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Wastewater System Plan

Service Area

The City of Bellevue (the City) owns and operates a municipal sewer system that serves approximately 37 square miles. The wastewater service area is bounded by Kirkland and Redmond to the north, Newcastle and Cougar Mountain Regional Wildland Park to the south, Lake Washington to the west, and Lake Sammamish and Issaquah to the east. In addition to the City, the service area includes the Cities of Medina and Clyde Hill, the Towns of Yarrow Point and Hunt's Point, the Village of Beaux Arts, a small portion of the City of Issaquah (South Cove area), and two small portions of unincorporated King County. The utility also serves small portions of Kirkland, Redmond, and Newcastle through interlocal service agreements. The City maintains service agreements with neighboring utility districts, cities and King County for sewer services. The service area is not expected to significantly change in the future. The utility currently serves approximately 140,000 people. The City’s sewer service area experienced significant population growth throughout the 2000’s, particularly in downtown Bellevue. The service area population continues to expand and is projected to surpass 168,000 by 2030. Most of this growth will occur in downtown Bellevue and in the Bel-Red Corridor.

The City has one franchise with the County. Franchise 12004 expires October 23, 2020, and the City affirmed the franchise area is up to date.
The City’s system consists of approximately 525 miles of sewer mains, 130 miles of service stubs (within public rights of way), 18.7 miles of “lake line” sewer pipe, 10 flush stations, 36 pump stations, and 14,360 manholes. Most of the City’s sewage leaves the City via the Eastside Interceptor, with a portion leaving via the Lake Hills Trunk, and a small portion leaving via the Lake Sammamish Interceptor. Wastewater discharged into the Lake Hills Trunk is eventually treated at King County’s Brightwater Treatment Plant in Woodinville. All other wastewater from the City is treated at King County’s South Treatment Plant in Renton. 
The Plan contains a capital improvement plan that is a combination of several programs, including Currently Funded Ongoing Capital Improvement Programs with a total annual cost of $3,867,000. The City also has a list of Currently Funded Capital Improvement Projects at a cost of $24,600,000 between now and 2020. The City identified funding sources for the proposed improvement projects which include rates, general facilities charges and bond proceeds.

Reclaimed Water 
The City completed the King County reclaimed water checklist and, as part of the Cascade Water Alliance, has explored opportunities to use reclaimed water. 

SEPA

The City completed a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) checklist for the Plan and, as lead agency, issued a determination of non-significance for the issuance of the Plan on February 13, 2014, with no appeals.
	
	A. General and sewer plan-specific: King County Code (KCC) 13.24.010
	Comments/findings

	(1)
	· Applicable to sewer utilities that provide sewer collection or treatment in unincorporated areas of King County and/or are component agencies of the regional wastewater system.
	· A portion of the City of Bellevue’s (the City) service area lies within unincorporated King County.
· The City is a component agency of the regional conveyance and treatment system; review and approval of the plan is pursuant to KCC 28.84.050.

	(2)
	· Submitted every six years or sooner if required by the Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE) whenever sewer conditions have changed significantly within the sewer service area.
	· The City’s last sewer plan was approved by Ordinance No. 14600 in 2003.

	(3)
	· Meets criteria in Revised Code of Washington (RCW) chapter 90.48 as well as KCC as follows: (1) compliance with the development program and policies outlined in the King County Comprehensive Plan for sewage facilities; and (2) compliance with the basin-wide water and/or sewerage plan. 
	· Yes. See the following for specifics on the various King County Comprehensive Plan policies applicable to wastewater plans and consistency with other planning processes. 

	(4)
	· Infrastructure for existing and future service areas based on adopted land use map.
	· Yes, for that portion of the service area in unincorporated King County land use and zoning was appropriately used in determining the sewer demand projection. 

	(5)
	· Sufficient information to demonstrate the ability to provide service consistent with the requirements of all applicable statutes, codes, rules, and regulations.
	· Yes. The City used 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.

	(6)
	· Consistent with Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-240-050.
	· Yes, the plan is consistent with WAC 173-240-050. The City is in the process of seeking plan approval from the DOE. 

