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	Review of Southwest Suburban Sewer District

2006 Comprehensive Sewer Plan Update

	
	A. General and sewer plan-specific: King County Code 13.24.010
	Comments/findings

	(1)
	Applicable to special purpose districts (Revised Code of Washington (RCW) Title 57) or sewer utilities that provide sewer collection or treatment in unincorporated areas of King County.
	The Southwest Suburban Sewer District (District) is a special purpose district under Title 57 RCW, and a portion of its service area lies within unincorporated King County.

	(2)
	Submitted every six years or sooner if required by the Washington State Department of Health (DOH) or the Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology), or whenever sewer conditions have changed significantly within sewer service area.
	The District’s last plan was approved by King County on April 21, 1999, Ordinance No. 13459.

	(3)
	Meets criteria in RCW 57.02.040, as per RCW 57.16.010(6), as follows: (1) compliance with the development program outlined in the King County Comprehensive Plan; (2) compliance with the basin wide water and/or sewerage plan; and (3) compliance with policies in the King County Comprehensive Plan for water and/or sewage facilities. 
	Yes.  See below for each of the criteria.

	(4)
	Consistency with King County Comprehensive Plan and development regulations, and policies.
	Yes.  See below for details. 

	(5)
	Infrastructure for existing and future service areas based on adopted land use map.
	Yes.  As a special purpose district, the District controls no zoning.  All areas within the District’s corporate boundaries are either urban and within existing cities, or within Urban Growth Areas (UGA) in unincorporated King County.  Anticipated growth is based upon Puget Sound Regional Council forecasts.  Land use for the County, and other local governments, is described. 

	(6)
	Sufficient information to demonstrate the ability to provide service consistent with the requirements of all applicable statutes, codes, rules, and regulations.
	Yes.  See below for details as to existing facilities and plans for improvements.  The District utilized a new system hydraulic model to evaluate its collection capacity, and concluded that there is adequate capacity to accommodate peak flows and anticipated growth to the year 2030.  This conclusion is premised on implementing an Infiltration/Inflow (I/I) control program described in the Plan.  The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) identifies capital improvements to the District’s two treatment plants (which are at two-thirds design capacity) and other facilities. 

	(7)
	Consistent with Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-240-050.
	Yes.  Ecology has approved the Plan as consistent with WAC 173-240 and RCW 90.48.110.

	(8)
	Discuss the following:

1. Existing and planned flows average and peak.
2. Existing and planned flows for any basin discharging into County system.
3. Amounts of I/I, in comparison with County standard of 1,100 gal/acre/day, and steps being taken to reduce.
4. Areas of concern regarding corrosion and odor control, and steps being taken.
5. Opportunities for reclaimed water.
6. Additional information required by the Utilities Technical Review Committee (UTRC).
	All are discussed in the Plan.  The District has its own treatment plants that discharge directly to Puget Sound, and thus, have no impact to the regional wastewater system operated by King County. 

The District has not recently measured its I/I.  Unit flows into the treatment plants are calculated at 125 gallons per capita per day (gpcd), which is significantly higher than the average 100 gpcd (including I/I) typically used for design.  Flows into the plants after rain events rise significantly, indicating that direct inflow is the primary component of I/I.  The wet weather peaking factor at both plants is between 3.0 and 3.5.  The Plan includes, within the CIP, a $50,000 per year smoke test strategy, and metering of wastewater flows from adjacent providers, to identify sources of I/I.

There were no issues identified with either corrosion or odor control. 

There are limited reclaimed water opportunities for use near the District’s treatment facilities.  Reclaimed water options are discussed in Chapter 7 of the Plan.  The County has noted that flow augmentation is an authorized use for reclaimed water under chapter 90.46 RCW, and could be considered in the future by the District with regard to both Miller and Salmon Creeks.

In its review, the UTRC asked for additional information, which has been provided by the District either in the final Plan or in direct communication with the UTRC. 


	
	B. Public Sewer Service: 13.24.035
	

	(9)
	All developments within UGA served by sewer unless on-site is allowed as temporary per King County Code (KCC) 13.24.136 and 13.08.070.

	Yes.  There are unsewered pockets within the District’s service area, and the District is aggressively pursuing annexations that will allow it to provide sewer service within its entire service area.  It plans to reduce the percentage of unsewered land within its service area from 27 percent to ten percent by 2030.  The District’s service area is largely already developed, with new development limited principally to single-family infill and new apartments.  The District anticipates the residential population to be served to grow from 56,357 in 2005 to 61,857 by 2025 through both population increases and annexations.

