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FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE

C.F. 311872

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
AND DECISION

In the matter of: )
| )

Council Conditional Use application of )
King County to allow a 5,600 square )
foot expansion to a public facility, )
including 2,600 cubic yards of grading, )
in an environmentally critical area at )
the West Point Treatment Plant, located )
)

at 4215 36th Avenue West (Project No.
3012604, Type IV).

This matter involves the petition of King County (‘“Proponent”) for approval of a
Council Conditional Use permit to coﬁstruct a one-story, 5,600 square foot addition to the
West Point Treatment Pla:dt in an environmentally critical area, located at 4215 36th
Avenue West. Attachment A is a plot plaﬁ that shows the location of the addi'“cion. in

relation to the overall facility. Attachment B is a detail of the site plan for the addition.

On May 10, 2012, the Director of thé Department of Planning and bevelopment (DPD)
* recommended approval of the request for a Council Conditional Use permit with no conditions.
The Hearing Examiner held an opeﬁ record hearing on June 12, 2012. On June 15, 2012, the
HearingrExaminer issued Findings, Conclusions and Recommendations, reéommending approval
of the Council Conditional Use pennit. The Hearing Examiner’s recommendation included no
recommended conditions.

- On August 8, 2012 the matter came before the City Coﬁncil’s Planning, Land Use and
Sustainability Committee (PLUS). At this meeting PLUS committee membérs reviewed the |

portions of the Hearing Examiner file and staff report. After their review of the request, PLUS
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committee members voted to recommended approval of the Conditional Use permit. PLUS then
requested staff to prepare Findings, Conclusions and a Decision, and _réferred the matter to a full

Council vote.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions

The City Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Findings of Fact, Conclusions
and Recommendation for C.F. 311872 dated June 15, 2012, and imposes no conditions on the

permit.
Decision
The Council hereby APPROVES the request by King Counity for a Council Conditional

Use permit to construct a 5,600 square foot structure as reflected in C.F. 311 872.

Dated this - day of , 201‘2.

City Council President -
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_ FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION
OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE

In the matter of: C.F.311872

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS
AND DECISION

)
)
Council Conditional Use application of )
King County to allow a 5,600 square )

foot expansion to a public facility, )
- including 2,600 cubic yards of grading, )
in an environmentally critical area at )
the West Point Treatment Plant, located )
at 4215 36th Avenue West (Project No. )
3012604, Type IV).

This matter involves the petition of King County (“Proponent”) for approval of a
Council Conditional Use permit to construct a one-story, 5,600 square fodt addition to the
West Point Treatment Plant in an environmentally critical‘ area, located at 4215 36th
Avenue West. Aftachment A is a plot plan that shows the location of the addition in

" relation to the overall facility. Attachment Bisa detail of the site plan for the addition.

On May‘lO, 2012, the Director of the Department of Planning and Development (DPD)
recommended appfoval of the request for a Council Conditional Use permit with no conditions.
The Heéring Examiner held an open record hearing on June 12, 2012. Oﬁ June 15, 2012, the
Hearing Examiner issued Findings, Conclusions and Reéommendations, recommending approval
of the Councﬂ Conditional Use permit. The Hearing Examiner"s recommendation included no
recommended conditions.

On Augusf 8, 2012 the matter came before the City Council’s Planniné, Land Use and
Sustainability Coﬁunittee (PLUS). At this meeting PLUS committee members reviewed the

portions of the Hearing Examiner file and staff report. After their review of the request, PLUS
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committee members voted to recommended approval of the Conditional Use permit. PLUS then

requested staff to prepare Findings, Conclusions and a Decision, and referred the matter to a full

Council vote.

Findings of Fact and Conclusions
The City Council hereby adopts the Hearing Examiner's Findings of Fact, Conclusions
and Recommendation for C.F. 311872 dated June 15, 2012, and imposes no conditions on the

permit.

Decision
The Council hereby APPROVES the request by King County for a Council Conditional

Use permit to construct a 5,600 square foot structure as reflected in C.F. 311872.

Dated this day of ,2012.

| City Council President
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\} \ Legislative Department
l b ‘Seattle City Council
Memorandum

Date: July 31,2012

To: Richard Conlin, Chair
‘ Tim Burgess, Vice Chair
Mike O’Brien, Member
Planning, Land Use and Sustalnabﬂlty (PLUS) Committee

From: Mlchael Jenkins, Council Central Staff

‘Subject: Clerk File (CF) 311872 - Council Conditional Use application of King County
to allow a 5,600 square foot expansion to a public facility, including 2,600
cubic yards of grading, in an environmentally critical area at the West Point
Treatment Plant, located at 4215 36th Avenue West (PI‘OJGCL No. 3012604,
Type IV).

Overview

King County Department of Natural Resources, Wastewater Treatment Division, requests
that the Council approve their Council Conditional Use (CCU) permit application to
~construct a 5,600 square foot addition at the existing West Point Sewage Treatment Plant
facility. The West Point Sewage Treatment Plant is located at 4215 — 36™ Ave West, in the
Magnolia neighborhood, is zoned Single-Family 5000 (SF 5000), and is accessed through
Fort Lawton and D1scovery Park.

As deplcted in Attachment C, the proposal is to construct a 35 foot tall, 5,600 square foot one
story addition to the existing Screening Handling room. The addition, called the Screen
Handhng Building, will contain new equlpment designed to improve the processing of solid
waste material in a manner that makes the materials drier, cleaner and less odorous than
existing processed materials. In addition, the proposal includes replacing existing screening
filters within the existing Screening Handling room with new screening systems des1gned to
remove up to five tlmes more materlal from the waste stream.

The u_pgrades are designed to comply with new regulations from the Washington State
Department of Ecology (WSDOE) concerning processing of biosolids.

1. Type of Action — Standard of Review - No Appeal or Request to Supplement the

- Record

Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) 23.51A.002D requires that the City Council review , as a
Type IV quasi-judicial land use action, a CCU to expand or reconfigure a Sewage Treatment
Plant in a SF 5000 zone. The proposal is considered an expansion and reconfiguration and, as
such, must meet criteria and standards that are designed to minimize and, if needed mitigate
any impacts of the facility expansmn



July 31, 2012

- PLUS

Re: C.F. 311872, 4215 ~ 36ﬂ1AveW : o ‘ \

Quasi-judicial actions are subject to the Appearance of Faimess Doctrine prohibiting ex-parte
communication and the Council’s rules on quasi-judicial proceedings (Resolution 31001).
The Hearing Examiner establishes the record for the decision at an open-record hearing.
After the hearing, the record may be supplemented through a timely request to Council only
threugh an appeal or request to supplement the record. :

No appeal of the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation was filed, and there was no timely
request to supplement the record.

