigation measures for the project.

The offset distance has not been specifically determined, because this
wall has not been designed. However, offset distances are typically
based on the access space needed for construction of the wall and then
for long-term maintenance. Offsets in the range of 15 feet and greater
are typical.

Again, the wall has not yet been designed, so the surcharge loads have
not been determined. The surcharges to the wall, both during
construction (equipment, staging of materials) and long-term (the
weight of the structures behind the walls), would be determined and
considered in the design and permitting of the facility.

The entire 130-foot cut would be stabilized with a series of retaining
walls. For this Final EIS, a maximum wall height of 50 feet was
assumed. Therefore, a 130-foot cut could be stabilized with a series of
three walls.

The retaining walls are located in the upper yard area where there is no
liquefaction-prone soil.

These design parameters are not yet known and are details that will be
part of the permitting process. The determination of the detailed design
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parameters is not necessary to identify potential significant impacts and
possible mitigation measures for the project.

Operation of treatment plants does not stop in wet weather. They
operate year-round, in all weather conditions.

Response to Comment 1413-53

High concentrations of sediments or contaminants are not anticipated
during construction of the conveyance system, except possibly at the
Chevron property. Plans for working on the Chevron property would be
developed during the design phase, with the intent of not working in
contaminated areas to the degree possible. If contaminants were
encountered elsewhere, and all indications are that other areas will not
be contaminated, site- and situation-specific decisions would be made to
deal with the contamination in conjunction with the appropriate
regulatory agency, principally the Washington State Department of
Ecology.

Response to Comment 1413-54

The proposed monitoring of the sediments surrounding the outfall is
outlined in Appendix 3-1, Routine Monitoring Plan for the Receiving
Environment in the Vicinity of the Brightwater Treatment System
Marine Outfall, of the Final EIS. Please refer to the response to
Snohomish County Public Works, Comment S2-3. Sediment quality
standards have been developed to limit the levels of contamination in
marine sediments. Failure to meet these standards would likely result in
a monetary fine to the permit holder. King County is confident that it
will easily meet all standards with the proposed Brightwater System
because of the high level of treatment being proposed for the system.
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1413-55

1413-58

1413-57

1413-58

1413582

141360
1415-81
141362

1413-63

1415-64

141385

1413-66

1413-67

141368

1413-62

1413-70

1™ —re——lr—lr

Would you please state the assumptions on the population projections in the Brightwater service
area for the next ten years, the next 20 years and the next 50 years?

4.2.5.2 Cunmulative Impacts

Will the Edmonds Crossing multimodal plan be possible if the Unocal site is selected? Will
the King County plan make the necessary design changes so that the Edmonds Crossing will be
possible? Would you please state how the Edmonds Crossing plan will integrated with the
Brightwater plan?

4.3.1.1 Construction

1. Would you please state most of the requirements required by BMP to stabilize and
minimize sediment-laden runoff and windblown dust?

2. What does the BMP require in protecting slopes and soil stockpiles?

3. What does? BMP require in protecting and stabilizing drainage-ways?

4. 'What does BMF reguire to minimize erosion and sediment impacts?

5. What would NPDES controlling factors include with respect to general storm water
permits?

Would you please state specifically the steps necessary to maintain vegetative growth and

adequate surface runoff for the Unocal site?

7. Would you please detail specifically how much area would be exposed during the winter

season at the Unocal site?

Would you please show on a plan the specific location of the sedimentation ponds?

Would you state specifically how much clapse time before you would revegetate the

disturbed areas?

10. In groundwater control at the Unocal site, how far below the existing ground level will you
need to lower the water table?

11. If more that ten feet below ground level, please state specifically how you will protect the
Edmonds Marsh?

12. If any groundwater at the Unaocal site is found to be contaminated, can you assure us that
none will reach the Edmonds Marsh? Would you detail the steps that you will take to
make certain that no contaminated water is pumped into the Edmonds Marsh?

13. Would you please state specifically what not impacting existing wetlands involve? Is not
impacting existing wetlands mean the water table will not be lowered at the Edmonds
Marsh? Does not impacting the wetlands mean that King County will preserve the clarity
and purity of the Marsh?

14. Would you please state specifically the timing, availability and control over the monitoring
of the groundwater dewatering plan at the Unocal site?

15. Would you please describe the method of shoring to be used to stabilize ground stability
during construction?

16. \mﬂ'ould you please estimate the depth for the piles to achieve adequate bearing pressure for

e piles?

17. Have core samples of existing pround been taken below the 42-foot depth of the alluvium
layer at the Unocal site?

18. Would you please state specifically the mitigation required minimizing the vibration of
pile driving on the slope stability at the Unocal site?

2

Lt

4.3.1.2 Operational

Response to Comment 1413-55

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 1413-56

The alternative for the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the
Unocal site has a structural lid sub-alternative that allows
provision for the Edmonds Crossing project in its design. The
lid would accommaodate all the facilities currently described
for the project in accordance with the Project Update -
Alternative for Point Edwards Ferry Terminal and
Multimodal Center (brochure from January 2003). The lid
and accommodation of the Edmonds Crossing facility are
further described in Appendix 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1413-57

The best management practices (BMPs) for erosion and
sediment control are discussed in Appendix 6-C,
Management of Water Quality During Construction at the
Treatment Plant Sites, of the Final EIS. Detailed descriptions
of the BMPs and their design and application can be found in
Chapter 4 of the Washington State Department of Ecology’s
Stormwater Management Manual for Western Washington
(August 2001).

Response to Comment 1413-58

Discussions with the Washington State Department of
Ecology (Ecology) have indicated that Ecology plans to
regulate stormwater through an individual NPDES
stormwater construction permit rather than a general permit.
Guidance on management techniques for construction
stormwater is derived from Ecology’s Stormwater
Management Manual for Western Washington (August
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2001). Please refer to Ecology’s Web site at
http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wg/stormwater/manual.html for more
information on the Manual.

Response to Comment 1413-59

Maintaining vegetative growth for erosion protection and providing
adequate surface water runoff controls are standard approaches used at
most, if not all, construction sites. The specific steps necessary to
maintain these types of standard systems will be set forth during the
permitting process.

Response to Comment 1413-60

Please refer to Comment 1413-37 in this letter. Although a higher
percentage of the Unocal site would disturbed at any one time in
contrast with the Route 9 site and there would be different measures
applied to each site as appropriate to their site-specific conditions, the
objective of the final design will be to minimize the amount of erosion
and sedimentation during construction.

Response to Comment 1413-61

A description of the use of sedimentation ponds is set forth in Chapter 6
of the Final EIS. The specific locations of sedimentation ponds will be
decided during permitting.

Response to Comment 1413-62

This comment requests detailed design information beyond an analysis
of probable significant adverse environmental impacts and reasonable
mitigation measures. This detailed information would be part of final
design or part of the contractor’s sediment control plan, especially when
performance-based standards are specified in the construction
documents.

Response to Comment 1413-63

For some structures in the lower yard area, groundwater will need to be
lowered to about 30 feet below existing grade as described in Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. A combination of
dewatering wells on the plant site with a vertical flow barrier wall (tight
sheet piles) adjacent to the Edmonds Marsh would be used to protect the

marsh. A precautionary measure of introducing additional surface water
to the marsh is also planned, should the dewatering lower the water
level in the marsh. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for this
surface water augmentation approach. Please refer to the response to the
Washington State Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15, and
Appendix 6-B for a detailed discussion of this issue.

Response to Comment 1413-64

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

Response to Comment 1413-65

The response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-15, summarizes dewatering analyses and results relative
to the Edmonds Marsh. Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of
the Final EIS provides a more detailed summary of the analyses.
Chapter 6 of the Final EIS discusses the specific surface water
augmentation measures that may be implemented if necessary to
maintain existing water levels in the marsh. As stated in these
references, no significant adverse environmental impact to the marsh is
anticipated.

Response to Comment 1413-66

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

Response to Comment 1413-67

The method of shoring used is typically the contractor’s choice within
the constraints provided by the contract documents. Shoring methods
are expected to include open-cut excavations where excavations are
somewhat shallow and sufficient area exists to lay back a stable slope,
inter-locked steel sheet piles, moveable trench boxes, and combinations
of methods.

Response to Comment 1413-68

This comment requests detailed design information beyond
environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures. The depth

Brightwater Final EIS 1762



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Dressler (1413)

of piles would be determined during the design and permitting phases of
the project.

Response to Comment 1413-69

King County did not conduct any subsurface sampling at the Unocal site
as part of this Final EIS. Subsurface sampling conducted by the site
owner (EMCON, 1998) did not extend below the 42-foot depth of the
alluvium layer.

Reference:

EMCON. 1998. Draft Remedial Investigation Report, Unocal Edmonds
Bulk Fuel Terminal. Edmonds, Washington. Prepared for Unocal
Corporation Asset Management Group. October 19, 1998.

Response to Comment 1413-70

Pile driving vibrations are not typically considered a risk to the stability
of slopes in very dense, over-consolidated material, such as is present in
the upper yard at the Unocal site. The magnitude of soil particle
movement is very small relative to ground shaking from an earthquake
and therefore cannot exert large inertial forces. For the treatment plant
structures in the lower yard that would be supported by piles, the piles
would be installed by auger boring, vibratory hammer, or impact
hammer. Vibrations from auger boring are small and typically not of
concern, even to sensitive structures more than a few feet away.
Vibrations from vibratory and impact hammers are larger, but are
attenuated logarithmically with distance. For example, vibrations from
an impact hammer might cause damage to residential construction
located 10 feet away, but at a distance of 100 feet vibrations would be
just noticeable and unlikely to cause damage to even the most sensitive
of structures. It is common to set vibration limits to protect nearby
structures and to require monitoring with a portable seismograph to
verify compliance.
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1413-71 [

141372

1413-73 [

1413-74 [

1 Please state the estimated depth of the seals (the concrete block at the top of the piles) needed
to avoid uplift water pressure on the Unocal foundation?

2.Would you please state the factor of safety assumption in the design of the retaining walls at

the Unocal site?
3. Given that lidding will be required, would you please show a plan and elevation of the lid
at the Unocal site?

4.3.3.2 Operational

Would you please state specifically the monitoring procedures including the timing, detail,
availability and source of the cffluent at the Unocal site?

Response to Comment 1413-71

The estimated depth to the bottom of the pile caps at the
Unocal site for the multimodal lid is approximately 9.5 feet.
Please refer to Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS for more information.

Response to Comment 1413-72

The retaining walls have not yet been designed. The safety
factor for the design would be developed during the design
phase.

Response to Comment 1413-73

The plan and elevation for the lid at the Unocal site are
included in Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1413-74

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Public

: Works, Comment S2-3
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COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and

must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.
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Your name: -

L.

Cla o802

Phone numben 2.5 4% & A28 7

Response to Comment 166-1

Thank you for your comment.
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COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is neaded. List any questions you still

have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS. Response to Comment 1228-1
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deunte T ctule ol - sledolhe bty svie vmical lvcatun oty Al€ACH step in the siting process, King County has gathered
2uchan £ T ik T additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline

routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
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L cond huiee leoudsolle 13 duny Contidoed T ow Suce Sewese s fyrther consideration. The siting constraints used in site
boins bobod 4 pat o Tl selection 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

Comments must include your name and address and

must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003. Process-Phase 1 Engineering and Environmental Constraint
) Yourname: __13ren  Dtncsn 7 Analysis. Additional information regarding the policy siting
{( Sidvanc [ZLRE T e W Qi criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
' 14043 and 14107, as well as Phase 1 and 2 siting materials,
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can be found at area libraries, at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm (retrieved
June 13, 2003), or upon request by contacting the Brightwater
project at 206-684-6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-
mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov. Please refer to the
response to Drake, Comment E20-4, for information
regarding the prevention of spills at the Brightwater
Treatment Plant.

Phone number.__ 92 5= V&) S p¢
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B AT | Response to Comment 1308-1
JAN %1 2003 I Thank you for your comment.
EnIRRME TR Response to Comment 1308-2

PLANMING DIVISION
The surface area of a portal does not significantly vary as a
function of the portal depth. A minimum 1- to 2-acre portal is
sufficient for all depths indicated in the Final EIS.

e There will be no road from the bottom of the portal to the
4710 225" PL SW surface for muck removal. Muck removal will be conducted
Mountlake Terrace, WA - -

08043 using hoists, elevators, and/or conveyance belts.

Comment:

1 originally sent this last Saturday, but got it back today from Debra Ross saying | needed to send
it via this site. It is after 5, bul it is still the 21%, so | expect this to be included in comments.

1 don't know whether you are old enough to remember it, but there is an old musical comedy
mavie tithed Greatest Little Whorehouse in Texas. | think il was Sammy Kaye who played a
politician who known for his ability to speak and sound really good, but in actuality to not say a
1308-1 word that actually stated a paosition or really said anything. Sounded good, but no substance.
Thal iz what the DEIS reminded me of, Could you please publish something that is nol so
ambiguous? It sounds more like flimflam than anything else. Would appreciate the opportunity to
respond after you produce a document that later, your feet can be held to he fire on,

Al the meeting in Mountlake Terrace and engineer in the audience asked a question that | didn’t
think got a good answer, It had to do with how long of a road would be needed to bring the dirt
up out of the pit if the tunnel was 250 to 300 feet below the surface. This was asked in
redationship 1o the 50 fool deep hole needed for the mile long tunnel down in the Denny area.
The thought being, if it took an acre to handle a hole for a 50 deep tunnel; how are you going to
have encugh room to bring dirt up and oul of a hole thal is 5 times as deep. The “lwo acre
maximum” quote for the space needed for the portals is not looking good.

1308-2

| am one of many hoping thal the 228" corrider s nol your reat goal.
Thank you for your time reading and answering this comment.
Rita Duncan
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137-1

197-2

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment 197-1

Precautions for dust, mud, and debris from construction trucks
and tires, such as onsite wash pads, could be included in
mitigation measures developed as part of the traffic
management plan (TMP).

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore, Comment
C3-16. A TMP has been included in the Final EIS that includes
specific mitigation measures that would reduce traffic impacts
during construction.

Parking at portal siting areas would be provided onsite, but
carpools would be encouraged to reduce traffic. Parking at the
Unocal site would be offsite. Please refer to the response to the
City of Edmonds, Comment C9-112, regarding offsite parking
for construction workers at the Unocal site. Parking at the
Route 9 site would be provided onsite. After the treatment
plant is constructed, adequate parking for employees and
visitors would be provided onsite. Please refer to Chapter 16 of
the Final EIS for more detail.

Response to Comment 197-2

King County will follow established contracting procedures
when hiring businesses and workers to construct the
Brightwater project. Information on contracting procedures can
be obtained by calling King County Professional and
Construction Services at 206-684-2049.
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@ DBrightwater

KingCounty TREATMEMNT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
mare effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Address: Seattle, WA 3155-5515

City, Zip:

Response to Comment 1360-1

| Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,

Comment C4-8.
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Brightwater
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Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment E7-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS and Appendices 3-
A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives.

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.

King County will work with affected communities to develop
mitigation measures for environmental impacts created by the
construction, operation, and maintenance. 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 that are not detrimental to the
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quality of life in their vicinity. Once a final decision is made on the
location for the Brightwater System, King County will work with
affected jurisdictions to ensure that there are no significant adverse
environmental impacts to the community.
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Brightwater

Iﬁng TREATMENT SYSTEM
Response to Comment E8-1

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form Please refer to the response to the ity of Edmonds,

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impaet Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional Comment C9-5
‘Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental ’ '
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to

review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to

be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond

more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final

EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 217, 2003.

g Te ﬁxﬂ—m‘eﬂﬁf f%th.f Lo Sesoe oo

L E A m/q . Fhereoes 1 f  D0=S ps7
mpeet ghe B&faf,ﬁéez_mfrﬂﬁ

sz;wé He EDL tend

Address:

/G507 St pve w
City, Zip: 2= (/7 pald S q‘fﬁal/

Brightwater Final EIS 1777



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Edlund (ES8)

This page intentionally left blank.

Brightwater Final EIS 1778



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Ehrlichman (1361)

I381-1

I381-2

Brightwater

ml:mm TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Drafi Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system, Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1361-1

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

Response to Comment 1361-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment 1301-1.

Response to Comment 1361-3

Please note that the influent conveyance route for the Route 9
project alternatives has been revised and no longer includes
Portal Siting Area 10 in Lake Forest Park. It is a secondary
portal for the Unocal Alternative, and may not even be
needed. Please refer to the revised project description in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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130%-1

1308-2

Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMEMNT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final

EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1309-1

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

Response to Comment 1309-2

Thank you for your comment.

Brightwater Final EIS 1781



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Eklund (1309)

This page intentionally left blank.

Brightwater Final EIS 1782



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Eklund (1362)

[562-1

I562-2

Brightwater

mmm TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003,
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Response to Comment 1362-1

|
Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,

Comment C4-8.
Response to Comment 1362-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment 1301-1.
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BRIGHTWATER HEARING, 12/10/02

TESTIMONY OF ROY ELLERMAN

Roy Ellerman. I live at 23406 94th Avenue West in
Edmonds .

I wrote at least two letters to King County
regarding the Brightwater treatment plant. BAnd the first
cne dealt with what would happen if the treatment plant
were built at the Unocal site and there was a massive
destructive earthquake which interrupted services and
things. I didn't see that addressed in the EIS at all.
I'm just disappointed about that.

I also wrote, in many other items, but included in
one of the letters was the thought that heavy trucks
coming out of the Unocal site at Pine Street and getting
onte SR 104 would be going very slow up the hill,
requiring changes to be made in the traffic patterns and
50 on. That was not addressed.

Then when I reviewed the EIS, I found that many of
the items included in the EIS were very, very general.
They would take awverages and say In general this and so
on. And they would relate back to the studies or
formulas that are used by the state and federal
organizations to determine, say, the level of service for
an intersection. And these do not apply properly to the
Edmonds situation, in that we have ferry traffic that is

dumped onto ocur streets 24 times a day. And there is

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

\

Response to Comment E26-1

EISs evaluate probable significant adverse environmental
impacts within a prescribed range of potential occurrence.
The prescribed range of potential occurrence is typically
based on the type of structure planned. For instance, a huge
hydroelectric dam, radioactive waste repository, or nuclear
power plant would require evaluation of many risk factors
even though the events have a low likelihood of occurring.
For lower risk facilities, such as municipal wastewater
treatment plants, evaluating the impact of a “massive
destructive earthquake” is not required. However, the
structures are required to be designed to withstand earthquake
loadings that are specifically prescribed for the Puget Sound
region.

Response to Comment E26-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16. As part of the mitigation, a flagger and off-
duty police officers would be deployed at the intersection of
Edmonds Way (SR-104) and Pine Street to provide traffic
control and reduce traffic impacts.

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment 014-287. The methodology provided in the
Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition (TRB, 2000) for
analyzing intersection operations does include volume
peaking factors that take into account the surge in ferry
traffic. Actual traffic counts on SR-104, which include the
ferry traffic, were used to establish the peaking factors.

Reference:

TRB. 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition.
National Academy of Sciences Transportation Research
Board Special Report 2009.
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BRIGHTWATER HEARING, 12/10/02

quite a surge of traffic then that reaches these street
intersections. And they don't relate as the national
average would.

I've seen all kinds of little tubes across the
street indicating that there is a lot of real data some
place. It was not in the EIS. I was disappointed at
that. I think it should be. That's the kind of data
that we need.

Another thing that the EIS does is they take this
general information and then they will make an average
for an hour for the intersection actiwvity. And this
average for the hour does not bode well with the traffic
that we get from the ferries., That comes, you know, more
than 100 cars at a time, backing up at these
intersections. And when you divide that over an entire
hour, it does relate to the actual problems and delays
that people have., I wish the EIS would address that
properly.

That's the basic things that I found. I would like

to see the EIS address those now.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339
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I248-1

1248-2

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT COMMENTS

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System., effective November 6. 2002, Below are my comments about this
EIS

1. Has the DEIS Transportation section (Chapter 16) understated the intersection L.OS
in SR-1047

2. Has the DEIS Transportation section acknowledged population increases which will occur
only if sewerage capacity is available and provide transportation mitigation measures
for the increase?

Following are comments regarding Transportation (Chapter 16) and the Unocal location.

L. Impact of treatment plant at the Unocal location for transportation is understated because:
A. LOS for intersections use average peak hour flows per usual analysis.
B. Edmonds LOS is unusual because
1. Ferry loads discharge 100-200 cars/trucks onto Edmonds SR-104
about 24 times a day.
2. As ferry surge passes through SR-104 intersections back-ups are frequent and
long
3. Road grades coming south on SR-104 causes trucks (10% of traffic) to slow all
trafTic.
4. Slow traffic causes autos and trucks/buses to crowd left lane with dangerous
lane switching,
5. Cross traffic cannot enter SR-104 for long pum Is while ferry surge passes
C. LOS should use peak flow (instead of peak hour flow) to include ferry surge anc
grade problems,
D. Impact of adding 900 plus trucks a day or 120 per hour on intersection LOS will
increase greatly.
E. Slower moving traffic surges will increase abrupt lane changes and result in increased
accidents.
I'. LOS when properly stated will fall below City of Edmonds limits and needs to be
mitigated.
G.

Mitigation should include alternative solutions (e.g. An extra lane going south on
SR-104 to 1-5) and schedules to achieve the alternatives.

[I. Impact of siting the treatment plant at the Unocal location for transportation need to recognize

and mitigate additional population into service area because sewer service is available.
A. Part of justification for building new treatment plant is that communities are
restricting new building permits pending sewage treatment.
B. Growth between now and 2010 will be limited without treatment capacity locked into
construction schedule.

C. Growth between 2010 and 2040 can only occur if treatment plant is constructed

Response to Comment 1248-1

The intersection LOS on SR-104 has been updated in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS. The traffic analysis was prepared using
the travel demand model developed by PSRC to reflect the
regional traffic and land use growth along with planned
developments for future years 2007, 2010, and 2040. The
PSRC’s model should already include the short range or
adopted plans from all jurisdictions within King, Pierce, and
Snohomish Counties.

Please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-283. 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, the percentage of trucks in the traffic
stream, acceleration characteristics of trucks, and all traffic
entering the intersection (including the minor streets).

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 the impacted
intersection during construction and are included in Chapter
16 of the Final EIS.

Reference:

TRB. 2000. Highway Capacity Manual, 2000 Edition.
National Academy of Sciences Transportation Research
Board Special Report 2009.

Response to Comment 1248-2

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
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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. 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 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. The Final EIS
contains a discussion of indirect and cumulative impacts, as required by
SEPA. Included in Chapter 16 of the Final EIS is an additional
discussion of the possible significant impacts to local transportation
corridors and the possible reasonable mitigation measures that could
address the probable significant adverse environmental impacts of
Brightwater facilities.
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I248-2
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D. Responsibility for growth should be shared by treatment plant sponsor,

E. After transportation LOS at intersections is upgraded per #1 above, impacts of
increased traffic should be mitigated by sponsor by identifying alternative
solutions and providing long term funding and support relative to increased
traffic.

III. I request the sponsor respond to the above concerns of the DEIS by:
A. Increasing intersection LOS because of understating as described in #1 above.
Provide data to support this action.

B. Study. evaluate and identify that portion of transportation increase resulting
from sewerage capacity being available per #11 above.

C. Provide alternative mitigation measures which include timing and financial
obligations to achieve the measures.

D. Include affected local jurisdiction in the identification and selection process.

&é“‘ % O

Edmonds, WA 98020
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TESTIMONY OF PHIL ERICKSCN

My name is Phil Erickscn, as she said. I live in
Kenmore.

Number one, I guess, I1'm opposed to the Simms'
alternative that he's already selected for a couple
reasons, I guess. One of the first reasons is he's a
King County executive officer, and I live in Snchomish
County. And he's an elected official of King County
making him dictate for me, who lives in Snohomish
County.

Also, I'm against the one that he has selected as
to -- for two reasons. One reason is, it affects more
people than the other one does. There will be more --
more -- more pecple affected by the result of whether
it's underground drilling and more stations set up and
more -- more of the equipment and more dirt hauled out,
and I think it will affect the environment in a
negative, more negative way than the other one, than the
one where, I think it's the Unocal one, that goes
through and goes -- takes less piping, less dirt,
less -- less impact on the environment.

aAnd from what else I've seen, is the Unocal option
costs less, takes less pipe and -- and those are the two
main reasona I'm against the one that he has selected.

And I think the main one is is the environment and its

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES (206) 682-33395

|

| Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1,
and Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for information on the project
description and comparison of alternatives.

Response to Comment K4-1

Response to Comment K4-2

Updated conveyance and portal information is available in
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. Please refer to Chapter 11 of the
Final EIS for a discussion of the regional policy framework
under which Brightwater has been planned.

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.
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impacting more people negatively.

And that's my comments. Thank you.

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES (206) &682-9339

Brightwater Final EIS 1792



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Erwin (1180)

Brightwater RECEIVED

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM DEC 3 2002
ENVIRONMENTAYL

Draft Environmental Impact Stateméit'Caithient Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional

Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review :_and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be consldcrgd. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final

EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1180-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS and Appendices 3-
A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives.

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 1180-2

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

Response to Comment 1180-3

Please refer to Chapters 1 and 2 of the Final EIS for updated
information on the need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant.
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BRIGHTWATER HEARING, 12/3/02

274-1

274-2

TESTIMONY OF JENNIFER ERWIN

Jennifer Erwin, my address is 7717 227th Street
Southeast.

I was just having a cynical moment while I was
sitting back there and needed to share it. I was
thinking of the poor little spotted owls that we fought
to save and basically shut down the timber industry to
save those owls.

And with that being said, when we're talking about
protecting the lives of 13,000 residents who rely on the
sole-source aquifer as a back-up water supply, why are we
even considering the site? And wondering, maybe, with
that being said, is there a way to declare us an
endangered species so that we can stop this from
happening?

That was one point. The other point was, you know,
I am just a basic person. I pay my bills. I go grocery
shopping. I do comparison shopping, compare the prices
of things before I buy them. Just running some real
superficial numbers in my head, I'm thinking, Okay, well,
let's see. For the Unocal site there are seven or eight
portals, and I've been told today downstairs that the
average cost per portal is $10 million. Whereas the site
on Highway 9 requires between 14 and 15 portal sites.

That gives you a seven- to eight-million-dollar

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Awvenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1274-1

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

Response to Comment 1274-2

Cost and economic issues 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.
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[[274-2

difference in cost, without ewven looking at the double
cost of acquisition of land to create those portals. So
common sense tells me, i1f I were grocery shopping, I

wouldn't buy that. Why are we buying it? Maybe that can

" be addressed.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339
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138-1

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Response to Comment 198-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives.
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1407-1

1407-2

1407-3 [

4074 [

— Gerald Farris
FEB & (i3 02/05/2002
ith
ENVIRONME 5519 227" str. SE
PLANNING DIVISI Bothell, Wa 98021

In the examination of the voluminous document produced by Brightwater (DEIS) one
thing is very clear- this document although lengthy, is very thin on valid
documentation. It has been clearly written to justify a conclusion that was made much
to early in the process for this project. The following will address some of the issues
but not all. Twill fist make general statements, them list questions that need to be
addressed in the Final EIS document.

1. Soils and Groundwater

A.  Slope stability and Geology/Seismic issues

Engineering Constraints (Phase | Page 33)
The engineering constraint analysis evaluated each land area based on six technical features,
or constraints, that would affect the engineering and construction of the Brightwater
Treatment Plant. The six engineering constraints are:
[ Size less than 25 acres
[ Shape with a length to width ratio greater than 10 to 1, or an irregular shape

! Location within 0.5 kilometers from a documented seismic fault

| Slopes greater than 30 percent (Although no construction at this time is shown to be
ob slopes of this nature, there are slopes located on the site that exceed this and
could cause serious problems if no mitigation is taken to stop damage from possible
slide actions.)
O Known landslides and/or high potential for slope instability (In Brightwaters® Phase 1
documentation this site is listed as being susceptible to Lateral Slide problems.)

L Location within a zone of decp liquefiable soils and lateral spreading (In Brightwaters®
Phase 1 doeumentation this site is listed as being susceptible to Liquefaction.) There
are over 150 borings listed for the Unocal site that give a good representation of the
geology of the site, but on the prime site as selected by the King County Executive
only five borings are listed in DEIS. These were not the only boring dated that was
available but only these five were used. It is a well-known fact that the more data collected
as to the soil geology, the better picture of the subterranean conditions can be interpolated.

Questions
1.  Slopes greater than 30 percent - Why is no mitigation for this
addressed in this document?
Known landslides and/or high potential for slope instability -
Why complete disregard for this engineering constraint?

1.

Response to Comment 1407-1

King County conducted numerous technical studies that
provide the basis for project design. 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 1407-2

The King County Executive has identified a preferred
alternative for the Brightwater proposal; however, a final
decision on the proposal will not be made until the
environmental review has been completed, the Final EIS has
been published, and the impacts of the proposal have been
considered.

Response to Comment 1407-3

Slopes greater than 30 percent do not necessarily indicate an
instability problem. Slopes can be stable at near vertical.
Standard, proven engineering design and construction
practices are routinely used to address steep slopes in this
region. As the Brightwater System sites are selected and as
their respective design phases proceed, sloped areas will be
specifically evaluated to determine what, if any, design
and/or construction mitigation approaches will be needed.

Response to Comment 1407-4

Landslides and high potential for slope instability were
evaluated for the Unocal site. The upper yard area of the
Unocal site is designated as a landslide risk because of its
degree of slope, soil type, and presence of perched water. If
this site is selected for the Brightwater Treatment Plant, this
slope would be cut into and stabilized with an engineered
retaining wall system that has drainage elements incorporated
into the design. As a point of reference, an engineered
retaining wall system is the method that is often used to
stabilize the most unstable of slopes. The wall would
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improve the safety of the slope and reduce the risk of landsliding. Slope
stability retaining walls have been constructed all over the Puget Sound
region for just this purpose (for example, 1-5 tangent pile walls through
downtown Seattle, West Point Treatment Plant retaining wall adjacent
to Discovery Park, and Lake Washington Boulevard through the Leschi
Park area). Stabilizing potentially unstable slopes with walls is a normal
engineering method.
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1407-8

1407-2

1407-10

1 1r

3. Location within a zone of deep liquefiable soils and lateral
spreading - Why complete disregard for this engineering
constraint?

4. Location within a zone of deep liquefiable soils and lateral
spreading — Why only five borings, spaced at long intervals,
making good, sound interpolation impossible?

5. Why is no mitigation for seismic conditions is addressed?

Environmental Constraints (Phase | Page 34)
The constraint analysis also evaluated each land arca from an environmental perspective.
The seven environmental constraints are:

1 Presence of Class 1 wetlands This area is 12 miles from Puget Sound. This area partially

lies within a 100-year flood hazard zone and has wetlands over a portion of the area

O Laocation in the 100-vear floodplain

This area is 12 miles from Puget Sound. This area partially lies within a 100-year flood
hazard zone and has wetlands over a portion of the area. In actuality there are two
sections of this site that are listed in FEMA’s Flood Plain map.

O Presence of a Superfund site

O Loeation on an active airport area and/er clear runway protection zone

O Presence of designated agricultural or forest land or land held in trust

[ Presence of designated wildlife preserve or conservation land

[ Presence of parkland with officially designated habitat/natural areas

Two environmental constraints were most common on the 95 land areas reviewed:
presence Of Class 1 wetlands, and location within a 100-year floodplain. Land areas
containing parklands with officially designated habitat and natural areas was the second
most common constraint. This is listed in Brightwaters’ own documentation.

Questions
1 Presence of Class 1 wetlands - Why total disregard for this

constraint?

