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Executive Summary 
This 2012 Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Control Program Review Report is a companion to the King County Executive’s Recommended CSO Control Plan. This report documents the County’s review of its CSO Control Program, which was conducted in accordance with policies and guidelines in the 1999 Regional Wastewater Services Plan (RWSP). It is supported by technical memorandums that can be found at http://www.kingcounty.gov/environment/wastewater/CSO/ProgramReview/plan.aspx#techmemos. 
These reports, the supporting technical memorandums, and legislation are being transmitted on June 15, 2012 from the King County Executive to the King County Council for adoption of the recommended amendments to the County’s Long-term CSO Control Plan (Plan). The County’s Plan was last amended in 1999. Adoption is anticipated by fall of 2012. This transmittal and adoption of the King County Executive’s Recommended CSO Control Plan, which includes a 2030 Plan completion date, are intended to meet the requirements of a 2011 Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) administrative order. 
Report Purpose 
King County issues CSO Control Program reviews and updates or amendments to the County’s Long-term CSO Control Plan (Plan) approximately every five years to support county decisionmaking and renewal of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the West Point Treatment Plant. Adopted changes to the County’s Plan will be incorporated into the 2012 Long-term CSO Control Plan Amendment to be submitted to Ecology and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in fall of 2012. This process is presented in Figure ES-1. This 2012 CSO Control Program Review Report documents the County’s most recent review of its CSO Control Program. 
[image: ] 
Figure ES-1. King County 2012 Long-term CSO Control Plan Amendment Process 
 
Background 
CSOs are untreated discharges of wastewater and stormwater into water bodies during heavy rainfall events when combined sewers are full. Combined sewers, which carry both wastewater and stormwater, exist in many parts of older cities across the nation, including the City of Seattle. Stormwater can cause extreme variations in wastewater flows, resulting in the need for large wastewater facilities and in challenges to the treatment process. To avoid sewer backups into homes, businesses, and streets during heavy rainfall events, combined sewers in the City of 
Seattle sometimes overflow into Puget Sound, the Duwamish Waterway, Elliott Bay, Lake Union, the Lake Washington Ship Canal, and Lake Washington. Within the King County wastewater service area, CSOs only exist within the City of Seattle. Based on agreements made at the start of the regional system in 1958, both the County and City of Seattle are responsible for CSOs and are working to control them under long-term CSO control plans. Figure ES-2 shows the locations of the County’s and City of Seattle’s CSOs. 
Although the wastewater in CSOs is greatly diluted by stormwater, CSOs may be harmful to public health and aquatic life because they can carry chemicals and disease-causing pathogens. CSO control protects public health and the environment by accomplishing the following: 
· Reducing the potential for contact with pathogens and consumption of contaminated fish 
· Reducing the potential for chemical exposure to salmon at their most vulnerable life stage 
· Contributing to efforts to restore and protect Puget Sound 
· Helping to meet the Duwamish Waterway long-term cleanup goals by reducing the volume of CSOs. 
 
 

Figure ES-2. King County and City of Seattle CSO Locations 
The County’s Long-term CSO Control Plan (Plan), implemented through the County’s CSO Control Program, outlines measures for controlling CSO discharges to surface waters, including controlling pollution at its sources, optimizing flow management, monitoring and modeling flows in the system, and constructing CSO control facilities. The Plan was last amended in 1999 (1999 Plan Amendment) as a component of the County’s RWSP. The 1999 Plan Amendment outlines measures for controlling CSOs to comply with federal and state water quality requirements. Ecology requires control of each CSO such that an average of one untreated discharge may occur per year. CSO sites that meet this requirement are classified as “controlled.” Those that do not are called “uncontrolled” CSO sites. 
Construction of CSO control facilities in the region began in the late 1970s. Thus far, approximately $389 million has been spent to reduce untreated wastewater and CSO volumes from over 2 billion gallons per year in 1980 to 800 million gallons per year (see Figure ES-3).  
Today, 16 of the County’s 38 CSO sites are controlled to Ecology’s standard; 14 CSO sites remain uncontrolled and are the subject of this review. In addition, the County currently has five CSO control projects underway, and three CSO sites are being refined and adjusted to meet the control standard. 
Uncontrolled King County CSO Sites 
The 14 uncontrolled CSO sites discharge CSOs to Elliott Bay, the Duwamish River (Lower, 
East, and West Waterways), and the Lake Washington Ship Canal (including the Montlake Cut). 
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Figure ES-3. Historical Reduction in Volumes Since 
 Construction of the Regional System (1958-79) and CSO Control (1979-Present) 
These CSO sites were grouped into areas for evaluation (see Figure ES-4), so that alternatives[footnoteRef:1] could be combined to provide control of all uncontrolled CSO sites in a given area:  [1:  “Alternative” refers to a planning-level project concept. ] 