Because there was no appeal or timely request to supplement the record, the Council’s quasi-
judicial rules require that the Council’s decision be based upon the record as submitted by the
Hearing Examiner, and that no oral argument be presented by the parties to PLUS. The
Council’s quasi-judicial rules provide that the action by Counell must be supported by
substantial evidence in the record. :

The record contains the substance of the sworn testimony provided at the Hearing
Examiner’s open record hearing and the exhibits entered into the record at that hearing.
Those exhibits inctude but are not limited to:

»  The recommendation of the Director of the Department of Planning and Development
(DPD); :

= The env1ronmental (SEPA) determination for the proposal;

*  The application materials; and

* Anaudio recording of the Hearlng Examiner’s open record heanng

The entire Hearing Examiner’s record is kept in my office and is available for your review.
3. Materials from the Record Reproduced in PLUS Notebooks
I have provided copies of the following exhibits from the Hearfng Examiner’s record:

1. The Hearing Examiner’s Recommendation (ineluding the findings of fact and

~ conclusions supporting the recommendation) (Attachment A);

2. DPD Director’s Analysis and Recommendation’ (Attachment B);

3. Powerpomt presentation prov1ded for the Hearing Examiner’s hearing (Attachment
C)%; and,

4. A copy of King County’s SEPA determination (Attachment D).

! Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 2 .
2 Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 10
* Hearing Examiner’s Exhibit 3
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PLUS
Re: C.F. 311872,4215-36™ Ave W

4. Summary of the record

Both DPD and the Hearing Examiner recommended thalt Council APPROVE the Council
Conditional Use. No conditions were recommended by either DPD or the Hearing Examiner.

~ The following is a summary of the site, history of the use, the proposed development and the
Hearing Examiner’s conclusions.

A. Site

The site is occupied by King County’s West Point Sewage Treatment Plant facility (facility).
~The facility, initially developed in 1966, was expanded in 1996 by Council approval. Located
in the Magnolia neighborhood and along Elliott Bay, the 32 acre site includes a variety of
structures that support the facility’s role as a sewage treatment plant for the region. The site
is zoned Single-family 5000 (SF 5000). While much of the site is located within
environmentally critical areas (Seattle Municipal Code Section 25.09) including shoreline
habitat area, steep slopes, Wetlands and potent1al slide areas, the ploposed structure is sited
outside these areas.

‘B. Surrounding area

The site and related facility are accessed through a road system that runs through both Fort
Lawton and Discovery Park, which buffer the facility from adjacent single family uses to the
~ cast and south. The nearest residences to the facility are located approximately 3,000 feet to
the southeast. These residences are screened from the facility by significant grade changes
and mature vegetation. :

C. Proposal

The proposal is to construct a 35 foot tall, 5,600 square foot, one story addition to the

existing Screening Handling Room which houses a raw sewage pump station for the facility. -
The addition, called the Screening Handling Building, will increase the amount of raw
sewage that can be processed prior to secondary handling. The addition will house equipment
to further process solid waste through grinding, washing, drying and compacting of solid
‘waste materials. The addition will be linked to. the Screening Handling room by elevated

- conveyor belts. The addition will also include enhanced ventilation equipment designed to
prevent transfer of odorous air as a result of the transfer of unprocessed materials between

the existing pump station and the addition.

The proposal also includes the replacement of existing 5/8 inch bar screens in the existing
raw sewage pump station. The bar screens are designed to capture plastics and other inert
materials that are not compatible with natural biosolids. The existing bars would be replaced
with 3/8 inch bars that prov1de increased screening; this enhanced screening meets new -
WSDOE standards requiring the removal of manufactured inerts (plastics, metals, ceramics,
etc.) from the waste stream.
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The goal of the addition and upgrade is to accommodate a five-fold increase in the retrieval -
of screened materials, thereby reducing the amount of non-biosolids into the waste stream.

Attachment C is a éopy of a powerpoint presentation that shows both existing conditions and
details of the proposed addition. No new parking is proposed, as the facﬂlty currently
provides 210 parking spaces while only 69 are required.

On October 25, 2011, King County issued an environmental (SEPA) determination for the
project, declaring that the project did not have any significant environmental impacts. That
determination, included as Attachment D, was not appealed. As part of their review, DPD
used that SEPA determination to decide whether or not conditions should be imposed on the
project. DPD concluded that no conditions to mitigate any project impacts related to its

- construction or its use were needed. -

On May 10, 2012, DPD published their recommendation to approve the request.

D. Public comment
No comments on the proposal were received by DPD or the Hearing Examiner.

E. Summary of the Hearing Examiner’s conclusions

Seattle Mumc1pal Code Section 23.51A.002D governs the expansion or reconfiguration of an
- existing sewage treatment plant in a single family zone,.and includes criteria to evaluate such
requests. Pages 3-5 of the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation list the criteria that are used
to determine if the project expansion should be approved DPD’s analysis of the criteria is
found on pages 2-9 of their recommendatlon

The criteria for permitting the relocation or expansion of a sewage treatment in a single
family zone include: : ‘

o A determination that feasible alternatives were considered to locate the expansion in a

zone where the use is permitted outright; '
e Mitigation of impacts on adjacent residential zones; - ‘

e Mitigation of transportation impacts and 1mpacts of opera‘uons (noise, odor, pollution)
during construction and operations

e A finding that the facility is compatible to surrounding propertles and

o landscaping and screening is provided that mltlgates the 1mpacts of the project on
surrounding uses.

On pages 5-7 of the Hearing Examiner’s recommendation, the Hearing Examiner noted that:
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PLUS

Re: C.F.311872, 4215 -36% Ave W

there is no evidence that the proposal would have-impacts on the character of single-
famﬂy areas In this zone as it is “1ocated a great distance from nearby single family
uses”

: there is no feasible altematlve to locatmg the addition on the site, as it is an integral

part of thé sewage treatment process inherent in the facility;
the siting, lighting and landscaping of the project will minimize any adverse impacts

~ on the single family uses located approximately 3,000 feet from the facility and the

nearby recreation facilities at Discovery Park;

the facility design will incorporate numerous measures to prevent transfer or escape
of odors; no special permit will be required by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, as
no increase in ador emissions will occur; :
Increases in noise and trafﬁc will be limited to those related specifically to the
construction; and

the height of the addition will be smular to or lowert than other buildings at on the
facility.

5. Recommendation

" Irecommend that the PLUS Committee APPROVE the request for a Council Conditional
Use (CCU) to both construct a 5,600 square foot addition and to replace existing bar screens

in the existing facility, and adopt the Hearing Examlner s findings conclusions and decision,
dated June 15, 2012.

6. Next Steps.

If the Committee recommends approval of the CCU as described above, and votes to move
- the Clerk File to full Council, I will draft Council Findings, Conclusion and Decision (FC
and D) for full Council review and vote.



 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION
OF THE HEARING EXAMINER FOR THE CITY OF SEATTLE

In the Matter of the Application of :
' CF 311872

KING COUNTY, DEPARTMENT =3
OF NATURAL RESOURCES, O :
WASTEWATER TREATMENT ' Department Refereneeyj Sz
DIVISION 3012604 ™ -
O

for Council conditional use approval for 'rn =

- expansion of a public facility U
T

~i

Introduction

King County, Department of Natural Resources, Wastewater Treatment Division applied
for Council conditional use approval to allow expansion of an existing sewage treatment

plant located at 4215 36™ Avenue West. A hearing on the application was held before the |

Hearing Examiner (Examiner) on June 12, 2012. The Applicant was represented by Pam
Erstad, Regulatory Specialist, King County Wastewater Treatment Division. The

Director was represented by Tamara Garrett, Senior Land Use Planner. The record
closed on June 12 following the Examiner’s site visit that day.