2. . Location in the 100-year floodplain - Why total disregard for
this constraint?

3. If one flood plain location is sufficient to exclude other sites
from the selection, why is this allowed to be the “Preferred
Site”?

B.  Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer
a Data used not current
b. The impacts of leakage from the influent conveyance not adequately addressed.
C. Dewatering for the conveyance system not adequately addressed.

Response to Comment 1407-5

Seven additional borings have been drilled at the Unocal site
as part of the Final EIS to address this concern, among
others. Please refer to Chapter 4 and to Appendix 6-B,
Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1407-6

Please refer to the response to Comment 1413-5 in this letter.

Response to Comment 1407-7

As adverse risks from seismic events are not anticipated, no
specific mitigation approaches beyond the standard of
practice to design in accordance with applicable seismic
design codes is planned.

Response to Comment 1407-8

Class 1 wetlands were evaluated as part of the site selection
process in terms of useable area of sites outside of known
Class 1 wetland areas. Sites with insufficient area outside of
known Class 1 wetlands were determined to be unsuitable for
siting purposes. While it is noted in Chapter 7 of the Final
EIS that Edmonds Marsh on the Unocal site is a Class 1
wetland, the site was determined to be suitable because
sufficient area remained outside of the wetland on which to
site the treatment plant.

Response to Comment 1407-9

Similar to Class 1 wetlands, sites were evaluated for the
amount of useable area outside of 100-year floodplains.
Those areas with insufficient land area outside of 100-year
floodplains were determined to be less suitable. It is noted
that small portions of the Route 9 site are located in the 100-
year floodplain of Little Bear Creek. However, due to careful
design of the layout of the site, there are no permanent
building facilities planned for this portion of the site.
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Response to Comment 1407-10

Please refer to the response to Comment 1407-9 in this letter.
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1407-11

1407-12

1407-13

1407-14

1407-15

1407-1&

Questions
1. Why is the most current data not used?
2. Why is more of the possibility of leakage from the influent

system not thoroughly documented? This plant is propesed to
set on top of one of 70 Sole Source aquifers in the US. More
documentation in all aspects of the possible damage that might
be done by the construction and operation of this plant must be
shown.

3. If the Brightwater project is really trying to be a “Good
Neighbor™ to the surrounding community, Why is not far more
documentation as to the possible affects on the residents of the
area not shown?

4,  Dewatering from the plant construction and from the
conveyance system is very poorly addressed. Why is not the
possible problems between all aquifers addressed? With a
conveyance system as long as the proposed for the Rt. 9 site,
interaction between aquifers needs to be more thoroughly
addressed.

2. Treatment Plant

A. Cost and economic impacts

Cost and economic impacts of the plant project were not adequately discussed.
The DEIS has the appearance of being tailored to bring the Ri. 9 Site and
Unocal site more closely aligned in costs. The two sites are not shown with
the same options in design. The Rt.9 Site is listed with less costly options than
the Unocal site. To be adequately compared on financial accountability areas,
the two should be identical in design.

Financial site screening criteria — overall system cost (Phase | Page 41)

Lifetime costs

O King County shall seek WTF sites that will result in reasonable lifetime costs for the
plant, conveyance activities and outfall, through consideration of acquisition costs,
capital costs, operations, maintenance and mitigation.

- E—

Response to Comment 1407-11

King County relied on publicly available data to produce the
Draft EIS. The Cross Valley Sole Source Aquifer Wellhead
Protection Plan (Golder Associates, 2000) was used to obtain
data on the Cross Valley water system in the Draft EIS. For
the Final EIS, King County contacted the Cross Valley Water
District directly to obtain any additional information
available. Please refer to Chapter 6 of the Final EIS for
additional information.

Response to Comment 1407-12

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

Response to Comment 1407-13

King County is committed to taking all reasonable and
necessary actions to make the Brightwater facilities good
neighbors wherever they are located. In response to
comments to the Draft EIS such as this calling for additional
specificity, the Final EIS contains more detailed information
and analysis of the probable significant impacts of the
Brightwater alternatives and reasonable mitigation measures

Response to Comment 1407-14

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

Response to Comment 1407-15

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
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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 1407-16

The two treatment plants have been designed to be identical to the
greatest extent possible. Variations include the size of the influent pump
station (bigger at Route 9 due to the higher lift), an effluent pump
station at Unocal (not required at Route 9), and ultraviolet disinfection
for MBR effluent at Unocal (sodium hypochlorite used in the effluent
tunnel at Route 9 for both MBR and ballasted sedimentation; sodium
hypochlorite used for ballasted sedimentation effluent onsite at Unocal).
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1407-17

1407-13

1407-12

1407-20

1407-21

1407-22

1407-23

1407-24

1407-25

1407-26

[

[
[
[

Questions
1; Why are not the same design options compared for the two
sites?
2. Why is the more costly of the two sites chosen as the “preferred
Site”?

3.  Where is the documentation of the long-range costs of
operation listed?

4, Where is the documentation of the long-range costs of
maintenance listed?

5. Where are the mitigation costs for repair of the conveyance
system shown adequately?
o. Where are the costs of clean-up and restoration to streams,

aquifers, wetlands and business areas if an leak, spill or other
incident were to occur addressed?

B. Safety

Numerous attempts have been made to get proper documentation as to the chemicals and
quantities used and stored on site. This information is paramount in adequately
addressing the safety issues in this project. These issues relate to the three areas listed
below:

a. Plant
b. Area
c. Conveyance

Without the proper information the responsible responders to any incident at the plant
cannot adequately plan and train for these occurrences. The closest municipalities have
not had the proper information to adequately respond to the DEIS.

This Public facility is listed as one that is high on the list for possible terrorist attack. An
altack on a water treatment plant would have far reaching and long lasting effects on a
large number of people and a vast area. This site is very aceessible 1o

Questions

1.  Where are the complete MSDS sheets for the construction and
operation of this plant?

Z. Why no discussion as to the training for responding
organizations?

3. Why no cost of equipment that would be needed if an incident
were to occur?

L e |

Response to Comment 1407-17

Please refer to the response to Comment 1407-16 in this
letter.

Response to Comment 1407-18

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives. Please
refer to the response to Comment 1407-15 in this letter
regarding cost.

Response to Comment 1407-19

Please refer to the response to Comment 1407-15 in this
letter, regarding cost.

Response to Comment 1407-20

Please refer to the response to Comment 1407-15 in this
letter, regarding cost.

Response to Comment 1407-21

Please refer to the response to Comment 1407-15 in this
letter, regarding cost.

Response to Comment 1407-22

Please refer to the response to Comment 1407-15 in this
letter, regarding cost. Please refer to the response to Drake,
Comment E20-4, for information regarding the prevention of
spills at the Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Response to Comment 1407-23

King County provided extensive notification about the
publication of the Draft EIS to affected parties in the
Brightwater project area. Please refer to the response to
Blumenthal, Comment 1353-1, and the Distribution List at
the end of the Draft EIS and Final EIS. Snohomish County
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Fire District #7 submitted a comment letter on the Draft EIS; please
refer to the letter and King County’s response in this document.

Response to Comment 1407-24

Please refer to the response to Just the Facts, Comment 019-89.
Response to Comment 1407-25

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

Response to Comment 1407-26

Please refer to the response to Snohomish County Fire District No. 7,
Comment S1-2.
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1407-27

1407-28

1407-22

1407-30

1407-31

1407-32

1407-33

1407-34

1407-35

1407-36

4. Why no documentation as to hazardous effects to the residents

of the surrounding area.

Why is their no documented safety plan presented?

6. Why is the conveyance corridor not addressed in any safety
issues?

7. Why is not a proper traffic study provided that addresses the
fact that multiple jurisdictions would service this plant at Rt. 9
in the event of an incident?

8. Why are these jurisdictions not listed and have not been made
available the information to address their own questions ?

9. Why no adequate discussion as to the possible effects on the
local area, adjacent stream, if a leak or spill was to occur?

10. 'Why is no protection plan discussed for the plant?

Ln

3. Odor Control
The section on odor control, as with the other sections in the DEIS, is severely lacking
proper data to validly form the conclusions drawn. The three locations, while all are in
the Puget Sound area do vary in the topography of their locations, are said to be identical
in their air modeling, This is by far the most incorrect statement made in this DEIS A
simple 3D Topographical view of the three locations (Paine Field, Rt.9, and Unocal)
easily shows vastly different dynamics of their air modeling. As [ am finishing this
document the strong smell of soup from the Stock Pot plant located on the Rt.9 location
permeates my house. This is a small plant and has a large impact on the quality o life in
the area. A sewage plant the size of Brightwater will have a proportionally larger impact

L on the quality of life here and in Woodinville.

Paine Field is completely on a flat plan that is interior from the sound. Prevailing winds
from the sound provide for constantly changing air.

Unocal is located on the sound with constantly blowing winds and numerous air
exchanges over a given period of time. 2/3 rds of the surrounding area is Puget sound,
this provides less impact on residents.

Rt. 9 is in a valley that is well known for numerous temperature inversions with stagnate
air. Balloonists use this corridor for ballooning of the finest caliber. The very aspects that
make this location favorable to ballooning provide negative qualities for the siteing of a

| sewage plant.

g

Response to Comment 1407-27

Chapter 9 of the Final EIS discloses potential health and
safety effects to surrounding areas as a result of the proposed
project. Due to construction safety measures and plant
design, such impacts would be minimal. This includes
potential impacts due to plant failure, overflows, exposure to
discharge of treated effluent, and construction-related
concerns.

Response to Comment 1407-28

The emergency response plan will be written once the design
of the facility is completed and the specific process chemicals
to be used at the site have been identified. No toxic chemicals
will be used at the site that have offsite consequences to the
surrounding area, such as gaseous chlorine or sulfur dioxide.
The process chemicals that would be used would not pose a
threat to anyone outside the immediate area of a release.
They will be monitored, controlled, and contained in such a
way so as not to get out of secondary containment and into
the environment. Spilled wastewater does not aerosolize and
does not pose a biological threat to anyone who does not
come into immediate contact with it. The plant would be
designed in such a way as to contain all spills, chemical or
wastewater.

Response to Comment 1407-29

Section 17.2.3 of the Draft EIS discussed potential impact of
the Route 9-195th, Route 9-228th, and Unocal Systems on
emergency response and public safety agencies during
construction and when the system is operational. Chapter 17
of the Final EIS provides additional discussion of public
safety issues.

Response to Comment 1407-30

Please refer to the response to the City of Kenmore,
Comment C3-16. The intent of the traffic management plan is
to keep traffic disruptions caused by the project during the
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construction period 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 1407-31

Please refer to the response to Comment 1407-23 in this letter.
Response to Comment 1407-32

While it is acknowledged in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS that under a
worst-case scenario spills could occur that could impact water quality in
local waterways, such impacts would be minimized during both
construction and operation through a number of measures. Please refer
to the response to the Washington State Department of Ecology,
Comment W5-77, which discusses the requirements to prevent spills
and to clean up spills during construction. Also please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Natural Resources,
Comment W3-120, which discusses plant design features to minimize
the chance that spills at the treatment plant sites would reach surface
waters.

Response to Comment 1407-33

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

Response to Comment 1407-34

The modeling procedures used are the same, but the input data are
different for each site. 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. 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 Chapter
5 of the Final EIS for additional information on this subject.

Response to Comment 1407-35

According to the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, StockPot currently
does not have any add-on odor control devices. The odor control
technology proposed 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 1407-36

For information on the meteorological data used in the odor and air
quality analysis, please refer to the response to the City of Woodinville,
Comment C5-36, and Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS.
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The following areas arise to question:
A, Site-specific weather data was not used.
B. Site-specific data nor adequately gathered.
C. Site-specific data that is now being gathered should be compared
against the Paine Field and Unocal data.

Questions

1407-37 [ 1. Why was not site-specific data used?
5 Why was not site-specific data not thoroughly gathered?
1407-38 [

d
.

Why was not site-specific data properly compared against all
three listed locations?

4. Conveyance

The locating of the Brightwater plant at Rt. 9 will have the longest conveyance of all
proposals. The documentation of the conveyance routes are also slacking in the areas
covered. The following issues come to mind:

A, No Life Cycle Cost analyses for design altemnatives

B. Repair/Maintenance methods for the tunnel are not discussed
C. Large-quantity dewatering operations that may be required for deep-
tunnel construction are not fully addressed
D. Mo firm location given for the portals
Questions
140732 | 1. Why the lack of Life Cycle Cost analysis?
Why are the methods for the repair and maintenance of the

1407-40 2.
- conveyance system not addressed?

X Why is not the possibility of dewatering along the entire
conveyance route not discussed or planned for?

4.  Why is not the final location of the portals given to allow the
proper response from those affected by these sites?

1407-41

1407-42

H
i

Response to Comment 1407-37

Site-specific data are being used in the Final EIS. For
information on the meteorological data used in the odor and
air quality analysis, please refer to the response to the City of
Woodinville, Comment C5-36, and Appendix 5-A, Odor and
Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1407-38

For information on the meteorological data used in the odor
and air quality analysis, please refer to the response to the
City of Woodinville, Comment C5-36.

Response to Comment 1407-39

Please refer to the response to Comment 1407-15 in this letter
regarding cost.

Response to Comment 1407-40

The Brightwater conveyance facilities will be integrated into
King County’s Asset Management Inspection and
Maintenance Program. The routine maintenance will be
limited to any permanent facilities along the conveyance
system, which include the tunnel ventilation, odor control,
and access facilities and the effluent dechlorination facility.
The maintenance activities will mainly consist of equipment
checks and maintaining site security. The tunnel would be
designed to minimize the need for routine maintenance and
repair.

Response to Comment 1407-41

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

Response to Comment 1407-42

Specific candidate sites within the 72-acre portal siting areas
are shown in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.
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Response to Comment 1407-43

King County is not preparing a Supplemental Draft EIS.

Numerous other aspect of this DEIS have areas that need addressing, but time and Please refer to the response to Comment 1407-1 in this letter.

prior commitments preclude me from addressing them. In review, the DEIS

1407-43 produced, is long on volume, but short on substantive data. This document needs
total revision and in the least a Supplemental DEIS needs to be given. Only after
this can proper determination be given to the project.

Respectfully submitted
Gerald Robert Farris
5519 227 sir. SE
Bothell, Wa. 98021
425-487-6013 Home
425-487-4422 Work
erald.r.farris@gte.net Home Email

gerald.farris@fema.gov Work Email
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(ZCEIVED

————— Original Message-----

To! Bum cuslgese JAN 23 2003 Response to Comment 1415-1

Senl:.: 1/22/03 9535 AM ENVJRON . .

FekdacEe W) Brlghtinrae PLANNING Eﬁj‘,‘gﬁzm The EIS has been revised in response to comments on the
isiatisid oot i Draft EIS. Please refer to the text of the Final EIS and

From: Farris, Gerald [mallto:Gerald.Farrisgfema.gov] additional technical information provided in the appendices
Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2003 6:57 AM

To: 'Theiler, Domald'; Farris, Gerald; 'Bob Drewel'; 'Dave Somers'; for each chapter. Please refer to the response to Blumenthal,
'H 1d m '; 'John A. h'; 'podsadash: ldnet. Lied) .l . . .
SLeight'; 'Seatile Times's 'Stephen Dickson'; April Macties; b. Juan Comment 1353-1, for a discussion of the comment period.
T o Bt ek e Wi By o You were one of 23 agencies, organizations, and individuals
Sak = icia Weston; Tim J h; - . -

S AT A A | Dbt DRSOy DI DASHEGSR who received an extension of the comment period upon
e , request

Ce: Sims, Ron; Hoggard, Calvin; Bissonnette, Pam '

Subject: RE: Brightwater

Response to Comment 1415-2

The DEIS is full of unsubstantiated statements and has no concern for
safety, public health, environmental and public concerns. I will be Thank you for your comment.
commenting officially later as I am on the narrow list of people that a15-1

have been given an extension until 5 Feb. This extension should be given
to all that wish it as the document fielded by Brightwater gscreams to be
addressed in depth but is very thin on actual, valid backing in its
preparation. I would have received a non passing grade if this had been
produced by me in my school days.

As to being "fiseally conscious" this project as it is being driven down
the throats of the citizens of Washington (King and Snohomish counties

in particular) appears to be an attempt te get the project permitted
before new and stricter laws would change the way it would have to be
built. There is a vast number of people that have put their time and
effort to be the "watch dogs " that are needed to stop the government of
King County from imposing this plant on Snohomish County. If this kind [415-2
of miss use of Governmental powers is not stopped were will the state of
Washington be in the coming years? Its amazing how the "one voice" of
one man-Ron 5ims -can over ride the multitude of voices of the pecple.
This is not the way our government was established and comes nowhere
close to being a government "OF THE PEOPLE, BY THE PEOPLE".

Its time the voice of the people is heard not the whim of one man.

Thank you for your answer to the Email

Gerald Farris
5513 227th str. SE
Bothell, Wa. 98021
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175-1
175-2

175-3

175-4

—r—r—re

Name and Address: e ZEUZ
Jon Feetham ENVIRONME
5304 21751 SE PLANNING thg?‘_
Woodinville, WA S
98072

Comment:

| have a number of questions and reguests concerning the “Brightwater” project. | request
that these issues be part of the EIS response.

1. The EIS only speaks of two alternatives. | would like to know why distributed smaller waste
treatment faciliites are not part of the alternatives listed in the EIS.

2. Sludies prior to the EIS, done by King county and their consultanls have not been made
avallable on line. | request that these studies be made avilable on line.

3. Why hasn't a detailed map of all wells, inciuding their depth, withing a 3 mile radius with
relation to the proposed site been published?

4. Why hasn't a request for proposal be generated to multiple engineering firms for more
altarnatives to large single site waste management versus smaller mulliple waste
management sites?

Response to Comment 175-1

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
eight years of planning and study, the King County Council
adopted the Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP), a
comprehensive thirty-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
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meet secondary treatment requirements recommended the system be
further centralized, resulting in the two-regional-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 175-2

A number of studies are available on our Web site including the Phase 1
and Phase 2 siting process documents and the Phase 3 technical
documents. Other technical documents are available, but the files are too
large for the Web site. Hard copies are available at area libraries, and
CDs are available on request by calling the Brightwater project at 206-
684-6799 or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571.

Response to Comment 175-3

Locations of private and public wells in the vicinity of the Brightwater
System that are publicly documented are included in the Final EIS.
Please refer to Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final
EIS, which also documents numerical aquifer effects analyses.

Response to Comment 175-4

During the planning stages, requests for proposals were solicited to
assist King County in determining how best to meet our region’s
wastewater capacity treatment needs due to rapid population growth in
the Puget Sound region. Several options were evaluated during these
efforts, including a decentralized system that would require the
construction of multiple smaller full service wastewater treatment

plants. The Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP) resulted from
these efforts and was adopted by Ordinance 13680 in November 1999
by the King County Council. The RWSP includes the decision to site,
design, and construct a third regional treatment plant to be located in
north King or south Snohomish County. Ordinance 13680 adopting the
RWSP is available online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/documents/13680.pdf.

Since the adoption of the RWSP any requests for proposals would be
related to implementing the decisions contained in the RWSP. For
example, requests for proposals were solicited via a competitive bid
process to assist King County in developing and implementing the siting
process for the Brightwater System.
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" . . COMMENT CARD:
'Please tell us whether additional infs:rmathn or analysis of impacts is ded. List any questions you still
h bout th . If possible, please reference numb: of 3 i
ave a t the project. If p 3 P page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS Response to Comment 138-1
DA S s S Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
T ,\N'}”& 25 s st SeRVice AReA [ and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site

- o, .{’ % projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
[38-1 e jﬂ i e / : : ¥— % jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater

= # -
Verze ﬂﬁe_, a Y ,,n( Skl A lerdled regional facilities.

ﬁécrﬁ,-: coial e $!
Comments must include your name and address and
must be ponrnarlnd no later tI"l__g Jan 6, 2003.
Your name: /{/6
7 e

Address:

@mgg_ﬂﬂ_czg&

Phone number:
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[
' COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any gquestions you still
haye aboyt the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

f' - Response to Comment 1105-1

King County has a goal of minimizing or avoiding impacts to
fre , known sensitive areas wherever feasible in the siting and
|V gl g RV e g £ design of treatment plants, portals, and outfall alignments. In
At odese o o boa {71, addition, as di_scussed in the project desc_:riptior) in (_:hapters 3
Tk e T i '_‘;4 bio =T, and 7 of the Final EIS, treatment plants_lte designs mclude
Unor it 7 5 !‘ . ) v vV A, . enhancements_of streams and revegetation tha_lt provide
iy e —— =t ' o m k i _greater ecological funqtlons than currently F_.'XIS'[. Where_
1052 e R gl R impacts cannot be avoided, King County will consult with
AN m B4 ¥ Vg b mummdem, R PR, B local, state, and federal permitting agencies to develop
'..;' Jlm ag Ao must be pns’t;;ﬂed no later than Jauary 6, 2003. mitigation strategies to replace lost habitats or sensitive areas
tag Y opany - KA [heae voupname: R eI AV at an equal or greater functional value.
1 faressi ) 3334 wﬂd‘w‘” ‘ﬁ ark &4, Response to Comment 1105-2
11053 4 gl Cad e a7 e ) Ji\r/‘-;ra!w—w LU/Q' L0
=] . h_'-! i Le : F]Lb HLE  Phone number: QO/;"”S‘_B_S [; 3 Thank you for your comment.
h 7{}/ Cm/:gaiau.-/ M st Selechon, S lravke ?,JW Response to Comment 1105-3

Thank you for your comment.
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COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

Response to Comment 183-1

: 2 Please refer to the response to the Washington State
. Il yicepct o/ Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43.

LS LAY~ ﬂer‘}! . '%ﬁ o _J!fe'

= - e 7
T yae pa bz Mila iz 2. Lt % 0 a ¢ CThe Response to Comment 183-2

183-17)

A Al a . . .
e 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.

I83-2

Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no Iater than January 6,2003.

7 . Address: 7‘7'5( 5?—7-4 :

Phone number: 4 = “J Mg .éj?j/"l
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I83-3

I835-4

D $emorrs

UL L S g0 n

s g A
King County Executive November 29, 2002
Ron Sims .
Seattle WA
Dear sir, .

We are old time residents of Snohomish County, Woodinville, We
live within a mile of the proposcd site of your planned sewer plant,
inappropriatcly named ‘Brightwater’. Bright is pot the word for a foul
sewer system and water is the main worry to all of us who share the
prvilege of being serviced by the wondetful pristine water of our Cross
Valley Water System. We object strenuously to your effrontery to impose
King County’s dirty sewer on this Snohomish County’s nelghborhood! We
value our rural area, our clean water and our fresh air. The offensive odor
of The Stock Pot Soup Company is our only complaint and we are working
to get it cleaned up. But its odor is nothing compared to what we expect
from your fecal project! And the fear we have of water pollution and
salmon streams being destroyed is real.  Put your foul plant somewhere
else, not in our neighborhood! Enclosed is the letter we wrote to The
Woodinville Weekly. Tt explains our position clearly. 3

Delbert and Patricia Flanagan
Woodinville WA
. FF/203-c05
RECEIVED /
DEC 1 7 700;
ENVIRONMEN
PLANNING Divisie

3

Response to Comment 183-3

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

Response to Comment 183-4

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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A LETTER TO THE EDITOR

Two against Brightwater

This letter is to express our outrage at the proposal to build King
County’s sewer in our neighborhood. We are long-time residents of this
area. My husband’s parents homesteaded our property at the tum of the
century when there weren’t even any roads. We have lived on homestead
land for fifty two years and have seen much change, nol necessarily for the
better! This sewer proposition is the worst yet!

In my late teens, my parents moved our family from north Seatle to
a small farm on Maltby Road. Years later, I wrote my memories of the
beautifil, peaccful rural valley where we were privileged to live, [ include
my description here to make the point of my letter and to give a comparison
of somcthing beautiful to the destruction that is proposed with the
misnomer, ‘Brightwater”.

*....we headed north to Woodinville. The little town of Bothell had
remained unchanged, the quaint frame houses , neatly kept, the streets
quiet, even Main Street, lined with the same stores I remembered from
earlier days. The road to Woodinville wound out of town and through the
peaceful countryside, across the rattley old bridge that spanned the brown
Sammamish Slough.

Everything spoke of quietude, the newly mown fields, the
whispering firs, the roadside bushes and a lone railroad track that wound its
way cast, ascending the steepest prade this side of the pass. A medium
sized creek meandered the length of the small, narrow valley. Houses were
scarce, popping up here and there, like little individual communities,
nestled into groves of stately firs, or set like guardians atop a hill, viewing
the valley below. Some were wise old farm houses who had witnessed the
passing of years, scen generations born, live and pass on and renewed once
more. They were ringed by their ancient fences , made of expertly stacked
Zigzagged cedar rails, split a hundred years before from virgin cedar trees.
Cows made themselves at home in the knee-high stands of lush grass and
clover, contentedly ruminating on the goodness of the earth. At times
horses were a part of that lovely pastoral scene, frisking in the fresh
freedom and displaying their joy in just being alive. The miracle of it all
was the blessed silence, almost walking on tip toe lest it should interrupt the
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183-3

I83-6

beauty of the moment. As we peared the last turn that would bring us to
our new home, we passed a small cemetery and we were reminded of those
others who had passed this way before ns. And somehow we knew that this
gently peaceful neighborhood was the place for us.”

Today we are home owners who live within the one mile radius of
the proposed unwanted sewer project sponsored by a selfserving politician
who doesn’l live in our area. Mr. Sims sccks to destroy our South
Snohomish County community for the better good of King County! What
about the better good of the people who live here who would be negatively
affected by this sewer monstrogity? What about the prospective damage to
our pristine aquifer and to our salmon streams? And yes, the danger to both
is great! :

The water we cnjoy is the best! No chlorine and certainly no fecal
material ! The ten tributarics that feed Little Bear Creek are important to
us. Some of those tributaries have their source in a forty acre area that for
nearly a century were a part of our farm. The acrcage was sold by our
father in 1969 but because of its sensitive nature, was not allowed to be
developed.

Spawning streams have, for a number of years been fiercely
protected by environmental interests, Property owners are curtailed from
distorbing such stream fronts. But this curtailment seems not to pertain to
politicians who will do anything to further their agenda.

We are among the vast majority of Snohomish County residents who
believe there is 2 more suitable place for the proposed sewer, a place less
fiagile where salmon streams are not involved and peoples’ safety is not
endangered. Again, we say, leave our commuaity alone! NO SEWER ON
HIGHWAY 91!

Delbert and Patricia Flanagan
7531n 224" St. SE
Woodinville WA 98072

Response to Comment 183-5

Chapter 7 of the Final EIS discloses potential impacts to
Little Bear Creek and other salmon-bearing streams, as well
as mitigation to address these impacts. Potential impacts to
surface waters and groundwater, including aquifers, are
disclosed in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 183-6

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. The siting constraints used in site
selection 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. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107, as well as Phases 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, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.
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BRIGHTWATER HERRING, 12/3/02

276-1

TESTIMONY OF CLAYTON FLEMING

Hello. My name's Clayton Fleming. I live about a
stone's throw from the Ron Sims' preferred site, the
Route 9 site for Brightwater.

I am pretty upset about the whole process and a
little bit upset at myself for not really getting
involved lot earlier. I feel pretty culpable as a
neighbor of this, as a future neighbor of this plant if
it goes in because I feel like I didn't think in my mind
how anybody could rationally pick a sole-source aguifer
to put a sewage plant on.

I didn't think anybody could rationally pick a spot
that's so far inland that requires a huge amount piping
influent and effluent to the site and back out to Puget
Sound. T didn't think that was rational. I didn't think
it was rational that anybody could really think in their
minds that you put a sewage treatment plant that's going

spew odors in the middle of a valley that is known for

© its air quality problems.

You know, I apologize. I apologize for not thinking
rationally and clearly that you were going to think
rationally and clearly about this, that you were going to
be unbiased. So I'm feeling a little bit upset right now
at the process.

I feel that the DEIS, if anybody, even a layman like

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1276-1

Executive Sims’ reasons for selecting a preferred alternative
were based on engineering studies, cost, community
concerns, and the environment. At the time Sims made the
announcement, there was three years’ worth of scientific,
environmental, 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.

More information on the project description and comparison
of alternatives is available in Chapter 3 of the Final EIS. For
a discussion of groundwater and aquifer conditions please
refer to Chapter 6 in the Final EIS, Appendix 6-B, Geology
and Groundwater, and the Phase 1 and Phase 2 Plant Site
Geotechnical Data Reports. For information on air quality
please reference Chapter 5 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1276-2

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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BRIGHTWATER HEARING, 12/3/02

276-2

myself, can read that thing and understand it, you'll see
that there's a large amount of gaping holes. There's a
large amount of caveats. And all I beseech you to do is
read a section and get deep on it and respond to a
particular section. And don't underestimate what you can
contribute.

Document it in writing. Document against the real
EIS. They put out a fake EIS, a summary EIS; and they
ask you to respond on a simple card. Please take the
time to look at a fairly chucky secticn and respond back
to them because it's going to be the details that they
don't respond to, it's going to be the details that they
respond to in an inadequate way, that we're going to be
able to get them on when it comes to litigation down the
road. We're going tc have to litigate this because this
is coming our way.

I'm really upset about this, and I really beg you
folks here to get ahold of Sno-King Alliance. Give us
your time. Coordinate with us. We'll need your money
for future litigation costs, because we're going to have
do battle here, That's for sure.

Thanks.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Bssociates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339
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1314-1

JAN 21 201

Mame and Address:
Clayton Fleming
22504 76" Ave. SE
Woodinville, WA
88072

Comment:

The DEIS disclosures, while lengthy, are in fact wholly and pervasively deficient in terms of
providing specific content required by SEPA to show what the anlicipated risks of the project are,
what the probabilities are of said risks occurring, what specific mitigation measures will be
undertaken to mitigate against such reasonable risks, and the liklihood of success for each
mitigation feature or action.

Maost importantly, the DEIS absolutely fails to make clear the need for this third regional sewage
treatment plant called (in an Orwellian fazhion), "Brightwaler.” The DEIS bases the need for
Brightwater primarily on growth assumptions included in King County's Regional Wastewater
Services Plan {RWSP).

To help clarify such glaring defects, | request that you please disclose all data, assumplions,
calculations and algorithms and alternatives used in calculating the need for the additional
sewage treatment plant by 2010. Specifically call out all data sources and estimates used,
including but not restricted to, rainwater re-use and rainwaler infiltration and amounts, any other
anticipated sources of infiltration and/or inflow, anlicipated climatic changes and impacts on
annual rainfall estimates, anticipated changes in reguiations to mitigate volumes of inflows,
anticipated population growth, including the impact of the recent economic downturn on such
growth, per capita wastewater use and trends, historic actual fluid volumes reated within the
system, broken out by Wet Waather Flow and Dry Weather Flow and presented as “annual”
values corresponding lo a peried beginning no later than 1980, and ending no later than the most
recent annual period available, and the impact of any and all planned mitigation measures
{measures used to reduce volume of sewage inflows, including each and every CSO project,
Treatment Plant project. and Oulfall project) reasonably expected to be implemented over the
next 30 years.

Without this information, it appears the growth assumptions are largely out of date, based on
growth data compiled before the currant nearly three-year economic dawnturn.

The trend summary information (Primarily Figure 2-3 of the DEIS) which is included appears to be
biased in favor of overstating growth projections. It appears the trend analysis is defective and is
baszed an poor Irend calculations, Biased information should not be included in the Final EIS.