· Ship Canal – 11th Ave NW, 3rd Ave W, University, and Montlake 
· Middle Elliott Bay Interceptor (EBI) – Hanford #2, Lander St, Kingdome, and King St 
· Middle EBI – Hanford #1 
· South EBI – S Michigan St and Brandon St 
· West Duwamish – W Michigan St and Terminal 115 
· West Duwamish – Chelan Ave 
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Figure ES-4. King County CSO Site and Program Review Areas 
CSO Control Program Review Approach 
To conduct this most recent review, King County staff gathered and assessed information generated since adoption of the 1999 Plan Amendment. This review identified CSO control alternatives for each of the County’s 14 uncontrolled CSO sites and developed an implementation schedule and rate/capacity charge analysis for the recommended preferred alternatives. This review also identified conditions and actions to optimize CSO control facilities that have already been built but for which adjustments are still needed to achieve full control.  
This review considered changes in conditions that could impact the type, size, location, sequence, or schedule for the 1999 Plan Amendment adopted alternatives. Changes considered include regulatory and policy changes, new technologies, existing CSO control performance, human and environmental health priorities, hydraulic modeling of the County’s combined sewer system, green stormwater infrastructure (GSI) opportunities, site availability, public opinion, and coordination with the City of Seattle and other agencies.  
Alternative Evaluation Methodology 
The following methodology was used in this review to update the CSO control recommendations from the 1999 Plan Amendment for the 14 uncontrolled CSO sites: 
· An initial assessment identified CSO control approaches that are feasible for each uncontrolled CSO site. These are described in Chapter 5 of this report and Technical Memorandum 970, CSO Control Alternatives Development. 
· A set of preliminary alternatives was developed from two sources: 
· The 1999 Plan Amendment adopted alternatives 
· New project alternatives developed by using the identified feasible CSO control approaches, new modeling results, changes in available siting, newly identified potential for GSI approaches, or newly identified potential for coordination with the City of Seattle. 
· New joint project alternatives were developed and evaluated that would control both King County and City of Seattle CSO discharges where project costs and community impacts might be reduced.  
· The preliminary alternatives were screened based on technical considerations, relative cost-effectiveness, community and public health, environmental impacts, land use and permitting, and operation and maintenance implications. 
· Preliminary alternatives that were not screened out were further developed into final alternatives by refining the cost, size, and location of the alternatives. A triple-bottomline analysis[footnoteRef:2] of the final alternatives was performed to identify recommended preferred alternatives.  [2:  A triple-bottom-line analysis evaluates environmental and social, in addition to financial metrics. This analysis is described in this report and Technical Memorandum 970, CSO Control Alternatives Development. ] 