For purposes of this recommendation, all section numbers refer to the Seattle Municipal
Code (SMC or Code) unless otherwise indicated. Having considered the evidence in the

record and visited the site, the Examiner enters the following ﬁndmgs of fact, conclusions
and recommendatlon on the application.

Findings of Fact
Site and Vicinity
1. The West Point Treatment Plant (the Plant) is part of ng Couﬁty's wastewater

treatment system and is located in Discovery Park in the Magnolia neighborhood. The

Plant is on the shores of Puget Sound and prov1des primary and secondary wastewater
treatment.

2. The Plant is surrounded by high retaining walls, berms, and native landscaping that |

blends in with the Park. It has been in its present 32-acre configuration since the late
1990s and is entirely covered with impervious surfaces.

3. The site is surrounded by the Park and is accessed via a long access easement through
the Park. It is zoned for single-family use. The closest single-family uses are set back
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from the bluff.above the Plant, approximately 3000 feet from the site. Because of the
extensive landscaping, the Plant is nearly invisible from that location.

Proposal

4. The Washington State Department of Ecology has recently adopted biosolids
* fnanagement regulations, at WAC 173-308-205, that require all treatment plants to
"significantly remove manufactured inerts” (plastics, metals, ceramics, etc.) from
biosolids by screening through bar screens with a maximum opening of 3/8 inch. Exhibit
4. ' '

5. The Applicant proposes to replace the Plant’s existing 5/8 inch bar screens and further
upgrade.the screening handling facilities in the Raw Sewage Pump Building (Screenings
Room). In addition, the proposal includes corstruction of a new Screenings Handling
Building, south of and adjacent to the existing Screenings Room, to house the screenings
and the facilities needed to accommodate the anticipated five-fold increase in screened
material. ‘

6. Two enclosed, inclined conveyor belts would move raw screenings from the existing
Screenings Room to the proposed Screenings Handling Building. See Exhibit 10 at 6.
The ventilation system for the Screenings Handling Building would increase air flow
through the existing odor control system by approximately 8,500 cubic feet per minute.
It would also induce negative pressure in both the Screenings Room and the proposed
Screenings Handling Building to prevent transfer of odorous air from the Screenings
Room through the inclined belt conveyor and into the Screenings Handling Building.
The equipment in the new building would. grind, wash, dry, compact, load and haul the
screened material. ‘ '

7. Using an EPA air dlspersmn model, the Applicant determined that the proposal would
cause no effective change in odor. impacts (.36%, which is within the model’s margin of
error). With the pI‘OJ ect, the existing odor control system would be handling only about
80 percent of the air flow upper limit. Based on discussions with the Puget Sound Clean
Air Agency (PSCAA), the Applicant determined the proposal did not require a Notice of
Construction to PSCAA.

8. If the building were constructed, it is ant1c1pated that there would be only an
occasional need to open the roll-up door on the existing Screemngs Room, thereby
reducing the potential for nuisance odors to escape.

9. The proposed new building would be covered by the Plant’s approved plan for use of
sod1um hypochlorite for disinfection. _ A

’ '10 The proposed new two-story bulldmg would have a footprint of approx1mate1y 4,174
" square feet and be approximately 33.6 feet high. See Exhibit 1, Sheet C0001. It would
be a process facility only, with no office space, restrooms or employee break facilities.
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11. The Screenings Handling Building would be located within the existing walls of the
Plant, see exhibit 10 at 2, and would be screened by the existing retaining walls berms
and landscapmg :

12. The proposed building height would be the same as, or lower than adjacent buildings.
It would not be visible from Puget Sound or from most trails within Discovery Park. See
Exhibit 5, Appendix A. :

- 13. Lighting from the proposed building would be directed downward to avoid glare and
spillage. See Exhibit 8.

14. The Plant is operated 24 hours per day, and the hours would not change with the
construction of the Screenings Handling Building.

15. There would be no changes to the Plant's Transportation Plan. The increase in the
screenings to be removed from the site would add approximately 200 truck trips per year,
but that is expected to be offset by a reduction in biosolids loads of 480 truck trips per
year, for_an overall reduction of approximately 280 truck trips per year. The screenings
containers would be stationed on and hauled out on single trailers rather than the double
~ trailers presently used to haul screenings containers.

16. Because there would be no increase in the number of employees, transportation
patterns would be expected to remain as they are today once construction was completed.

17 During constructron truck and passenger vehicle trips would increase along the
existing access route, West Government Way, which is a designated arterlal

18. Construction would also result in a temporary increase in noise, but the Applicant
has committed to compliance with the City noise ordinance.

Director's Review

19. The Director of the Department of Planning and Development (Director) determined

under SMC 23.51A.002.D.2.b that the proposal did not require an early determination of

feasibility because it was not complex, did not involve the phasmg of programmatic and
_ project-specific demsmns and did not affect more than one site in a srngle family zone.

20. The Director reviewed the proposal in light of Code requirements for expansion of a
sewage treatment plant and recommended that it be approved without conditions.’

21. On November 24, 2011, King County issued a Determination of Nonsignificance
(DNS) for the proposal pursuant to the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), which
was not appealed. The Director reviewed the DNS and SEPA checklist and analyzed the
proposal's probable short-term impacts. The Director determined that the proposal would
have no long-term adverse impacts, and that no SEPA-based conditions were required to
mitigate short-term construction 1mpacts
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Public Comment

22. Neither the Director nor the Examiner received any public comments on the
proposal and no members of the public testified at the hearlng

Applicable Law
23. SMC 23.51A.002.D reads as follows:

D. Sewage Treatment Plants. The expansion or reconfiguration (which
term shall include reconstruction, redevelopment, relocation on the site, or
intensification of treatment capacity) of existing sewage treatment plants
in single-family zones may be perm1tted if there is no feasible alternative
‘location in a zone where the use is permitted and the conditions imposed
under ... 23.51A.002.D.3 ... are met.

1. Applicable Procedures. A decision on an application for the expansion
or reconﬁguratlon of a sewage treatment plant is a Type IV Council land
use decision..

2. Need for Feasible Alternative Determination. The proponent shall
demonstrate that there is no feasible alternative location in a zone where
establishment of the use is permitted. :

a. The Council's decision as to the feasibility of alternative
location(s) shall be based upon a full consideration of the ‘environmental,
social and economic impacts on the community, and the intent to preserve
and to protect the physical character of single-family areas, and to protect
single-family areas from intrusions of non-single-family uses.

3. Condltlons For Approval of Proposal

a. The project is located so that adverse impacts on residential
areas are minimized;

b. The expansion of a facility does not result in a concentration of.
institutions or facilities that would create or appreciably aggravate impacts
that are 1ncompat1ble with single-family residences;

c. A facility management and transportation plan is required [and]

. shall at a minimum include discussion of sludge transportation, noise
control and hours of operation. Increased traffic and parking expected to
occur with use of the facility shall not create a serious safety problem or a
blighting influence on the nei ghborhood

d. Measures to minimize potential odor emissions and airborne
pollutants including methane shall meet the standards of and be consistent
with best -available technology as determined in consultation with the
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) and shall be 1ncorporated into
the design and operation of the facility.
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e. Methods of storing and transporting chlorine and other

hazardous and potentially hazardous chemicals shall be determined in
- consultation with the Seattle Fire Department and incorporated into the
design and operation of the facility; ,

f. Vehicular access suitable for trucks is avallable or provided
from the plant to a designated arterial improved to City standards;

g. The bulk of facilities shall be compatible with the surrounding
community... '

h. Landscaplng and screening, separation from less intensive
zones, noise, light and glare controls and other measures to ensure the
compatibility of the use with the surrounding area and to mitigate adverse
impacts shall be incorporated into. the design and operation of the facility;

i. No residential structures, including those modified for
nonresidential use, are demolished for facility expansion unless a need has
been demonstrated for the services of the institution or facility in the
surrounding community.