The trend lines of the Average Wel Weather Flow in figure 2-3 in particular are based on old data.
Also, the future trends projected appear to be based primarily on “conveniently chosen data
paints” between approximately 1993 and 1998. Please update this chart, including data through
the most current available time period. Also, please explain why the clearly declining trend in
Flow between the years 1980 and 1993 is not capiured in fulure projections. The Final EIS
should use more recent data and should, we expect, show an aclual projected decrease in

Response to Comment 1314-1

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for information on

population growth. Please refer to the response to the City of
Seattle, Comment C10-1, for a summary of that information.
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1314-1

1314-2

1314-3

r

h

millions of gallons per day. The most recent population data released suggests greater
population growth (in term of increases in the absclute number of people) in King County( of
roughly 1% per year) than in Snohomish County. The trend lines for Base Flow, Average Dry
Weather Flow and Average Wet Weather Flow all appear to be well in excess of this population
growth. Again, they in fact should show an actual decrease of demand on the regional waste-
water/sewage nebtwork.

Please address these observations and cure all defects either prior 1o finalization of the EIS (in
this section and in the section of the no-action alternative), or in your public revocation of this
unnecessary project.

The RWSP states thal over 40% of the current flow handled by the sytem is atiribulable to
infiliration and inflow. Further, these 1&1 volumes are posited to increase by 7% per annum.
Again, please either support this intuitively biased assumption with hard data, all supporting
algorithms, and explicit consideration of the impact of all planned system enhancements
(including but not limited to any and all CSO projects, Ouifall projects, Conveyance projects,
Treatment Plant projects) and reference all dala sources or remove it from your future projections

Please provide all specific and detailed contingency plans supporting the effects of revenue
shortfalls should aclual service area population growth fall short of the DEIS and RWSP
population growih assumptions used in your calculations. Also, pleaze provide in prioritized order
{from most likely to least likely to be cut) all environmental mitigation costs which would be cut
should revenue shortfalls become apparent during construction, Please explain in datail the
effect of each proposed cut on the surrounding environment. Please be explicl especially with
regard to the sole source aquifer (Cross-Valley Aquifer) co-existing with the site, the odor control
measures alluded lo in the document, and the effects on Little Bear Creek as well as other linked
enviranmenltal features, including the Sammamish River and Lake Washington,

The RWSP states that assumptions will be revisited to ensure facilities are not overbuilt — there is
no such evidence in the Brightwater DEIS of revalidation of the projected Regional system flow
estimates. This is especially problematic because the economic downturn beginning in 2000
commenced after the issuance of the RWSP. Please re-visil all assumplions underying the
population growth rate in light of the most recenlly available regional population forecasts
(specifically, those based on the 2000 decennial census, coupled with all relevant data collected
in the ensuing 2 years by the affected jurisdictions (King & Snohomish County, the Puget sound
Regional Council, and Washington State) and update both the estimated system capacity
reguirements annually through 2050 and the Service Area Centroid Analysis submitted on March
12, 2001 by CH2ZM Hill {and included in Appendix G of the Phase 1 ciling documents),

The “Mo Alternafives” section is inadequate, as it does nol address very real and feasible
alternatives which, if followed, would yield a conclusion that the plant is wholly not needed for
many years beyond 2010. King County in the RWSP admits it has the land al the current West
Plant to handle future treatment of CSO flows if needed. This available land could instead ba
used for additional sewage treatment capacity. Please expand the "No Allernatives” section to
include the implications of improved flow estimates derived following the directions given above.
In addition, provide an examination of the ability of C30 impacts to be adequately miligated using
an acceleration of the existing schedule of CSO projects by 7 years, and the planned capacity
expansion of the South Treatment Plant by 25 years.

Creative rainwater and groundwater management practices governing new construction have not
been explored and ara not part of either the RWSP or the Brightwater DEIS. For instance, naw
regulations can be enacted to encourage new home builders to divert substantial (If not all)
rainwater flowing from impermeable surfaces to surrcunding buffers to aveld additional raimwater
rur-off entering our systems. Please delineate all legislative and regulatory actions conlemplated
over the next 4 decades which would impact wastewaler production and/or infiltration & inflow to
the system, their anticipated impacl on system wastewaler flows, and their relevance as part of
the "no action alternativa”,

Response to Comment 1314-2

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. This information can be
requested from the Metropolitan King County Council by
calling 206-296-1000 or through their Web site 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.

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5. For information on odor and surface and
groundwater, please refer to Chapters 5 and 6 of the Final
EIS.
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Response to Comment 1314-3

Please refer to the response to Comment 1314-1 in this letter. For more
information on the No Action Alternative please refer to Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-J, Evaluation of the No Action Alternative, of the
Brightwater Final EIS and to the Final EIS for the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan.
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Fulure growth assumptions and models may not take into account the pattern of declining rainfall L]
in the region in the past 40 years. Please show in the Final EIS, all data, assumptions,
calculations and algorithms and alternatives used in calculating the trends of rainfall and its I

impact on the regional sewage network, Please state why the downward trend in system
wastewaler flows over the past years has been ignored in the DEIS.

Planned South Plant expansions are not scheduled until after 2010. If they were scheduled
before 2010, then obviously the assumed need for the plant to be online by 2010 is obviated.
Please update the No Alternatives and other pertinent sections to show the impacts if planned
South Plant expansions occurred before 2010. In addition, if any capacity increase is possible for
the West Plant, please also delineate the resultant impact on system capacity and the time and
estimated cost of such capacity increase, Specifically, please provide alternative and unbiased
calculations showing the impacts of accelerating all facets of the RWSP which if implemented
sooner than the current schedule would mitigate the need to place this plant into service by 2010,
Please include sufficient data with this section so that the models used could be audited, if
necessary. Also, please delineate specifically and completely all assumplions used in this
modeling and in all forecasts and models refarenced in the DEIS.

Likewise, no evidence is apparent of any planned expansion of the West treatment plant until
aftar the 2010 mythological deadline. Please provide detailed estimates of the impact of
accelerating West Treatment Plant expansion, should it occur within the next decade, on the
viability of the *No action alternative” as it relates to not constructing a Morth Treatment Plant
facility.

The RWSP assumes that all new residential development in the urban areas will be connecled to
the sewer system. Again, this is an example of bias In your modeling and assumption base
toward building the Brightwater plant. Any change in this specific assumption would serve to
undermine the need for Brightwater. Explain why other more reasonable assumptions (including
assumplions that the percentage of new residential development being connecied to the sewer
syslem be consistent with the existing percentage of residential unils connected 1o the sewer
system, preferably broken out by TAZ or FAZ) were not considered. Please re-do the projections
with the above-mentioned change in assumption and provide the resulls of the updaled
projection.

The need for the plant would be significantly mitigated if certain intended actions included in the
DEIS and in the RWSP FEIS were moved up in priority. For instance, Sec. 1.9.5, page 47 of the
Brightwater DEIS nates thal negotiations for the Habitat Censervation Plan will net bagin until
2004, These negotiations could significantly impact regional constraints regarding development
in sensitive habitats. Given thal the proposed Route 9 site is adjacent to a prolific salmon-bearing
stream (Little Bear Creek), known to harbor Chinook, we believe that it would be prudent to delay
the final site selection until such time as the HCP is in effect. Please delay further progress on
the stated "Brightwater” project timeline until such time as the HCP is completed and in effect.

The Service Area Cenltroid Technical Memorandum submitted by CH2M Hill submitted on March
12" . 2001 (and prepared by Brown & Caldwell) is missing the graphical output. (Appendix G, of
the Phase | citing document, Tab 3). It is disingenuous and potentially misleading (by omission)
that the approach and work performed iz included without the results. We expect that the
centroid analysis will show that the sewage treatment plan should not be sited in Snohomish
County, and undermines not only the veracity and purported lack of bias in the “Brightwater”
Siting Process, but also both final site allernatives. (The document offers summary
recommendations based on allusions to growth through 2050, and implies that the centroid is
currently in Snohemish County, and is expected to move slightly north by 2050). Please provide
the detailed data used in this centroid analysis, including the specific geographic areas to be
served by the Planned Morth Treatment Facility, the centroids of each of these areas (presumably
of each of the existing sewer basins), the historic, current and projected wastewater flow (by
decade through 2050} for each of these areas, and a delailed explanation of the *GIS analysis
methods” used to calculate each basin's centroid, Should these "GIS analysis methods” differ in

Response to Comment 1314-4

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for information on
wastewater flows. A summary of this information is available
in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1. The
graphical outputs for the Service Area Centroid Technical
Memorandum are available in hard copy through local
libraries and by contacting the Brightwater project team at
brightwater@metrokc.gov, at 206-694-6799, or toll-free 1-
888-707-8571.
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any way from the centroid methed defined mathematically in the “METHOD CF ANALYSIS®
section of this memo, please provide a detailed rationale for the difference.

We've restricted our comments to the concerns we have about whether this project is even
justified. The information defects noted above are indicative of the low quality of the entire
dotument. In our opinion, the authors of the DEIS have a lot of work to do, and have displayed a
great amount of bias during the entire site selection and draft EIS process. Given tha information
included in the DEIS, including information expressly and implicitly incorporated by reference, we
recommend that this project should be withdrawn,

If this project is not withdrawn and if the information presented in the FEIS is as biased and
incomplele as the informalicn in the DEIS, then we intend to exercise our full legal right to appeal
through whatever channels are available to stop this project dead in its tracks. The government
representalives of Brightwater have a moral and legal obligation and a clear fiduciary duty to
present the full facts in a clear and unbiazed manner. Tha fact that thay have chosen 10 not do
580 indicates lo us a clear and irrational motivation to build this plant for the sheer excitement of
daoing so, taxpayers be damnad,

Response to Comment 1314-5

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 identified several
alternative ways to do this and included 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.
The 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
and in a number of technical appendices. 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 1410-1

Secondary clarifiers are no longer part of the Route 9 site
design and are not required for membrane bioreactor (MBR)
technology. For more information on MBRs in the secondary
R= process at the Brightwater Treatment Plant, please refer to the
HJCEE?”‘-TE‘?;@ response to the Snohomish County Planning and

FEB ¢ Development Services, Comment S3-54.
pf;i‘rh'hﬁ*}i’;;-_, L Response to Comment 1410-2
The emergency response plan will be written once the design
s<Original Message—s- of the facility is completed and the specific process chemicals
mﬁ@ﬁ;ﬂ;‘:’gﬂm;gﬂ?=m"““@aﬂ'-°°ml to be used at the site have been identified. No toxic chemicals
To: brightwater@metrokc.gov will be used at the site that have offsite consequences to the

SeeetL Mpneer =D ES o= surrounding area, such as gaseous chlorine or sulfur dioxide.

The process chemicals that will be used will not pose a threat

Here are my comments and questions re: the Draft EIS for Brightwater: to anyone outside the immediate area of a release. They will
S [1. Why are you leaving the secondary clarifiers uncovered at Rte 9 yet covered at the Unocal site when Rte 9 be monitored, controlled and contained in such a way so as
= has the mora complax air shed? Please |ain the reasoning behind this decisi d th t all ted to both H H
His Uritael vho ot The RIS 6 e b sl ere et bt e L pr e e e i e e not to get out of the secondary containment and into the

thay will clean up a release of toxic chemicals, asrosolized pathogens, elc. Please explain why this is not included does not pose a biological threat to anyone who does not

TR0 [2. There are no emergency plans in the DEIS to notify the Public of a disaster nor does King County define how environment. Spl"@d wastewater does not aerosolize and
in both sites and the cost to set this up at both sites? . . . . . .
come into immediate contact with it. The plant will be

S A i e S s S s designed insuch a way a5 to contain allspills, chemical o

1410-4 [-1. What dollar amount is budgeted to purchase praperties surrounding beth sites as a result of anticipated odors? wastewater.

1410-5 [5. What is the cost for the efluent pump station(s) for both sites? Response to Comment 1410-3

105 [6. whatis the "new” cost to fully construct the conveyance tunnell(s) for both sites? Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendix 3-A, Project

1410-7 [?. What is the cost for each and every portal for both sites individually? Description: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for a

14108 [, what s the cost to purchase property alang the canveyance routes for both sites? discussion of the chemicals that will be used in the

— [gé:::gln ‘:232322‘?3&?2‘% ars cormpleted r)trnc;:':#euc-lfed impact on the festyl, rafic and loss of business along E.right\_Nat_er Treatment Plant opera_tions. Snohomish County
If there are no studies, what is the allocated budget amout to complete this? ire District No. 7 WOUId be the p“mary responder to

emergencies at the Route 9 site. Regarding emergency
_ _ response, please refer to the response to the Snohomish
1410-11 [11 . What is the cost for the tunnelling machine equipment individually needed for each

1410-10 [10. What is the proposed depth for each of the proposed conveyance tunnells and what is the cost for each one?

12. What criteria are you using to show the benefit to each of the two counties affected and why isn't there a County Fire District No. 7, Comment S1-2.
public forum where all affected county councils, city councils, neighborhoed alliances and councils and residents
where all coud testify and be represented?

1410-12

2/6/2003
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Response to Comment 1410-4

The total amount budgeted for this project includes the purchase of
properties necessary for the plant site, portals, and easement areas (both
permanent and temporary). King County does not plan to buy unrelated
adjacent properties.

The Draft EIS identified a number of potential impacts 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. King County does not anticipate purchasing
any property surrounding the proposed treatment plant sites because of
any impacts from the treatment plant sites.

Response to Comment 1410-5

Please refer to Chapter 3 Appendices 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS for updated project descriptions for the treatment plant and
conveyance alternatives.

Cost and economic issues 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 1410-6

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment 1410-7

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment 1410-8

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment 1410-9

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment 1410-10

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. The
maximum depth for all the alternatives and locations would be
approximately 450 feet below the ground. The Final EIS will list the
portal depths for each of the proposed conveyance system alternatives.

The preliminary combined cost estimates for each of the conveyance
and outfall system alternatives described in the Draft EIS are listed in
the attached table.
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Conveyance System and Outfall Capital Costs (in millions)

System alternative Vertical alternative
Force main- Gravity-only tunnel
gravity tunnel

Route 9-195th Street | $728 $910

Route 9-228th Street | $731 $935

Unocal $660 (alternative eliminated)

New cost estimates for revised conveyance systems in the Final EIS will
be developed at the same time as or shortly after the publication of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1410-11

Each TBM is estimated to cost between $4 million and $5 million. They
do have some salvage value depending upon the condition of the
machine after it is removed from the completed tunnel.

Response to Comment 1410-12

While King County believes that the Brightwater proposal will benefit
both King County and Snohomish County by providing long-term
wastewater capacity for the region over the next several decades, the
purpose of an EIS prepared under the SEPA Rules is not to show
benefits; rather it is to evaluate the significant adverse environmental
impacts of a proposal and describe reasonable measures to mitigate
identified impacts. Please refer to the response to O’Rourke, Comment
E28-1, for a discussion of the public hearings on the Draft EIS.

Brightwater Final EIS 1833



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Fleming (1410)

Page2 of 3

1410-13 | dewatering resulting from bath tha conveyance system and the deep tunnel option? In other words, what will the

13. Where are your studies pertaining to the dewatering problem? What will be the cost as a result of the
cost ba to protect this from happening or at a minimum?

1410-14 [14. Why are you projecting a need for 100 plus acres when all you need is 25 for the footprint of the Brightwater
structure?

1410-15 [1 5, Slope stability is not addressed at all for the Rte 9 site? Where are your studies, what is the cost for the
study, and what is the cost to keep the Rte 9 site stabilized?

1410-15 [1 6. The Safe Water Drinking Act requires protection for wells and aquifers. Where is your study to show plans for
protection and what is the cost for this study and to construct protection?

1410-17 [1 7. What is the total edor control cost for each site?

1H0-18 | 18, what is the cost for retalning walls at the Rie 9 site?

Lt [1 9, What is the cost projected to protect Little Bear Creek?

1410-20 | 20. Are you still including & cover for the Ferry Terminal Station at the Unocal site?
What is the cost for this "cover"?

1410-21 [21. Ren Sims says it will cost "another $150M for excavation at the Unocal site?
Is this still included in the Unocal cost and what study at what cost do you have to juslify this amount?

1410.22 [22. You originally included millions of dollars for recreational amenities at the Rte 9 site but not at Unocal. What
are your cost estimates now for these "amenities” for each of the sites?

1410-23 | How can this be? Where are your sludies and what did they cost to justify this statement? What are your

[23. Removal of Hazardous Material - There is no cost listed for removal of hazardous material at the Rte 9 site.
projected costs now?

1410-24 | compared to the Rie 9 sile. Where are your studies and what did they cost to justify this? What will the cost be for

24. Dilution requiremnents for ambient air flow at the plant boundary may be much less at the Unocal site as
each site to meset the dilution requirements?

1410-23 [25. What is the cost to date for engineering and research attributed to each site?

1410-26 | 26. What is the cost to date attributed for mitigation offered to each city, town, municipality, etc. at each site and

141027 [ along each of the proposed conveyance routes as well as at each portal area? What are the projected costs for
future mitigation to each city, town, municipality or citizens group?

1410-28 [2?. What is the cost to remove, reconfigure, reconstruct all pipelines that are a part of the Cross Valley Water
System?

141099 [ag. st s o costic widen Ris 9:at-wie Brightuasier ocallor and surfounding fseder seets?

1a10-30 [29_ What is the economic costs/losses to residents and businesses during construction of the new road Rtem

9% and during the construction of the plant at beth sites?

smaller regional sewage plants vs. building ona "monster™ plant? What are the actual costs to build the smaller

o [:3{? ‘Where is the cost study showing the comparison cosis relating to bullding
regional plants?

1410-32 [ 31, What if any, are the dollar amounts for mitigation being offered to Greg Stephens of the Maltby Alliance?
These are not shown in the Draft EISI

1410-33 [ 32. What if any,is the dollar amount for mitigation being offered to Louise Miller and the Cottage Lake Group?
These ara not shown in the Draft EIS!

2/6/2003

Response to Comment 1410-13

Additional analysis has been conducted on the groundwater
dewatering required during operation of the treatment plant.
At the Route 9 site, groundwater dewatering will be
conducted via a passive underdrain system. The quantity of
groundwater that will be dewatered can be found in Appendix
6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS. The
treatment and discharge of the dewatered groundwater is
discussed in Appendix 6-D, Permanent Stormwater
Management at the Treatment Plant Sites.

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter
for information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment 1410-14

The minimum land area required to site a wastewater
treatment plant is 25 acres. Larger sites offer advantages such
as: greater separation between the plant and adjoining land
uses, more extensive buffer areas, additional room for
construction-related activities, and the ability to
accommodate higher water quality standards in the future.
Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS for information on
the siting process and Chapter 3 for more information on the
proposed treatment plant sites.

Response to Comment 1410-15

Since the Draft EIS, the treatment plant layout at the Route 9
site has been refined to decrease it’s the plants visibility and
to provide more visual screening elements (for example,
planting trees and burying the structures deeper). This refined
layout results in no retaining wall structures at the Route 9
site. Slope stability is not an issue at this site based on the
current layout plans for the treatment plant.

Response to Comment 1410-16

King County conducted studies on the impacts of the project
to wells and aquifers in response to comments on the Draft
EIS. The expected effects to aquifers during both the
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construction and operational phases of the Brightwater Treatment Plant
are summarized in Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the
Final EIS. As shown in these analyses, effects to the groundwater
aquifers in the area are anticipated to be negligible. Cost information for
studies or mitigation measures is not a SEPA requirement.

Response to Comment 1410-17

A cost estimate for the proposed Brightwater Treatment Plant will be
published in November 2003.

Response to Comment 1410-18

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment 1410-19

In accordance with the SEPA Rules, EISs are not required to analyze
costs or other non-environmental factors into evaluations of proposals.
Once the EIS is completed, King County will use the results of the EIS,
along with other factors such as project costs, to evaluate alternatives
and select a final system for design and construction.

Response to Comment 1410-20

Please refer to Chapter 3 in the Final EIS for information on the
structural lid sub-alternative at the Unocal site. Please refer to the
response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for information on cost and
economic issues.

Response to Comment 1410-21

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment 1410-22

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for more
information on cost comparisons.

Response to Comment 1410-23

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for

information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment 1410-24

Ambient air impacts at the property line are determined using dispersion
modeling, not dilution requirements. Dispersion modeling is required
for most Notice of Construction applications and is considered a normal
expense when permitting a facility. Additional information about the
odor and air quality modeling analysis has been included in Appendix 5-
A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1410-25

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment 1410-26

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
Please refer to the response to Fleming, Comment 1410-5, for more
information on cost comparisons.

Response to Comment 1410-27

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for
information on cost comparisons.

Response to Comment 1410-28

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter for
information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment 1410-29

The project to widen SR-9 is planned and designed by the Washington
State Department of Transportation (WSDOT). Questions related to the
estimated cost of the “SR-9, SR-522 to SR-524 Widening” project
should be directed to the WSDOT design team. For more information,
visit http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/projects/ or contact WSDOT.

Response to Comment 1410-30

Increases or decreases in business revenues, tax revenues, and property
values are not environmental impacts, and are not addressed in the EIS.
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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.

Response to Comment 1410-31

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-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 1410-32

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

Response to Comment 1410-33

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
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1410-34

1410-35

1410-38

1410-37

1410-33

|

[

Page 3 of 3

33. VWhat if any, is the dollar amount for mitigation being offerad to the City of Woodinville?
These are not shown in the Draft EIS!

34, What "letters of agreement” or "letters of understanding” (or simiiar) if any, have been agreed upon to date
between Ron Sims and any and all cities, towns, municipalities, ciizen groups or individuals and what is the cost
of any of these agreements to the taxpayers now or projected in the future? These costs are not indicated in the
Draft EIS for either site and should be a cost against each of the sites individually!

35, What is tha yearly projected cost to ratepayers for both hookups, new or oltherwise, and capacily charges for
the next year, 2nd year, 3rd year, 4th year, 5th year, 6th year, Tth, year, 8th year, Sth year and 10th year?

36. What is the cost to taxpayers for King County lobbying efforts against
Heouse Bill 10007 This should be charged against Brightwater costs!

37. The Draft EIS does not indicate the date that Executive Sims first dacided

on the Rte 9 site, but still directed the King County Staff & Brightwater staff to continue to “research” other sites as
if they were still being considered. What is the cost to taxpayers that should be allocated to both Brightwater sites
as a result of this?

All commaents submitted by other interested parties, along with all documents referenced therin, are hereby
incorporated by referance as if set forth in this document in their entirety - including but not limited te those
comments submitted by: Woodinville Water District, Snohomish County - all Departments, City of Edmonds, City
of Mountiake Terrace, WSDOT, WA DOE, Duwamish Tribe, Lake Forest Water District, Suguamish Tribal Chair,
Us Fish & Wildlife, Silver Lake Water District, Snohomish Tribe, FEMA, City of Shoreline, Cityof Woodinville,
StockPot, Cross Valley Water, City of Kenmore, City of Bathell, City of Brier, Unocal, ele.

Thank you for this opportunity to submit my comments.
Most sincerely,

Donald F Flaming

7718 -227th ST SE

Woodinville, WA 98072
425-483-6707

2/6/2003

Response to Comment 1410-34

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

Response to Comment 1410-35

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

Response to Comment 1410-36

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter
for information on cost and economic impacts.

Response to Comment 1410-37

Thank you for your comment.
Response to Comment 1410-38

Executive Sims announced on August 13, 2002, that the
Route 9-195th Street System was his Preferred Alternative
for the Brightwater System. He made the announcement at
the regularly scheduled meeting of the Brightwater Executive
Advisory Committee, composed of community members who
provided project oversight. Members represented city and
state governments, tribal governments, Snohomish County,
King County, utility districts, businesses, and environmental
advocacy organizations.

Please refer to the response to Comment 1410-5 in this letter
for information on cost and economic issues.
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COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: wﬂ‘%

Address: 2\!7 My /9 .»‘7.:-
Sttt 70
Phonenumber:_ggg 5’!{ 475“"‘

Response to Comment 199-1

Cost and economic issues 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.
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11a0-1

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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ORIl #23/72 CONSIRUCTION ?

Response to Comment 1100-1

Portal Siting Areas 22, 23, and 27 are secondary portals that
may not be required at all and, if required, will cause minimal
traffic. Therefore, 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 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. The extension of 244th/205th
as an arterial has not been considered as part of project
construction. Concerns over existing deficiencies should be
brought to the attention of the controlling jurisdiction.
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Response to Comment 1234-1

Time: 09 27AM - ﬁEeElVED At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
hpIE- Rl AT JAN 6 2003 additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
NaBr:;Z and x,:tsc:rdress: pfmﬁfﬁgﬁe“““ routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
18414 1941h Ave NE WIRION the process, the application of policy criteria and
S environmental factors led to the selection of alternatives for
Bl further consideration. The siting constraints used in site

| am a resident of the Woodinville area and strongly object to the
proposed siting of Brightwaler plant on Rt 9.

Bottom line is: This is not just another NIMBY response. These types

of plants should net be located anywhere near residential areas and
should generally be sited away from other commercial users as well. The 2
concems about the potential stench in the Valley along Rt 7 are quite
redal, especially given the curent problems with the "Stockpot” company.

| am aware also of the failure to contain the odors generated at the

2541

[234-2

Tukwila/ Blackriver Metro plant. | know people that work in office
buildings around that neighborhood and they complain of the smell.

We all know that the county needs to save money. While the county is at
it. why don't we try and accomplish multiple objectives relocate the
council and Ron 5ims and the Metro offices to aless costly suburban
location.. say, next to the Brightwater plant wherever it ends up, 1am
quite sure that property values in the neighborhood will be going down
and there will be some bargains to found in the commercial property..
Plus in doing this, they can back up their assertions that the plant has

ne impact on it's neighbors.

selection 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. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107 as well as Phases 1 and 2 siting 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, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via email at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.

Response to Comment 1234-2

According to the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, StockPot
currently does not have any add-on odor control devices. The
odor control technology proposed for Brightwater has
demonstrated its ability to work on wastewater treatment
processes in other parts of the country. Odor control
technology is not just add-on controls, but is technology
incorporated into the entire design of the facility. This is why
it is possible to achieve better odor control from new
facilities than from old facilities that have been retrofitted,
such as the South Plant in Renton. For more information
about odor controls and monitoring, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of
Transportation, Comment W2-5, and Appendix 5-A, Odor
and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.
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Brightwater Public Hearing, 12/10/02
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Page 14 |
TESTIMONY OF JANICE FREEMAN

Thank you. Janice Freeman, 622 7th Avenue South,
Edmonds.

December the 10th, the day of infamy. It's a year
ago, eéxactly, since King County Council's so-called "public
hearing" on the siting of Brightwater. A lot of us were
there. The people from Edmonds, our group was led by
Senator Shin, Mayor Gary Hockinson and about 30 or 40
citizens, but no one would listen to our side of the story.
Democracy sank to a new low that day.

Anyone who still believes that King County treats
all people equally regardless of where they live, and more
to the point, don't, had better think again.

An example: A couple of weeks ago, Seattle
newspapers carried the story of King County council's move
to save beaches and preserve fragile marine habitats.
Included in their list is the expansion of Richmend Beach :
Salt Water Park, just a few miles south of us in Shoreline,.
It's also in King County. Yet despite the fact that a year

ago today we told King County of the dangers to our beaches

in Shoreline if they built their mega-sewage plant on the
infamous Unocal site, they went ahead and named Edmonds as
one of the two Brightwater finalists. Weren't we lucky?

But now look what DEIS finally admits. And here I'm

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339
b1 2096-06ed-4bca-b408-1 ZaeadGedebd

Response to Comment E21-1

Thank you for your comment.
Response to Comment E21-2

Thank you for your comment.
Response to Comment E21-3

Chapter 14 of the Final EIS discloses impacts to shoreline
recreation amenities in the vicinity of the Unocal site. The
Final EIS discloses that construction staging would disrupt
one to two acres of Marina Beach Park during construction of
the outfall. When compared to the Route 9 site, it is noted
that impacts to recreation would be greater on the Unocal
site. Chapter 7 of the Final EIS discloses impacts to plants,
animals, and wetlands. Also please refer to the response to
Fisher, Comment 1105-1.
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Page15 |
guoting, "Operation activities at the Unocal site
would result in habitat loss and fragmentation, the
potential release of pollutants,” et cetera, et cetera.
And then it goes on to say, "Existing vegetated
habitat adjacent to Edmonds' marsh at Willow Creek will be
reduced by 14 acres." So while King County is planning to
expand Shoreline amenities at Richmond Beach, we stand to
have our Shoreline amenities reduced and, more likely,
destroyed should the Route 9 site be found unsuitable. And
why? Because we don't vote in King County. It's as simple
as that.

And this brings me to the final gquestion I posed to
the DEIS scoping meeting in June right at this same
microphone. And the question was: How do you justify
selecting the Edmonds site as one of the two finalists for
your sewage plant? Please detail each issue I have
raised -- and I raised quite a few —- and relate them to
each of the other sites that have at any time been under
consideration, and I believe there are about a hundred or so
of them. So far I can't find the site-by-site comparison in

DEIS. Now, I admit I haven't been through it all yet. All |

I know it's several inches thick, 8 or 300 pages, and today

I weighed it. It's 12 pounds. And I expect to see all

scientific, technical and economic data that led to the

rejection of the other 98 or so sites. So this is your last

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339

bb412096-86ed-dbca-b408-1 2headbeiebd

Response to Comment E21-4

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. The siting constraints used in site
selection 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. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 14107 as well as Phase 1 and 2 siting 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, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at

| brightwater@metrokc.gov.
‘ Please refer to Chapters 3 of the Final EIS for a comparison

of impacts among the three alternatives.
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Page 16

Ezl-4

chance to show that the site selection process was not what
people so coyly and euphemistically are calling floored.

Thank you.

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339
b6412096-86ed-4bca-b408- 1 2oeadBieebd
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TESTIMONY OF ROBERT FREEMAN

I'm Robert Freeman, 622 7th Avenue South in

Edmonds. I'm not going to be a Bible banger tonight, but a

DEIS banger, I guess. I have to quote -- to start off by

gquoting something to you from the Land and Shoreline USC
chapter, which is one I was particularly interested in.

This, for the record, is page 11-43. Under the Unocal site

land use impacts, it says, "Operation of the Brightwater

treatment plant would result in the loss of potential
economic opportunities and housing capacity that otherwise
could be accommodated at the site."

That's it. That's all it says. That's the end of

the section on the Unocal site for impacts. I couldn't

believe it. I think that an environmental impact statement

should be telling you not just that there will be impact,

but how much of an impact. Is it a big impact? Is it a

terrible impact? What is it? 1It's something that can be

done and is done in many project evaluations that will have
if it's built on the Unocal

future impacts. This plant,

site, will be there probably for 100 years. It's a
long-term project. What does the opportunity cost in terms
of lost economic growth, lost taxes and lost amenities in
the Edmonds area over that 100-year period that can be

reduced to present values? And you can come up with a

d

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339

b4 1 2096-56ed-4bca-b400-1 2%eadbcIebd

Response to Comment E22-1

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.
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Page 18
dollar figure that shows what the impact is in today's
terms. What is the impact on the Edmonds waterfront and
downtown area in terms of economic development, lost sales
to business and so on? This should all be evaluated here.
I think it should be by the time that final impact statement

cemes out. Thank you.

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339
b6412006-850d-4bca-b408- 1 20eadicSebd

Brightwater Final EIS 1848



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Freeman (1416)

622 Seventh Avenue South
Edmonds, WA 58020
January 19, 2003

Environmental Planning

King County Wastewater Treatment Division
201 South Jackson St. Suite 505

Seattle, WA 98104-3B55

Ladies and Gentlemen:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) extensively
over the past two months. Our detailed comments on some sections are
included in the response being submitted by the Washington Tea Party
citizens! organization, but we have the following general comments.