· GSI (or green) alternatives were developed and evaluated in parallel with final conveyance, storage, or treatment alternatives (also referred to as gray alternatives) for uncontrolled CSO basins with potential for GSI retrofit. Runoff volume reduction benefits and planning-level life-cycle costs were estimated. The GSI alternatives deemed cost-effective were identified with the recommended preferred alternatives. The sizes of the gray alternatives were conservatively not reduced to account for the GSI benefit in this review. Future evaluations, including enhanced monitoring and modeling, will quantify and then verify the benefit of GSI techniques prior to gray facility sizing. 
· Recommended preferred alternatives were carried forward into the sequence and rate/capacity charge analysis. 
Recommended Preferred Alternatives 
Table ES-1 presents the recommended preferred alternatives for controlling King County’s remaining 14 uncontrolled CSO sites and estimated project cost. Potential GSI alternatives are also described in this table; however, the potential reduction in CSO control volume or CSO peak flow rate that could be achieved by implementing GSI in the CSO basin is not reflected in the costs or sizes of the proposed traditional CSO control facilities (gray facilities). It is anticipated that GSI costs will replace or reduce costs in these estimates. The $711-million-cost projection for the recommended Plan is based on project costs at a planning level of detail[footnoteRef:3]. As projects are designed, the costs of the project will be better understood. The general cost of construction will also vary over time depending on conditions at the time projects are bid; however, the County will diligently seek cost efficiencies.   [3:  The design status of the alternatives in the recommended Plan is such that the cost estimates are Association for the Advancement of Cost Engineering (AACE) Class 5 estimates. The accuracy range for Class 5 estimates is –50 percent to +100 percent. See Technical Memorandum 620, Cost Estimating Methodology for CSO Control Facilities for details. ] 

Schedule, Rate Forecasting, and Affordability 
This review included an evaluation of project sequence alternatives for implementing the recommended preferred alternatives, as well as schedules with three completion dates (2030, 2035, and 2040). Rate analysis indicated that the sewer rates did not differentiate between alternatives. The project sequence alternatives were then evaluated against the schedule drivers:  the ability to complete GSI effectiveness monitoring, prioritizing Duwamish area projects to coordinate with the river cleanup, and coordination with City of Seattle schedules and other agencies’ projects. As a result, a hybrid project sequence was developed and recommended that prioritizes the Duwamish coordination and GSI implementation. The WTD-recommended project sequence is presented in Chapter 7 of this report and Technical Memorandum 1100, Project Sequence. 
A rate impact analysis compared schedules for completing the 2011 WTD Recommended CSO Control Plan of 2030, 2035, and 2040, and a No Action Alternative, which assumes no future control projects beyond projects now underway (Puget Sound Beach projects plus the CSO control component of the Ballard Siphon Replacement project.) The rate impact analysis indicated that all the alternative schedules for completing the Plan result in approximately the same level of rate increase, with the extended schedules ending slightly higher than the 2030 schedule but having a slower rate of increase in the earlier years of the schedule. These differences were not considered sufficient reason to change the 2030 completion date. 
Continuation of the 2030 schedule, as adopted in the 1999 Plan Amendment, was recommended. Under the 2030 schedule, the monthly sewer rate impacts will increase by $7.61 per month (estimated with inflation) due to implementing the Plan by 2030. 
To have a better understanding of the impact of implementing the recommended Plan, the County conducted a two-phased analysis of financial capability and affordability. Phase 1 strictly followed guidelines established by EPA, and Phase 2 followed EPA guidelines but included supplemental information to better understand the regional diversity of households. More detail about the financial capability and affordability analysis is provided in Chapter 8. 
As highlighted over the past several years, downturns in the economy can happen quickly. Indicators used in the financial capability and affordability analysis, such as median household income and poverty, have all been adversely affected over the past three to five years. The County needs to track these indicators to regularly evaluate the financial capability to implement the recommended Plan and the ability of the ratepayers to pay for the Plan over time.  
As part of the required CSO control program reviews completed ahead of the NPDES updates of the Plan, which occur approximately every 5 years, the County will reevaluate the affordability indicators and routinely evaluate financial capability and affordability of the Plan. This will insure that there is a discussion of the ratepayers’ ability to pay for the Plan and that the County does not overburden its own finances or those of the community it serves.  
Public Review and the King County Executive’s Recommended CSO Control Plan 
The 2011 WTD Recommended CSO Control Plan was released for public comment in October 2011. Copies of the formal comment letters are presented in Appendix F of this report. Based on input received, including concerns raised by some members of the public about whether dollars spent on CSO control is the best investment in water quality, the King County Executive recommends the following: 
· Moving forward with nine CSO control projects to control the remaining 14 uncontrolled CSO sites by 2030. Their estimated project cost is $711 million (2010 dollars). The nine projects are the same as those described in the 2011 WTD Recommended CSO Control Plan.  
· Conducting a water quality assessment and monitoring study (study) to inform the next CSO control program review for the 2019 NPDES permit renewal. The Executive believes it is prudent to meet the County’s CSO control commitments and also commit resources into completing a comprehensive review of the effects on water quality in the sub-watersheds where CSO discharges occur. Study results could confirm or propose adjustments to the County’s Long-term CSO Control Plan to meet water quality standards and ensure that actions by the County and other entities improve water quality, health, and biological outcomes that are well integrated and sequenced to provide the greatest benefit in each CSO discharge watershed. Ecology and EPA will need to review and approve any changes to the Plan that result from the study recommendations. 
· Implementing the first projects in the Plan—Hanford #1 and S Michigan St/Brandon St— now. However, the next two projects—3rd Ave W and Chelan Ave—will start in 2017, two years later than stated in the 2011 WTD Recommended CSO Control Plan, to enable study findings and recommendations to confirm or adjust control priorities. Unless changes are recommended in the next Program Review, the CSO control projects recommended in the Plan will be completed by 2030. The Plan continues the commitment to implement Lower Duwamish Waterway projects in coordination with river cleanup, to implement GSI in four CSO basins, and to pursue three joint projects with the City of Seattle. Figure ES-5 shows the sequence and schedule of recommended projects as adjusted to accommodate the water quality assessment and monitoring study.  
 