Conclusions
1. The Hearing Examiner has jurisdiction over this matter pursuant to SMC 23.76.052. -

2 No long-term adverse environmental impacts, economic impacts or social impacts are
expected as a result of the proposal. Short-term environmental nnpacts would be limited
to temporary construction impacts identified and reviewed in the DNS and by the
.Director. Short-term economic impacts would be the creation of short—term construction
jobs. Long-term environmental impacts are expected to be positive.

3. There is no evidence that the proposal would have any negative impact on the
character of single-family areas because it is located a great distance from, and would be
nearly invisible to single-family uses. There would be no 1ntru31on of non- smgle—famlly
uses. : :

4. There is no feasible alternative to locating the new Screenings Handling Building on
the site, as it is an integral element of the sewage treatment process that takes place there. -

5. The siting, landscaping, and lighting for the proposal will minimize any adverse
impacts on residential areas, and the proposal would not appreciably aggravate impacts
incompatible with single-family residences. Increases in traffic and noise impacts will be
limited to the construction phase of the project. :

6. The Plant has a Facility Plan registered with the Department of Ecology. The Plant's
Transportation Plan will remain intact and be unchanged by the proposal, as will the
hours of operation. Noise, traffic and parking impacts will be temporary and related to
‘construction. Truck traffic will be reduced. ‘
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7. The facility design and proposed operation incorporate numerous measures to prevent
transfer or escape of odorous air. As noted, the Applicant has reviewed the proposal with
PSCAA, and regulated odor emissions will remain unchanged. Operational best practices
will reduce the potential for nuisance odors. '

- 8. The proposal would have no effect upon the handling and use of hazardous and
potentially hazardous chemicals at the Plant.

9. The proposal would have no effect on the Plant's existing vehicular access via West
Government Way. '

10. The proposal is similar in height and bulk to some of the smaller buildings within the
Plant. It would be screened by the high walls and landscaped berms on the outer
perimeter of the Plant and would not be visible from most Discovery Park trails. Light
and glare would be well controlled, and the landscaped berms would reduce noise
impacts, which are expected to remain unchanged. o

11. The proposal does not involve the demolition of residential structures or their
modification for nonresidential use. ‘ '

12. The proposal meets all applicable Code requirements for an expansion of an existing
sewage treatment plant. K

"Recommendation

The Hearing Examiner recommends that the City Council APPROVE the requested
conditional use. ' '

L —

Entered this |5 day of June, 2012.

Sue A. Tanner
Hearing Examiner

.
—’\
)

CONCERNING FURTHER REVIEW

NOTE: It is the responsibility of the person seeking to appeal a ,Heéring'
Examiner’s recommendation to consult appropriate Code sections to
determine applicable rights and responsibilities.

Pursuant to SMC 23.76.054, any person substantially affected by a recommendation of
the Hearing Examiner may submit an appeal of the recommendation in writing to the City
Council. The appeal must be submitted within fourteen (14) calendar days following the
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date of the issuance of the recommendation of the Hearing Examiner, and be addressed
to:

Seattle City Council .

Built Environment Committee

~c/o Seattle City Clerk .

600 Fourth Avenue, Floor 3 (physical address)

P.O. 94728 (mailing address)

Seattle, WA 98124-4728

The appeal shall clearly identify specific objections to the Hearing Examiner's
recommendation and specify the relief sought. Consult the City Council committee
‘named above for further information on the Council review process.
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. CITY OF SEATTLE
- -ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE DIRECTOR
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT

~ Application Number: 3012604
Applicant Name: King County, Department of Natural ‘Rei_sources, ‘
' - Wastewater Treatment Division
Address of Proposal: 4215 36™ Avenue West

Council File Number: | 311872

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION

Council Land Use Action to allow an approximately 5,600 éXpans_ion of a public facility (West
Point Sewage Treatment Plant) in an environmentally critical area. Project includes 2,600 cubic
_yards of grading. Determination of Non-Significance prepared by King County.
" The following approvals are requirédf

Council Conditional Use to allow expansion of an existing sewage treatment plant.

SEPA to approve, condition or deny ,pufsuanf to 25.05.660.

SEPA DETERMINATION: [ ] Exempt [X] DNS* [ ] MDNS [ ] EIS
[ 1 DNS with conditions ‘

[ 1 DNS i_nvoiving non-exempt grading, or demolition,
or involving anqgther agency with jurisdiction.

~ *The King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks issued a Determmatlon of Non—
- S1gmﬁcance in‘this thatter on NoV‘ember 24, 2011 ‘ ‘
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BACKGROUND DATA

Site and Vicinity Description

The West Point Treatment Plant (the Plant) is located about four miles northwest of downtown
Seattle on the shores of Puget Sound and in Discovery Park. It is part of King County's regional
system that treats wastewater for about 1.5 million people and covers 420 square miles in the
Puget Sound region. West Point Plant treats wastewater and stormwater from homes, offices,

- schools, agencies, businesses and industries in Seattle, north King County, south Snohomish
County, and some areas of Lake Washington. .

| The history of the Plant began in 1958, when voters in Seattle and King County cteated Metro,
an agency charged with developing and operating a regional wastewater treatment system.

In 1966, construction of a primary treatment plant was completed at West Point.

In 1994, a voter approved measure merged Metro W1th King County and King County assumed
responsibility for West Point Plant. . ,

In 1991, to comply with the 1972 Federal Clean Water Act, Metro began an expansion of the
. Plant to provide secondary treatment. Expansion and upgradmg to secondary treatment was

‘ completed in 1996. The average capacity for wet weather flow is 133 million gallons per day.
The rnax1mum capacity is 440 million gallons per day during peak storm events.

-+ West Point Treatment Plant is ‘surrounded by reta1nmg walls, berms, and extensive native
~ landscaping to effectively blendmg into the surroundmg D1scovery Park.

Proposal Descrmtmn

This proposed improvement is required under recent Washmgton State Department of Ecology
~ biosolids management regulations as outlined under Washington Administrative Code (WAC)
-173-308- 205 The regulations require all treatment plants in Washington State to install 3/8-
inch (or finer) bar screens somewhere in the treatment process to “significantly remove .
manufactured merts” such as plastics, metals, ceramics and other manufactured 1tems from the

b1osol1ds

. In order to accomplish this, the emstmg 5/8-inch bar ¢ screens need to be replaced. This pl‘O_]eCt
will upgrade the screening and screening handling fac1ht1es at the West Point Treatment Plant.
The project will replace six 5/8-inch travelling rake bar screens in the existing Raw Sewage-
Pump Building (Screenings Room) with four new 3/8-inch multl-rake bar screens and two new

1A«.—mch multi-rake bar screens.