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Rules found in the Washington
Administrative Code, section 1%7-11-400 state that

"(2) An EIS shall provide impartial discussion of significant environmental
impacts and shall inform decision makers and the public of reasonable
alternatives, including mitigation measures, that would aveid or minimize
adverse impacts or enhance environmental guality.

{3} Environmental impact statements shall be concise, clear, and to the
point, and shall be supported by the necessary environmental analysis.

(6} The basic features and analysis of the proposal, alternatives, and
impacts shall be discussed in the EIS and shall be generally understood
without turning te other documents;§

The DEIS presents a great volume of informatiom, but nowhere did we find a
clear and concise description of (1) the exact design of the proposed
Brightwater plant as it would be built in each of the two candidate sites
and (2) the exact location of the portals and pump statioms for each of the
three optional conveyance routes. In the latter case, the DEIS says that
the locations have not yet been selected,

Without this information, we found that it was impossible to comment
adequatgly on the DEIS. King County has yet to establish the design of the =
facility in anything beyond general conceptual terms. We cannot evaluate
the impacts of a facility without knowing the details of its design;
especially the technology that will be used in processing and treatment of J
wastewater, For example, information given at the September Brightwater 7
technical seminar was not included in the DEIS. We cannot be certain chat
particular design and technology options have definitely been selected
unless the DEIS says so. Likewise, if the specifiec lecations of key
features of the conveyance system are not identified, we cannot evaluate the
environmental impacts.

It appears to us that the DEIS, for all of its volume, was rushed through to
meet a pre-sstablished time table, rather than being prepared when the
preparers themselves were adequately informed. In this case, King County

l416-1

[416-2

[l416-5

1416-4

should re-issue the DEIS after the necessary information can bhe given to the
public to evaluate.

Sincerely,
Robert and Janice Freeman

Response to Comment 1416-1

SEPA states that the lead agency shall prepare its threshold
determination and EIS, if required, at the earliest possible
point in the planning and decision-making process, when the
principal features of a proposal and its environmental impacts
can be reasonably identified. In the Draft EIS, King County
identified the principal features of the proposal, whether it is
constructed at the Unocal site or the Route 9 site. King
County has provided more detailed information in the Final
EIS on the proposed technology at the plant sites and on the
proposed locations and features of the portal and pump
station sites. Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1416-2

Please refer to the response to Comment 1416-1 in this letter.

Response to Comment 1416-3

Please refer to the response to Comment 1416-1 in this letter.

Response to Comment 1416-4

Please refer to the response to Comment 1416-1 in this letter.
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Friend (1363)

1383-1

Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respend to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003,
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Response to Comment 1363-1

\ Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,

Comment C4-8.
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Funk (1101)

I101-1

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003,

Your name: f/"" f ferer A

Address:__ A25EF & Y*Aﬂf [ mf

_Z/f/n/\wzf&-«ét £ Lrvmet Lid v 2 LA

Phone number;

Response to Comment 1101-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Galloway (1109)

i
'
' COMMENT CARD:

'F'Iease tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
' have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
7 inust be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.
[103-2

H 4 A i, > Yaur name: '7‘/;.-’—/"2‘ /ﬁ’// Ledgn,
; ; mlllf‘j{ "."-"'"M in H‘Q Address: /gﬂy/ﬁ /A )’/F’
|_area W, A, 7

Phone number:@hjﬁ) / f:f" f??‘? 7

Response to Comment 1109-1

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.

Response to Comment 1109-2

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-164.
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Garratt (1364)

1364-1

Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003,
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Response to Comment 1364-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,

Comment C4-8.
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COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still

have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
Response to Comment 17-1

foutzs 19S5 »228 #= (OESELCE Ly, 206y Additional detailed analyses of construction traffic related to
EBANS A5 (P FSREFRECS foi A TEREIC . specific portal locations have been included and construction
B traffic routes and traffic impacts were identified in Chapter
LA Voot Skowlsd &8 #4478 fosf<pbe) fods 16 of the Final EIS. Traffic impacts could be expected on all
Wy ?ﬁmﬁl@uﬂ% T E i, oF8 T2 /25 conveyance corridors _with some impacts very similar_to each

72) Z. other because portal S|t_es are the same across alternatives.
- Aoy Vﬁa SEacen 15 4. Please refer to Appendix 16-B, Transportation Impact: Plant

Sites and Conveyance, for greater detail.

17-1

Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January &, 2003,

Your name: 273 é J; 7 -
Address: 4’/7/& /(')W/t?.s

% Sty Wi 95177
oo — "'I Phone numbar(:zﬂé;) 542'/52 7

|
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Gerrard (1313)

Brightwater

l:hnl.'.untr TREATMEMNT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21*, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1313-1

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

Response to Comment 1313-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment 1301-1.

Response to Comment 1313-3

The Final EIS provides additional information regarding the
impacts for the Route 9-195th Street system alternative.
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Ghormley (1255)

[255-1

[255-2

[255-3

[255-4 [

REC. 1 ;ED lMountlake Terrase, Wee

January 15, 2003
JAN 17 2003

ENVIRONMENTAL
PLANNING DIVISION

Environmental Planning
Seattle, We.

Dear 3irs,
Subject: Hrightwater Project

I attended the meeting at MTHS on Jan. 9, 2003, and was very disappointed with the
lack of turn—out of the residence of Mountlake Terrace. I don't know if thers u=s
& lack of commnieation or not. I do feel that & lot of the residence are dis—
couraged with the apparent lack of participation of the eity councll at the meet—
ings and have given up on any input. More people should be concerned about where
the conveyance system goes.

The scuth side of my property parallela 22°%th and where this street wes eut
through to Brier it left a high and fragil bank which T worry sbout and I am very
concerened sboub it. What could happen if any tunneling is done? Tt has been
stated that one treatment for problem areas is to freeze the ground to stabilize
ite When the gromnd (my bank) thaws, will it sluff off or collapse threstening
my hgma? What ssstirance do I have that nothing will happen to the benk or to my
home

On Jan, 9th and before poing o the meeting at the high school I wmtehed the news
on Ch. 7 at 5:55 Flf, and they reported thet a Seattle City Comncil member was
questioning the doller emount of the Brightwster Froject. I have heither resd in
the gaper nor hesrd any more sbout this on the TV, Is this comment being looked
into

How was the cost of this peoject esteblished? If there is en over-run, hew will
the ineressed cost be covered? Who will pay for eny incresge in eost? Yhen it
comes to an alresdy egteblished homeowmer paying his sewer bill, how cen he be
sepnr%tsd from ney homeowmers whe it has been said will psy 350 per month for
BeWer

I do not like the ides of the conveyence system going slomg 228th. T belisve
195th would be & betier choice.

Sincerely,

. Cennnne
Mrz Anna J Chormley
22707 = 38th Ave., W.
Hountlake Terrace, Wa.
98043

Response to Comment 1255-1

Information is available on the Brightwater project Web site
at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/, or by calling the
project at 206-684-6799, or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571.

Response to Comment 1255-2

Based upon the address provided, it is estimated that the
vertical separation between your house and the top of the
tunnel would be approximately 300 feet. At such depths, the
potential of any surface impacts, such settlement-induced
damage, is extremely remote.

To quantify any impacts from tunneling operations, ground
and structural surveys will be conducted along the corridor
before, during, and after construction to determine a baseline
condition and to monitor surface structures. The tunnel
boring machines will be specified to have the capacity to
stabilize ground conditions in front of the cutter head.

Ground freezing is primarily used to reduce or eliminate the
need for dewatering, not for slope stabilization. If the pre-
construction ground and structural survey find indications
that slope instability can occur, then the slope could be
reinforced or the tunnel alignment or depth modified to
reduce the risk of instability.

Response to Comment 1255-3

King County’s policy is that “growth pays for growth.” 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
Web site 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,
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Ghormley (1255)

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 1255-4

Thank you for your comment.
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COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed, List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS. Response to Comment 1148-1
s, VRaeT L e Ewine Poozesed b ComTaee, cTig ey
F SolE Seotce . L e e Both the D_raft EI_S and the Final EIS _incl_u_de a reasonably
Ak 2P S Tomwl Coussaue-ira, Ui i Aol el | thorough discussion of the probable significant adverse

L e . - - - environmental impacts and reasonable mitigation measures
T - for those identified impacts. The Draft EIS was issued at a

Cost STARICE D et . . .
.S foom urris (omues), point in time when a certain level of information was known

A . it bovt, PagvicitaTion ! 4 L - relating to the probable significant adverse impacts of the
Maabd Bf Ko o Lo ALE 1 st - proposal and possible ways to reasonably mitigate those
-y e r, L Mrour of G PAgTitgidrn impacts. In areas where there was uncertainty in one respect
eT. THI> 15 7836 ! T — or another_ asto impacts, the Draft EIS_pres_ented, following
IT 15 THe Samble bpearess Soace of must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003 - SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts. The
Dratiatacine & Sy B TNSE e R S Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis was under way
- _ T Address EOIS D S7 Se and that additional information would be forthcoming in the

Final EIS and otherwise. The purpose of a Final EIS is to
EMENT  piel. oue + Weronevivie WA - qReF2 |
— _ ] respond_to commen'gs on thg _Draft EIS a_nd, vyhere _
FqReumnar: appropriate, to provide additional or revised information and
analysis relating to probable significant impacts of the
proposal and reasonable mitigation measures. 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. A number of the details that you have
requested relate to either information that does not involve
probable significant adverse environmental impacts or
information that is important prior to issuance of actual
permits but may not be essential to include in an EIS.
Additional analysis that has been conducted that relates to
probable significant adverse impacts that will not be
mitigated or regulated into non-significance, including
impacts to water resources, air quality, habitat protection and
traffic, is included in Chapters 5, 6, 7, and 16 of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment 1148-2

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
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projects in Snohomish County and the role of local jurisdictions that
have regulatory authority over Brightwater regional facilities.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Gilliland (1417)

1417-1

Page 1 of 4

----- Original Message-—---

From: Gilliland [mailto:ceti@imajis.com]

Sent: Wednesday, January 22, 2003 3:57 PM

To: exec.sims@metrokc.gov; carolyn.edmonds@metroke.gov; cynthia.sullivan@metroke.gov;
kathy.lambert@metroke.gov; larry.phillips@metrokc.gov; dwight.pelz@metroke.gov; rob.mckenna@metroke.gov;
pete.vonreichbauer@metroke.gov, dow.constantine@metroke.gov; kent.pullen@metroke. gov;
larry.gossett@metroke.gov; jane.hague@metroke.gov; david.irons@metroke.gov; julia.patterson@metroke.gov
Subject: Re: No to Brightwater on Highway 9 - CORRECTION

Dear Mr. Sims and King County Council,

| recently sent an email (see below) discussing my oppaosition to the proposed Highway 9 Brightwater sewage
treatment plant. In that email | made an error when determining the equivalent amount of untreated sewage that
would generate odors. This error was an arithmetic errer. | incorrectly multiplied 0.01% x 36,000,000 million
gallons of sewage. | calculated 36,000 gallons. 0.01% of 36M gallons should be 0.0001 x 36,000,000 = 3,600
gallons).

| am still concemed about odor from the proposed plant. Please see my revised concern listed below. |
apologize for this error. Thank you for allowing this correction and consideration of my concems.

Sincerely,

Randall K. Gilliland
5015 238" Street S.E. {unincorporated Snohomish County)
Woodinville, WA 98072-8650

----- Original Message ---—

From: Gillland

To: exec.sims@metroke.gov ; carolyn.edmonds@metroke.gov ; cynthia,sullivan@metrokc.gov
kathy.lambert@metroke.gov ; larry.phillips@metroke.gov ; dwight. pelz@metroke.gov ;
rob.mckenna@melroke.gov ; pete vonreichbauer@metroke.gov ; dow.constantine@metroke.gov ;
kent,pullen@metroke.gov ; larry.gossett@metroke.gov ; jane.hague@metroke.gov ; david.rons@metroke.gov |
julia.patterson@metroke.gov

Sent: Wednesday, January 15, 2003 6:28 PM

Subject: No to Brightwater on Highway 9

Dear Mr. Sims and the King County Council:

I am submitting this correspondence to nofify you of my opposition to the proposed
Highway @ Brightwater sewage treatment plant.

In principle, | am not opposed to the sewage treatment plant, or even locating such a
plant near my home. Such a facility provides needed services for the benefit of the
entire community. However, the proposed Highway 9 Brightwater site is unacceptable
for the following reasons:

Response to Comment 1417-1

!
I Thank you for your comment.
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Gilliland (1417)

1417-2

1417-3

14174

1417-5

1.

Page 2 of 4

Only King County Political Representation

Both proposed Brightwater sites are located in Snohomish County, yet there is no
Snchomish County representation regarding this project. Page 1, paragraph one of
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) says, "t is estimated that 63
percent of the wasitewater treated at Brightwater will come from Snohomish
County." If this is true and the proposed site is in Snohomish County, then the
county must have representation taking part in all aspects of this program. This is
the single greatest source of resentment over this project is anger over King
County "deciding" where to site a sewage treatment plant in a neighboring county
without direct Snohomish County Representative participation.

There is further anger over the fact that King County Executive Ron Sims
announced his "preferred choice” for the Highway 8 site before the DEIS was even
released.

Further, the city of King County city of Woodinville does not have representation or
a legal seat in the planning process for Brightwater. Yet the city will certainly be
affected by the construction, traffic and odor problems created by the treatment
plant.

The only conclusion that can be drawn from the above is that the choice of the
Highway 9 site is not the result of a thorough and detailed search for the best site
to locate a sewage plant. It Is instead a location where King County politicians do
not have to answer to the local citizenry or organized municipal government.

Qdor

The proposed Highway 9 Brightwater site sits in a natural bowl-shaped area that
has a well-documented history of air-guality problems. The topography of this area
holds odors and is especially vulnerable during temperature inversions. This is
documented by the continuous number of complaints received by the Puget Sound
Clean Air Agency regarding the foul-smelling onion soup odors that emanate from
the Stock Pot Soup plant located near the proposed Highway 9 Brightwater site.

Response to Comment 1417-2

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comments E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities.

Response to Comment 1417-3

SEPA authorizes a lead agency to identify a preferred
alternative at any time in the EIS process. By identifying a
preferred alternative, reviewers are made aware of which
alternative the lead agency believes is best. However,
designation of a preferred alternative in no way restricts the
lead agency’s final decision.

Response to Comment 1417-4

King County will work with affected communities to develop
mitigation measures for environmental impacts created by the
construction, operation, and maintenance. 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 and
solutions to Brightwater construction and operational impacts
to ensure that impacts to the community are minimized.

Response to Comment 1417-5

Executive Sims identified Route 9 as the Preferred
Alternative for a number of reasons that are outlined in the
response to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Joseph,
Comment O17-39.

At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline
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routes, and marine outfall zones. Additional information regarding the
policy siting criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 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, toll-free 1-888-707-
8571, or via e-mail at brightwater@metrokc.gov. Please refer to the
response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1 and E13-4, for information on
King County’s authority to site projects in Snohomish County and the
role of local jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over
Brightwater regional facilities.
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1417-8

1417-7

1417-8

1417-2

1417-10

I417-11

Page 3 of 4

The DEIS does not provide any details of how the facility will be designed and what
specific odor control options are to be used. The DEIS does state that ... the odor
control systems at Brightwater will be designed [bold added for emphasis] to
remove 99.99% of hydrogen sulfide before exhaust is released into the
atmosphere, (ref DEIS, EIS Issues To Consider, Air, paragraph two, Page 7).
"Designed" is not a guarantee. Further, Page 2, paragraph 3 of the DEIS states
that *..., Brightwater will be able to treat 36 million gallons of wastewater per day,
expanding capacity to 54 million gaffons per day by 2040." Even if the 99.99% odor
elimination takes place, a simple arithmetic calculation will show that odors from the
equivalent of 36,000 gallons of sewage will be released into the local atmosphere
every day.

100.00%
- 99.99%
=00.01%

Therefore: 00.01% x 36,000,000 gallons per day of sewage = 36,000 gallons.

This is not acceptable in the sensitive, and airflow restricted, valley where the
proposed Highway 9 Brightwater site is located. In addition to health concerns,
there are quality of life issues and definite reduction of property values for the
working-class families living in the vicinity.

Note that the Stock Pot Soup plant located nerth of the proposed Highway 9
Brightwater site has odor control equipment and is still the subject of numerous
odor complaints. This plant makes about 4,000 gallons of soup a day; only 0.01%
of the 36,000,000 gallons of sewage to be handled by Brightwater. That figure is
11.1% of the 36,000 gallons of untreated sewage estimated above. If the odor
generated from such a comparatively minute amount of food generates so many
complaints, what will happen if Brightwater is built? Who will be responsible?
What recourse will the public have? These issues are not addressed in the DEIS.

Sole Source Aquifer

You are well aware that the proposed Highway 9 Brightwater site sits atop the
Cross Valley Aquifer. This is one of only 70 Sole Source Aquifers in the United
States. This provides untreated fresh water for 13,000 people. This fact alone
should immediately disqualify the Highway 9 site. The effects of any sewage spill
would be serious. Mo protection measures or mitigation plans were listed or
described in the Draft EIS.

Cost

The propose plant will be very expensive. Numbers being stated are one billion
dollars or more. Further, the Highway 9 location is the more expensive of the two
sites listed and it has the potential for increased cost risk.

Recent history of public projects such as Sound Transit Light Rail has shown a very
large discrepancy between the cost of projects quoted by government and their
actual cost (Sound Transit Light Rail has doubled in cost for a project that has
already be de-scoped by 1/3).

Response to Comment 1417-6

Emissions from wastewater treatment plant processes are not
quantified based on total gallons of wastewater treated but
rather on surface area of the process where odorous
compounds can volatilize and be emitted. The 99.99 percent
removal of hydrogen sulfide from the treatment plant site is
based on the total mass of hydrogen sulfide emitted, which
can vary based on plant configuration and exposure of the
wastewater or solids to the air. This is not calculated based on
a mass per gallon, as suggested by the comment, but rather as
a mass per unit area of the exposed process. The 00.01
percent of odorous compounds emitted does not equate to
odors from 36,000 gallons of wastewater. Please refer to
Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS for further information.

Response to Comment 1417-7

The Draft EIS identified a number of potential impacts
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 set
forth in the Final EIS. Chapter 5 of the Final EIS includes an
additional discussion of the possible significant impacts to air
quality and the possible reasonable mitigation measures that
could address the probable significant adverse environmental
impacts of Brightwater facilities in the vicinity of the
proposed Route 9 treatment plant site.

The EIS 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. In addition, SEPA does
not require that evaluation of socioeconomic impacts be
included in an EIS. Property values are highly variable and
complex, and depend on a number of market factors.
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Moreover, compensating property owners in these circumstances could
amount to an unconstitutional gift of public funds.

Response to Comment 1417-8

According to the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, StockPot currently
does not have any add-on odor control devices. The technology
proposed for Brightwater has demonstrated its ability to work on
wastewater treatment processes. 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.

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
technologies in the future as new technologies are developed and
proven. In addition an odor reserve fund may be created. The odor
reserve fund would be used for capital improvements to the odor control
system at the treatment plant site if a panel of reviewers decides that
odor control goals are not being met. The panel may include
representatives from the local jurisdiction, a local community
representative, and odor experts, among others. Additional information
about the wastewater treatment process and the odor control technology
selected is provided in Appendix 5-A.

Response to Comment 1417-9

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

Response to Comment 1417-10

Please refer to the response to the Washington State Department of
Ecology, Comment W5-35.

Response to Comment 1417-11

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.
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I417-12

1417-13

1417-14

I417-15

Given present economic conditions and King Co. budget projections, there is

serious concern that once approved, King Co. will start to cut comers and reduce
the more expensive options for the plant especially those having to do with odor
control and spill protection. These were not addressed or even alluded to in the

DEIS.
5. Traffic
The area around the proposed Highway 9 Brightwater site is already heavily

congested. Any major construction along Highway 9 and along 228" Street S.E.

will adversely affect the local community.
6. Salmon habitat

The Highway 9 site is immediately adjacent to Litile Bear Creek and it's salmon
habitat. The construction and operation of a sewage plant at this site will damage
that habitat. Any spill or overflow, just one, from the treatment facility could cause

irevocable harm to the creek and salmon habitat.
7. DEIS Lacks Details

Even for a "draft”, this document is very short on details.  While it does a good job

of identifying some of the impacts, it does not provide answers or even identify
what methods will be used to derive the answer. This document raises more
questions than answers.

For the above reasons, | strongly opposed the Highway 9 Brightwater site. Thank you for
sanding me a copy of the DEIS and allowing for an extended comment period.

Sincerely,
Randall K. Gilliland

5015 238! Street S.E.
Woodinville, WA 98072-8650

———

Response to Comment 1417-12

Please refer to the response to Comment 1417-11 in this letter
regarding economic issues. Mitigation will be developed with
the local communities affected and will be at least ten percent
of the cost associated with the Brightwater Treatment Plant.
Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, for more information regarding mitigation
plans, policies, and suggestions.

Response to Comment 1417-13

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development Services, Comment S3-164.

Response to Comment 1417-14

Brightwater will be a state-of-the-art facility, designed with
the best technologies for safety and spill prevention. The
facility will 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, and
to Chapter 7 for a discussion of impacts to fish and wildlife
habitat.

Response to Comment 1417-15

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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COMMENT CARD:

; Pleasé tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS,

Response to Comment 190-1

For information on reclaimed water and water reuse plans
and policies please refer to the response to the Sno-King
Environmental Alliance/Gray, Comment 016-13.

Response to Comment 190-2

S g = Slope stability at the Unocal site is addressed in Chapter 4 of
1902 dule ”Zﬁ’ ’Rﬁméﬁ' ‘;"‘“” > “’é“""w %’f“"é e the Final EIS. The engineered retaining wall can be designed
A w‘zb 3 sty Wi Palop T ol i f saiiis Sl gt to increase the stability of the combined wall/hill slope
zﬁc coveiad u o DES O T QOESReRl,  JSU system and reduce the slope’s risk of movement during
¥4 % locadion f:bp % fm must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003. seismic and hlgh rainfall events.
aits ol Japs 4 ir;n?«f-m Your name: __wdi_Gladsten ¢ Response to Comment 190-3
o g ‘f ;% Mg e, i ﬁgw £l cEne s % Please refer to th to the Unocal Corporati
v) 0096 ease refer to the response to the Unocal Corporation,
s, uih L0 ¥ Comment O13-22.
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COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: OLYL‘-‘\.. G_d C{SW ‘ILL

Address: qa‘; &) :’Jj);— —‘D ‘S+ S w

€ dmrordo WA 98 ayey

Sau-s¥2-5¢4 8

Phone number:

Response to Comment 186-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities. Please refer to the response to Albert,
Comment E1-2, for information on the Brightwater treatment
site siting process.
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1515-1

1315-2

RECEIVED

Jeff Goold N 21 2003

17304 - 208™ Ave NE JAR &

Woodinville, Wa ERNVIRONMENTAL

98072 PLANNING DIVISION
Comment:

Date:  January 20, 2003
To: Environmental Planning
King County Wastewater Treatment Division

Re: Brightwater Draft EIS Commenls

| have reviewed the Draft EIS for the Brightwater Treatment System and generally agres that it
adequately addresses the stated potential adverse environmental impacts of the proposed
wastewater treatment facility. | also ganerally agree that the mitigation measures are adequate to
address the potential environmental impacts specified in the report

| am concerned, however, about the &#8220;un-staled&#8221; environmental impacts the facility
could have on rural areas. My main concern is that the extra treatment capacity of the facility will
creale pressure to extend urban development into the rural areas, | realize that the presence of
the: Brightwater Treatment System is not intended to adversely impact the character of rural
neighborhoods. However, once the facility is built, | fear that the potential financial rewards will
be too great for developers and that political pressure will build to change the Urban Growth Area
boundaries. Since the large, undeveloped properties near the urban-rural boundary are the most
valuable, thay will likely be the most vulnerable to development.

One action that could be taken to heip ensure that the character of rural areas is preserved would
be to acquire and protect these large, undeveloped properties near the urban-rural boundary.
One such property is located near Crystal Lake, approximately one mile from the proposed
Brightwater Treatment Plant in Woodinwille. It is a 192-acre forest currently owned by
Washington State Depariment of Matural Resources and reportedly is on their surplus property
list for sale. | urge you purchase this property, and other similar properties, to mitigate for
potential environmental impacts of the Brightwater Treatment System to our rural areas.

Jeff Goold
17304 &#8211; 208™ Ave NE
Woodinville, WA 98072

Response to Comment 1315-1

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

Response to Comment 1315-2

For information on mitigation suggestions, please refer to the
response to the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5.
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I208-1

1203-2

1208-5

P Xt ppesse vie oy v

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
- have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

s ety = o nbran N Yotk A \npwe mivere, Year iodn
Yhe B}M'ED‘ME’? D thﬂ") 2%  Mieviake W ake
AGrAanaT basminvgy Yre Buawtnaery Sewer Corba \n

ity ]4@gwwl[£ lautian. MU}H{L L% o6 Ale
Sewane Dewtd ke pant ey Cine S Suoltoncya

d'_fkucs N Covve Prap fre dw Mo Dlawd 1¢
mom 2 bl yo. We ave all Lphe Sisems,.
fﬂm? Sewerv Aveshvd Hhuwdd Ve larnled in
Qwvmw‘vvv"flﬂ o Ders o WP .

LA no embd oy hacing - R
L oW Lpwndty — gty Shinizand | Kaga) 2 Roee Croosonl
Hecueased P VAl Does poes 210 152 e S€

My S 'D[rﬂm & Lomposntye U WooDiml le (VA Ag0T2—
Phone number 129 457 - 21250

Dipitry VRWE 7 Put 143 EdmandS!) Trpg!

Response to Comment 1208-1

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. For additional
information on the service area of the proposed Brightwater
Treatment Plant, please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A,
Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1208-2

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.

Response to Comment 1208-3

Please refer to the response to Hanson, Comment 140-1.
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I258-1

F"””"W

) Brightwater €D
lﬂnﬂm TREATMENT SYSTEM JAN 17 2003
ENVIRC TR =N

Draft Environmental Impact Statement C8mmeéntForm

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
imgacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21, 2003,
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Response to Comment 1256-1

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. 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 one respect
or another as to impacts, the Draft EIS presented, following
SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts. The
Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis was under way
and that additional information would be forthcoming in the
Final EIS and otherwise. The purpose of a Final EIS is to
respond to comments on the Draft EIS and, where
appropriate, to provide additional or revised information and
analysis relating to probable significant impacts of the
proposal and reasonable mitigation measures. 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. A number of the details that you have
requested relate to either information that does not involve
probable significant adverse environmental impacts or
information that is important prior to issuance of actual
permits but may not be essential to include in an EIS.
Additional analysis that has been conducted that relates to
probable significant adverse impacts that would not be
mitigated or regulated into non-significance, including
impacts to existing aquifers, is in Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.
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1515-1

I518-2

ENVIROMME
Name and Address: PLANMNING DIV
David Graf and Melody Mierisch
16732 122™ Place NE
Bathell, WA

98011

Comment:

Moise:
On page 10-20 in the first bullet under the heading “10.3.1.2 Operational”, the text cites nighttime
noise levels of 39 dBA at Unocal and 50 dBA at Route 9. The 39 dBA limit at Unecal is incorract.
Table 10-2 {Edmonds Municipal Code Maximum Permissible Moise Levels (dBAJ) on page 10-4
lists 50 dBA as the maximum nighttime noise level that can be generated at a commercial
property and received a residential property. Also, the maximum nighttime noise level at a Route
9 site should not exceed 45 dBA for a rural receiving property as in Table 10-3. The maximum
nighttime noise levels on page 10-20 should be corrected.

Odor Cantrol:

On page 5-19 of the DEIS, it states thal “Brightwater odor control systems will have the highest
degree of ador control equipment and siralegies currently available for municipal wastewater
plants in the United Stales”. Yet on page 5-23, it cites that the H2S (hydrogen sulfide) emission
rate at 54-mgd for Route 9 site is 58 pounds per year with odor control and H2S emission rate at
the Unocal site is 19 pounds per year. On the same page, it notes that “the primary reason for the
difference is the assumption that secondary clarifiers would be unceverad at the Route 9 site
whereas they are assumed to be covered at the Uinocal site.” Why isn't oder control at a Route 9
site given the same level of emission contrel as odor control at a Unocal site? As noted on page
5-21, "Secondary clarifiers and disinfection process typically are not large odor sources al
wastewater ireatment plants and are commonly uncovered.” If thal is so, why does the Unocal
site assumes a covered secondary clarifier while Route 9 does not? Was the intent of having a
covered secondary clarifier at the Unocal sile to raise it's cost so thal it appearad comparable to
the cost of the Route 9 zita?

One air modeling scenario for the Unocal site has a structural lid over a portion of the facility.
Why wasn't a structural lid modeled for the Route 9 site?

Why were EBMUD emissions used in the air modeling rather than Washington emissions?

Meteorclogical data collected from the Everett area is not indicative of air currents near the Route
9 site. The Phase 3 report indicates that there is an air inversion layer over the Route 9 site. How
can the air modeling be accurate using the Everett data?

3-D air modeling maps (and or cross-sections) should be included in the report. Commenting on
the air modeling is difficult without these.

Response to Comment 1316-1

The reference to the Edmonds Municipal Code maximum
permissible noise levels is correct. However, the 39 dBA
referred to in the comment is the mitigated noise level during
operation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant at the Unocal
site, not the night-time noise limit. This noise level is well
below the applicable 50-dBA maximum nighttime noise level
required by the code, as cited in Table 10-2 of the Draft EIS.
Likewise, the 50 dBA referred to on page 10-20 is the
mitigated operational noise level for the Route 9 site. This
noise level is equal to the Snohomish County Code maximum
nighttime noise level of 50 dBA for an industrial noise source
and a residential receiving property. Since no rural land uses
are located near the Route 9 site, the residential category is
applicable. No correction to page 10-20 is necessary.

Response to Comment 1316-2

Route 9 design does not include secondary clarifiers. The
odor control technology for the Unocal site and Route 9 site
are the same in the Final EIS.

The structural lid at the Unocal site is for a multimodal
facility that may be located on the same site. Route 9 will not
have a multimodal facility.

Volatile organic compound (VOC) and hazardous air
pollutant (HAP) emissions were estimated using the BASTE
model and the POTW database. The individual compounds
and influent concentrations modeled are from AMSA and are
included in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment
Plant, of the Final EIS. The influent concentrations for the
King County South Treatment Plant were reviewed, but the
total mass loading for the AMSA values was more
conservative and therefore AMSA values were used.

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. As mentioned in the Draft EIS, meteorological data from

Brightwater Final EIS 1883



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Graf (1316)

two monitoring stations located at the Unocal and Route 9 sites are
currently being collected. The intent is to collect 12 months of data,
which will be used in the modeling for the Notice of Construction
permit. At this time, 9 months of data have been collected, which have
been used for the odor and air modeling for the Final EIS. In addition, 5
years of data from Paine Field have 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 1316-3

Geologic cross-section directions and labels are shown in the

13163 [ rornf s 2 eyt e eb gt SO figures included in Appendix 6-B, Geology and
ies [ e R, ¢ : Groundwater, of the Final EIS. Water levels are shown
¥ idsentiy '”h‘m"“’""b’mu’m:'“"“"'“""‘“"‘w instead of hydrologic units to highlight specific data. The text
ma;”',.dw..m of Appendix 6-B includes a discussion of hydrologic units.