[image: ] 
Figure ES-5. Project Sequence and Schedule in King County Executive’s Recommended CSO Control Plan 
King County Council Review and Long-term CSO Control Plan Amendment Adoption 
This 2012 CSO Control Program Review Report and the King County Executive’s 
Recommended CSO Control Plan are being submitted to the King County Council and the public in June 2012. It is expected that the Council will refer the Plan to the Regional Water Quality Committee (RWQC) for initial review and deliberations. The public will be able to comment and provide testimony on the Plan as part of the King County Council’s deliberations. Information on how to provide input will be available on the CSO Control Program website at: http://www.kingcounty.gov/csoreview.  
The RWQC may recommend changes to the Plan and CSO control policies. The amended Plan is expected to be adopted by the King County Council in fall of 2012. After the King County Council adopts the amended Plan, the County’s 2012 Long-term CSO Control Plan Amendment will be finalized and submitted to Ecology and EPA in the fall of 2012. Implementation of projects contained in the adopted Plan will begin immediately. 
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King County
Department of Natural Resources and Parks

Wastewater Treatment Division

King Street Center, KSC-NR-0500
201 South Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104-3855

October 18, 2012

Alison Evans, Permit Manager

Washington State Department of Ecology — NWRO
3190 160th Avenue SE

Bellevue, WA 98008-5452

Robert Grandinetti, NPDES Compliance Officer
US Environmental Protection Agency —Region 10
309 Bradley Boulevard, Suite 115

Richland, WA 99352
Re: Submittal of King County’s 2012 Long-term CSO Control Plan Amendment
Dear Ms. Evans and Mr. Grandinetti:

On behalf of King County Executive Dow Constantine, I am pleased to submit the 2012 Long-
term Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Control Plan Amendment to you, in compliance with the
requirement under National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Waste Discharge
Permit No.WA-002918-1 for the West Point Sewage and CSO Treatment Plant. This plan
amendment is part of the NPDES permit renewal application to be submitted to the Washington
State Department of Ecology (Ecology) by June 30, 2013. On September 17, 2012 the King
County Council approved this amendment to the King County CSO Control Plan. The legislation
signed by Council Chairman Larry Gossett and Executive Dow Constantine is provided here.
The Council’s approval has met the requirements of Amended Agreed Order Docket #9122. We
are pleased to submit this plan over six months prior to its due date.

King County (and its predecessor, Municipality of Metropolitan Seattle or Metro) has been
implementing a CSO control plan since the late 1970s, when it was estimated that between 20
and 30 billion gallons of untreated or poorly treated wastewater was released to local waterways.
Much progress has been made since then under updated and amended CSO control plans. Today,
our program has achieved 95 percent reduction in volumes from the 1970’s, and our plan will
allow us to meet the goal of no more than one overflow per year per outfall on average.