	(10)
	Public sewer provided in rural towns if approved by King County.
	No rural towns provided sewer service.

	(11)
	No public sewer service outside UGA unless authorized under KCC 13.24.134.
	All within the UGA. 

	(12)
	Sewer service extensions to be approved by King County Council, if consistent with KCC 13.24.035 and County polices and regulations, in the form of a sewer plan or amendment.
	None planned, other than annexations.

	(13)
	Required elements of sewerage general plan, as called for in RCW 36.94.010(3), are included in King County Comprehensive Plan and Technical Appendix.
	Not applicable.

	
	C. Consistency requirements: 13.24.060
	

	(14)
	State and local health requirements.
	The Plan has been reviewed and approved by Ecology, with responses to Ecology’s comments incorporated into the revised Plan.  UTRC review included a representative of Public Health-Seattle and King County.

	(15)
	Elimination or prevention of duplicate facilities.
	Nearby sewer districts utilize the District’s treatment and discharge facilities in order not to have to own and operate their own.  The District has written agreements with other sewer providers as to areas to be served in order to avoid overlapping jurisdiction.

	(16)
	Promotion of most healthful and reliable services to the public.
	Yes.

	(17)
	Provision of service at a reasonable cost, and maximization of use of public facilities.
	Sewer rates appear reasonable and adequate, per standards under RCW Title 57.


	(18)
	Reduction of number of entities providing sewer service in King County.
	The District has agreements with local general purpose governments and adjacent sewer districts regarding sewer service, and anticipates that its entire service area will ultimately be sewered.  No other entities providing sewer within its service area, other than a small portion serviced by the City of Seattle per written agreement.

	(19)
	King County Comprehensive Plan and other pertinent county adopted plans and policies.
	Yes.  See below. 

	(20)
	Basin wide or multibasin water plans, sewerage plans, or both when approved by Ecology or DOH.
	The District is aware of, and supports, the planning done for both Miller Creek and Salmon Creek for salmon recovery purposes.  The District is not part of the regional wastewater system managed by King County. 


	(21)
	Applicable state water quality, water conservation (e.g., RCW 90.48.495), and waste management standards.
	Yes.  The Plan has been approved by Ecology.  There is no indication in the Plan as to whether the District separately contacted the water suppliers within the District’s service area (King County Water Districts 20, 45, and 49; Highline Water District; and Seattle Public Utilities) as to whether their planned water conservation efforts would reduce flows into the District’s sewerage system or have any impact on the District’s treatment capacity.

	(22)
	Growth Management Act (GMA) (RCW 36.70A).
	Consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan, and with the plans of other local general purpose governments. 

	(23)
	Groundwater Management Plans.
	The District is actively working to annex and connect areas served by on-site septic systems.  Those annexations should reduce public health risk from failing septic systems to underlying aquifers. 

	(24)
	Federally-approved habitat conservation plans and recovery plans under Endangered Species Act (ESA).
	Recognition of, and support for, salmon habitat restoration efforts in Miller and Salmon Creek basins.

	(25)
	Requirements for salmon recovery under RCW 77.85, and other plans, including regional water supply or water resource management plans.
	Recognition of, and support for, salmon habitat restoration efforts in Miller and Salmon Creek basins.


	(26)
	Applicable requirements to evaluate opportunities for the use of reclaimed water under chapter 90.46 RCW.
	Yes.  See above.  The Plan explicitly states its support for regional efforts to address the feasibility of reclaimed water for nonpotable purposes, and for King County’s role as a wholesale supplier of reclaimed water.

	
	D. Facilities crossing rural areas: KCC 13.24.132:  Sewer facilities allowed to cross rural areas only under certain conditions.
	Complies with the KCC.  No rural areas within the District.

	
	E. Facilities in rural and natural resource areas, KCC 13.24.134: Only for schools or public health emergencies, under certain conditions.
	Complies with the KCC.  No rural areas within the District.

	
	F. SEPA documentation
	Determination of Nonsignificance adopted by District’s Board on March 15, 2006.

	
	G. King County Comprehensive Plan—consistency with provisions and specific policies (Sewer System Plan)
	See below.

	
	COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES
	

	(27)
	CA-5 and CA-6: adopt policies to protect quantity and quality of groundwater.
	I/I program to be enhanced, as described above.  Connection of houses and businesses with on-site septic to the District’s sewer system should reduce health risks from any failing septic systems.

	(28)
	CO-6: aggressive conservation efforts shall be implemented.
	As a sewer service supplier only, the District does not have opportunities to invest in water conservation.