Response to Comment 1316-4

In the event that The Washington State Department of
Ecology issues a moratorium on construction in the service
area, construction of the treatment plant would not be
stopped. Such an action by Ecology would, if anything,
emphasize the need to have additional wastewater capacity
constructed at the earliest available time. It is just this sense
of urgency that led King County in the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan to set 2010 as the date for operation of a new
wastewater plant and system.
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[517-1

[317-2

7

Brightwater

tnnm::uunw TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21*, 2003.
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Name: 2egeial. (eand

Address: | 3710 - 35*-‘3 Me NE

City, Zip: (nee fovesr fore, Lon 98158

Response to Comment 1317-1

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

Response to Comment 1317-2

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. The siting constraints used in site
selection 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. Additional information regarding the policy siting
criteria adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances
14043 and 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, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
brightwater@metrokc.gov.

King County will work with affected communities to develop
mitigation measures for environmental impacts created by the
construction, operation, and maintenance. Long-term and
short-term impacts for wastewater facilities would 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. 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 Brightwater construction and operational impacts
to ensure that there are no significant adverse environmental
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impacts to the community. The Final EIS contains more detail and
analysis on possible impacts to the environment and ways those impacts

would be mitigated.
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15
Brightwater Hearing, December 4, 2002

TESTIMONY OF LINDA GRAY
Linda Gray. My name is Linda Gray, and I'm at 22629
78th Avenue Southeast in Woodinville. And thank you
for giving me the time to speak tonight. I have a
couple points I'd 1ike to make.

First of all, in my mind what we are conducting
this week and next is not a public hearing. Why aren't
any of our elected representatives here to listen to
our concerns? Rather, this is an administrative
process where employees of King County and a court
reporter merely jot down our issues.

This is not in line with the concept of local
government. Where is the Snohomish County Council?
Where are representatives from Woodinville? Where is
Al 0'Brien? Where is Jean Edwards? Where is Rosemary
McCally? A1l of these people who were standing in line
for us during the time that we could vote for them,
they're not here tonight.

I'm also here to request an extension to the
comment period of January 21st. And I'm doing this
because it's my belief that this needs to coincide with
the King County's release of the entire Phase III
Technical Document. This is not available to the
public; only a few people have this. So in other

words, there are very few people who have the complete

1

Yan Pelt, Corbett & Associates, 206-682-9339

Response to Comment B5-1

Please refer to the response to O’Rourke, Comment E28-1,
for a discussion of the public hearings on the Draft EIS.
Supporting documentation for Phase 3 was available for
public review in libraries and in King County offices at the
King Street Center a few days after issuance of the Draft EIS.
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Brightwater Hearing, December 4, 2002

draft of the environmental impact study and this is
what the DEIS is based on. S$o my recommendation is
that the comment period be extended for the same amount
of time that it takes to get the entire technical
document out so that people are able to respond
adequately and can see where Brightwater is basing
their issues.

And finally I want to ask a question of King
County. And that is that they constantly are talking
to us about wanting to be a good neighbor, and actions
speak louder than words. And I would 1ike to know
around which sewer plant that is currently operational
are they a good neighbor? Who would want to be their

neighbor? And that's what I have to say. Thank you,

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, 206-682-9339

T ST T e e TN A Y N TN T NN T

Response to Comment B5-2

During the process to expand the South Treatment Plant in
Renton, and to upgrade the West Point Plant in Seattle,
residents provided input to their respective cities and to King
County regarding their concerns. These concerns were taken
into account in the formation of the agreements between both
cities and King County. King County made agreements with
the City of Seattle regarding the aboveground footprint, the
amount of truck trips and times of day that trucks could go in
and out of the plant, and maintenance of the public access
area that surrounds the facility. With the City of Renton,
agreements were made regarding noise, exterior lighting,
traffic management plans, and acquisition of riparian
wetlands and uplands as a part of mitigation.

King County is committed to being a good neighbor and
designing the Brightwater Treatment Plant in a manner that
meets the needs of surrounding neighbors and communities,
provides the highest quality odor control, and can be viewed
as an amenity by the surrounding community.
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3771

TESTIMONY OF LINDRA GRAY
My name is Linda Gray. 22629 78th Avenue Scutheast
in Woodinville.

I'd like to talk a little bit about the odor and the
fact that, in going through the DEIS, I'm confused about
exactly what King County has planned for Route 9. T
don't know, looking back and forth between the document,
exactly what they're going to do with odor contrel on
Route 9 and how it compares to what they're currently
deing in Renton and Magnolia so we can be assured that
we're not dealing with a daily odor problem that Magnolia
and Renton face right now.

In addition, you'd menticned that you're going and
try make sure that it was state-of-the-art odor control.
Yet the secondary clarifiers at Route 9 are not going to
be covered. They are going to be covered at Unocal; but
they're not going to be covered at Route 9, according to
the DEIS.

That makes me also wonder about aerosols that
they're talking about in the DEIS where pathogenic
bacteria and viruses and poisonous gasses can be
aerosclized in the process and sit in ocur valley and pass
as far as Redmond, if you look at what happens with

StockPot Soups.

I'm also interested in the generator that you're

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1277-1

None of the treatment plants located in the Puget Sound area
has the level of odor control proposed for Brightwater. Many
have open liquids process tanks as well as open biosolids
processing areas. The Brightwater Treatment Plant would
have fully covered liquids process tanks and enclosed solids
handling facilities whether the plant is built at either the
Route 9 or Unocal site. All tanks and buildings would operate
under negative pressure to prevent fugitive odors. The
Brightwater concept is a state-of-the-art system and is
different from the existing treatment plants in the Puget
Sound area. In addition, the odor prevention system is
designed specifically for complex odor emissions, such as the
odors from biosolids operations, and not just removal of one
or two odor compounds. Additional information about the
wastewater treatment process and the planned odor control
technology is provided in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Between the Draft EIS and the Final EIS, a decision was
made to change the treatment technology at Brightwater.
There would no longer be secondary clarifiers or uncovered
processes, and the emissions are approximately the same for
both the Route 9 and Unocal sites. All odor control systems
would remove 99.99 percent of hydrogen sulfide at the
treatment plant site. Thus, emissions at Route 9 would be
lower than stated in the Draft EIS, and at both sites they are
well below initial odor detection limits at the property line.

Aerosols are small, airborne droplets that could be generated
in the aerated grit, aeration basins, biosolids handling and
treatment facilities, or other aerated wastewater processing
areas. There should be no significant emissions of aerosols
from the Brightwater Treatment Plant. The design of the
liquids treatment processes includes covers for all liquids and
solids handling processes. Emissions of aerosols from the
liquids processes would be collected by the covers and either
re-entrained into the wastewater or sent to the odor
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prevention system for removal or re-entrainment into the scrubber’s
wastewater. Because all wastewater and solids handling processes
would be covered or enclosed in buildings at Brightwater, aerosols
should stay in the process or be carried and treated in the odor
prevention system before discharge into the atmosphere.

The co-generation turbines would be combusting the methane to
generate energy. Combustion of the methane generates criteria and toxic
air pollutants. The toxic air pollutant (TAP) emissions were entered into
a dispersion model to determine the impact of the pollutants on the
surrounding area. The TAP emissions from the combustion sources
were all within their acceptable source impact levels. Additional
information has been provided about combustion emissions and the
dispersion modeling procedures used in Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air
Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS. Any portal location along the
conveyance system where air can be released will have odor control to
treat discharged air. Please refer to the response to Ruddy, 1152-6, and
Appendix 5-B, Odor Analysis: Conveyance, in the Final EIS.

Odor control facilities are planned for processes that have the potential
to be turbulent or outgassing. Planned odor control facilities for the
conveyance system are summarized in Chapter 5 and the Brightwater
Conveyance Predesign Final Draft Technical Memorandum —
Brightwater Conveyance System Odor Control Approach. Odor control
facilities will be designed for 99.99-percent removal efficiency at peak
loading at the discharge stack. As standards are being met at the stack
and dispersion is not being relied on, dispersion modeling would not be
performed.
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[77-1

772

talking about to provide you with the secondary source of
power using methane. In the document, you said it's
going to be wented high enough so it would not be a
problem. My question is, is that going to be about six
or seven hundred feet high? That's right underneath a
huge hillside, and there's no way that you can vent that
methane or whatever you're talking about high enough.

Additionally, when you're talking about these long
conveyance lines and odors, you've got untreated sewage
sitting in them. If you have a problem and they've got
to sit in there for quite some time, the hydrogen sulfide
can build up and emanate through the manhole covers in
the neighborhoods along the conveyance line. I don't
know if people are adequately informed about the
potential for that.

Those are just some of the things that concerned me

at this point. Thank you.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1277-2

Members of the public discussed conveyance issues at a
series of seminars in summer 2002 and at the Brightwater
Draft EIS hearings in December 2002. King County and
consultant staff were available to discuss conveyance issues
in detail at both sets of meetings. A summary of the Draft
EIS, which was mailed to approximately 60,000 addresses,
mentioned that conveyance facilities would be designed to
meet stringent odor control standards. Please refer to Chapter
5 of the Final EIS for a discussion of odor impacts and
mitigation.
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I377-3

p77-4

77-5

TESTIMONY OF LINDA GRAY

One of the things I forgot to mention when I was
talking before was, we'we all been discussing odor. &And
you can smell that. When I was talking about the
aerosolized bacteria and wiruses, you can't smell those.
And we won't know until it's too late that we'wve been
contaminated by that. So that is one major concern of
mine.

Additionally in the DEIS, they said that that should
not be a problem because they think that if it affects
anyone, it's only going to affect the workers that work
at the site. So we all know that our airshed allows
odors to concentrate and pass as far as Redmond. So I
guestion that.

Bdditicnally in relation to odor and this other
issue, it only takes once. People who are golfing,
people who are going to the winery, people who are geoing
to concerts in the evening, will probably come back if
they smell soup. They're not going to come back if they
smell sewage,

Thank you.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Bvenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9338

Response to Comment 1277-3

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County
Planning and Development, Comment S3-256 for a
discussion of airborne pathogens.

Response to Comment 1277-4

Please refer to Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS for additional information
on the modeling procedures used to determine impacts.

Response to Comment 1277-5

Thank you for your comment.
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COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still

;FEG a{bgrug:_hf}:f;ujec&gs?_%b%e, Pleas Eerence page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS. Response to Comment 1195-1
ws1 JWHY wovly) ANYONE Dl A PIPELINE HALE WBY ReROSS Both the Unocal and Route 9 sites and conveyance
AU E COUNTY WHEN AT THE UNOCAL SITE- Vo U alignments have been evaluated using a number of criteria,
CRAN SPIT INTO THE OCEAN-THE coT 7 ANy including length and cost of the conveyance facilities. The
e PAYER IfNﬂWS 1% PRe ﬂ'ﬁmﬁ oveE (l( Route 9 site has the advantage of providing more room for
 BUYGET.~ND | “WE HAVE TLENAY O 11 Now treatment faculties and buffers, while the Unocal site offers
7 2 A : = - the advantage of being closer to Puget Sound. The costs,
Witk _AHE STECL PILEYRIVING JHEY ARE POING benefits, and impacts are compared on a Brightwater system-
wes [p N 7HE NORTE CREEK STOLAGE PACILIXY {do basis to sel g o
ON : _ ! wide basis to select the Preferred Alternative.
wers R(vg EARPLYGS PN J
LHE GARDEN, - oot ot e Reshonse to Comment 1196-2
- ik T g f(’ A4 Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
e U NOCAL SIME 1S L ... " 2¢0T WE Hollyliit59e SEPA and therefore are not addressed in the Brightwater EIS.
s b onLLuAlonN  2C 11 UP #ND ' BorHELL “SEPA contemplates that the general welfare, social,

economic and other requirements and essential considerations
435 ATy 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.

Wud THE PLANT THERE e rumber
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Response to Comment 1195-3

Construction noise impacts near the Route 9 site would occur during
daytime hours of 7 a.m. to 10 p.m. and could be 17 dBA over the
maximum ambient (67 dBA), non-construction, daytime levels near the
site. Personal hearing protection devices can attenuate the 17 dBA
impact, but impact sound from impact pile driving will likely be
audible. The use of sonic or vibratory pile drivers could minimize noise
impacts from pile driving. The expected peak construction noise of 84
dBA from the Route 9 site is based on a distance of 100 feet from the
source and does not include impact pile driving estimated noise. The
impact pile driving noise from the North Creek Storage Facility could
be 10 dBA higher than the basis of the Route 9 site peak construction
noise level at 100 feet. Please also refer to the responses to the City of
Shoreline, Comment C6-49, and the Washington Tea Party, Comment
014-171.

Response to Comment 1195-4

Thank you for your comment.
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. COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EiS.

Comments must include your name and address and
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Response to Comment 1205-1

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.

Response to Comment 1205-2

Please refer to the response to the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Comment W5-15, which provides a
summary of aquifer analyses conducted for the Route 9 plant
site. It should be noted at the Route 9 site that all of the
treatment plant facilities except one (the Influent Pump
Station) would be located in a near-surface shallow aquifer
that is not part of the Cross Valley Water District (CVWD)
Systems, itis inaccurate to say that the treatment plant is sited
in the Cross Valley Aquifer. Analyses summarized in the
response to Comment W5-15 and presented in detail in
Appendix 6-B, Geology and Groundwater, of the Final EIS
show that no impacts to the CVWD water supply are
expected as part of the construction and operation of the
Brightwater System.
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BRIGHTWATER HEARING, 12/3/02
1 TESTIMONY OF KENT GRIMES Response to Comment 1278-1
2 My name is Kent Grimes. I'm 745 229th Place | Thank you for your comment.
3 Southeast which is about a about seven iron from the site Response to Comment 1278-2
4 for the Brightwater. We're right above that. King County has proven experience in successfully managing
5 I've just got some high level comments tonight. I'm large capital projects. The projects listed below are just some
o . examples of the projects that King County has carried out and
6 inspired by all the more detailed comments that I hawve .
completed successfully. Overall, these projects were
7 heard, but these are concerns I have. I firmly believe completed on time and within budget:
8 that gowermment: ig-anlsceiosezye thespeople: I-think e West Point plant expansion and secondary treatment
9 to serve is to listen., So I thank you for being here upgrade
10 tonight to listen. e South plant expansion
- % Ulallsbiondl id ; T 3 e Renton effluent transfer system and outfall
ANk, (o1hl 1 OVEerTmen Aas sten a - -
ke bt e West Seattle tunnel and Alki transfer station
| 2 accurately forecasting the needs of the pecple, then e Denny Way Combined Sewer Overflow tunnel project
(, | 3 government would clearly hear that one of the number one e Downtown Seattle transit tunnel
. 4 issues for everyone here is transportation. We're now At each step in the siting process, King County has gathered
5 being told bysane of the s pecple that have publisked additional information about the proposed sites, pipeline -
2781 | . . routes, and marine outfall zones. In each subsequent step in
i gripromioed, THAnC eIV Seel ENATISAiE the process, application of policy criteria and environmental
7 effective, most costly, nonsolutions for our number one information led to the selection of alternatives for further
8 T —— 9on3|_d_erat_|on. The siting const_ralnts used in site selection are
o . identified in the Phase 1 materials and the results of the
2 and place faith in this group to detemmine where the analysis can be found in Appendix J of the Phase 1 materials,
20 proper location might be for a treatment facility. Brightwater Treatment Plant Siting Process-Phase 1
n One question I'd like answered is what similar Engl_n_eerlng and Enylronmentgl Constra!nt A.n?'IySIS: .
. Additional information regarding the policy siting criteria
32 projects of this magnitude can be demonstrated that have adopted by the King County Council by Ordinances 14043
13 been met to be on time and on budget. So in other words, and 14107 as well as Phase 1 and 2 siting materials can be
found at area libraries, at
14 is this committee, is this organization, do they have a ’ . .
g % http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/library.htm, or upon
'E background that would help us understand that those request by contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-
Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates 6799, toll-free 1-888-707-8571, or via e-mail at
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21 i
Gontile. T % oo ghaca3a brightwater@metrokc.gov.
¥
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on-time and on-budget requests can be met?

I want to believe our elected officials. But I
think when decisions are made to evaluate air quality for
a valley locaticn using a location by Puget Sound and
when a location is deemed the appropriate location
directly over an aquifer, I feel the severe lack of due
diligence is in place. And I think it is being replaced,
the due diligence is being replaced by some politically
motivated decisions. I'm not convinced that government
is acting on our best interests.

My neighbor has had his house on the market now for
about two months. There's been a high level of interest:
In other words, a lot people coming through. Three
offers have been initially made. Three offers are now
off the table. I would guess, no facts, but I would
guess cne of those offers, if not all three, have been
subject to scrutiny over looking directly over and being
exposed to a sewage plant.

So I've worked hard all my life to live in a great
area. I think we all have here. I'd like Ron Sims and
the committee to step forward and understand the impacts
that are being made based on this decision. I want to
believe our government, and my belief will be
re-established when the due diligence is in place to

answer all the technical questions that we've heard here

Van Pelt, Corbett & Assoclates
423 Second Awvenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1278-3

Thank you for your comment.

Brightwater Final EIS 1900



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Grimes (1278)

1278-3 L

1278-4

F 3

1
L¥] [\~ [

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

45
BRIGHTWATER HEARING, 12/3/02

tonight.

I believe we need to extend the period of time for
decision making, and I would like to have this type of
environment available for these people to come back and
hear again some of the comments based on some of the
questions that have been asked here tonight.

Thank you.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment 1278-4

The King County Executive will not make a decision on the
Brightwater proposal until the environmental review has been
completed, the Final EIS has been published, and the impacts
of the proposal have been considered. King County has
responded to all comments received on the Draft EIS,
including those that were made at the public hearings. A
summary of King County’s approach to responding to
comments is attached to the Final EIS. All comments
received and King County’s responses to individual
comments are provided as part of the Final EIS.

Brightwater Final EIS 1901



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Grimes (1278)

This page intentionally left blank.

Brightwater Final EIS 1902



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Grimes (1318)

I518-1

I518-2

MName and Address:
Kent Grimes
7405 229" PI. SE
Woodinville, WA
98072

Fﬂ"‘-‘h rlF o
it o i B 55
JAN 21 2003

ENVIROMNMENTAL
PLANNING DIVISION

Comment:

1

2)

Two questionsfcomments

During one of the public hearings | ask for the county to provide examples of projects similar
in magnitude to Brightwater that have been managed by the county and were execuled on
time and on budget, Please provide evidence of your ability to manage within a timeframe
and a sal budget.

Pleasa factor into the overall budget for Brightwater the impacl of a 10% reduclion in real
eslate values in the 98072 zip code, What does this reduction in home values translate into in
reduced property tax revenues for the State? This number should be & line item on the
expenses assocciated with this project. This is not a one time expense but one that reoccurs
every year. Property values will be impacted, 10% is probably a conservative estimate.

Response to Comment 1318-1

Please refer to the response to Grimes, Comment 1278-2, for
examples of projects that King County has completed on time
and within budget.

Response to Comment 1318-2

Please refer to the response to Hanson, Comment 140-1.
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Grimes (1418)

I418-1

I418-2

r—

Page 1 of 1
RECEIVED
JAN 23 2003
-----Original Message--—- MEMNTAL
From: GrimesK1®@aol.com [mailto:GrimesK1@aol.com] PEE:L\LFTEJ)G IZIJNHSlDN

Sent: Tuesday, January 21, 2003 7:20 PM
To! exec.sims@metrokc.gov
Subject: Brighwater

Mr. Sims,
Just a couple notes to you as you make determinations concerning the appropriate site for a sewage facility.

Two questionsicomments

1) During one of the public hearings | ask for the county to provide examples of projects similar in magnitude to
Brightwater that have been managed by the county and were executed on time and on budget. Please provide
evidence of your ability to manage within a timeframe and a set budget.

2) Please factor into the overall budget for Brightwater the impact of a 10% reduction in real estate values in the
98072 zip code. What does this reduction in home values translate into in reduced property tax revenues for the
State? This number should be a line itern on the expenses associated with this project. This is not a one time
ax{;ense but one that reoccurs every year. Property values will be impacted, 10% is probably a conservative
estimate.

From a concemed Woodinville homeowner who currently is awakened with the aroma of onion soup, split pea
soup, etc..
The thought of this odor eventually being replaced with a "sewage of the day" is more than | bargained for.

Kent Grimes
425-485-6623

Response to Comment 1418-1

Economic impacts, including increases or decreases in
business revenues, tax revenues and property values, are not
topics analyzed under SEPA, and, therefore, are not
addressed in the EIS. There are many factors that can impact
property values, such as national and regional economies.

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 treatment system, King County
will work with local jurisdictions to determine mitigation
strategies and solutions to Brightwater construction and
operational impacts.

Response to Comment 1418-2

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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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Grodzins (1229)

KECE
-
Date: Jan=01=-2003 =] IVED

Time: 08:13PM

IP Address: 4.63.134.66 JAN 02 2002 Response to Comment 1229-1

bl B oot S meﬁﬁgﬁfﬁg& For information on the odor prevention program and the
bt S monitoring that will be performed on the odor control system,
56072 please refer to the response to the Washington State

Comment : . - . Department of Transportation, Comment W2-5. Additional
If I lived on the west side of Woodinville and not the east, my . .

comments would be much more impassioned. I feel for my neighbars. The information about the wastewater treatment process and the

I-5 corridor iz not the garden spot of the NWorthwest but it is in close - - - -

proximity to many people’s homes and particularly close to the high odor control technology selected is provided in Appendix 5-

heool., O4d b he 1. F ! H . I .

el i e e e e e R Y L A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

city's big plans to become a more sophisticated suburban town, the

success of odor control will be the difference between Woodinwille Response to Comment |229_2

realizing that potential or becoming another degenerated industrial-type
ghost town. The negative eccnomic spiral of devalued properties and
fleeing denizens may arise whether or not you succeed in the odor issue. Thank you for your comment.
Simply the specter of the possible future odor may be devastating. I -

believe most other concerns simply are an effert to thwart a needed
facility no matter at what cost. The NIMBY philosophy runs pervasive in
our society and by-and-large, whoever has the most money emerges
victorious (you won‘t see Brightwater in Medina). The envircnmental [223-2
impact of an overpopulated planet is inescapable. We must do what we
must do to ensure our survival. Let's hope you can make Brightwater as
non-intrusive as you say you can.

Sinceraely,

Matthew Grodzins
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Gruenewald (1246)

Response to Comment 1246-1

| Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 1246-2

RECEIVED

Please refer to the Final EIS for updated information on

Date: Dec-23-2002 DEC 26 2002 possible impacts and associated mitigation plans. Impacts and
e meﬁﬁg"gﬁ,’gﬁ- associated mitigation for traffic concerns can be found in
Name and Address: S Chapter 16. Please refer to the response to the City of
e s Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for information regarding
g T AR mitigation plans, policies, and suggestions.
Comment :

We are residents of Lake Forest Park, living less than % mile from
the proposed 195th Streeet effluent conveyanece pipeline location in the
£48220;preferred alternatives#8221l; of the Brightwater plan. We would
like to express soms concerns pricr te the clesure of the comment
period.

If Brightwater is sited along this corridor, as seems increasingly
likely, this is not the first time in recent years that our neighborhood
will have experienced a major public works constructien project. Two
others have occurred in recent years: 1) the Lake Forest Park reservoir
covering project, currently underway; and 2) the placement of a water
pipeline southeast from the Lake Forest Park reservoir along the
right-of-way. In both cases (especially for the water pipeline from thd
LFP reservoir), these projects involved dust, noise, and large trucks
along the narrow, winding local access roads through the neighberhood.
We would be impacted not only by the work along the 195th Street
corridor, but also the work at proposed portal station #10 near NE 178th)
Street and Ballinger Way.

[246-1

We de net relish the thought of a third, much larger project in the area)
that will last for a much longer time. Howewver, we recognize the need
for infrastructure that will serve a growing region. What is
troublesome in the politics of this discussion is the &#8220;not in my
back yard&#8221; attitude of many who may be affected by this process.
We have cbserved the Brightwater opposition activities of our neighbors
to the north in Mountlake Terrace, who do not seem teo care where the {
pipeline goes or what effect it has on others, as long as it does not
pass through their city. This is unacceptable, especially given
published information on the King County web site that 63% of the
service for the Brightwater facility will eventually be provided ta
residents of Snchemish County.

In fairness to these of us whe will be affected all along the route of 2452
this enormous project, a robust mitigation plan that is well executed isf
esgsential. Elements of mitigatien must include minimization of noise,
dust, and adverse impact on property wvwalues; minimization of total
anticipated length of time between project beginning and completion in
aach neighborhood; responsiveness te anticipated or unanticipated
problems and complaints that cccur during the project; management of
safety issues related to the use of large trucks on local roads such as
47th Avenue HE not well designed to accommodate them; an attractive
wvisual end result; and effects on traffic during eenstruction. Indeed,
the same will apply if the 228th corridor is ultimately selected. Those
whoe are not affected by the construction will also need to participate

1
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6.2
by supporting the costs of effective mitigation. What plans will be ReSDonse to Comment |246_3

included in the final EIS to minimize adverse impacts of construction 11245-3
along the conveyance route?

The following are some of the proposed construction
mitigation details that are included in the Final EIS:

e Installation of noise barriers

¢ Avoiding the use of portable generators

e Reducing vehicle idle times

e Maintaining construction hours within the dictates of
local permits

Please refer to Chapter 10 of the Final EIS for a complete list
and detail of mitigation procedures for each of the affected
categories.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hagel (1110)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

Hm\nm cepwsedh the 13 po. Dot ENS L3 do not shace A Qugport For
the Dok ued Miaceative » T see the Unosal Systen Minoble os  the
hotce Q\Gm
& [nrﬂu )‘lm& dees D\; weon o &nh; g,{i}m al woL obwﬁm uﬁ:mencu
ar_i' L stems dhot the Smalaess of the nlm'\' ]&s‘s m\é]s‘ and rimme{'ef
mo | o ge_ta-;q partals, and the fack that A hmmse& sife s Lurmhjt{q
o ive . ace o‘-.'\ g}use s, Cﬂmv\hgi\&sg ?‘f Mgmﬁ less  consteu cion —
coavsed angeshcm in -lJ"LE_ WL n\\&se;
sw\,ﬁ our_qetects I
Comments must include your name and address and
ed

& must be postmarked no later than Janunry 6, 2003.
b a JFE y \ i b Yaur name; ac‘s(_ o_qe.
racresn 204 NG (76 SE
S[’\OP&, { ;lngg_

Phone number:(QOB\ gL{"[E, = 3 q %

Response to Comment 1110-1

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description:
Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated information on the
treatment plant and conveyance route alternatives.

Brightwater Final EIS 1911



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hagel (1110)

This page intentionally left blank.

Brightwater Final EIS 1912



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hagstrom (1365)

1365-1

1365-2

1365-3
1365-4

1365-5

1365-6

January 19%, 2003

Environmental Planning

King County Wastewater Treatment Division
King Street Center: KSC-NR-0505

201 8. Jackson Street

Seattle, WA 98104-3855

RE: Brightwater Comment

This comment is based on the limited information provided in the DEIS of November 6,
2002. In reading this document I was left with more questions than answers. I found the
DEIS to be useful in terms of historical data but of limited use in determining specific
measures needed to ensure that the Route 9 site does not become an environmental
disaster.

My concemns at this time are focused on the poor geologic stability of the route 9 site, the
release of existing toxins in the soil during construction to both the air and the water and
the poor air quality effects the Route 9 site will have on the community not only from
odor, but more seriously, from pathogenic release.

The site as noted is at least 50% fill. From my college studies, [ know that fill is not
considered a strong soil type during any kind of seismic activity. Having a facility that
has thousands of gallons of toxic waste located on such a poor geologic site in a critical
watershed is to say the least unwise. The DEIS notes that the route 9 site soil is subject to
liquefaction during a seismic event. The Bear Creek watershed provides much needed
habitat to fish and wildlife that are under significant pressure already. To further degrade
this critical habitat points to a lack of respect for the environment. Geologic history
points to the likelihood of a significant seismic event in the area. | could not determine
the specific steps that are proposed to prevent an un-repairable ecological disaster at the
route 9 site when this occurs. There is also limited information on the numerous pumping
stations that the route 9 site will require and the effects of a seismic event on them.

As noted in the DEIS, the soil at the Route 9 site is known to have toxins from previous
land uses. The construction of a facility at that site will require significant disturbance of
the soil resulting in the release of these toxins in to the air and the surrounding watershed.
To prevent the release of these toxins would mean much higher construction costs ona
project that is already beyond a reasonable amount.

The DEIS also notes that the route 9 site has a high potential for erosion due to the poor
soil. This aggravates my concern for the watershed of Bear Creek.

While much has been made about the odor that the Route 9 site will produce, [ am more
concerned with the release of airborne pathogens. The DEIS indicates that “state of the
art” filters and containment will be used to mitigate the potential for pathogen release. As
an engineer, | am well aware that no human designed system is free from failure. I can

Response to Comment 1365-1

Municipal wastewater is not classified as a toxic waste.

The Draft EIS noted that at least 50 percent of the “surface
soil” at the Route 9 site is fill; however, this fill is only a
minor portion of the soil that exists at the site and is limited
to depths of 1 to 10 feet in the areas where it has been
mapped. In addition, if the Route 9 site is selected for the
Brightwater Treatment Plant, site preparation would result in
removal, regrading, and compacting fill as needed for the
future construction layout. It is agreed that some local areas
of the Route 9 site are designated as having liquefaction
potential. This is not an uncommon situation in the Puget
Sound region, is routinely mitigated with standard design and
construction practices, and provides no overall adverse
impact to constructing a treatment plant at the Route 9 site.

Response to Comment 1365-2

King County is committed to protecting, enhancing, and
restoring fish and wildlife habitat on the Route 9 site. The
plant design for the site incorporates substantial mitigation
that would create and enhance wetlands, and enhance fish
habitat by re-routing stream flows. Plans also include
restoration of approximately 22 acres of the site. Please refer
to Chapters 3 and 7 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1365-3

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

Response to Comment 1365-4

Facilities, including pump stations, located at the Route 9 site
would be designed with foundations and structural support
systems in accordance with applicable building codes and
standards to resist seismic events.
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Hagstrom (1365)

Response to Comment 1365-5

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

Response to Comment 1365-6

Please refer to the response to the Snohomish County Planning and
Development Services, Comment S3-256, for more information
regarding airborne pathogens. 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.
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 Route 9 site would be
better defined during the design phase and appropriate measures would
be identified at that time.
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Hagstrom (1365)

1365-6

1365-7

r

h

only conclude then that there will be a release due to either manmade or natural events
and these pathogens will find there way in to the environment. The DEIS indicates that
the route 9 site has “challenges to goed air dispersion™ and that schools are located within
1.4 miles of the area. Residents of Woodinville are well aware of this phenomenon as
repeatably shown from the stench of the soup order that permeates the air. At least this
odor can be detected. Virus and other toxins don’t provide that kind of warning.

As mentioned above, the “oily™ soils will be disturbed during construction. The poor air
dispersion will mean that this contaminated dust will be allowed to settle into
surrounding areas. The thousands of motorists who will travel hwy 522 during
construction will be provided with toxic dust on a daily basis.

Overall, I found the DEIS to be light on the specifics of what guarantees will be made
that the placement of a toxin rich solid waste water facility will not become a financial
and ecological disaster that the residents who have no representation with the decision
makers will have to fix.

I am strongly opposed to the location of Ron Simms waste water treatment plant at the
Route 9 site and found the DEIS lacking in specific mitigation techniques. Much more
research is required before I will be satisfied with having King Counties waste pumped to
Woodinville.