	(7)
	· 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 inflow and infiltration (I/I), in comparison with county standard of 1,100 gallons per-acre-per-day (gpad), and steps being taken to reduce;
4. Areas of concern regarding corrosion and odor control and steps being taken;
5. Opportunities for reclaimed water; and
6. Additional information required by the Utilities Technical Review Committee (UTRC).
	All are discussed in the Plan:
1 and 2. The City’s winter drinking water billing records are used to estimate sanitary wastewater flows. Since the last Plan was written, the City’s peak year winter residential demands have decreased from 70 gallons/day/capita (gpdc) to 65 gpdc, while commercial demands per employee have increased from 20 gallons per day (gpd) to 25 gpd.
3. Flow monitoring data from King County’s 2002 I/I study and subsequent investigations revealed that stormwater and groundwater flows into the City’s wastewater system are significantly higher than previously assumed. The King County flow measurements data indicates basin-specific thirty minute peak I/I rates of between 900 and 12,000 gallons per acre per day (gpad). The city-wide average 30 minute peak I/I rate is 3,800 gpad. The Plan recommends targeted investigation and reduction of I/I.

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

5.  The City supports King County’s planning efforts and has provided King County with potential use data regarding reclaimed water opportunities.

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

	
	B. Public Sewer Service: 13.24.035
	

	(8)
	· All developments within Urban Growth Area (UGA) served by sewer unless on-site are allowed as temporary per KCC 13.24.136 and 13.08.070.


	· Yes. Although the City’s service area is largely developed, there are unserved areas within the City’s sewer service area. There are approximately 1,500 septic systems in the City’s service area including portions of the Bridle Trails neighborhood in northern Bellevue, areas near Cougar Mountain (southeastern Bellevue), and the Coal Creek area. The City has a program to extend service to those areas. 
· The City anticipates the population served to grow from 140,000 in 2010 to approximately 168,000 by 2030.

	(9)
	· Public sewer provided in rural towns if approved by King County.
	· There are no rural towns in the City’s sewer service area.

	(10)
	· No public sewer service outside UGA unless authorized under KCC 13.24.134.
	· All of the City’s sewer service area is within the UGA. 

· Sewer service is consistent with KCC 13.24.035.

	(11)
	· 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.
	· Yes, the Plan has the general location and description of treatment and disposal facilities, trunk and interceptor sewers, pumping stations, monitoring and control facilities, local service areas, and preliminary engineering in adequate detail to assure technical feasibility and, to the extent known, the methods of distributing the cost and expense of the system and the economic feasibility of plan implementation.

	
	C. Consistency requirements: 13.24.060
	

	(12)
	· State and local health requirements.
	· The Plan has not yet been reviewed and/or approved by DOE. 
· The UTRC review process included a representative of Public Health-Seattle and King County.

	(13)
	· Elimination or prevention of duplicate facilities.
	· The City has written agreements with other sewer providers regarding areas to be served in order to avoid overlapping jurisdiction and to ensure efficiency in the use of existing facilities. 

	(14)
	· Promotion of most healthful and reliable services to the public.
	· Yes.

	(15)
	· Provision of service at a reasonable cost, and maximization of use of public facilities.
	· Currently the City’s charges are affordable.

· In general, the City collects revenues in excess of expenditures.

	(16)
	· Reduction of number of entities providing sewer service in King County.
	· The City has written agreements with other sewer providers regarding areas to be served in order to avoid overlapping jurisdiction and to ensure efficiency in the use of existing facilities.

	(17)
	· Basin wide or multibasin water plans, sewerage plans, or both when approved by DOE or Washington State Department of Health (DOH).
	· The City is aware of, and supports, the planning done for the Cedar River basin for salmon recovery purposes.  The City is part of the regional wastewater system managed by King County. 


	(18)
	· Applicable state water quality, water conservation (e.g., RCW 90.48.495), and waste management standards.
	· Yes. As the City implements more water conservation programs, there may be a minimal negative impact on the operation of the sewer system. 

	(19)
	· Growth Management Act (GMA) (RCW 36.70A).
	· Yes, the Plan is consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan.
· The Plan is an element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan. 