The project will also construct a new Screenings Handling building located south of, and
directly adjacent to the existing Screenings Room. The new building will house the screenings
handling facilities as needed to accommodate the expected 5-times increase in screened
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material, including equipment and facilities necessary to grind, wash, dry, compact, load and
haul the additional screened material. The footprint of the new two-story building will be
approximate 4,174 square feet and up to 38 feet in height; the overall square footage of the
building itselfis 5597 square feet. The building will function as a process facility only, notan
occupied space, and there will be no office space, restrooms, or break facilities.

ANALYSIS —COUNCIL CONDITIONAL USE

The Seattle Land Use Code provides as follows: “The decision on an application for the
‘expansion or reconfigiration of a sewage treatment plant is a Type IV Council land use .
decision.” (SMC § 23.51A.002 D) The Code then sets forth specific criteria that shall be
considered in evaluating and approving, condl’uomng or denying proposals for the expansion or
reconfiguration of an existing sewage treatment plant :

Sewage Treatment Plants. The expansion or reconﬁguration (which term shall include
reconstruction, redevelopment, relocation on the site, or intensification of treatment capacity) of -
existing sewage treatment plants in single-family zones may be permitted if there is no feasible
alternative location in a zone where the use is permm‘ed and the conditions imposed under

~ subsections 23. 5 ]A 002.D.3 and D4 are met. S

Need for F easible Alternative Determinat_i.on. The proponent shall demonstrate that there is no
Jfeasible alternative location in a zone where establishment of that use is permitted,

The Courcil’s decision as to the feasibility of alternative location(s) shall be based upon -
a full consideration of the environmental, social and economic impacts on the

community, and the intent to preserve and to protect the physical character of single-
Jamily areas, and to protect single-family areas from intrusions of non-single-family uses.

There is no feasible alternative to locating the proposed new Influent Screenings building on the

~West Point site as it would be an element of the larger sewage treatment process. The new
bulldmg would have conveyors that would transport screenings material from the ex1st1ng
screenings building into the proposed Influent Screemngs bu11d1ng

Environmental Impacts

Negative environmental 1mpacts by the project would consist of temporary construction 1mpacts '
that have been identified and reviewed the proponent’s SEPA document, including odor, height,
exhaust emissions from construction vehicles and fugitive dust. These impacts are expected to
be minor in scope and many well controlled by preventative measure employed during

- construction. Long term environmental impacts of the proposal are expected to be positive.

Social Impacts : : :
The proposed Influent Screenings Building is, contamed within the ex13t1ng Walls of the Plant..
The building would, like the rest of the Plant, be screened by hlgh retaining walls, berms and
natlve plantlngs on the outer perimeters.
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" Economic Impacts
The construction of the Influent Screenings Building will create short term construction jobs in

the region. In the long term the plant improvement is not expected to have an economic impact.

Intent to Isrotect the Physical Character of Single-Family Areas
There are no nearby single-family uses in Discovery Park, the closest are those set back from the

bluff above the Plant and approximately 3,000 feet from the site.

Protect Single Family Areas from Intrusions of Non-Single-Family Uses
The proposed location would not result in a further intrusion into a s1ng1e family area because it
is within the exrstmg footprint of the West Point Plant.

The determination of feasibility may be the subject of a separate application for a -
Council land use decision prior to submission of an application for a project-specific
approval if the Director determines that the expansion or reconfi, iguration proposal is
complex, involves the phasing of programmatic and project-specific decisions or aﬁ’ects
more than one site in a single-family zone.

It is the determmatron of DPD in its early determination pursuant to SMC 23. 51A.D. 2, that the
West Point Influent Screenmgs Project does not requrre and early Determination of Feasibility by

City Council.

- This reconfiguration of work space does not involve the phasing of programmatic and project-

~ specific decisions. The proposed Influent Screenings Building will have uses that have been
integral to plant operatrons for at least the last forty yeats. ' '

The reconﬁguratron does not affect more than one site in a single-family zone. The West Point
" Treatmient Plant has been its present 32 acre configuration since the late 1990’s; after the
secondary treatment upgrades. ' ' -

Conditions for Approval of Proposal. ;

" a. The prOJect is located so that adverse zmpacts on residential areas are minimized; :

The proposed Tnfluent Screenmgs Building is located in the interior of the Plant and views should -
be very minimal due to the berm surrounding the site. The public may have a partial view of the -
building at the entrance to the Plant. The height of the building is the same or shorter than
adjacent buildings. Generally, views into the Plant are obscured by a perimeter wall and berm

- planted with native vegetatron :

Lrghtmg from the new proposed bulldlng will be dlrected downward SO as l1ght trespass and
glare from the Plant. ,

- b.-The expansion of a facility does not result in a concentration of institutions-or facilities that -
would create or appreciably aggravate impacts that are incompatible with szngle- famzly

residences.
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The proposed Influent Screenings Building will be located within the footprint of the existing
Plant and existing staff will monitor operations inside the new building. Increases in traffic,
odor, and noise occur only during the constructlon phase.

. A facility management and 'transportation plan is required. The level and kind of detail to be
disclosed in the plan shall be based on the probable impacts and/or scale of the proposed
Jacility, and shall at a minimum include discussion of sludge transportation, noise control, and
hours of operation. Increased traffic and parking expected to occur with use of the facility shall
not create a serious safety problem or a blighting influence on the neighborhood;

The Plant’s Transportation Plan, developed as part of the 1996 secondary upgrade project '
conditions, and does not need to be amended as a result of the proposed improvement as the
impact on traffic to and from the traffic will be a slight reduction.

The West Pomt Treatment Plant has a F acﬂlty Plan registered with the Department of Ecology
and a Transportation Plan developed as part of the secondary upgrade.

Transportation' patterns are expected to remain, the same once construction is complete. The
proposed Screenings Handling building will be for operations only and not occupied (i.e., no
offices or restrooms) and existing staff will operate and maintain the facility once construction is
complete. As mentioned above, there will be no increase in truck traffic (biosolids and solids)

- and existing routes will be used after the new building is built. '

“While there would be a temporary short-term increase in traffic during construction these would
be well within the capacity of nearby streets and intersections. :

" Hours of operation - The Plant is operated continuously.

Therwxéla}@beaveraﬂ«rum@nefvappro imately-280-totaltruck-tripsper-year=Althe
expected-thrat-there-wi i i

trtp&atht&m}k‘imff setb -

‘In addition to the truck trip reductions describéd above, it is important to note that the new
screenings traﬂers will be about half the length of the ex1st1ng tratlers 3 fthé‘

West Point Secondary Treatment Facilities:Rroject Addendum to the March 1989 West Point Facilities. Plan
Mumcupallty of Metropolitan Seattle. Publication 408. October 1990.
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The existing screenings trucks use a double trailer because of operational considerations; namely,
 the existing 20-yard screenings containers must be slid from the floor onto the trailer and vice

versa, which requires a long trailer to prevent the front of the truck from being lifted off the
~ground. The proposed screenings containers will remain on the trailer while the screenings are

being loaded. In terms of trailer height, the proposed 40—yard contamers are about four feet taller . -

_ than the ex1st1ng 20-yard contamers

There will be no increase in employee commuter traffic because the new screenings building will
not be occupied. The building is strictly for operations and will contain no.bathrooms or offices;
no additional staff will be employed to operate the new facility.