Sincerely,
Erik Hagstrom

23515 82 AVE SE
Woodinville, WA 98072

Response to Comment 1365-7

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. 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 one respect
or another as to impacts, the Draft EIS presented, following
SEPA Guidelines, a worst-case analysis of impacts. The
Draft EIS also indicated that ongoing analysis was under way
and that additional information would be forthcoming in the
Final EIS and otherwise. The purpose of a Final EIS is to
respond to comments on the Draft EIS and, where
appropriate, to provide additional or revised information and
analysis relating to probable significant impacts of the
proposal and reasonable mitigation measures. 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. A number of the details that you have
requested relate to either information that does not involve
probable significant adverse environmental impacts or
information that is important prior to issuance of actual
permits but may not be essential to include in an EIS.
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Hall (1241)

1241-1

1241-2

1241-3

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

we are 5+runqiu| oppoSEd o e Route 9 - 195" AHtrnafive. TThis

wowld  be an inappropnate Use of e land a4 +his site. The

wnactve mduS'i”ha,( axed _in the Edmonds <ite S a more
Lvealishe and Vt’SDan‘Slbi,e choice $or %mqh-fwwftr' “The Yerrain

a4 —the Route 9- 1451 it s dn -ES,Df’Cld“q poor_Choice for air

o{asaersmn Emicsions fvapped in +the w.{m il cleovly have @

7
smm adverge impa ct cm vesidents. The Edmond s Site. wotdd

L be much  befter Swded Jor reasonable air cu'sperSion. The.

larger anmpont of pipeline needed
for ﬁw&tf‘l 145t rs cffwru1 a
negative , both fov consrttion

Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: Gabn’ei < Kf,'lr'f- Hﬂ.“

a,mi 4a x ’)&Lmﬁr -Fuu«d{&{ address: | 2905 NE 2054 T

mainttnancd in the future, Woodinville, WA 98012
wg ‘FY&U'E'&'H% Sﬂi"l -{’hf M % 'bmmﬂ Phone number: uzs' L‘l&lﬁ'— qu—]

and should not be Swbjected b ewmge. smetls as well,

Response to Comment 1241-1

Thank you for stating your preference.

Response to Comment 1241-2

For more information on the air dispersion modeling
results and odor impacts, please refer to Appendix 5-A,
Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment 1241-3

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project
Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance, of the Final EIS for updated
information on the treatment plant and conveyance
route alternatives.

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
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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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Hall (1257)

[257-1

[257-2

AN 1 g
Name and Address: ) : £ 2003
Will Hall E NI"‘-]R[}

M =NTa
832 NW 193 St PLANNING Drﬁ—:\r]éé-l
Shoreline, WA IOMN
98177
Comment:

January 17, 2003

Environmental Planning

King County Wastewater Treatrment Division
201 South Jackson St. Suite 505

Sealtle, WA 98104-3855

To Whom It May Concem:

While the EIS states that the normal operation of the marine outfall would not significantly impact
resources, it acknowledges that the construction would have significant impacts on nearshore

ecosystemns and physical habitat. The modification of the shereline near the outfall site would also

have ongoing impacts to natural baach processes, Emergancy discharges into Puget Sound,
while rare, would have severa impacts if that option is chosen. These impacts are not adequately
assessed and mitigated in the alternatives presented in the DEIS, and the final EIS and designs
should take them into account.

Please consider the following objectives and actions in developing the final EIS for Brightwater.

Objective; Fully mitigate all tempaorary and long term impacts to marine resources associated with
the construction and operation of the Brightwater outfall,

1. Minimize adverse impacts to nearshore marine resources and habitat due to construction of
the outfall to the maximum extent possible, such as by tunneling instead of trenching and by
extending the buried pipeline to 100 feet below MLLW instead of 40 feet.
2. In advance of construction, identify and restore a nearby nearshore area that has bean
degraded to a degree comparable to the maximum disturbance expected during the
construction of the outfall. The area selected should be large enough to offset the amount of
planting and restoration that is statistically likely to fail based on a review of similar efforts
{likely & larger than 1:1 mitigation ratic). Particular attention should be given to
a. removing bulkheads, riprap or overwater structures and restoring physical conditions
(substrate, gradient, logs, etc.) capable of supporting natural beach processes,

b. planting or transplanting the maximum amount of eelgrass that may be disturbed into an
area that is capable of supporting eelgrass;

c. restoring natural beach sediments suitable for forage fish spawning in an area where the
human activities have removed or degraded such sediments; and

d. restoring nearshore conditions suitable for the settling out and early development of
Dungeness ¢crab where those conditions have been degraded.

Response to Comment 1257-1

After construction, the outfall would not impact natural beach
processes because it will be buried out to a depth of -80 feet
and covered with native material. The implications of
emergency discharges are discussed in Appendix 3-E, Flow
Management and Safety Relief Point, of The Final EIS.
While small releases of untreated sewage are possible at the
site, overflows would occur at a point in the Sammamish
River or Lake Washington and would not affect Puget Sound.

Response to Comment 1257-2

Please refer to Appendix 3-C, Project Description: Outfall, of
the Final EIS for a more detailed discussion of outfall
pipeline construction methods. Please refer to the response to
the City of Shoreline, Comment C6-5, for information on
mitigation plans and policies.
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Hall (1257)

[257-3

[257-4

[257-5

[257-6

10.
1.

Acquire privately owned tideland parcels near the outfall site and place them under a
conservation easement that permanently protects them from development of any kind.
Permanently protecting at least as much new area as will be disturbed by Brightwater will
help preserve resources for the futura and mitigate the risk that some resources may not fully
recover in the disturbed site.

Remaove all shoreline armoring on the project site and restore physical conditions (substrate,
gradient, logs, etc.) capable of supporting natural beach processes. Remove any
impediments to the natural movement of material from adjacent bluffs and uplands to the
marine environment on the project site,

If there are any seaps or streams on or near the project site, eliminate any barriers to the
natural flow of water, sediment, debris and fish. Sediment flow is particularly important
because beaches in the area are generally starved of natural sediment due to their
disconnection from natural streams and feeder bluffs,

Objective: Study the impact of the outfall and the Brightwater project on marine resources o
ensure that Objective 1 is met,

Repeat the studies that were done in the Marine Qutfall Siting Study in the area surrounding
the chosen outfall site prior to construction. Compare the resuits to the original study and
report on the differences, including estimations of natural variability and trends. Include
analysis of the potential project impacts to eelgrass, forage fish, and Dungeness crab in the
short term and the long term.

Repeat the same suite of studies afler construction is complete and before the outfall baging
oparation. Compare the results to the previous studies and analyze changes. Delemming
whether additional mitigation Is required to achieve mitigation objectives.

Repeat the same suite of studies three to five years after the outfall has been in operation.
Compare the results to the previous studies and analyze changes. Determine whether
additional mitigation is required to achieve mitigation objectives.

Objective; Promote public understanding of marine resources and the connection between
them and the Brightwater project and facilities.

Include information about marine resources and the effects of the construction and operation
of the outfall in all Brightwater communicaticns that include information about the marine
outfall.

Dedicate and maintain a new area for public shoreline access near the outfall site.

Post intarpretive signs including information about marine resources and the effects of
construction and operation of the outfall at all public access points to Brightwater facilities and
at public access points to the shoreline near the outfall.

Publish the results of all associated studies and monitering, and make them widely available.
This would go beyond the environmental impact statement and permits and include
distribution of the results of the recommended post-construction studies.

Sincerely,

Will Hall

Response to Comment 1257-3

King County is committed to appropriate monitoring of
mitigation for impacts due to outfall construction and will
continue to work with state, federal, and local agencies to
develop monitoring programs as part of permitting. King
County will also monitor outfall operations in full
compliance with its Washington State Department of
Ecology NPDES permit. A complete description of the
proposed outfall monitoring program can be found in
Appendix 3-1, Proposed Routine Monitoring Plan for the
Receiving Environment in the Vicinity of the Brightwater
Treatment System Marine QOutfall, of the Final EIS. Also,
please refer to response to the Snohomish County Public
Works, Comment S2-3.

Response to Comment 1257-4

King County will work to include this information in future
publications aimed at a variety of audiences. However, some
future communications about the outfall may cover different
topics than those that you have mentioned here.

Response to Comment 1257-5

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-5, for information on mitigation plans and
policies.

Response to Comment 1257-6

Detailed outfall studies are available for review at local
libraries and on CD upon request by calling 1-888-707-8571.
Future monitoring will be addressed in permit requirements
with the appropriate oversight agencies.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hallam (1111)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS,

- ol the AMacoment o He Ticatrpid Flint o7~ H o A T

Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003,
T M A e

Your name:

Address: S 24 Wpale St %02
Ltrends , - FFoES

Phone number: __ Y25 —774-€5//

Response to Comment 1111-1

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 the Washington State Department of
Transportation and the local permitting jurisdiction. For an
updated description of the alternatives being studied in the
Final EIS, please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A,
Project Description: Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project
Description: Conveyance.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hallam (1111)

This page intentionally left blank.

Brightwater Final EIS 1922



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hamel (E29)

E25-1
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13
14
15
16
17
18
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20
21
22
23
24
25

BRIGHTWATER HEARING, 12/10/02

TESTIMONY OF NANCY G. HAMEL

Nancy G. Hamel, H-A-M-E-L. &And I reside in Edmonds;
and I am adamantly against the siting of the treatment
plant, the wastewater treatment plant, in Edmonds for a
number of reasons.

I have not had a chance to completely read and
digest the EIS report, but I expect to be doing that over
the next few weeks and will be making my comments known
either by mail or e-mail or, if there's a way to do it

vocally, by that way.

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates
423 Second Avenue Extension South * Suite 21
Seattle, WA * 206-682-9339

Response to Comment E29-1

|
| Thank you for your comment.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hamel (E29)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hanken (1132)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: [ /] JJ 8 N B A
f i
T y b
Address; L8 L T & 4" B 4
EL a e
£ e L E EEY 5
Phone number: {Jf V:!*.- T A2
\‘ ~. e i
PPRSS, "SI - -~ el "SURY .2

Response to Comment 1132-1

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.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hanken (1132)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hansen (1258)

KRECEIVED

JAN 17 2003

W) Brightwater

KingCounty TR EATMEMNT SYSTEM
EMNVIROMN M ENTA

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Fofm

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Name:

iy oy wich £l aine Pmsen

Address: |4 - HTHh fve N

City, Zip:  Scallie WA 9yi5¢

Response to Comment 1258-1

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

Response to Comment 1258-2

We have worked to provide people with multiple
opportunities to learn more and to express their opinions on
the project in the manner that best meets their individual
needs. For a list of public involvement activities to date,
please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party,
Comment O14-31.

Response to Comment 1258-3

The Final EIS, Chapter 9, contains updated information on
mitigation to prevent health impacts during construction and
operation of the Brightwater Treatment Plant.

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over the
Brightwater regional facilities. Information on current growth
projections and how those projections determine wastewater
flow and the need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant can be
found in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hansen (1258)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hansen (139)

COMMENT CARD:

Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any quastions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

: i B ousiul T P i : - | Response to Comment 139-1

WHIOK S O AU NS THE UNICRL 7. Thank you for your comment.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: :g; be&"{; S‘» i-'Ja S
Address:_OG0N" M == . 0. 557«

st mone Wi, Z60 L8
Phone number; 72 5 %8 -8 ¥
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hansen (139)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hanson (140)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

A

Response to Comment 140-1

As property values are highly variable and dependent upon a

/ ,! s — "I Al Ll Y M d L lude T0l2at.  mper of market factors, a discussion of property values is
i e 7 not appropriate and is not included in the Draft EIS or Final
T e p : EIS. Many factors influence the market value of real
frARLITL e A0t L property, including characteristics of the location and of the
Nefdits bl [ o712 improvements. These characteristics include the location;
Vol S ALY S BRI size; proximity to work centers; services; school districts;
D irhontte o Zaly ; £ e.t»  Street frontage; neighborhood traffic volumes and street
Y riiricadtl ool miosrns Lrom ol BT mte i) iome Fict v and SUTaces; the presence of sidewalks; the maintenance
I ( standards of the neighborhood and adjacent properties; the
1003 L2 Bt 0 Lo ngatr TpoToalo i, Semeponennes s iy, eneral topography of the neighborhood and the particular
e 2 T 2L , D i parcel; wetlands or (_)ther sensitive areas which may affect
: : ; Qurnae: : development potential; the presence of community features
: AL dress: ‘5_)‘53"!3‘9 Lvd Df. S& such as pools, lakes, parks, and recreation centers; views; and
= nehemsh WA 8394 differences in utility services, including the availability of
> ohone mumber. F23) 80l — 3763 sewers and public water, proximity to powerlines, and

4 pbfumtﬁmﬂ{%}i@gﬁgﬁ proximity to industrial or commercial uses. For residential
real property, significant factors include the age, condition,
and size of the residence; the architectural style; the number
of bedrooms and bathrooms; the number of garage stalls,
fireplaces, decks, and appliances; whether the residence is
single-story or multiple stories; whether there are any barns,
sheds, or other types of improvements on the property; and
the overall curb appeal. Moreover, the compensation
suggested in this comment may constitute an unlawful gift of
public funds, depending upon the particular circumstances.

Response to Comment 140-2

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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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hanson (140)

Response to Comment 140-3

Please refer to the response to Snohomish County, Comment S3-164.

Response to Comment 140-4

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1 and E13-4,
for information on King County’s authority to site projects in
Snohomish County and the role of local jurisdictions that have
regulatory authority over Brightwater regional facilities. Information on
current growth projections and how those projections determine
wastewater flow and the need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant can
be found in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Harbert (141)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

= Response to Comment 141-1

Thank you for your comment.

141-1

Comments must inciude your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: Qfﬁf ?Mq/f"‘
ncress_ 700 Z e Horny 47

)

Phone number: .‘!,4-_45-:._ &7 P ;7_::" ?ﬁc
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Harbert (141)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Harris (1112)

I112-1

COMMENT CARD: : i e
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. Listany qun}ktiori; you still
have about the project. If possi)l:?, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments mustinclude your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: 4-/5‘ g-y /"/Téc‘/fﬁd

Addresss _22ER 6 ~Fo™ v | W

_._éfjﬂté—js st FEere

Phone number: %26 leue lo ool e

Response to Comment 1112-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1
and E13-4, for information on King County’s authority to site
projects in Snohomish County and the role of local
jurisdictions that have regulatory authority over Brightwater
regional facilities. Information on current growth projections
and how those projections determine wastewater flow and the
need for the Brightwater Treatment Plant can be found in the
response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Harris (1112)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hart (142)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Your name: DENMIS H’W

nacness A2UO_-2277 Pl SW
Ebsonps WA 93020

Phone number: {25~ 7726 - SH25

Response to Comment 142-1

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.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hartsock (1319)

Page 1 of 1

From: Susanne Hartsock [susannah@microsoft.com]

Sent:  Tuasday, January 21, 2003 2:05 PM JAN 21 2003

To: Brightwater ENVIRONMENTAL
Subject: My Opinion PLANNING DIVISION

Plaase note that | am against the establishment of a sewape treatmant plant in Woodinville.
1319-1 | This will severely impact the area in & very negative way.
| just moved to Woodinvilla last summear and plan to continue fiving thare for a long tima.

Thank You, Susanne Hartsock

1/22:2003

Response to Comment 1319-1

Thank you for your comment.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hartsock (1319)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hartzell (1320)

Brightwater

Iﬁul’.hurl'r 'IHEATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Woastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address

and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1320-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,
Comment C4-7.
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This page intentionally left blank.

Brightwater Final EIS 1942



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hatch (1366)

[3e8-1

[366-2

[Se6-3

Brlghtwater

mmlﬂv TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002, The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21*, 2003.
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Name: K‘Q-H\y HctJﬁ-:.l’i

Addressy 5301 NE (RO™ SF.

City, Zip: Lale Fust Fak, Wh RIS

Response to Comment 1366-1

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

Response to Comment 1366-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment 1301-1.

Response to Comment 1366-3

King County’s goal is to construct a regional facility that
enhances quality of life, not just in the region, but in the local
area where the facility is sited. King County will work
directly with affected jurisdictions and permitting agencies on
mitigation strategies and solutions to Brightwater
construction and operational impacts. Mitigation measures
can protect environmentally sensitive areas as well as help
the area preserve its existing character and avoid unchecked
commercial and industrial development on the site that would
not enhance the community.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hatch (1366)
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hawkey (1321)

1321-1

@ Brightwater

King County TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Drafit EIS, Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
maore effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1321-1

Please refer to the response to the City of Lake Forest Park,

Comment C4-8.
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hawkins (1106)

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the project. If possible, please reference page numbers or sections of the Draft EIS.

I i R e A Y Response to Comment 1106-1
1061 |deiar Lips g ot Poi RO g Lo i TL WP VR Y For further clarification and information, please refer to

L G ptefnomm Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the

[ A s G o e T J/Eacu/i O ey A A,‘,:;;'j’—‘ Final EIS.
1108-2 .

Priee cong crectiilocn pa yme’n;ﬁﬁafﬂ ER e Response to Comment 1106-2

[Pt cdcw on . B hopdn o T s P e Fr P Zr o A .
11063 =y < = = RS Please refer to the response to the Washington State

=
= s Department of Ecology, Comment W5-43.

Response to Comment 1106-3

P T per 4’_/57?:4_:/@5()

Commaents must include your name and address and

must be postmarked no later than lanuary 6, 2003. For information on the meteorological data used in the odor

Yourname: 2TA RS2 N o ons5  and air quality analysis, please refer to the response to the

Address, P ST~ FOY STSE City of Woodinville, Comment C5-36, and Appendix 5-A,
ERia i) iy SF  TERSGE Odor and Air Quality: Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

e $4

Phone number:
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Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Hawkins (1106)
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Respo

nses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Haxton (1367)
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@ Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMEMNT S5YSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than Januar}f 271, 2003.
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Response to Comment 1367-1

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

Response to Comment 1367-2

Please refer to the response to Ceis, Comment 1301-1.

Brightwater Final EIS 1949



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS Haxton (1367)

This page intentionally left blank.

Brightwater Final EIS 1950



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Heady (E9)

E3-1

E3-2

E3-3

PR is Not Public Process
By Stuart Heady

It is

as if the One Ring, of the Tolkien ring trilogy, were here in the Pacific Northwest
and the black clouds of Mt. Doom in the regions of Mordor are boiling over our
heads. An evil spell holds us in thrall and all the County Council members in
Snohomish County are paralyzed.

King County seems magically to have attained the dark power to revoke the
principle that "Government derives its just powers from the consent of the
governed."

A public hearing is properly, a meeting held by an elected body, where a quorum
of elected leaders are present who citizens can see on a ballot when they vote.
The purpose of such a meeting is to give citizens a rightful ability to participate in
decisions that affect the community- before they are reached. To use the term
"public hearing"® to describe this context, smacks of everything George Orwell
tried to wam us about.

This King County process represents a new and disturbing development in the
framework of the Republic. We now have a Strong Bureaucracy form of
government.

But when did that go into effect? We certainly never voted on it. Citizens have a
right to ask: Where is our elected leadership?

On the table should be the central question:

Is Brightwater really needed? | propose that it is not. The assumptions that the
entire scheme is based on are like inflated dot com dreams from the 1990s.

| have become convinced that Brightwater is, first and primarily, a boondoggle
called for by the Master Builders of King and Snohomish Counties for the
purpose of special interest profit making on a grand scale.

Billions of dollars in profits stand to be made by big time land speculation
interests from Florida and Califomnia.

With a billion dollars in sewage capacity in the ground, areas of Snohomish
County that are now low in population density must be maxed out through high
density sprawl in order to pay off the bonds.

Response to Comment E9-1

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.

Response to Comment E9-2

Public hearings conducted under the SEPA Rules are for the
purpose of assisting the lead agency in meeting its
responsibility to implement the purposes and policies of
SEPA and the SEPA Rules. Please refer to the response to
O’Rourke, Comment E28-1.

Response to Comment E9-3

Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS, for a discussion on the need
for Brightwater. A summary of this information is available

in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.

Response to Comment E9-4

Brightwater facilities have been planned within the context of
regional and local growth management 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.

Cost and economic impacts are not topics analyzed under
SEPA, and, therefore, are not addressed in the EIS. However,
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. This information can be
requested from the Metropolitan King County Council by
calling 206-296-1000 or through their Web site at
http://www.metrokc.gov/mkcc.
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E3-5

ER-7

PR is Not Public Process
By Stuart Heady
P2

The population of Snohomish County enlarging to possibly double its size, is the
underlying assumption. But, given the economic realities we faca, this projection
should be subjected to tough and public debate.

The University of Washington just came out with a study of water resource
availability. In the next fifty years, rainfall and snowfall can be expected to be
half what they are today. Half the resource, doubls the population. What
planning has accounted for this? By who exactly? This is a major environmental
impact of Brightwater.

It is clear that King County's intention is to play a game of "Keep Away" with the
public in order to keep the major issues and questions off the table while getting
away with a public relations appearance, only a simulation.

Public relations is not a substitute for public process. Where are our elected
leaders?

Response to Comment E9-5

Please refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment
C10-1.

Response to Comment E9-6

Please refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment
C10-1.

Response to Comment E9-7

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
specific ones were selected for 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, among other things. Please refer to the
response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment 014-31,
for details.

The process is being led and guided by elected officials. King
County Executive Ron Sims is leading the siting process and
will ultimately make the siting decision. The King County
Council approved policy criteria and candidate sites.
Executive Sims and Snohomish County Executive Bob
Drewel formed an Executive Advisory Committee composed
of representatives from tribal governments; business, labor,
and environmental organizations; and local jurisdictions in
both counties. The committee advised the executives and
helped to develop the policy criteria. Many of the
representatives of local jurisdictions on the committee were
elected officials.
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Brightwater Hearing, December 4, 2002

TESTIMONY OF LARRY HELSER
Larry Helser. 1 am Larry Helser, we 1ive up fairly
close to the new sewage treatment plant, where it would
be. And I guess as a Woodinville resident since 1990
I'm concerned about the things that are happening
within the city.

We moved here, retired here, into a beautiful
community, Woodinville, and since then the changes --
some have been great -- but there are some disturbing
ones.

We have accepted and are doing -- and are now
doing affordable housing, which was a King-County-owned
property. So Woodinville is doing that. Secondly, and
suddenly, if we hadn't noticed, but there is a waste
management recycling center also being built in
Woodinville, which is -- well, the location is where
there used to be a center where they had bark and
rocks, and so forth. So now we are going to have,
soon, a recycling center right in Woodinville. So now
is Woodinville the scapegoat for King County to dump
these projects onto our wonderful city where we had
retired in 19907

And in trying to -- I'm not going to belabor
all the odor and all the other things that we discussed

as far as the sewage treatment plant, but to me this is

Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, 206-682-9339

Response to Comment B2-1

|

| King County conducted an extensive siting process prior to
identifying the Route 9 site for the Brightwater Treatment
Plant. Nearly all communities evaluated had some kind of
public facilities within their jurisdiction. King County took
these factors into account in selection of the two final system
alternatives.
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Brightwater Hearing, December 4, 2002

1 just another third thing that somehow King County

B2-1

seemed to be able to dump on the citizens of

Woodinville. Thank you.
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Van Pelt, Corbett & Associates, 206-682-9339
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Erightwater Public Hearing, 12/10/02
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Page 9
TESTIMONY OF DON HENDERSON
Hi. I'm Don Henderson, and I live at 15825 75th
Place West in Edmonds.

Basically, I struggled through the EIS, most of it,
and the thing that struck me most often, that is -- goes
into an excruciating detail on some items and it leaves
other items out. For instance, the multi-modal
transportation site that is mentioned several times as being
structured on the lid of the Unocal site if that's selected,
but nowhere in the section on odor contrel or air does it
address whether you're going to be able to smell the site
when you're up here in the ferry line. They say they are
going to keep the odors restricted to the site of the sewage
treatment plant, but they don't have -- you're on top of the
site and that isn't addressed.

We've spent excruclating detail in terms of road
traffic on the transportation section, but you barely
address the multi-modal transportation site that's planned
and been planned for five years on the Unocal site. I think
my comment is not only where some of my next questions are
not answered, but there is a very great variety in detail
from one section to the other. In some instances it's
excruciating detail, and sometimes it just fluffs over a

topic as if it is not important. That is my comment.

VAN PELT, CORBETT & ASSOCIATES
(206) 682-9339

b4 12096-86ed-dbca-D408- 1 29eadicSend

1
l

Response to Comment E18-1

As the Brightwater Treatment Plant will be designed so that
there would be no detectable odors at the property line and
because the multimodal facility was considered for the odor
modeling as being outside of the property line, no odors
would be detectable at the multimodal facility from operation
of the treatment plant. For information on sensitive receptors
please refer to the response to the City of Woodinville,
Comment C5-125 and Appendix 5-A, Odor and Air Quality:
Treatment Plant, of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment E18-2

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 an updated description of the alternatives
being studied in the Final EIS, please refer to Chapter 3 and
Appendix 3-A, Project Description: Treatment Plant, of the
Final EIS.
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[382-1

[368-2

[368-3

Brightwater

KingCounty TREATMENT SYSTEM

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comment Form

King County issned a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) on the Brightwater Regional
‘Wastewater Treatment System, effective November 6, 2002. The Draft EIS analyzes the environmental
impacts of siting, building, and operating the Brightwater system. Members of the public are invited to
review and comment on the Draft EIS. Please tell us whether additional information or analysis needs to
be considered. All comments are welcome, but detailed comments on the analysis allow us to respond
more effectively. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division will respond to comments in a Final
EIS, which is scheduled for publication in mid-2003.

To be considered in the Final EIS, comments must include a name and address
and be postmarked no later than January 21%, 2003,

presentation in Edmonds.

From the very beginning, I did
allow pertinent comments.
clear and to the point.”

not feel the 1rjfnrmat1'cn was complete enough to
The E.I.5. reg_:u'latlons say "Statements must be concise,
They are certainly not.

The quta] Tocations are the most vague of all the information,
most important to property owners. 1It's not possible to comment on the very
limited 1nfurmat1nn we have. We need more specific locations for the Portals
and Pump Stations within the corridors. The natural contours and ravines of
the land as it decreases in elevation approximately 500 feet to Puget Sound
should be part of the E.I.S. plan. MNone of these issues has been addressed:

but they are the

We Tive in Edmonds on the King/Snohomish County line, 244th 5. W
i A L ' - W, and 100th Ave. W.
This area is still semi-rural with mostly modest homes., Any examples of "c;ut.;'E’z
tht]é parks do not come close to the natural native landscaping that we already
iﬁv:h?zdarﬁpect. The impact of a 2 acre Portal would be approximately 6 houses
rea.

Any assurances that we would be paid a fair pri

: price for the condemnation of our
property in SNOHOMISH COUNTY for a KING COUNTY project
we have now. We do not want move. L s B

The EN!_.I'IRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT needs
A possible alternate could be to address
the original E.I.5.

to be rejected as it is now presented
these concerns with a supplement to

We have reviewed the BRIGHTWATER E.I.S.information and attended an open house H

Name:

JUNE E. HENDERSON
DAYID C. HENDERSON

Address:'
24324 100th Ave, West

Edmonds, WA. 98020

City, Zip:

Response to Comment 1368-1

The Final EIS presents specific candidate portal sites within
each of the portal siting areas for both the Route 9 and
Unocal System Alternatives. Tunnels would be constructed
underground with a gradual, constant slope that does not
impact the natural contours of the overlying surface terrain.
Although steep surface terrain does not impact the
underground tunnels, steep slopes have been considered as a
criterion when siting surface features such as portals. It can
be seen from the refinement of the project descriptions of the
alternatives in the Final EIS that all efforts have been made to
minimize impacts to residential areas when siting primary
portals. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1368-2

Please refer to the response to the City of Shoreline,
Comment C6-6, for information on property acquisition.

Response to Comment 1368-3

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds,
Comment C9-3.
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1113-1

1113-2

1113-3

COMMENT CARD:
Please tell us whether additional information or analysis of impacts is needed. List any questions you still
have about the pru]ect If possible, please refergnce page, ;'mrn ers or sej:ions of the Draft EIS.
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Comments must include your name and address and
ZLAhe f) must be postmarked no later than January 6, 2003.

Yournan KR N oewan G, Henderson
o 10414 2nd Ave § -
d Seattle, WA 98168-1320

Phone number: Arjl 'ﬂ i

Response to Comment 1113-1

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 1113-2

Thank you for your comment.

Response to Comment 1113-3

Thank you for your comment. We have removed your name
from our mailing list.
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I215-1

Page 1 0f 3

RECEIVED
DEC 2 7 2000 -

ENVIRONMEMNTAL

Lrnging Messgas PLANNING DIVISION

From: CRHENSLEY@cs.com [mailto:CRHENSLEY @cs.com]
Sent: Friday, December 20, 2002 12:08 AM

To: Donald. Theiler@METROKC.GOV; Christie. True@METROKC.GOV: Ron.Sims@METROKC.GOV;
bob.drewel@co.snohomish.wa.us; Steve.Holt@co.snohomish.wa.us; FLumsden@co.snohomish.wa.us

Cc: gary.nelson@co.snohomish.wa.us; Jeff.Sax@co.snohomish.wa.us; Dave.Gossett@co.shohomish.wa.us;
Sievers.Council@co.snohomish.wa.us; john.koster@co.snohomish.wa.us; msakura@ix.netcom.com;
newti@msn.com; tigte@gte.net; INTQ@attbi.com; cblaine@microsoft.com; mike@renzelmann.com
Subject: Comments on DEIS for Executive Sims

[ Attached to the bottom of this brief note is a response to Linda Gray from Don Theiler. I'm still

trying with difficulty, to digest just why King County looks at requests for extensions to the
comment period as a major inconvenience to the County.

The almost 1200 pages of Draft EIS is a major inconvenience to the citizens, community
groups and agencies that must respond to three years of writing in less than 75 days. Thereis
more than one party to this process. King County is not the sole party. There are numerous
neighborhood groups, environmental groups, cities, sewer districts, state agencies, federal
agencies and a county that must wade through this consumptive document and provide some
type of response to generalized statements.

In all fairness, the time to be permitted by King County is less than adequate given the type of
substance, scope and quantity documented by the County. | speak on behalf of myself and
the numerous concerned citizen that have followed this process for more than three years. |
have followed this process long before the Siting Advisory Committee was ever established
and before the Regional Wastewater Services Plan was adopted.

The reality is, the DEIS does not provide the depth and information required by any reasonable
person to make an intelligent comment to this document. Only after review of documents not
provided to the public (phase I, phase Il, phase Ill) does the public understand why the DEIS
provides no real substance.

The DEIS requires that the public comment on the DEIS. However, what the public doesn't
have before them and is not provided in the DEIS, becomes irrelevant to the public process.
The general public has had no opportunity to review Phase I, Phase Il and Phase Ill. Not even
the SAC had this full opportunity prior to any decision making for the DEIS. This is the most
disingenuous process that | have ever participated in. | have spent more than two years of my
valued time participating on the SAC/EAC to realize that the decisions were made long before
SAC was given any bones to chew.

If you will not grant an extension to 2/28/03 for citizens, then please grant an extension to the
many citizens and groups that have followed this process long before any site was chosen or
realized by the Siting Advisory Committee, the King County Council and Executive Sims.
There are many of us reviewing this DEIS who realize that if you want quality comments to

12/26/02
v

Response to Comment 1215-1

Please refer to the response to Blumenthal, Comment 1353-1.
You were one of 23 agencies, organizations, and individuals
who received an extension of the comment period upon
request.