From 2009 to late 2011 King County reviewed the 1999 Regional Wastewater Services Plan
CSO plan. Today, there are new options available in CSO treatment and green stormwater
infrastructure technologies, coordination opportunities with the City of Seattle, scientific
advances and improved hydraulic modeling which have led the County to propose modified
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projects and schedule sequences. This has allowed us to improve the prioritization of projects to
protect people and the environment.

The 2011 Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD) Recommended CSO Control Plan was issued
for public comment in October 201 1. Highlights of that recommended plan included:

e Construction of nine projects to control the remaining 14 uncontrolled CSOs discharging
to the Lower, East and West Duwamish Waterways, Elliott Bay and the Lake
Washington Ship Canal

e Potential for joint projects with the City of Seattle at up to three locations

e Green Infrastructure in basins where the technology determines it feasible

e Use of new high-rate CSO treatment technologies and ultra-violet disinfection

e Completion of Plan implementation by end of 2030.

After considering public comment on WTD’s Recommended CSO Control Plan, the King
County Executive submitted his 2012 King County Recommended CSO Control Plan along with
the 2012 CSO Control Program Review and eight supporting technical memorandums to the
King County Council and the public in June 2012. The Executive also recommended an
assessment updating water quality science to inform the next CSO control program review and
2018 CSO Control Plan amendment. The assessment would be done concurrently with the first
two projects. The Executive’s Recommended CSO Control Plan and recommended water quality
assessment and monitoring study was reviewed by the Regional Water Quality Committee
(RWQC) and the Transportation, Economy and Environment Committee of the King County
Council. The King County Council approved the Executive’s Recommended CSO Control Plan,
which includes the water quality assessment and monitoring study by Ordinance No. 17413 on
September 17, 2012.

While the 2012 CSO Control Program review was underway, discussions on a consent decree
were proceeding in parallel with United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and
Ecology. The approved 2012 Long-term CSO Control Plan (LTCP) amendment is expected to
meet EPA and Ecology requirements under that consent decree and the NPDES permit.

Attached you will find the signed legislation approving the LTCP amendment, and is followed
by the 2012 CSO Control Program Review report which summarizes the Plan and its supporting
eight technical memorandums. The recent Ecology approved 2012 Post-construction Monitoring
Plan is also provided. Hard copies are being provided as well as a compact disk containing all the
documents.
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With the King County Council approval of the LTCP, and upon filing of the consent decree in
Federal Court the County requests that EPA and Ecology acknowledge that the consent decree is
duplicative with Ecology’s issued agreed order. Since both Ecology and EPA will be enforcing
the consent decree, we request that the Amended Agreed Order Docket #9122 be cancelled to
eliminate duplicative enforcement mechanisms.

Thank you for your coordination with us over the last five years for King County’s program
review and LTCP process. We believe that the resulting Plan going forward optimizes science,
technologies, financial capability and the interests of the public while meeting regulatory
requirements.

Please contact Karen Huber, Water Quality Engineer IV in the Wastewater Treatment Division
of Department of Natural Resources and Parks, at 206-684-1246, with any questions or concerns.

s i J;/

Sincerely,

/(

Pam Elardo, P.E.
Director

Enclosures: Report and CD

CC:

Mark Henley, Water Quality Permitting Supervisor, Northwest Regional Office,
Washington Department of Ecology

Betsy Cooper, NPDES Administrator, Environmental and Community Services Section,
Wastewater Treatment Division (WTD), Department of Natural Resources and Parks
(DNRP)

Verna Bromley, Senior Prosecuting Attorney, Prosecuting Attorney’s Office (PAO)

William Blakney, Senior Prosecuting Attorney, PAO

Karen Huber, Water Quality Engineer IV, Planning, Inspection, Modeling, Monitoring
and Mapping Unit, Project Planning and Delivery Section, WTD, DNRP
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September 17, 2012 -