Measures to minimize potential odor emission and airborne pollutants including methane shall
meet standards. of and be consistent with best available technology as determined in consultation
with the Puget Sound Clean Azr Agency (PSCAA) and shall be incorporated into the design and

operaz‘zon of the faczlzty,

Regulated odor émissions will not increase as a result of the proposed Screenings Handling
building, and the potential for nuisance odors at the Plant will likely be decreased because of
building design and implementatiori of Best Management Practices (BMPs).

Regulated Ern1ss1ons :
Once constructron is complete, the ventilation system in the proposed Screenings Handlmg
bulldlng will increase airflow through the existing odor control system by approximately 8,500
cubic feet per minute. Wastewater Treatment Division staff modeled this increased flow using
an EPA air dispersion model called SCREEN3. Based upon the modeling results, the proposed
project will increase downwind impacts by only 0.36 percent due to the additional flow rates .
compared to ex1st1ng conditions. Given the accuracy of the model the results are essentially

5 thotewl Ehe:noseffet ehanveitEod {;-,pgqts&% a
; Heser IS projects addltron even thh the increased airflow, the existing odor
: control system is only handhng about 80 percent of the airflow uppet limit. Based on this
'mformanorl and discussions with a représentative from the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, the
County has determined‘that a Notice of Construction to PSCAA is not required for the project.

Regardlng the burldmg de31gn, there will be two enclosed 1nc11ned conveyor belts to convey raw
screenings from the multi-rake screens in the Existing Screenings Room to the proposed

~ Screenings Handling building (Figure 5). The mclmed conveyor belts will be approximately 30
- -inches wide toconvey 1,600 cubic feet per hour- of raw screenings. The building penetratlon
from the existing Screen Room will be an opening approximately 4 feet by 4 feet in size.
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During ﬁormal screening operation, raw ééreenings would be transported via the inclined belt
conveyor for processing. The ventilation system will induce negative pressure in both the
existing Screenings Room and the proposed Screenings Handling building, which will prevent -
transfer of relatively odorous air from the Screenings Room into the inclined belt conveyor and
on to the Screenings Handling building. | ‘

Because the National Fire Protection Association Standard (NAFP) 820 does not allow any
transfer of air between a classified space (the existing Screenings Room) and. an unclassified
space (the proposed Screenings Handling building), the conveyors between the buildings
incorporate passive, louvered openings along their length. This will allow any flammable vapors
to escape should a.power failure occur. However, during normal operating conditions, no odors
will escape through the louvered openings because the existing Screenings Room and proposed

'Screenings Handling building will be under negative pressure, drawing outside air into the
buildings for treatment by the odor control system. '

Nuisance Odors :

- The potential for'nuisance odors assomated with the screenings facilities at the Plant should also
be decreased once the project is operational.. As discussed above, the screened materials will be
much drier (5 9% solids vs. the current 24% solids) and much cleaner, which will significantly
reduce the potential for odors emanating from: vehicles hauling screened material compared to
the existing situation. Further, the raw screenings entering the proposed Séreenings Handling
building will remain untreated for only a short amount of time before being ground and washed,

“which will re-entrain most of the organic material back into the Plant’s influent. After
dewatermg and compaction, the screenings material will be substantlally less odorous than the

 existing screened material. -

Operatiorial improVéments resulting from the proposed project will also reduce the potential for -
'nulsance odors. Currently, the screenings contalners in the ex1st1ng Screemngs Room are
changed out weekly This is a complex and labor mtenswe process that involves shdmg
containers in and out of the Screenings Room and can take from one to two hours.. During this
time the roll-up door on the existing Screenings Room remains open, allowing the potential for
nuisance odors to escape. These odors result from the raw influent as well as from the relatively
unprocessed screemng material that is deposited in an open 20-yard container. After the new

4 screenings building is built, , the roll-up door on the existing screenings room will be opened
only occasmnally as needed to maintain or replace equipment, greatly reducing the potential for -
nuisance odors. In add1t1on the screened material stored in the containers in the proposed -

. Screemngs Handhng bulldmg will be 31gn1ﬁcantly dryer cleaner, and less odorous Also the

| ’change out of the contamers will be ‘much less time consuming because the containers will bé
mounted on wheeled trailer chasses that can be installed and removed quickly.
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In both existing and proposed situations, the screenings containers.are/will be tarped before the

' roll-up doors are opened. Tarping the container is done either from side to side, or front to back

- within the building. On the proposed project, the container bay design is modified in the
- proposal "co’ provide platforms on both sides-and back of the screenings container for easy access

in tarping the container. Once the tarp has been placed over the trailer, the operator will go down
to the ground floor level from the intermediate platforms to attach bungee cords to secure the
cover. Stairs have been provided at the south end of these platforms to fac111tate easy access to

the mtermedlate platforms.

Methods of storing. and transportmg chlorme and other hazardous and potentially hazardous-
chemicals shall be determined in consultation with the Seattle Fire Department and incorporated.

into the design and operation of the facility;

The Plant no Ionger uses chlorine for disinfection due to safety issues and has changed its
dlsmfectlon processes to use Sodium Hypochlorite. Sodium Hypochlorite is handled currently at
the West Point Treatment Plant under an approved plan and its use at the proposed screening

_ facﬂlty would be covered under that plan.

Vehicular access suitable for trucks is available or provzdea’ from the planz‘ foa deszgnated

arterzal zmproved to City standards;

This project w111 not alter the exrstmg access route via W. Government Way.

| The bulk of faczlztzés shall be e"bmpatzble with the'surrounding community. Public facﬂz‘ties that. |

do not meet bulk requirements may be located in single famzly residential areas if there isa
publzc necesszty Jor. thezr locatzon there;

The proposed Screenings Handling building is located within the Plant. The size of the proposed
footprint, 5597 square feet in gross floor area, is compatible with other buildings within the -
vicinity of the project site and would be up to 38 feet from grade at its highest point. The-new .

. Screenings building will not be visible from the Discovery Park trail and will located within the

interior footprint of the existing Plant. The ex1st1ng Wall surrounding the Plant will prov1de :

" screening of the new fac111ty

Landscapmg and- screemng, separatzon from less intensive zones, noise, lzght dand glare controls

. and other measures to ensure the compatibility of the use with the surrounding area and to -

mztzgate adverse zmpacz‘s shall be _zncorporated into the design and operatzon of the faczlzly

The existing site is 100% impervious surface It isnot fea51b1e to install landscapmg Where
construction will occur because operational facilities are located in, and around the vrcmlty of the

" proj ect site which is located withifi the mtenor of the Plant. There is exibting landscaprng

surroundmg the Plant that serves to 'screen noise and light.
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The Screenings Handling building would add approximately 12 exterior lights including 100-
watt wall-mounted luminaire lights over the building entrances and along the outside walls as ' _,
well as 250-watt metal halide lights below the canopies on the front (south) site of the building.
Lighting will be directed downward and otherwise mitigated limit light emission and glare from
the Plant.

i. No residential structures, including those modified for nonresidential use, are demolished for
Jacility expansion unless a need has been demonstrated for the services of the institution or
Jfacility in the Surroundmg community. - :

No ne‘sidential structures shall be demolished or modified for nonresidential use.