	(29)
	CO-7: water reuse and reclamation shall be encouraged, especially for high water users 
	See above.

	
	KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES
	

	(30)
	F-104: plan for provision of services to rural areas.
	No rural areas within the District.

	(31)
	E-105: protect critical habitat.
	Yes.  The District’s plan to upgrade treatment facilities, and address possible I/I problems, should reduce discharges and ensure that water quality of the Puget Sound is protected.

	(32)
	E-434: management and protection of water resources by King County through incentives, regulations and programs.
	The District has invested, and will continue to invest, in treatment plant upgrades in order to continue to ensure high quality discharges to Puget Sound.

	(33)
	E-466: protect groundwater and develop strategies to compensate or mitigate for losses.
	See above discussion regarding I/I and annexation efforts.

	(34)
	E-477: protect and enhance surface waters, including Puget Sound.
	See above.


	(35)
	F-105: work with cities and service providers to provide services.
	Yes.

	(36)
	F-201: facilities and services should be provided in compliance with the ESA.
	The District has participated in salmon recovery efforts in Miller and Salmon Creek basins. 

	(37)
	F-202: ensure adequate supply of public facilities to support communities.
	Yes.  The District included review and incorporation of information from the most recent comprehensive plans of the cities for which it provides sewer service.

	(38)
	F-203: work with cities, special purpose districts, and other service providers to define regional and local services and determine appropriate providers.


	Yes.  The District has written agreements with local governments and special purpose districts regarding service provisions.

	(39)
	F-207: funding for growth should support facilities needed within UGA’s, prioritized and coordinated through CIP’s to comply with concurrency requirements.
	Funding sources are identified to support identified needs, including facilities to serve anticipated population growth under local comprehensive plans.

	(40)
	F-208: support rural levels of development and not facilitate urbanization.
	There are no rural areas within the District.

	(41)
	F-210: coordinate development of utility facilities.
	Yes.

	(42)
	F-212: King County’s CIP demonstrates that projected needs for facilities and services can be met within the UGA in compliance with concurrency requirements; where not possible, identify strategies including phasing and financing.
	Yes.  The District’s CIP identifies facilities and a funding strategy, to ensure that it will meet anticipated demands. 

	(43)
	F-213: water and sewer utilities that provide services to unincorporated King County shall prepare capital facility plans consistent with requirements of GMA and King County Comprehensive Plan.
	Yes.  Only a small portion of the District’s service area is in unincorporated King County, and these areas have been identified within the District’s planning and financing strategies as targets for annexation into the District. 

	(44)
	F-215: King County to initiate sub-area planning process where any service provider declares, in its CIP, an inability to accommodate projected service needs within their service area.
	Not applicable.

	(45)
	F-217: where an area wide sewer, water, or transportation deficiency is identified, King County and applicable service providers shall remedy the deficiency through a joint planning process.
	Not applicable.


	(46) 
	F-244: groundwater supplies should be protected by preventing land uses that may adversely affect quantity or quality.
	Not applicable.

	(47)
	F-245: all development within UGA to be served by public sewers, with some exceptions.
	Yes.

	(48)
	F-246: King County and sewer utilities should jointly plan for phasing out of on-site systems within UGA.
	The District anticipates its service area being almost completely sewered once planned annexations occur.

	(49)
	F-248: existing public sewer serving Town of Vashon cannot be expanded beyond town borders.  Other towns may use appropriate on-site or decentralized systems.
	Not applicable.

	(50)
	F-249: public sewers may only be extended into rural and natural resource areas under limited conditions, only if they are tightlined, and only after specific findings are made; utilities shall have written agreements to ensure this; permitted public sewers shall not be allowed to convert rural or natural resource lands to urban uses and densities or to expand permitted nonresidential uses.
	Not applicable.

	(51)
	F-250: facilities, such as pump stations, force mains, and trunk lines, which do not serve rural areas, may only be located in rural areas if they are identified in County-approved plans, and with a finding that such facilities are necessary to serve UGA.
	Not applicable.  No rural areas within the District.

	(52)
	F-251: on-site facilities in rural and natural resource areas shall be designed, constructed, and operated as permanent facilities.
	Not applicable.  No rural or natural resource areas within the District.

	(53)
	F-252: King County should monitor failing on-site systems and analyze options which may include connecting to sewerage systems where consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan.
	No significant number of failing on-site systems within the District’s service area.  Annexation program will address pockets of unsewered areas.

	(54)
	F-253: collective on-site systems may only be used in rural and natural resource areas under specified conditions.
	Not applicable.  No rural or natural resource areas within the District. 
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