Ordinance 17413

Proposed No. 2012-0235.2 Sponsors Phillips

AN ORDINANCE approving an amendment to the

county's iong-term combined sewer overflow control plan

and authorizing:he King County executive to prepare a

water quality assessment and monitoring study to provide

information for the next combined sewer overflow control

program review in 2018.
STATEMENT OF FACTS:
1. King County has had a long-term combined sewer overflow ("CSO")
control plan since 1979. The long-term CSO control plan was last
amended in 1999 as part of the regional wastewater services plan that was
approved through Ordinance 13680.
2. The county has a total of forty-two CSO outfalls (four CSO outfalls
associated with satellite CSO treatment plants and thirty-eight CSO
outfalls not associated with satellite CSO treatment plants). The thirty-
eight CSO outfalls not asecciated with satellite CSO treatment plants are
required to meet the requirements of WAC 173-245-020(22). Based on
available measured data, sixteen of King County's thirty-eight CSO outfall
locations not associated with satellite CSO treatment plants are now

controlled to the Washington state Department of Ecology's ("Ecology™)
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standard while the remaining twenty-two CSO outfall locations are not
controlled to Ecology's standard. Eight of these twenty-two CSO outfall
locations not associated with satellite CSO treatment plants currently have
projects underway or are early action projects. Three of the eight CSO
outfall locations (CSO outfalls 009, 027a and 037) are being adjusted for
full control. Of the twenty-two CSO outfall locations that - are not
controlled to Ecology's standard, the remaining fourteen CSO outfall
locations require future capital projects and are the subject of the King
County's long-term CSO control plan amendment.

3. K.C.C. 28.86.080 provides policies to guide the county's long-term
CSO control plan. CSOCP-8 directs the executive to submit a CSO
program review to the council and the regional water quality committee
prior to submitting a required long-term CSO control plan update for
review and approval by the Washington state Department of Ecology and
the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA"). WAC 173-
245-090 requires an update or amendment to King County's CSO control
plan in conjunction with the renewal of the West Point treatment plant's
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") permit,
which occurs approximately every five to seven years. The West Point
treatment plant's current NPDES permit expires in June 2014.

4. The wastewater treatment division of the department of natural
resources and parks ("WTD") began a comprehensive review of the

county's long-term CSO control plan in 2009. The review and technical

2
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analyses confirmed control status of thevcounty's controlled CSOs and
assessed population and wastewater flow, scientific studies, new
technologies, regulations, land costs and public priorities to determine if
there have been any changes to these conditions since the last major
amendment to the county's long-term CSO control plan in 1999. The
results of the review and technical analyses are summarized in the 2012
CSO Control Program Review, which provides the documentation for the
plan amendment recommendations.

5. The review of the county's long-term CSO control plan included
meetings and discussions with affected stakeholders. In October 2011,
WTD issued its recommended plan to control the remaining fourteen
uncontrolled CSOs for public comment. Public comment and stakeholder
feedback: confirmed that CSO control is important; showed that there is
support to next control the CSOs within the area of the Lower Duwamish
Waterway Superfund Site; indicated an expectation for the city of Seattle
and King County to collaborate on CSO control; showed interest for
incorporating green stormwater infrastructure where it proves to be cost-
effective; raised concerns about costs and rate impacts; and questioned
whether CSO control is the best investment for improved water quality.
6. The King County executive considered technical analyses associated
with the comprehensive review of the county's long-term CSO control
plan and stakeholder feedback on WTD's recommended plan. The major

elements of the executive's recommended plan include implementing nine
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projects to control the remaining fourteen CSOs to Ecology's standard by
2030, including joint projects with the city of Seattle when it benefits King
County ratepayers. Green stormwater infrastructure projects will also be
incorporated if they can be designed to suit the soil, terrain and hydrologic
conditions of a community and are cost-effective. The planning-level
project cost estimate to implement these projects is seven hundred eleven
million dollars in 2010 dollars, though as noted in the plan the total costs
may range from three hundred fifty-five million to one billion, four
hundred twenty-two million dollars in 2010 dollars.