King County has conducted an extensive public outreach
program throughout the Brightwater siting process. 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 specific
ones were selected for evaluation in the EIS, comment on
proposed conveyance routes, help develop guidelines for
architects designing the facilities, comment on the scope of
the EIS, and review and comment on the Draft EIS.

The public has also had the opportunity to review
documentation associated with the various phases of the
siting process. Phase 1 documentation was sent to local
libraries in March 2001 and availability of this
documentation was advertised on the Brightwater Web site.
CDs of this documentation are available to anyone who
requests them. In April 2001, a series of public workshops
took place to share the findings of Phase 1 with the general
public and solicit their input. Phase 1 CDs, hard copy
summaries of the Phase 1 process, and reference hard copies
were available at the April 2001 public workshops. The
Executive Advisory Committee (EAC) had the opportunity to
review and discuss the findings of Phase 1 at their April 12,
2001 meeting. Phase 1 materials were available at this
meeting. The criteria that the EAC helped to develop in their
meetings in 2000 were used to evaluate and select the
candidate sites that were further evaluated in the Phase 2
process. The EAC continued these discussions in their May
2001 meeting and sent a letter to King County Executive
Sims and Snohomish County Executive Drewel in June 2001
regarding their discussions on the proposed candidate sites
and evaluation process.
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Phase 2 documentation was sent to local libraries in October 2001 and
availability of this documentation was advertised on the Brightwater
Web site. CDs of this documentation are available to anyone who
requests them. A series of public workshops took place in October 2001
to share the findings of the Phase 2 process with the general public and
solicit their input. The EAC had the opportunity to review and discuss
the findings of Phase 2 at their September 20, 2001 meeting. Phase 1
and Phase 2 materials were available at this meeting. The EAC
continued this discussion in their October 2001 meeting and sent a letter
to Executive Sims, Executive Drewel, and King County Council Chair
Pete von Reichbauer in November 2001 summarizing their discussions.

Phase 3 Vol. 1 (September 2002) and Vol. 2 (November 2002) materials
were sent to local libraries in October and November 2002 and
availability of this documentation was advertised on the Brightwater
Web site. CDs of this documentation are available to anyone who
requests them. Phase 3, VVol. 1 materials were also made available at the
October 2002 public technical seminar. This information, along with
Phase 1 and Phase 2 CDs and the Draft EIS, was also available to the
public at the Draft EIS public hearings held in December 2002. The
EAC had the opportunity to review and discuss findings of the work that
had been carried out during Phase 3 through the issuance of the Draft
EIS at their November 21, 2002 meeting.

For a description of the Brightwater project’s public outreach program,
please refer to Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS and Final EIS. For more
information on the Brightwater project’s public involvement process,
please refer to the response to The Washington Tea Party, Comment
014-31.
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1215-1

r

h

Page 2 of 3

respond to the numerous pages of outside documentation, then time is a necessary and an
important component to getting adequate review and comment.

SEPA is a public process and the most important component is the public. Denying requests
for additional time removes the publics right to adequate response time and due process as
well as to cross examine the process and documents provided.

The County needs to be upfront with the DEIS and its background documents (several
thousands of pages) and allow the necessary time that is needed to respond to the County's
SEPA requirements.

In all fairness, please grant the 2/28/03 comment period. | write this memo with concerns and
the weight on my shoulder's for the citizens of Snohomish County. | am a community
volunteer that shares my energies with family, home and community. The citizens have every
right to be heard in a timely and responsible manner, after all, any

decision made on this matter is a forever decision given the length of the human lifespan and

- the operating time of a waste treatment facility.

Please take the responsibility of this lifetime decision into consideration by allowing the public
appropriate time to respond.

Respectiully,

Corinne R. Hensley

22627 76th Ave SE

Woodinville, WA 98072

425-486-6811

---—--Original Message-----

From: Theller, Donald

Sent: Thursday, December 19, 2002 4:33 PM

To: 'newtl@msn.com'

Cc: Sims, Ron; Hoggard, Calvin; Bissonnette, Pam
Subject: Brightwater EIS

Dear Ms. Gray:

Thank you for your e-mail transmittal of December 5, 2002, expressing concerns about the Brightwater
project. Christie True and Debra Ross also received your correspondence and requested that I address
YOur concerns.

The Brightwater Phase 3 Volume 1 CD was released in early October 2002, and the Phase 3 Volumne 2
materials were released on December 6, 2002. Making these documents available is part of our ongoing
public information process. Although they contain a lot of useful information, members of the public are
not expected to review these documents in order to comment on the Draft EIS. I understand that a copy
of the Phase 3 Volume 2 Documentation CD has been mailed to you. If reviewing the materials
electronically is difficult for you, we could arrange to provide you with access to hard copies of the
Phase 3 Documentation,

I appreciate your concerns about the length of the comment period. SEPA requires us to hold a

12/26/02
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minimum 30-day comment period following the release of the Draft EIS. Before the Draft EIS was
released, Executive Sims responded to citizen concerns and extended the comment period to the current
75 days. At this time, we do not anticipate any further extensions beyond January 21, 2002.

Should you have additional questions or concerns about the comment period and the EIS process, please
feel free to contact me at 206-684-1551.

'I'hankyoufortakmgthehmetownteandexpmssyanrwmonthehghtwaterpm]ect If we can
provide further information, please let us know

12/26/02
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1408-1

1408-2

1408-3

February 5, 2003

Environmental Planning

King County Wastewater Treatment Division TN
201 South Jackson Street, KCS-NR-0505 KE CEi VED
Seattle, WA 98104

FEB" 5 2003

Re: Comments on DEIS —- BRIGHTWATER

ENWRDNMEN"I'AL
PLANNING DIvision

These are my comments on the project called Brightwater, Please take the time to thoroughly review and
evaluate these comments and questions. I'm hoping you'll take more time deing that than you allowed
citizens to comment on this voluminous empty document that contains little detail of the design and direct,
indirect and cumulative impacts as required by law.

To Whom It May Concern:

The comment period for this disgracefiul SEPA document was far too short in which to allow a reasonable
person to make adequate responses 1o assist the County in doing the job it should have done. This is
outrageous. King County should allow more time so that comments are more detailed providing decision
makers a better document for reviewing alternative or the lack of them. Even the two week extension for
20 individuals or groups does little to allow the public adequate time to review a document that the
majority of the public would need years to realize the background information necessary to digest this
tome,

This is further aggravated by lack of detailed analysis with regard to sites and a lack of detailed information
regarding the sites and adequacy of them.

Foreword: iz
L What gives King County the guthority to plan for regional services outside its constituency
boundaries?

Please specify the code and administrative rules which designates such authority.

2, Does King County's regional authority take precedence over the planning jurisdiction of Puget
Sound Regional Council?

3 PSRC has regional planning authority from which jurisdictions take notice of. Does King
County’s authority pre-empt PSRC’s regional planning authority?

4, Why do the voters in Snohomish County have no vote in the jurisdictional district of this regional
facility provider?

This is particularly disturbing where voters of 3 counties and numerous cities had 4 say in the
regional provider “Sound Transit”, but no say in King County’s sewerage decisions.

5. Who are the stakeholders in the Regional Wastewaier Services Plan?

6. According to this introduction there were citizen of the region as stakeholders, Were any of these
citizens from Snohomish County?

7. What guidelines and criteria were adopted from which to make selections of stakeholders?

3 There was an EIS completed in 1998 for the RWSP which identified a capacity need. Where was
notice provided of this process?

9. Was notice placed in the Everett Herald which is the paper of notice for Snohomish County?

Response to Comment 1408-1

Please refer to the response to Blumenthal, Comment 1353-1.
You were one of 23 agencies, organizations, and individuals
| who received an extension of the comment period on request.
Please refer to the response to the Sno-King Environmental
Alliance/Gray, Comment O16-3, regarding the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1408-2

The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) is not a planning
authority. The PSRC is a comprehensive agency that
supports local and state operating agencies needs with
complementary planning and advocacy, and serves as a
center for the collection, analysis and dissemination of
information vital to citizens and governments in this region.
King County’s authority does not pre-empt that of the PSRC
because the roles and responsibilities of King County and the
PSRC are different. For more information on the PSRC
please refer to their website at http://www.psrc.org/about.

The PSRC is a regional transportation and growth planning
coordination agency, not a regulatory agency. VISION 2020
is the growth management and transportation strategy under
state and federal laws for the central Puget Sound region,
which encompasses King, Kitsap, Pierce and Snohomish
Counties. The cities and counties of the region adopted
VISION 2020 in 1990. The Puget Sound Regional Council
modified VISION 2020 in 1993 to bring it into conformance
with the state Growth Management Act (GMA), and updated
it in 1995, which included creation of the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan. The GMA requires this region to have
multi-county policies on growth and transportation issues
extending beyond the boundaries of an individual city or
county. VISION 2020 includes policies affecting eight topics,
including urban growth areas, rural areas, housing,
economics, and transportation, and establishes a monitoring
system to help evaluate whether VISION 2020 is achieving its
desired results.
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Residents and businesses are represented by their local jurisdictions.
The local jurisdiction in which the Brightwater Treatment Plant will be
located has an important role in a number of decisions relating to the
Brightwater process. For example, permitting requirements, ordinances
that regulate noise, traffic, and construction conditions, and agreements
regarding issues such as open space, development possibilities, and
community needs would be essential components of decisions to be
made by local jurisdictions regarding Brightwater. Please refer to the
response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.

Response to Comment 1408-3

Please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10.
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10 If notice was not provided in the local Snohomish County papers, how do you expect the citizens
here 1o know and understand what is going on south of the border that will impact them north of the
border?

1408-3 s i :
11 Why wasn't the public regionally notified of the RWSP process?

12. Regarding the siting process for Brightwater, why were so many of the impacted jurisdictions not
represented on the Siting Advisory Committee by their elected officials?

13. The document says that elected officials were at every step. So where were the elected officials
for Snohomish County and Woaodinville?

14. Why were so many communities and citizens not allowed elected representation?

15, The Edmonds site had their sewer facility manager during the first stage of the siting process.
When two final sites were selected, the mayor of Edmonds took over. Why wasn't an elected official from
Snohomish County allowed io iake over a seat?

16. The Woodway and Bothell sites had elected officials and these sites did not make it to the final
two. There appears 1o be a very selective bias between representations and final sites. Please explain in
detailed terms why the only site kept on the list for final review (SR 9) never had an elected representative
while all the others did,

17. Many of the jurisdictions along the conveyance route were also not represented by elected
14054 citizens, please explain why they weren't on the SAC until the last and final siting process when 2 sites
were reviewed.

18. The process to narrew does not disclose that this was a political process rather than a community,
environmental, engineering and cost factor. This is very disingenuous to the public, This was a political
decision as stated later in this DEIS.

19, How do you differentiate between stakeholders and citizens?

20. The Siting Advisory Committee had three environmental groups representing a very large segment
of the environmental community but a very minute segment of the citizen population. Washington
Environmental Council was represented by Greg Wingard. How do you explain the fact that be never
attended a single SAC meeting?

21, ‘Why did the Brightwater staff not replace SAC members who failed to show up and take the
information back to their organizations?

22, Only two organizations represented a very small portion of the population to be served by
Brightwater. Is this small number considered adequate to represent the community and the citizen
population?

' Foreward, ii:

1408-5 23, Could you print & list of all of the documents written te suppont the analysis for Phase 1, 11 and IIL
24, Are all of the above documents for Phase I, 11 and 111 available to the public in locations that are
accessible outside of King County? In particular are they available for easy access in Snohomish County?
This would certainly make it easier for the hosting commurity to review this DEIS.

25, ‘What is the legal rule that allows Exeécutive Sims to create a preferred alternative prior to the FEIS
issuance?

26, What are the required criteria in order to make & preferred alternative on a legal basis?

2

Response to Comment 1408-4

In June 2000, King County Executive Ron Sims and
Snohomish County Executive Bob Drewel jointly appointed
members to the Brightwater Siting Advisory Committee
(SAC), now the Executive Advisory Committee (EAC). The
role of the Committee was to review the overall Brightwater
Regional Wastewater Treatment System siting process and to
advise the two county executives on a variety of policy issues
and regional concerns. The members bring a regional
prospective to the siting process, and serve on behalf of tribal
governments, local jurisdictions, and special districts in the
siting area, as well as regional labor, business, and
environmental organizations and agencies. The Committee
functions in an advisory capacity and is not charged with

making site selection decisions.

Members of the EAC have included:

Merle Hayes
Daryl Williams
Mayor Bob Bandarra
Mayor Gary Haakenson
Mayor Deborah Chase
Doug Jacobson
Bill Vicek
Mayor Terry Ryan
Councilmember

Angela Amundson
Richard Leahy
Mayor Scott Jepsen
Pete Rose
Councilmember Peter Block
Peter Hahn
Commissioner Paul Mclntyre

Suguamish Tribe

Tulalip Tribes

City of Bothell

City of Edmonds

City of Kenmore

City of Lake Forest Park
City of Lynnwood

City of Mill Creek

City of Mountlake Terrace

City of Mukilteo

City of Shoreline

City of Woodinville
Town of Woodway
Snohomish County
Alderwood Water District

Commissioner Gwenn Maxfield Woodinville Water District

Commissioner Bill Anderson
Deborah Knutson

Silver Lake Water District
Economic Dev. Council of
Sno. Co.
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Peter Coates
Mary Hovander

King County Labor Council
League of Women Voters of Sno.

Co.
Mike Miller Master Builders Assoc. of King & Sno.
Counties
Steve Koch NW WA Building and Trades
Council

Corinne Hensley
Tom Putnam
Greg Wingard
Kevin Fitzpatrick

Pilchuck Audubon Society

Puget Soundkeepers Alliance

Washington Environmental Council

Washington State Department of
Ecology

For more information on the public involvement process please refer to
the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10. 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 Executive
Advisory Committee, formerly 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.

Phase 1, 2, and 3 documentation is available at local libraries, including
the Edmonds, Lynnwood, Mill Creek, and Mountlake Terrace libraries
in Snohomish County and by contacting the Brightwater project team at
brighwater@metrokc.gov, or 206-684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.

Stakeholders are representative of the citizen body as a whole and
include representatives from community groups, environmental groups,
and federal, state, and local agencies.

The EAC members were notified of the meetings and participated at a
level they thought to be appropriate. Members who were not able to
attend meetings were provided with meeting minutes and summaries.

Response to Comment 1408-5

A list of documents written to support the analysis for Phase 1, 2, and 2
is available on King County’s Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/brightwater/library.htm. The Phase 1, 2,
and 3 documents are available for review at the following libraries in
Snohomish County: Edmonds, Lynnwood, Mill Creek, and Mountlake
Terrace. The documents also are available on CD at the libraries, or to
request a copy of the CD, please call the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799 or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571.

For a discussion of the SEPA Rules concerning a preferred alternative,
please refer to the response to Lane Powell Spears Lubersky LLP,
Comment 04-1. King County did not prepare a separate EIS for each
portion of the system because to do so would not be consistent with the
SEPA Rules. SEPA requires in WAC 197-11-060(3)(b) that proposals
or parts of proposals that are related to each other closely enough to be,
in effect, a single course of action shall be evaluated in the same
environmental document. Proposals or parts of proposals are considered
to be closely related and must be discussed in the same environmental
document if they (1) cannot or will not proceed unless the other
proposals (or parts of proposals) are implemented simultaneously with
them; or (2) are interdependent parts of a larger proposal and depend on
the larger proposal as their justification or for their implementation.

The treatment plant, conveyance pipelines, and outfall are all part of one
system being designed to convey influent to the treatment plant, treat the
wastewater, and convey and discharge the effluent. No one part will
proceed without the other and each depends on the larger proposal as its
justification and for its implementation, thus all parts must be evaluated
in the same document as required by SEPA.

The purpose of an EIS is to evaluate the significant adverse
environmental impacts of a proposal. King County has sufficient
information about the principal features of the design and construction
of the Brightwater System to evaluate impacts. Please refer to the
response to Clos, Comment 1414-1.
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1408-5
1403-8

1408-7

1408-8

1408-2

I402-10

I408-11

I408-12

I408-13

F 3

11T
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[
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27. If their are several elements to this facility system requirements, why did the County not do a

separate EIS for each portion of the system? That centainly would have made it much easier for the public |
to understand the processes going on. The magnitude of this EIS and the scope of the entire project

complicate this process for citizens as well as for the county.

28, The designs in this DEIS are considered conceptual and will not be finalized until after public
input. Why is this EIS process being used to finalized design?

29, Does design phase take into account the various treatment facility methods?

30, Will the public be able to comment again once final designs are put into the FEIS? It would seem
rather ridiculous to base a final design on unknowns without full public review.

3L I think the term conceptual misses the point, This is a King County document to provide the detail
and analysis. It is not the requirement of citizens to do the analysis. The County is shrugging is legal
responsibilities and denying citizens due process,

32 Will their be an DSEIS process during design phase to allow the public a chance to comment cn
the final design and plans? These should have been included here, so the public had a full package instead
of a glossed over empty plan.

33 Will the above questions as well as all questions of the presented by the public be adequately
answered?

34 Will the word “avoid” associated with mitigation be used anywhere in this document other than in
terms of the NO Action plan?

Foreword, iii:
35. How can a document this size serving as a conceptual document be used as a principal document
for decision making? The concepts do not do justice to the scope and the nature of the project.

36. Given the nature of the various permits required by this project, how does this document serve to
show in detail the given impacts of the project?

37 Who determines which comments are relevant and which are not?

38 Will political consideration be given to this project analysis?

39 The comment period ending January 21, 2003, was too short to give this project the comment

nature required given the lack of specific detail in this DEIS.

Fact Sheet, v:

40, It 15 my understanding that treated non-potable water can be produced at any site along a
conveyance line including portals and pump stations. King County has just contracted for a non-potable
water site in the Sammamish Valley. Why does this larger facility need to do the same thing that many
smaller less expensive systems could do?

41. Does King County expect to place additional treatment for non-potable water at each site when
smaller facilities scattered across the regional service area would be sufficient for use in the area?

42, Why was the system, not divided up by different sites, conveyance and outfall? This would
allow more alternatives and greater depth in the scope of the project. Two treatment sites is not adequate.

43. Two conveyance routes for one treatment site is not adequate. Three outfall sites are also not
adequate given that there are only 2 treatment sites. The alternatives are too few to make a reasonable

3

Response to Comment 1408-6

Alternative treatment processes have been considered as part
of the Brightwater predesign. These alternatives are described
in Appendix 3-L, Preliminary Working Draft Facilities Plan
for the Brightwater Regional Wastewater Treatment System,
of the Final EIS. This Facilities Plan (May 2003) was
prepared in compliance with the Washington State
Department of Ecology, Requirements for Engineering
Reports, WAC 173-240-060.

Response to Comment 1408-7

King County is not issuing a Supplemental Draft EIS. The
Draft EIS and Final EIS describe the principal features of the
Brightwater System, as required by SEPA. Please refer to the
responses to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray,
Comment O16-3, and Clos, Comment 1414-1. The design of
the Brightwater System will continue to be refined during the
design phase and as plans are reviewed by permitting
agencies. The final design and plans will be public
documents, and the public can request to see them and
comment on them when they have been completed.

Response to Comment 1408-8

The term “avoid” is used in several places throughout the
Final EIS. Please refer to Chapters 4 through 7 of the Final
EIS.

Response to Comment 1408-9

The Brightwater EIS is not intended to “serve as a conceptual
document.” 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, as required by SEPA.
Please refer to the response to Clos, Comment 1414-1. King
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County will provide additional information to permitting agencies as
needed.

Response to Comment 1408-10

The Draft EIS is, under SEPA, a preliminary evaluation. Under SEPA
and in this instance, the Final EIS responds to Draft EIS comments and
contains more detailed information and analysis of the probable
significant impacts of identified Brightwater System alternatives, as
well as reasonable mitigation measures. This EIS, upon completion,
should provide the needed SEPA analysis for local project permits and
approvals. It is anticipated that the permit process in various
jurisdictions and with regulatory agencies will require, in some
instances, significant additional analysis and work associated with
preparation of permit applications and the permit review process. Also,
please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-3,
incorporated in full herein.

Response to Comment 1408-11

It is unclear what is meant by this comment and the questions “Who
determines which comments are relevant and which are not?” All
comments to the Draft EIS are responded to in this Final EIS.

All comments received on the Draft EIS have been routed for response
to members of the Brightwater team who are knowledgeable about the
topic addressed, and each response has been reviewed by numerous
consultants and staff. Each person reviewing the comment determines
whether it is something that needs to be addressed in the SEPA review
or whether it is more appropriate to address the comment in some other
manner. The EIS is an analysis of environmental impacts; political
considerations will be addressed in other arenas. Please refer to the
response to Comment 1408-1 in this letter.

Response to Comment 1408-12

Please refer to the response to Comment 1408-30 in this letter for
information regarding the Sammamish Valley water reuse facility.
Information on reclaimed water projects can be found 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 1408-13

Please refer to the response to Comment 1408-5 in this letter for a
discussion of the environmental review of proposals or parts of
proposals that are closely related. Please refer to the response to Lane
Powell Spears Lubersky LLP, Comment O4-1, for a discussion of
alternatives.

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.

Brightwater Final EIS 1970



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hensley (1408)

I408-13

I408-14

A

h

decision by any jurisdiction. The sites are limited and do not represent the other available areas of use and
need.

Fact Sheet, vi
44 Why is the primary permitting agency (Snohomish County) not 2 co-lead agency?

45 Why does it say “Permits and Approvals that may be needed™? Why doesn't King County know
exactly which permits are needed and necessary?

46. What wetland and stream area is being impacted in such a way that & Corp 404 permit is needed?

47. Please explain the process in which one pursues & Clean Water Act Section 404 permit and which
site, conveyance or outfall area it would be needed for,

48, Please explain the appeal process for a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit.

49, Plesse explain the process in which one pursues a 401 Water Quality Certification permit and for
which site, conveyance or outfall area it would be needed for.

50. Please explain the appeal process for a 401 Water Quality Certification permit.

51. Please explain the process in which one pursues a Coastal Zone Management Certification and
which site, conveyance or outfall area it would be needed for.

52 Please explain the appeal process for a Coastal Zone Management Centification permit.

53. Please explain the process and need and for which site, conveyance or outfall area the Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act is necessary,

54, Please explain if their 18 an appeal process for the Magnuson- Stevens Fishery Conservation
Management Act
55 Please explain the process for the Sustainable Fisheries Act and for which site, conveyance ar

outfall ares it will be necessary.

56 Please explain the process for the Essential Fish Habitat Consultation and for which site,
conveyance or outfall area it will be necessary,

57, Please explain the process for the Coast Guard Motification to Mariners and whether an appeal of
this process is available,

58, Please explain the process for Endangered Species Act, Section 7 Consultation and which site,
conveyance or outfall area it is necessary.

59. Please explain if an appeal process is available for the Endangered Species Act, Section 7
Consultation.

60, Please explain the process for Facility Plan Approval through the Department of Ecology and for
which site, conveyance or outfall area it is necessary.

61 Please explain the appeal process under the DOEs Facility Plan Approval.

62. Please explain the process for an NPDES Permit for Construction through the Department of
Ecology and for which site, conveyance or outfall area it is necessary.

63, Please explain the appeal process under DOEs NFDES Permit for Construction.

4

Response to Comment 1408-14

King County will submit permit requests to pertinent
agencies when specific project locations and details are
determined. At this time, it is not possible to state what
permits will be needed for each treatment plant, conveyance
or outfall site until a Brightwater System has been selected.
Permits may be needed from the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, U.S. Coast Guard, Washington State Department
of Ecology, Washington State Department of Natural
Resources, Washington State Department of Transportation,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration Fisheries, Puget Sound Clean
Air Agency, Washington State Department of Health, and
local jurisdictions depending on the system selected and
facilities included in that system.

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. 1344; 33 CFR
325 regulates discharge of dredged or fill materials into
waters (including wetlands) of the United States. Please
contact the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers at P.O. Box 3755
Seattle, WA 98124-3755 or by phone at 206-764-3742 for
additional information.

A 401 Water Quality Certification permit is required for any
federal permit or license involving construction activities that
affect state waters to certify compliance with state and federal
water quality standards. Please contact the Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology), P.O. Box 47600 Olympia,
WA 98504-7600 for additional information. More
information can also be found on the Ecology Web site at
http://www.ecy.wa.gov.

A certification with Washington’s Coastal Zone Management
(CZM) Program is required for U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers authorized projects and other federally licensed or
permitted projects. Please see previously on how to contact
Ecology for additional information.
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The Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act, Public
Law 94-265, provides for the conservation and management of the
fisheries, and for other purposes. The Magnuson Fishery Conservation
Act was amended by the Sustainable Fisheries Act, which became law
on October 11, 1996. Regulations for implementing the Essential Fish
Habitat (EFH) coordination and consultation provisions of the
Magnuson Stevens Fishery Conservation Management Act are at 50
CFR 600.905 - 930. These regulations provide definitions, procedures
for using existing consultation processes, procedures for conducting
individual EFH consultation when an existing process is not available,
and alternatives to individual EFH consultation. Please contact the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration for more information
through their Northwest Regional Office at 7600 Sand Point Way NE,
Seattle, WA 98115-0070, or by phone at 206-526-6150. Additional
information can be found on the following Web site at:
http://www.nmfs.noaa.gov/sfa.

The Coast Guard uses a Local Notice to Mariners (LNM) as the primary
means for disseminating information concerning aids to navigation,
hazards to navigation, and other items of marine information of interest
to mariners on the waters of the United States, ’its territories, and
possessions. Additional information regarding Coast Guard Notification
to Mariners can be found by contacting the Thirteenth Coast Guard
District at 206-220-7280. More information can also be found at their
main Web site, http://www.uscg.mil/contact.html.

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) directs all federal
agencies to use their existing authorities to conserve threatened and
endangered species, in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service and National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration, to ensure
that their actions do not jeopardize listed species or destroy or adversely
modify critical habitat. Section 7 applies to management of federal
lands as well as other federal actions that may affect listed species, such
as Federal approval of private activities through the issuance of federal
permits, licenses, or other actions. Please contact the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service, Eastside Federal Complex, 911 N.E. 11th Ave.
Portland, OR97232- 4181 or at: http://endangered.fws.gov for additional
information.

A Facility Plan Approval will be required for the Brightwater System
regardless of the treatment plant site, conveyance route, and outfall zone
selected. Please see previously on how to contact Ecology for additional

The discharge of pollutants into the state’s surface waters is regulated
through National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System and State
Wastewater Discharge permits (NPDES permits). Permitted facilities
may be covered under individual municipal or industrial discharge
permits, or under one of a variety of wastewater discharge general
permits. Permits typically place limits on the quantity and concentration
of pollutants that may be discharged. To ensure compliance with these
limits, permits require wastewater treatment or impose other operational
conditions. Please see previously on how to contact Ecology for
additional information.

Washington State Department of Ecology’s (Ecology) Voluntary
Cleanup Program provides services to individuals cleaning up
contaminated sites. VVoluntary cleanups can be conducted completely
independent of Ecology, independent with some Ecology assistance or
review, or with Ecology oversight under a signed legal agreement.
Please see previously on how to contact Ecology for additional
information.

A Hydraulic Project Approval is needed for work that uses, diverts,
obstructs, or changes the natural flow or bed of state waters for the
purpose of protection of fish life and related habitat. Please contact the
Washington State Fish and Wildlife Service by mail at 600 Capitol Way
N, Olympia, WA 98501-1091, or by phone at (360) 902-2200 for
additional information.

The Washington State Department of Natural Resources (WA DNR)
Aguatic Lands Easement Authorization allows the use of aquatic lands
under WA DNR jurisdiction. Please contact WA DNR at 1111
Washington Street SE, P.O. Box 47000 Olympia, WA 98504-7000,
through their Web site http://www.dnr.wa.gov or by phone at 360-902-
1000 for additional information.

The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency issues permits under the Clean Air
Act that apply to the source and provide monitoring and reporting

Brightwater Final EIS 1972



Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS

Hensley (1408)

provisions to enforce those requirements. More information on Notice
of Construction Permits and Air Operating Permits can be found by
contacting the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency. They can be reached
either directly through their Web site at http://www.pscleanair.org or at
their office at 110 Union Street Suite 500, Seattle, WA 98101.

Each local jurisdiction has its own set of regulations pertaining to
conditional use permits. However, typically a Conditional Use Permit
(CUP) is required to allow a conditionally permitted use on a specific
property subject to conditions that ensure compatibility with nearby land
uses. A Variance application process typically allows adjustments in the
application of standards of the zoning code to a particular property.
Variance requests may include reduced setbacks, lot coverage, height,
and intrusions into sensitive area buffers. A Public Agency Utility
Exception may be granted for a public utility agency or district for
certain installations in sensitive areas or their buffers. For more
information on any of these topics please contact the appropriate
jurisdiction. King County will not be able to determine which local
jurisdiction will require which permits until a final decision is made.
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I40z-14

I408-15

I408-16
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64, Please explain the process for an NFDES Municipal Discharge Permit through the Department of
Ecology and for which site, conveyance or outfall area it is necessary.

65, Please explain the appeal process under DOEs NPDES Municipal Discharge Permit.

&6, Please explain DOEs Voluntary Cleanup Program Approval or Consent Decree and for which site,
conveyance or ouifall ares it is necessary.

&7. Please explain the appeal process under DOEs Voluntary Cleanup Program Approval or Consent
Decree,

68. Please explain the WS Department of Fish and Wildlifie permit process for Hydraulic Project
Approval and for which site, conveyance or outfall area it is necessary.

69, Please explain the appeal process under DFWs Hydraulic Project Approval and verify that this
permit is noticed for permit and appeal in all of the local papers.

T0. Please explain the WS DNR Aquatic Lands Easement/Authorization for Outfall and Conveyance
Pipelines and for which site, conveyance or outfall area it is necessary.

Tl Please explain the appeal process for an Aquatic Lands Easement/Authorization for Outfall and
Conveyance Pipelines,

T Please explain the permit process for PSCAAs Notice of Construction permit issuance and for
which site, conveyance or outfall it will be necessary.

73 Please explain the appeal process for the Notice of Construction permit required by PSCAA

74, Please explain the appeal process for PSCAAs Air Operating Permit and for which site,
conveyance or outfall it will be necessary.

75, Please explain the appeal process for PSCAAs Air Operating Permit.

T6. Please explain the permit process for each conditional use permit that will be required pertaining
to each site, conveyance route, pump stations, portals and outfalls,

77 Please explain the appeal process for each conditional use permit needed.

78, Please explain the permit process for each variance needed for each site, conveyance route, pump
station, portal and outfalls,

79, Please explain the appeal process for each variance needed.

80. Please explain the permit process for each Public Agency Utility Exception and for which site,
conveyance route, pump station, portal and outfall this exception is needed,

81, Please explain the appeal process for each Public Agency Utility Exception.

82, Please explain the public process for the Essential Public Facility Siting Evaluation that will be
conducted for the site, conveyance, pump stations, portals and outfall.

83, Please explain the process by which the EPF siting evaluation is appealable and to whom?

84, Please explain the Building permit process for the sites, conveyance, pump stations, portals and
outfall as they differ by jurisdiction. Please note the process for all involved jurisdictions.

Response to Comment 1408-15

Please refer to the response to Comment 1408-14 in this letter
for information on what permits will be required.

Essential public facilities include those facilities that are
typically difficult to site as defined in RCW47.06.140 and
RCW 71.09.020. Please contact the Washington State Office
of Community Development at 906 Columbia Street SW,
Olympia, WA 98504. for additional information.

Response to Comment 1408-16

Please refer to the response to Comment 1408-14 in this letter
for information on what permits will be required.