	(20)
	· Groundwater Management Plans.
	· The Plan does not reference the groundwater aquifer protection plan and how the sewer system impacts it.

	(21)
	· Federally-approved habitat conservation plans and recovery plans under Endangered Species Act (ESA), and other plans, including regional water supply or water resource management plans.
	· The Plan makes no reference to the salmon recovery efforts within the watershed. However, the City has participated in the salmon recovery effort for Water Resource Inventory Area 8.

· There is no applicable regional water supply plan.

· The Plan is consistent with water resource management plans for the basin. 

	(22)
	· Applicable requirements to evaluate opportunities for the use of reclaimed water under chapter 90.46 RCW.
	· Yes, the City supports King County’s planning efforts, completed the King County Reclaimed Water Checklist and has provided King County with potential use data regarding reclaimed water opportunities.

	(23)
	· Sewer facilities allowed crossing rural areas only under certain conditions and only for schools or public health emergencies, under certain conditions. KCC 13.24.132.
	· Complies with the KCC. No rural areas within the City’s service area. 

	(24)
	· State Environmental Policy Act documentation.
	· Determination of Nonsignificance issued by the City on February 13, 2014, with no appeals. 

	
	COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES
	

	(25)
	· CA-5, CA-6, and E-466: adopt policies to protect the quantity and quality of groundwater, and develop strategies to compensate or mitigate for losses.
	· The City has adopted groundwater protection measures under the GMA and has mapped its, and other, water supply wells within the sewer service area.  
· Providing sewer service to properties without service consistent with the Plan may increase groundwater protection. 

	(26)
	· CO-7:  water reuse and reclamation shall be encouraged, especially for high water users.
	· See number 22.

	
	KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES
	

	(27)
	· F-104:  plan for provision of services to rural areas.
	· No rural areas within the City’s service area.

	(28)
	· E-105:  protect critical habitat.
	· Not applicable.

	(29)
	· E-434:  management and protection of water resources by King County through incentives, regulations, and programs.
	· Not applicable.

	(30)
	· E-477:  protect and enhance surface waters, including Puget Sound.
	· Not applicable.

	(31)
	· F-105:  work with cities and service providers to provide services.
	· Yes, the City has agreements with neighboring service providers to ensure coordinated service. 

	(32)
	· F-202:  ensure adequate supply of public facilities to support communities.
	· Yes. The City included review and incorporation of information from the most recent King County Comprehensive Plan. 

	(33)
	· F-203:  work with cities, special purpose utilities, and other service providers to define regional and local services and determine appropriate providers.
	· Yes. The City has written agreements with local governments and special purpose utilities regarding service provision and coordination with other systems. 

	(34)
	· F-207:  funding for growth should support facilities needed within UGAs, prioritized and coordinated through capital improvement programs (CIP), to comply with concurrency requirements.
	· Funding sources are identified to support identified needs, including facilities to serve anticipated population growth under local comprehensive plans.

· Extension of the sewer system will be primarily by developer extension agreements. 

	(35)
	· F-208:  support rural levels of development and not facilitate urbanization.
	· There are no rural areas within the City’s service area.

	(36)
	· F-210:  coordinate development of utility facilities.
	· Yes, see 34. 


	(37)
	· 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 City’s CIP identifies facilities and a funding strategy to ensure that it will meet anticipated demands. 

	(38)
	· 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.

	(39)
	· 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.

	(40)
	· 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.

	(41)
	· F-245:  all development within UGA to be served by public sewers, with some limited exceptions.
	· Yes, the City has policies in place to ensure and encourage the use of the sanitary sewer system within the urban area.

· Extension of the sewer system will be primarily by developer extension agreements.

	(42)
	· F-246:  King County and sewer utilities should jointly plan for phasing out of on-site systems within UGA.
	· The City acknowledges that many existing on-site systems exist within its service area and has policies in place to phase out their use over time. 

	(43)
	· 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.
	· There are no rural areas within the sewer service area. 



	(44)
	· 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.
	· Yes, the City’s facilities are consistent with the policy. 

	(45)
	· 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 City.

	(46)
	· 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 City’s service area of unincorporated King County. 

	(47)
	· 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 City. 


PAGE  