7. The comprehensive review of the county's long-term CSO control plan
included reassessing the order of projects based on new information that
became available since development of the 1999 CSO control plan.
Accordingly, the summary of the amended long-term CSO control plan
outlined in Attachment A to this ordinance reﬂects. a change in the order
of projects outlined in the 1999 plan. This change prioritizes proceeding
to control the CSOs within the areas of the Lower Duwamish Waterway
and East Waterway Superfund Sites so they coincide with the anticipated
clean up schedules that will be directed by EPA through a Record of
Deéision before centrolling the University and Montlake CSOs along the
east side of the Lake Washington Ship Canal. This prioritization is based
on stakeholder input and new water and sediment quality information for

receiving waters.
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88 8. The EP_A has issued draft guidance on integrated planning approaches

89 to municipal wastewater and stormwater management. The city of

90 Seattle's consent decree to achieve control of the city's uncontrolled CSOs

91 includes this planning framework, as well as adherence to existing federal

92 and state water quality standards under the Clean Water Act and CSO

93 control regulations iii Chapter 173-245 WAC.

94 9. The region is facing more diverse water quality challenges since the

95 county's CSO control plan was last comprehensively amended in 1999.

96 Conducting a water quality assessment and monitoring study with ongoing

97 value engineering can provide a comprehensive view of water quality in

98 the sub-watersheds where County CSO discharges occur, and may help

99 identify strategies to lower implementation costs. A study can analyze and
100 synthesize findings of previous water quality studies and, if necessary, fill
101 qata gaps identified during the analysis. A study may identify a potential
102 range of additional actions, including enhanced CSO control, to address
103 the priority water quality problems in these areas. A study should use the
104 EPA's new integrated planning framework to help guide the work program
105 and meet objectives established by the EPA and Ecology. The findings
106 and recommendations of the waier quality assessment and monitoring
107 study with value engineering will inform actions to improve water quality
108 and the next CSO Plan update to refine implementation of the CSO
109 program and ensure timely completion of projects. The results of the
110 study cannot alter King County's legal obligations to comply with current
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water quality standards under the Clean Wat?f Act and to complete all

CSO projects by December 31, 2030.

10. Any future updates or amendments to the county's long-term CSO

control plan are subject to EPA and Ecology approvals.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF KING COUNTY:

_ SECTION 1. A. The amendment to the county's long-term CSO control plan as
summarized in Attachment A to this ordinance is hereby approved and incorporated into
the Regional Wastewater Services Plan.

B. The 2012 Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Control Program Review Report,
Attachment B to this ordinance, and the supporting documents listed in subsection C.1.
through 9. of this section, on file with the clerk of the council, and referenced in the
Review Report are hereby approved.

C. The executive is directed to submit the amendment to the county's long-term
CSO control plan along with all required supporting documents referenced herein to the
Environmental Protection Agency and Washington State Department of Ecology to
comply with federal and state requirements. This documentation includes Attachment B,
the 2012 CSO Control Program Review Report, and the appropriate technical
memorandums (""TM") referenced in the Review Report including:

1. TM: Habitat Project Opportunities, August 2010;

2. TM 540: Environmental and Habitat Priorities, November 2010;

3. TM 620; Cost Estimating Methodology for CSO Control Facilities, May
2011;

4. TM 700: Treatment Technology Selection, June 2011;
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5. TM 750: Sediment Deposition and Contamination Potential from Treated _
CSO Discharges, January 2012;

6. TM 810: Green Stormwater Infrastructure Feasibility Evaluation, October
2011,

7. TM 970: CSO Control Alternatives Development, October 2011;

8. TM 1100: Project Sequence, ( October 2011; and

9. Public and Regulatory Agency Participation Plan, updated June 2012.

D. The wastewater treatment division or its successor is responsible to implement
the amended long-term CSO control plan according to the schedule in Attachment A to
this ordinance.

E. The King County executive will propose legislation to revise policies for the
Regional Wastewater Services Plan to be consistent with the amended long-term CSO
control plan within six months following the adoption of this ordinance.

SECTION 2. A. The King County executive is hereby authorized to implement a
water quality assessment and monitoring study, consistent with applicable legal
requirements, including analysis and value engineering of planned projects to inform
EPA's integrated planning approach and future CSO control program review with regard
to sequencing and prioritization of CSO projects while meeting the county's state and
federal legal obligations to complete required CSO control projects by 2030 and to
conform to CSO control regulations in chapter 173-245 WAC.