King County will not be able to determine which local
jurisdiction will require which permits until a final decision is
made on project location. King County will submit requests
for building permits to agencies with jurisdiction at that time.
For more information on building permit processes please
contact specific local jurisdictions.

Each local jurisdiction has its own set of permits and criteria.
Please contact specific jurisdictions for more information on
their Clearing and Grading Permits.
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85 Please explain the process by which these building permits are appealable?

£6, Please explain the various clearing and grading permits required for the sites, conveyance, pump
stations, partals and outfalls as they differ by jurisdiction. Please note the process involved for each
jurisdiction,

87 Please explain the process by which these clearing and grading permits are appealable?

§8. Please explain the various Sensitive Area Reviews for each jurisdiction regarding the sites,
CONVEYANCE, pump stations, portals and outfalls as they differ by jurisdiction, Please note the process
involved for each jurisdiction.

£9, Please explain the process by which these Sensitive Area Reviews are appealable?

90, Please explain the Shoreline Substantial Development Permit requirements and for which sites,
conveyance or outfalls they are necessary for.

9l1. Please explain the process by which Shoreline Substantial Development Permits are appealable,

92, Please explain the process necessary for Street Use Permits and for which sites, conveyance or
outfalls they are necessary for.

93 Please explain the process by which Street Use Permits can be appealed.

94, Please explain the process by which Utility Permits are issued and for which sites, conveyance and
outfall they are necessary.

95, Please explain the appeal process for Utility permits.

96, Please explain the Haul route permits are needed and for which sites, conveyance and outfall areas
they will be necessary.

97. Please explain the SEPA process for each site, conveyance route and outfall,

98, Please explain the SEPA appeal process for cach site, conveyance route and outfall and if you
intend to put that process in the FEIS.

99, Will King County seek a JARPA permit and for which sites, conveyance or outfall will it be
sought?

100 If a JARPA permit is requested, please explain what the appeal process is.
101 What easements will King County need to secure in order to secure sites, routes and oufalls?

102,  What permits will King County need from the Snohomish County and King County Health
Departments?

103, Will King County need a Wastewater Discharge Permit from the Department of Ecology and a
section 402 permit?

104. Will King County need a water right permit from Department of Ecology for temporary water
withdrawals?

Fact Sheet — DEIS — viii:
105, IfDEIS is inadequate, how will it serve as the background document for all local and state
permits?

Response to Comment 1408-17

Please refer to the response to Comment 1408-14 in this letter
for information on what permits will be required.

Please contact each jurisdiction directly for more information
on Sensitive Area Reviews.

Response to Comment 1408-18

Please refer to the response to Comment 1408-14 in this letter
for information on what permits will be required.

The Shoreline Substantial Development Permit allows work
or activities within areas subject to the Shoreline
Management Act. Please refer to the response to Comment
1408-14 in this letter on how to contact the Washington State
Department of Ecology and specific jurisdictions for
additional information.

Street Use Permits are typically required for construction
activities that take place in a public right-of-way. A Utility
Permit is for public and private utilities typically for the use
of property in which the permitting jurisdiction has an
ownership interest. Haul Route Agreements vary by
jurisdiction. The need for Street Permits, Utility Permits or
Haul Route Agreements will be determined during the
permitting process. King County will submit requests to
agencies with jurisdiction when specific project locations are
determined. Please contact specific jurisdictions for
additional information.

Response to Comment 1408-19

The SEPA process is the same for each treatment plant site,
conveyance route, and outfall route. It includes earlier
programmatic review of the Regional Wastewater Services
Plan and other planning documents, issuance of three SEPA
determinations by the King County Council during the siting
process, issuance of a Determination of Significance and
Scoping Notice for the Brightwater proposal, scoping
meetings in May and June 2002, issuance of a Draft EIS in
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November 2002 followed by a 75-day comment period, and issuance of
a Final EIS. Please refer to additional discussion of the environmental
review of the Brightwater proposal in Chapters 1 and 2 of the Final EIS.

The administrative appeal rule for the Solid Waste and Wastewater
Treatment Divisions of King County went into effect in early November
2003. It applies to SEPA determinations issued, including the Final EIS.
More information regarding this administrative rule can be requested by
contacting the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799, toll-free at1-888-
707-8571, or online at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/wtd/brightwater/index.htm.

Response to Comment 1408-20

A Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application (JARPA) permit will be
sought for individual or system-wide project components that will
require evaluation or approval from regulatory agencies that accept the
form as an application format for review.

The JARPA Form is currently utilized by several regulatory agencies.
The following agencies are usually sent the JARPA form: the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (COE), the U.S. Coast Guard, the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration Fisheries (NOAA Fisheries), the Washington State
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW), the Washington State
Department of Ecology (Ecology), the Washington State Department of
Natural Resources (WA DNR), and local governments involved in the
project. Please check with each agency and local jurisdiction for its
appeal process.

King County will acquire any necessary permanent, temporary, or
construction easements for construction and operation of Brightwater.
These easements will encompass both subterranean and aboveground
areas in varying combinations along the proposed conveyance
alignments. Additionally, King County will obtain right-of-entry
agreements where necessary for conducting studies, surveys, and
appraisal work. King County will purchase parcels required for
permanent facilities.

Depending on the location of the selected alignment for the outfall
conveyance system, the outfall would require easements from first class

and/or second class tideland owners as well as an aquatic land use
agreement with Washington State Department of Natural Resources.

102. Snohomish County Health Department and King County Health
Department do not require any particular permits for the Brightwater
System. Water reuse provisions are developed by Ecology in
conjunction with the Washington State Department of Health and are
included in the treatment plant operating NPDES permit.

104. If during the permitting process it is clear that the provisions of
state law require that a water right permit is necessary for the project,
then King County would seek to obtain one.

Response to Comment 1408-21

For the reasons set forth in the responses to 1408-28 through 1408-593 of
this comment letter King County believes that the Draft EIS and Final
EIS meet the requirements for an Environmental Impact Statement as
required under state law and the applicable case law interpreting the
Washington State Environmental Policy Act ‘s (SEPA) procedural
requirements (SEPA Rules WAC 197-11). 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, that local and state agencies will
simply adopt the EIS.
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1066.  This DEIS is lacking the meat on its bones in which to serve asa principle resource document,
The two volumes and one technical document serve as an injustice to the public

Fact Shect — DEIS - x:
107. Hey, you put my name in this document. Did | need the publicity and did you ask me and get my
permission to publish my name?

108.  Have you kept up on the Snohomish County Council's changes to the comprehensive plan? It
appears that the DPO has been removed so infrastructure capacity adequacy isn't needed in the UGAs.

Fact Sheet, xi:

109 The libraries should have more than the documents incorporated by reference, they should inchude
all documents serving as background for this document. This is really out of line for adequate information
for the public to use to review this document. Why is King County hiding its documents?

L.1: Pro
110. ‘Why isn't tertiary treatment being looked at as an alternative?

111 With our lakes, streams and Puget Sound suffering from critical impacts from temperature and
toxicants, why isn't King County stepping up to the plate to reduce those impacts by using better treatment
better than secondary?

112 Are our public water resources so clean that we don't need to protect them?

113 How is it that almost 100 sites were looked at and only two were deemed adequate under SEPAT
Could this be explained in detail.

114. What authority does King County have in carrying out the regional mandate contained in the King
County Wastewater Services Plan?

115, Is there a contract that gives King County authority to dictate to all of the jurisdictions in
Snohomish County that will be impacted by any new sewage treatment facility that King County builds?

116.  Ifthere is such a contract, what is the date this contract ends?

117.  1s Snohomish County part of that contract?

118,  What document was used to establish the capacity needs for 2010 and 20407

119, What methodologies and assumptions are the basis for the documents supporting capacity needs?

120. ‘What are the state and federal standards that need 1o be met for processing secondary treatment
wagtewater?

121, Please list in detail the requirements for water quality of secondary treatment for both state and
federal,

122, Please list in detail the requirements fior water quality of tertiary treatment for both state and
federal,

123, Please list in detail the minimum requirements for water quality of treated sanitary and surface
wastes for both state and federal.

124, If any of the above standards for waste water treatment are increased prior to permit issuance, will
this DEIS still be adequate to cover the upgrade of treatment?

7

Response to Comment 1408-22

The Draft EIS was based on the most current plans available
prior to document publication. The Final EIS analysis
incorporates any new or revised information that became
available after the publication of the Draft EIS.

It is not possible to respond to the second part of your
comment because it is not clear what the acronym “DPO”
refers to.

Response to Comment 1408-23

The documents referenced in the Brightwater Draft EIS are
voluminous. It would be very difficult to provide multiple
copies to all libraries, and some libraries have indicated they
have a shortage of space for maintaining all of these
materials. The King County Wastewater Treatment Division
(WTD) has assembled all referenced documents and has
made them available for review in our offices. Members of
the public are welcome to make an appointment to review the
documents at the WTD offices during business hours. Please
contact the Brightwater project at 206-684-6799 or toll-free
at 1-888-707-8571.

Response to Comment 1408-24

The Brightwater Treatment Plant, whether it is located at the
Route 9 site or Unocal site, would be constructed to produce
5 mgd of high quality reclaimed water. The initial 5 mgd
would be used to serve needs on the treatment plant site,
including landscaping, irrigation, and process water. Site
plans at both alternative plant sites provide space to produce
up to 54 mgd of reclaimed water when flows reach that
volume. King County will continue to work to identify users
and expand its production of reclaimed water accordingly.
Any future proposal to provide reclaimed water offsite will
comply with SEPA, as appropriate. Please refer to the
response to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Joseph,
Comment O17-66.
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Response to Comment 1408-25

During the first phase of the Brightwater siting process, over 95 land
areas were considered as a potential site for the treatment plant. These
land areas were analyzed for serious engineering and environmental
constraints that would limit the construction or operation of a
wastewater treatment plant. Examples of constraints include steep
slopes, flood zones, and biological preserves, or conservation areas.
This analysis revealed that approximately 38 of the 95 land areas were
largely unconstrained. Next, policy site screening criteria were applied
to these land areas, and as a result of this work, the King County
Council adopted six candidate sites in May 2001. These six candidate
sites were further evaluated, which led to the King County Council
December 2001 decision, approving the Unocal and Route 9 Systems to
continue forward in the environmental review process. Information from
these two phases is documented and available local area libraries and in
CD format upon request. It can also be obtained by contacting the
Brightwater project at 206-684-6799, toll-free at 1-88-707-8571.
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS provides more details on this process. Please
refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.

Response to Comment 1408-26

For information relating to population and wastewater flows please refer
to the RWSP Final EIS, Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and
Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS, and a summary of this information is
available in the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.

Response to Comment 1408-27

Chapter 173-221 WAC, Discharge Standards and Effluent Limitations
for Domestic Wastewater Facilities, outlines the purpose and scope,
policy, definitions and standards for domestic wastewater facilities.
WAC 173-221-040 outlines domestic wastewater facility standards,
including water quality limits. Final effluent limitations are determined
through permit approval by the Washington State Department of
Ecology. Chapter 153-201A WAC outlines the water quality standards
for surface waters in Washington State. These sections of the WAC
include standards for both secondary and advanced treatment plants.

Response to Comment 1408-28

The Draft EIS is, under SEPA, a preliminary evaluation. Under SEPA
and in this instance, the Final EIS responds to Draft EIS comments and
contains more detailed information and analysis of the probable
significant impacts of identified Brightwater System alternatives, as
well as reasonable mitigation measures. The EIS appropriately considers
the water quality and other standards and requirements currently
applicable and those reasonably anticipated to be required at the time of
permit issuance. This EIS, upon completion, should provide the needed
SEPA analysis for local project permits and approvals. It is anticipated
that the permit process in various jurisdictions and with regulatory
agencies will require, in some instances, significant additional analysis
and work associated with preparation of permit applications and the
permit review process. King County will work with permitting agencies
to comply with applicable standards in place at that time.
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125.  During biosolid treatment, what contaminants arc not removed from this process?
126,  What types of resource land use are biosolid use prohibited from?

127, If biosolids are treated on site, what chemicals and filtration systems are needed to reduce
contaminants and odors from the area?

123. Will the treatment of biosolids be odiferous and how will King County mitigate the odors?

129.  Where will reclaimed water be reused other than onsite?

130, Is there a willing market of reclaimed water in any of the areas of the sites or conveyance routes?
131, Who will subsidize the use of reclaimed water? .

132, How will the highest standards in the United States for odor control systems be paid for?

133.  How will the design be architecturally compatible with the surrounding neighborhood?

134, Which neighborhoods are you discussing and which portion of which facility?

135, What are the commitments that King County has made to local governments and sewer service
providers regarding this system?

136.  Please provide details of the commitments made by King County to local governments and sewer
services providers with regards to this system?

137, Which local governments and sewer services providers and which part of the system were
commitments made?

138, Please explain in more detail what “flexibility” is and what it refers to.
139. Please explain in more detail what “cost-effective”™ is and what it refiers to.

140.  "Will either treatment site be used to handle overflow capacity from the current existing King
County sites?

141 Why is there no structural “lid” offered for the SR 9 site?

142, Is there financing available for the multi-modal project and how much mitigation would King
County put forward to implement such a project?

143, Is there a contract or “commitment” by King County to treat flows from the Cities of Edmonds
and Lynnwood?

144, Would King County make such a commitment to Edmonds and Lynnwood if SR 2 is the final
site?

1.2: Preferred Alternative

145.  When was the preferred alternative decided?

146 What background documentation (environmenta! and technical review) was used to make the
preferred alternative?

Response to Comment 1408-29

Anaerobic digestion would be used to stabilize the solids and
create a Class B biosolids. In the digester, highly specialized
bacteria decompose organic matter. Most pathogens are
destroyed during this stabilization process, and some organic
chemicals are degraded. However, the treatment process does
not remove phosphorous or metals, which end up either in the
biosolids or the effluent. The most effective strategy for
reducing contaminants in the biosolids is to prevent them
from entering the treatment plant. Please refer to the response
to Comment 1408-189 in this letter for a description of King
County’s Industrial Waste Program.

Both Class A and Class B biosolids can be used for land
application for agriculture and forestry. However, Class B
biosolids have buffer requirements and public access and
crop harvesting restrictions.

All of the solids handling processes would be enclosed in
buildings where the process air would be collected and
treated by three-stage chemical scrubbers followed by a final
polishing stage of carbon adsorption. Each stage would treat
the process air to a greater degree. The chemical scrubbers
would use sodium hypochlorite, sodium hydroxide, and
potentially sulfuric acid. The carbon polisher would be used
to adsorb any remaining odors from the air prior to being
discharged to the atmosphere.

Response to Comment 1408-30

King County has identified potential users within a 5-mile
radius of both the Route 9 and Unocal sites, and the path of
the Route 9-195th Street effluent conveyance line. There is a
potential demand for up to 10.1 mgd of reclaimed water for
the Route 9 System and 7.4 mgd for the Unocal System. In
addition, up to 10 mgd of potential agricultural demand in the
Sammamish Valley could be served by the Brightwater
Treatment Plant instead of developing a separate Sammamish
Reuse Treatment Plant in the valley. Please refer to Appendix
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3-D, Reclaimed Water Technology Review and Evaluation of Potential
Water Reuse Opportunities, of the Final EIS. Any future decision to
provide reclaimed water for offsite uses would undergo appropriate
environmental review.

The construction of reclaimed water facilities is a capital project, and
the cost would be covered by the King County Wastewater Treatment
Division’s capital budget. The capital budget is funded by ratepayers in
King County’s entire service area. When reclaimed water becomes
available, a market rate for its use would be determined, and then
reclaimed water customers would be charged the market rate. The
market rate would reflect what customers are willing to pay. It is likely
to be a percentage of the cost that a customer would otherwise pay for
potable water. User fees would offset, or recover, some of the cost of
construction, operation, and maintenance of the reclaimed water system;
however, at least initially, it is likely that ratepayers would subsidize
some of the cost of reducing the demand on the limited supply of
potable water.

Response to Comment 1408-31

Additional information on odor control can be found in Chapter 5 of the
Final EIS.

Cost and economic issues 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 would 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 1408-32

King County has been working with stakeholder groups and the
community in the vicinity of the treatment plant locations throughout
the Draft EIS process to collect input and receive feedback on facility
design. Community design workshop information was provided in the
Draft EIS. The final facility design process would continue to be
conducted in close coordination with stakeholder groups in the vicinity
of the treatment plant location. King County will hold additional design
workshops during predesign and final design to collect input on
aesthetic and design goals from the community. Ideas and concepts
identified by the community would be further incorporated into the
aesthetic design strategy for the facility. Please refer to Chapter 12 of
the Final EIS for a discussion of the anticipated aesthetic impacts and
proposed conceptual mitigation plans.

Response to Comment 1408-33

The neighborhoods referred to in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS are the
neighborhoods immediately adjacent to the treatment plant site. The
facility as a whole is intended to be compatible with the adjacent
neighborhood.

Response to Comment 1408-34

King County has not made any formal agreements with local
governments and wastewater agencies at this time. During the final
design and permitting process, King County will work with local
jurisdictions and utility providers to ensure the Brightwater System is
coordinated with existing facilities.

Response to Comment 1408-35

Flexibility refers to the ability to accommodate changing conditions
within the wastewater service area that could result in alterations in
treatment plant operations. These conditions could include changes in
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flow patterns, in the composition of wastewater flows, in regional
treatment and conveyance systems, or other factors.

Response to Comment 1408-36

The term ““cost-effective” means “*economical in terms of tangible
benefits produced by money spent.”* (http://www.m-w.com/home.htm,
Retrieved June 20, 2003).

Response to Comment 1408-37

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 1408-38

The structural lid sub-alternative is being proposed in order to
accommodate the multimodal facility at the Unocal site. There is no co-
location of such a facility at the Route 9 site making a structural lid
unnecessary. Please refer to Chapter 3 of the Final EIS for information
on the proposed structural lid at the Unocal site. For information on the
structural lid sub-alternative and its funding, please refer to the response
to the Sno-King Environmental Alliance/Gray, Comment O16-39.

Response to Comment 1408-39

King County presently treats wastewater from Edmonds 6 months out of
the year through a flow transfer agreement, so Edmonds is served by
King County’s wastewater treatment services. Lynnwood is not served
by King County’s wastewater treatment services. Please refer to Chapter
2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow Analysis, of the Final EIS for
information on King County’s wastewater service area.

Response to Comment 1408-40

The transfer of flows from the Edmonds and/or Lynnwood treatment
plants would be feasible if the Brightwater Treatment Plant were located
at the Unocal site because the Unocal site is close to the Edmonds and
Lynnwood systems. A transfer of flows would be not be feasible if
Brightwater is located at Route 9. In addition, the decision on whether
or not to transfer flows would be and by the Cites of Edmonds and/or

Lynnwood for their respective systems in cooperation with King
County.

Response to Comment 1408-41

King County identified a preferred alternative, the Route 9-195th Street
System, in August 2002. 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.
During the first phase of the Brightwater siting process, over 95 land
areas were considered as potential site for the treatment plant. These
land areas were analyzed for serious engineering and environmental
constraints that would limit the construction of a wastewater treatment
plant. Examples of constraints include steep slopes, flood zones, and
biological preserves or conservation areas. This analysis revealed that
approximately 38 of the 95 land areas were largely unconstrained. Next,
policy site screening criteria were applied to those land areas, and as a
result of this work, the King County Council adopted six candidate sites
in May 2001. These six candidate sites were further evaluated, which
led to the King County Council December 2001 decision, approving the
Unocal and Route 9 Systems to continue forward in the environmental
review process. Information from these two phases is documented and
available in CD format upon request. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the
Final EIS for more information on the history of the siting process.

Please refer to Chapter 3 and Appendices 3-A, Project Description:
Treatment Plant, and 3-B, Project Description: Conveyance, of the Final
EIS for information on the Preferred Alternative.
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147, What are the relative efficiencies and flexibilities that the preferred alternative would provide
other than size and proximities to other existing King County conveyance routes?

148,  What is the relative expense associated with tunnels and long term maintenance?

149, The DEIS discusses three system alternatives, which are so closely the same, that the alternatives
for any sewer treaiment project are not adequate for making even a preferred aliernative.

150.  Ifthe executive can make a preferred alternative based on very little information for review, how
will the executive make a final decision based on inadequate information?

1.3, Purpose and Need for Proposal
151, Where is the RWSP available for review?

152, Which local sewer service providers and cities are part of the RWSP?
133. s Snohomish County part of this RWPS?
154.  Did Snohomish County agree to the capacity needs?

155, Which junisdictions provided the expert assistance to refine the subsequent ordinances of the
regional policies adopted by the King County Council?

156, What state code gives King County regional authority over other jurisdictions and counties?
157. ‘What determined the 2010 date for in place?
158, Please identify the primary service area that King County has established by ordinance.

159, Is the Edmonds site within the primary service area that King County has established by
ordinance?

160. Why or why not is the Edmonds site within or not within the primary service area that King
County Established by ordinance?

161, Was the primary service area established by ordinance?

162, Is the Lynnwood service area within the primary service area established by King County by
Ordinance?

163. Is the SR -9 site within the service area established by King County and by ordinance?

164 Is the area surrounding the SR 9 site within the service area established by King County and by
ordinance? '

165.  Why are the surrounding areas of the SR 9 site not within the service area established by King
County and by ordinance?

166. Was Snohomish County and the cities within, an original participant of the METRO cleanup of
Lake Washington?

167.  What role did Snohomish County and its cities have in the establishment of METRO as this is
what is assumed in the statements for Chapter 1.37

168 How is this larger extended service area related to the establishment of METRO?

Response to Comment 1408-42

Please refer to the response to Comment 1408-31 in this letter
for information on cost and economic issues.

Response to Comment 1408-43

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.

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 the
response to Lane Powell Spears Lubersky LLP, Comment
0O4-1.
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Response to Comment 1408-44

When the Final EIS for the Regional Wastewater Services Plan was
issued in 1998, copies were sent to the following libraries: King County
Library System (all branches), Mill Creek Public Library, Renton Public
Library (main branch), Seattle Public Library (Green Lake, Fremont,
Magnolia, Queen Anne, and West Seattle branches), and the University
of Washington Suzzallo Library. Documents may still be available for
review at these libraries. The RWSP Final EIS, the ordinance adopting
the RWSP, and subsequent documents are available for review on the
Web at http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/rwsp/library.htm.

Response to Comment 1408-45

A list of King County’s wholesale wastewater customers is given in
Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. Snohomish County is not a wastewater
agency, but is a member of the Puget Sound Regional Council, which
generates population and employment forecasts upon which flow
projections are based. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the Final EIS. Also,
please refer to the response to the City of Edmonds, Comment C9-10.

Response to Comment 1408-46

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1.

Response to Comment 1408-47

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 1408-48

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 1408-49

Please refer to the response to O’Morrison, Comment E13-1. For
information relating to the history of Metro, please refer to Chapter 2 of

the Final EIS. The original flow forecasts and plans for facilities are
found in the 1958 Metropolitan Seattle Sewerage and Drainage Survey.
Please refer to Chapter 2 and Appendix 2-A, Population and Flow
Analysis, of the Final EIS for information on population forecasts. Also,
please refer to the response to the City of Seattle, Comment C10-1.
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1408-42

1408-30

I402-51

I402-52

1408-533

1408-534

I408-55

A

h

169.  Were the existing regional systems designed for the problems that METRO was enacted 1o
resolve?

170.  What was the estimated dates of capacity originally established for the Renton facility and that of
West Point?

17 Where did the 2030 population forecasts come from?

172.  Are the population forecasts consistent with those forecasted through the Office of Financial
Management under GMAT

173, The capacity needed is 74 mgd by 2030, Where is the excess capacity going as this facility is
being designed only for 54 mgd?

174, Are there plans to increase the new Brightwater Facility beyond 54 mgd at any time in the future?

175, This decisions requirements for capacity will help to protect this region’s water quality and public
health and safety, HOW?

176. Please detail how the additional capacity will help protect this region’s water quality in regards to
ground and surface water/

177. Will only Brightwater help satisfy King County’s ability to meet applicable state and fiederal
regulations? Please explain.

178.  Will only Brightwater help King County’s ability to meet applicable state and federal regulations
in regards to local sewer service agency contracts? Please explain,

1.4 Siting Process Background
179, When were the almost 100 alternative sites first established?

180, How and where were these identified and when?

181.  Phase 1 looked at the almost 100 sites and how each met the King County council adopted siting
criteria. When were these criteria adopted and how did each site fit within this criteria?

182, The complete phase 1 was done in May 2001, yet the final 7 sites were selected in March 2001.
Why was phase completed after the final 7 sites were selected?

183, Why does the DEIS say 6 final sites when 7 final sites were actually selected in March 20017
Woodinville, Woodway, Edmonds, Gravel Quarry, Gun Range, Thrashers Wetlands and SR 9,

184. What final refined policy eriteria for use in narmowing the number of sites in Phase [1 were adopted
by King County?

185, What part did Snohomish County play in adopting final policy criteria for the siting process?

186, What part did Snchomish County play in adopting final policy criteria for the narrowing of the
number of sites under Phase II7

187. What was the number of sites reviewed under Phase [?
188, What was the number of sites reviewed under Phase [17

189, Did Phase Il inclede the Kenmore Gun Range as a candidate system site?

10

Response to Comment 1408-50

Population forecasts used in the planning of Brightwater
facilities are generally consistent with those provided by the
Office of Financial Management. These forecasts have been
updated since the publication of the Draft EIS. Updated
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 1408-51

The treatment plant would provide secondary treatment
capacity in 2010 for 36 million gallons a day (mgd) of
wastewater, with anticipated expansion to 54 mgd in 2030.
Currently, there are no plans to increase capacity above 54
mgd capacity at either of proposed alternative treatment plant
site. To meet the additional capacity requirements of 74 mgd,
the South Treatment Plant will be expanded from 115 mgd to
135 mgd; this expansion is anticipated to take place in 2029
and is included in Ordinance 13680 adopting the Regional
Wastewater Service Plan. For more information on the
project description and Unocal subalternatives, please refer to
Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1408-52

Planning for and implementing adequate wastewater
treatment capacity in the region will provide treatment of
flows accompanying population growth outlined in adopted
comprehensive land use plans. This will allow wastewater
treatment plants to function effectively and provide high
quality effluent, as well as avoid overflows caused by
capacity limitations. Overflows are a source of pollution to
local waters, resulting in environmental degradation and
public health impacts.
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Response to Comment 1408-53

Please refer to the response to Comment 1408-52 in this letter.
Constructing a regional wastewater treatment plant would reduce
reliance on septic systems and onsite disposal systems, which are not
efficient wastewater treatment systems in dense urban environments.
Ineffective onsite systems are, for example, a source of groundwater
contamination. An efficient regional wastewater treatment system would
also reduce the potential for overflows of untreated or poorly treated
wastewater during peak capacity periods. These efforts would help to
protect both groundwater and surface water resources in the region.

Response to Comment 1408-54

The additional capacity provided by Brightwater would allow King
County to meet applicable state and federal regulations and satisfy
contracts with local sewer service agencies in King and Snohomish
Counties.

The Brightwater project is one element of the Regional Wastewater
Services Plan (RWSP), which includes 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 our capacity
could be increased, including 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. 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.

Over 60 percent of the wastewater that will be treated at the Brightwater
Treatment Plant will come from south Snohomish County. 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 our service area, the South 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. This clean water uses up
valuable capacity needed to treat wastewater. Although reducing the
amount of stormwater and groundwater that enters 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.

Response to Comment 1408-55

Chapter 2 of the Final EIS contains a more detailed discussion of the
siting procedures which led to the alternatives included in the Draft EIS
for plant sites, outfall sites, and conveyance routes. Phase 1
documentation lists land areas considered during Phase 1. Both Chapter
2 and Phase 1, 2, and 3 siting documents outline the policy site
screening and site selection criteria adopted by the King County Council
and applied to the information and potential sites available. Those
materials also address the rationale for not carrying forward alternatives
other than those set forth in the Draft EIS. Phase 1, 2, and 3
documentation is available at local libraries, including the Edmonds,
Lynnwood, Mill Creek, and Mountlake Terrace libraries in Snohomish
County, and by contacting the Brightwater project team at
brighwater@metrokc.gov, or 206/684-6799, or toll-free 1-888-707-
8571.
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1408-58

1408-57

I402-58

1408-59

1408-80

I402-51

1408-62

I402-83

1405-84

I408-65

1408-66

I402-87

Pr— [ — — [ — — — — — —

190, Please include the documentation for the trenching systems that would have been used for each of
the six candidate systems.

191, Please include the documentation for the site layouts for each of the six candidate systems.

192, Please include detailed documentation and discussion for each of the (six) candidate sites
comparing them consistently, fairly and in relation to cost and potential impacts,

193, The final sites were selected in 2001, What measures did King County take to lock at six sites in
relation to cost and potential impacts?

194, Please describe the timelines and measures in those timelines to go from just under 100 sites to 2
sites?

195, The final selection is based on primary two sites for treatment facilities. How do these two sites
meet up with the County’s final criteria in relation to the almost 100 sites that were originally looked at?

1.5 Proposed Alternatives

196, This section states that this section summarizes each of the three action alternatives being
evaluated. Why is the no action alternative not considered an action alternative?

197, What are the three action alternatives being evaluated as compared to “no action”?

198.  How does the 195" Sireet System Alternative comply with SEPA as it doesn't really site a
facility?

199, Whose planning jurisdiction is the SR 9 site in?
200, Do the sites located in the SR 9 UGA area, have wetlands?

201, 'Will the sites located in the SR 9 UGA area be fully rehabilitated to their 1970 and prior forested
state?

202, Will the southern portion of the SR 9 site be developed consistent with the surrounding rural
residential or the surrounding industrial?

203, The 36- to 54 mgd is assumed to need approximately 47 acres. Why is this so inconsistent with
the 25 acres that the public and SAC were told were needed? Please be specific.

204,  What other sites of the almost 100 would meet the 47 acres assumed to be needed by the DEIS
versus the public siting process.

208, What is the total needed beyond 47 acres for buffers for the treatment facilities and property lines.
It appears these numbers were absent from the calculations.

206, The influent and effluent lines are many miles respectively. Please describe in detail how many
grout lines would be placed in the entirety of these lines.

207. Please explain the sites precisely for portals for the preferred alternatives, This would include 11
sites approximately.

208, Please explain in detail why the conveyance fact section discusses pump stations and the summary
states that there are no new pump stations proposed for the route 9 site, but they “may be needed” at the
treatment plant site.

209, Is the design stage so vague at this point in time that information on pump stations is not available
in the DEIS?

n

Response to Comment 1408-56

Documentation on candidate systems was previously
published in Siting the Brightwater Treatment Facilities: Site
Selection and Screening Activities (March 2001). This
document can be downloaded from King County’s
Brightwater Web site at
http://dnr.metrokc.gov/WTD/brightwater/library.htm, or upon
CD by request by calling the Brightwater project at 206-684-
6799 or toll-free at 1-888-707-8571.

Site layouts for both the conveyance system and treatment
plants were first described in the Draft EIS. Additional
documentation on site layouts is described in Chapter 3 of the
Final EIS.

Response to Comment 1408-57

Please refer to the response to Comment 1408-55 in this
letter.

Response to Comment 1408-58

The No Action Alternative by definition means that the
applicant will not take action on the proposal. The three
action alternatives are those described in the Draft EIS and
Final EIS-the Route 9-195th Street System, the Route 9-
228th Street System, and the Unocal System. For additional
discussion on the No Action Alternative, please refer to the
response to the Washington State Department of Natural
Resources, Comment W3-58.

Response to Comment 1408-59

The SEPA Rules state that a proposal by a lead agency or
applicant may be put forward as an objective, as several
alternatives 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
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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