B. The study should utilize the new EPA integrated planning approach
framework to allow integration and sequencing of projects to ensure that investments in

CSO control projects are well-planned and timed to optimize water quality improvements
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in the sub-basins to which King County's CSOs discharge. Furthermore, the study should
emphasize and support value-engineering efforts to refine projects and reduce the costs of
constructing CSO infrastructure. This should include opportunities to pursue
complementary or combined projects with the city of Seéttle or other entities, if it is cost-
effective for King County ratepayers.

C. The study shall include:

1. Analyzing and synthesizing findings from existing studies;

2. Collecting new information and filling data gaps through additional
monitoring and sampling where identified as necessary;

3. Assessing factors affecting water quality in the sub-basins and water bodies
where King County CSOs discharge; and

4. Recommending integration and sequencing of projects to meet current federal
and state water quality standards and improve water quality.

D. The regional water quality committee shall provide policy guidance and
specific questions for analysis in the study scope of work.

E. The King County executive shall transmit legislation for approval of a scope
of work for the study and its cost, consistent with the direction of this ordinance,
including a transparent and inclusive stakeholder process. Where appropriate,
participation by federal, state, trival and regional environmental leaders shall be arranged
through executive appointment and confirmation by the King County council.

F. The regional water quality committee shall review the recommendations that

emerge from the analysis and study.
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Ordinance 17413

| SECTION 3. The King County executive is requested to consider future
proposed modifications to the long term CSO control plan for the purpose of revising the
priority and sequencing of CSO control measures when new information is available
from studies, audits or other analyses, if the wastewater treatment division demonstrates
that the requested modification reflects good engineering practice, is required to
coordinate with other infrastructw 2 projects and particularly city of Seattle CSO

infrastructure projects, is necessary to attain cost eifective and technically sound CSO
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187

188

control measures and will not change, modify, or extend in any way King County's

186
completion of CSO control projects by December 31, 2030.

Ordinance 17413 was introduced on 7/9/2012 and passed by the Metropolitan King

County Council on 9/17/2012, by the following vote:
Yes: 9 - Mr. Phillips, Mr. von Reichbauer, Mr. Gossett, Ms. Hague,

McDermott

No: 0
Excused: 0

ATTEST:

Ms. Patterson, Ms. Lambert, Mr. Ferguson, Mr. Dunn and Mr.

KING COUNTY COUNCIL
KING COUNTY, WASHINGTON

Larry Gossetf, Chair
~x R
3 =3
4L ,-»‘:;'
:.'") r
]
Fo L0
By
)
DR
< ~S
5w
iyl F
o~ [AS)

O

Anne Noris, Clerk of the Council

APPROVED this 2% _ day of SEPCEHBER 2012.
AS

Dow Constantine, County Executive

Attachments: A. Summary of the Proposed 2012 Amendment to King County's Long-Term Combined
Sewer Overflow (CSO) Control Plan, 8/1/12, B. 2012 Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO) Control

Program Review Report, 8/1/12
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with RainWise
and green streets _

"Each CSO outfall is assigned a Discharge Serial Number or “DSN.”

i “«Completion of the Bidding” means WTD has (1) appropriately allocated funds for a specific CSO control project (or portion thereto); (2) accepted and awarded the bid for
construction of the specific CSO control project; and (3) issued a notice to proceed with construction that remains in effect for the specific CSO control project.

" “Construction Completion” means completion of construction and installation of equipment or infrastructure such that equipment or infrastructure has been placed in operation,
and is expected to both function and perform as designed, as well as completion of in-situ modified operations and maintenance manuals This specifically includes all control systems
and instrumentation necessary for normal operations and all residual handling systems. For those specified CSO control projects consisting of separate components, “Construction
Completion” shall be achieved when the last component is completed.

¥ The estimated cost of each recommended CSO control project uses conceptual design information. The project cost estimates are planning-level only, for use in developing long-
range capital schedules and budgets. The accuracy of planning-level estimates is -50 to +100 percent. The accuracy will increase as the Wastewater Treatment Division gains more
site-specific information during project design and then a project budget will be set.

¥ The County will consider a joint project with the City of Seattle when it benefits the community or ratepayers. At this time, the County is proposing a joint and independent project untit
the City of Seattle completes its long-term control plan and project recommendations in 2014.
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