RECOMMENDED DECISION—COUNCIL CONDITIONAL USE

VC.ouncil Conditional Approval is Recommended. * |

RECOMMENDED CONDITIONS —COUNCIL CONDITIONAL USE

" DPD recommends no conditions.

ANALYSIS-SEPA

The Department of Natural Resources of King County is the SEPA Lead Agency. King County
preparéd a SEPA checklist and issued a Determination of Non-Significance. The information in
the checklist, the supplemental information submitted by the applicant, the experience of the lead
agency and the Department of Planning and Development with the review of snmlar projects
from the basis for this analysis and condltlonmg decision.

The SEPA Overview Policy (SMC 25.05.665D) clanﬁes the relat10nsh1p between codes, policies
and environmental review. Specific policies for each element of the environment, certain
neighborhood plans, and other pohcles explicitly referenced may serve as the ba51s for exercising
substantive SEPA authority. :

The OVerView Policy states, in part, “Where City regulations have been adopted to address an

environmental impact it shall be presumed that such regulations are adequate to achieve

- sufficient mitigation,” subject to some limitations. Under such limited mrcumstances (see SMC
25.05.665.D.1-7), mitigation may be con51dered by the Department B

_‘Short-term Impacts,

The pro;ect is hkely to have minor short-term adverse construction-related env1ronmenta1
impacts with respect to earth, noise, air, water quahty traffic and pedestrian circulation. No
other elements of the environment appear likely to be adversely affected, and no other elements
have been identified in the SEPA document :
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* Air, Earth, and Water. The project is likely to cause some minor soil erosion from grading and
other site work while the earth is exposed. Other potential impacts include decreased air quality
due to dust and other particulates produced by construction equipment and operations, and
tracking of mud and dirt onto adjacent streets by construction vehicles. These air and earth
impacts are expected to be minor in scope and would be limited to the period of site preparation.
Several adopted City codes ard ordinances provide adequate mitigation. The Street Use
Ordinance provides for watering the streets to suppress dust; the Stormwater, Grading and
Drainage Control Code prov1des for mitigation of earth impacts related to grading and
excavation, such as soil erosion and runoff and the Seattle Building Code provides for
appropriate construction measures in general The Puget Sound Cléan Air Agency regulates to
enforce 11m1tat10ns on the airborne emission of dust and other partrculate material. '

Construction activities 1nclud1ng worker commutes, truck trips, the operation of construction

_ equrprnent and machinery, and the manufacture of the construction materials themselves result in
increases in carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions which adversely impact air -

‘quality and contribute to climate change and global warming. While these impacts are adverse;

they are not expected to be s1gn1ﬁcant due to the relatrvely minor contnbutlon of greenhouse gas

emrssrons

No cond1t1omng pursuant to SEPA Pohcy authonty regardmg air, earth and water 1mpacts is
‘ .Warranted ‘

~ Noise, Short-term noise from construction would be generated during working hours. Norse
levels during construction would be expected to comply with codified City of Seattle standards.
The remoteness of the proposal site from receptor sites, the presence of a perimeter wall and
berm around the West Point site, and the limited nature of the proposed constructlon activity

- .would further limit noise impacts expected to reach adjoining sites.

_Circulation and Traffic. Pedestrian and bicycle routes would be affected during the construction

- period, particularly in Discovery Park surrounding the proposal site. ‘These impacts would be
limited to those occurring in the use of existing roads through the park and would.be expected to.
'be mmor 1n nature due to the 11rmted amount of constructron trafﬁc expected

Parking. “All construction related parkmg is expected to be contained within the peruneter wall
of the ex1st1ng treatment plant and no 1mpacts are expected in surroundmg areas. :

Greenhouse Gases Constructlon activities 1nclud1ng constructron worker commutes truck trips,
the operation of construction equipment and machinery, and the manufacture of the construction
materials themselves result in increases in carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gas emissions
which adversely impact air quality and contribute to climate change and global warming. Whlle'
these impacts are adverse, they are not expected to be significant due to the relatwely mmor
"""“ﬁ‘-ﬁfcontnbutron of greenhouse gas ermss1ons ﬁ'om this*project. SR e e T
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Long-term Impacts

No long term negative impacts are expected to result from the proposed development. No
‘additional traffic is expected to be generated. No additional noise, odors, light or glare is
expected to be generated.

DECISION — SEPA

DPD has analyzed the proposal as described in plans provided by the applicant, has reviewed the -
SEPA checklist provided and exercises substantive SEPA authority to condition or not condition
the issuance of construction permits for the proposed development.

RECOMMENDED SEPA CONDITIONS

None
- Signature: ’ | _ Date: May 10. 2012
: Scott Kemp, Senior Land Use Planner
Department of Planning & Development
Land Use Services
SK:bg .

H:kemp\doc\3012604 West Point Recommendation.doc
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Dewatered screenings
are pressed up a chute
into a 20-cubic yard
confainer

Container hauled to
landfill every week or so




I\/Ieet the recent Washmgton State BIOSOlIdS
«Regulatlon (WAC 173-308- 205)

Replace critical infrastructure

Existing bar screens are Warped and detormed from years of - Inert material bypasses screens and clogs pipes &
heavy service ‘ , pumps and takes up digester capacity
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‘No view impaCts to the community
New building is lower than most
adjacent buildings

New building will not affect views
from trails in Discovery Park




Much less potential for nuisance odors

Currently, odors from screenings and raw

‘influent can escape during container-

change-outs, which can take 2 hours

After project implementation, screened
material will be much dryer and cleaner

Stored in new building — no odors from
raw influent

Container change outs will occur much
guicker because containers are on
wheeled chassis

Existing




During Construction ~ After'Co.nStruction

(20-month perlod)

800 ftruck trlps total (400 round &
trlps)

= 40 vehicle trips per day (20 e

round *trlps)

(Overall reduction in truck trips)

Expected net reduction of 280
total trips per year |

More inert solids leaving the
plant as clean, dry screenings

" than as relatively wet biosolids

‘No increase in employee

commuter traffic

10



New screenings trucks will be about half the length of the

existing trucks

\
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= During Conetructlon
Q Short-term increase related to Constructlon

o Noise lmpacts expected to be negllglble to reS|dents and park
users | ~

Q “Construetlon noise and working hours | in compllance with Clty
 of Seattle noise ordinance |

After Construction
a No increase in noise expeeted |
o New bar screene will generate the same or less noise
- o Machinery in screenings handling building is totally enclosed
2 Machinery not inherently noisy |

12



Community meeting, events and‘brieﬁngs

= Work with Friends of Discovery Park ahd

Newsletters and press releases

it Treatmient Plant P

Seattle Parks Department | Ay

Project website - |
http://www .kingcounty.gov/environment/wtd/Ab
out/System/West/Plant/Projects/Screenings

What i‘he Communiz‘y can expect during construction:

&

&

£

Construction April 2013 to December 2014
Trafﬁ‘c — approximately 40 vehicular trips per day

Noise — mlnlmnzed due to location behind retaining wall and
vegetated hillside, will comply with City of Seattle noise ordmance

Contact WTD with construction Conoems or complaints

13



King County
Department of Natural Resources and Parks

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

Environmental Checklist

for the'

West Pomt influent Screemngs
Improvement Project

October 25, 2011

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

This information is available in accessible formats-upon requestat.
206-684-1280 (voice) or 711 (TTY).".



ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

A. BACKGROUND

1.

Name of proposed project, if applicable:
West Point Influent Screenings Improvement Project
Name of applicant:

King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division "

- Address and phone number of applicant and contact person:

~ King County Department of Natural Ré.sources and Parks

Wastewater Treatment Division
201 South Jackson Street
Seattle, WA 98104

CONTACT: Katherine Fischer, Telephone: 206-263-3197
Email: katherine.fischer@kingcounty.gov

Date checklist prepared:

October 14, 2011

' Agency requesting checklist:

K'ing County Départment, of Natural Resources and Parks
Wastewater Treatment Division

Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applibable):

Cbnstruction is anticipated to begin in the second quarter of 20ﬁ3 and be
substantially completed by December 2014. :

Do ydu have any plans for future additions, expansions, or further activity
related to or connected with this‘proposal? If yes, explain.

No.

List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or

- will be prepared, directly related to this proposal.

* Screenings-Improvement Project Geotechnical Report, Jacobs Associates,
June 2010 : ‘

Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of
other proposals directly affecting the property covered by your proposal? If
yes, explain.- ' ,



10.

11.

12.

“No.

List-any government approvals or permits‘ that will be needed-for.your

.-proposal; if khown. _ -

City of Seattle.

Construction Permit
Council Conditional Use Permiit ,
Mechanical, Electrical, Plumbing, Fire Permits

State Department of Archagblogy and Historic Preservation

~Archaeological Excavation Permit

Give brief, completé deseription of your propésal;iricluding the proposed uses
and the size of the project and site. Thereare several-questions later in this
checklist that ask you to/describe certain aspects of your:proposal:You do not
need to repeat those answers on'this page: (Léad dgengiesimay modify this

- form to include additional specific-information on-projéctidescription).

" New Wa‘shi'n“'gtori State biosolids regulations requiré that treatment facilities

“significantly remove maniifactured-iners® from’the waste stréam in‘order to protect
the quality of biosolids. * There'is insufficierit space in'the existing Raw Sewage Pump
Building at the West Point Treatment Plant.to accommodate the equipment required
for WTD to meet the new state regulations. The proposalisito’construct a new -
approximately 5,600 square foot building adjacent to the existing-Raw Sewage Pump
Building to house new screenings handling equipment. This new equipment includes
conveying, grinding, washing, compacting and loading equipment.

The existing 5/8 inch bar screens housed within the existing Raw Sewage Pump
Building will be replaced with:four:3/8 inch and two 4 inch-multi-rake bar screens. -
These finer screens-will restlt in the removal of approximately five times more
material from the waste stream.  The new grinding, washing and compacting
equipment will result in the-production:of screenings material that is drier, ‘cleaner and
less odorous than the existing ‘material. - : :

Location of the proposal: Give sufficient information for a person to understand -
the precise location of your-proposed project,sincluding -a street address, if-any,
and section, township, and range;:if known.if a proposal would occur overa -
range of area,‘provide theé range or boundaries-of the site(s).:Provide a legal
description, sité plan;-vicinity map,‘and topographic-map,:if reasonably
available.:.While.you: should subimit any plans:required-by:the‘agency;you.are
not required to duplicate maps:or.detailed-plans submitted with any permit .

-applications relatéd-to this checklist.:..

The proposed-project will-be:located withir the-boundaries of the existirig West Point -
Treatment:Plant;-adjacent to:Discovery Pdrkin Séattle.» The:West-Roint Treatment =-

Plant is focated at:4400:Utah-Street:in.Seattle WA in Section:9,:Téwnship 25 North:

- Range3Edst..



‘B. .ENVIRONMEN;E’AE,.ELEMENTS

1.

: Earth

a.

General description of the site (circle one): Flat, rolling; hiI‘lyi steep slopes,
mountainous, other ' oo

What is the steepest slope on the site? (approximaté percent slope)?
The treatment plant site is generally flat.

What general types of soils are found on the site? (for example, clay,
sand, gravel, peat, muck)? If you know the classification of agricultural

soils, specify them and note any prime farmland.

A geotechnical boring in the proposed building location revealed the following

- soil conditions. The upper 15 feet of soil in the project location is engineered fill .

consisting of medium dense, light brown, slightly gravelly, silty sand. This fill
was imported to the site during the secondary treatment plant upgrade in the
early 1990s. Below the fill layer from 15 to 24 feet is loose to medium dense
brown, slightly gravelly sand with trace fines, scattered shell fragments and
pockets of organic silt. From 24 to 52 feet original beach deposits are present.

Are there surface indications or hvistc'>ry of unstable soils in the immediate
vicinity? If so, describe.

No.

Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any fillihg or

grading proposed. Indicate source of fill.

| Approximately 2,600 cubic yards of soil will be excavated from the site in order
. 1o construct the new building. This soil will be removed from the site and

reused or disposed of at ari approved location, The type of foundation
proposed for the new building will require excavation to a depth of
approximately 7 feet, within the known layer of engineered fill. In addition, if
proofrolling of the subgrade identifies soft or unstable areas, overexcavation of
an additional two feet may be required. Trenches for sewer lines will be
excavated to a depth of approximately 10 feet but still within the engineered fill.

Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If so,

generally describe.

A minor amount of erosion could occur during construction of the proposed
project. Construction will occur within the boundaries of the treatment plant so
any erosion related-to exposed soils would enter-the-existing drainage system
on site and be directed to the treatment plant process.

About what percent.of :thé:site,.will be covered with'impervious surfaces -
after project construction (for example,:asphalt or buildings)?



Air

“The project will not result in an'increase in‘impervious surfaces.

“Proposed measures to reduce or control erosion, .or other impacts to the

earth, if any:

Project construction activities would utilize constriction-related Best
Management Practices (BMPs) such as temporary erosion and sediment

control measures. -Typical BMPs that could be utilized to minimize the potential
for erosion include:

Installation of filter fabric'fences and use of hay bales;

Covering soil stockpiles and exposed soils;

Regular inspéction of erosion-and sediment control measures;

Use appropriate means.to minimize tracking of sediment onto publlc
roadways by construction vehicles.

Temporary erosion and sediment control measures would be identiﬁed in the
project plans and specifications and would be implemented as required by the

- City of Seattle.

What types of émissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e.,
dust, automobile emissions, odors, industrial wood smoke) during .
construction and when the project is completed? If any, generally
describe and give approximate quantities if known. :

During construction there would temporarily be an increase in exhaust
emissions and fugitive dust from construction vehicles and equipment -
operating at the site.

During operations, the ventilation system in the new building will increase
airflow through the existing odor control system by approximately 8,500 cubic
feet per minute. The existing odor control system for the treatment plant has
adequate capacity to handle the increased airflow from the new building. There
will be no effective change in odor impacts as a result of this project. =

Are there any off-5|te sources of emissions or odor that may affect your

" proposal? If so, generally describe.

No.

Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to
air, if any:

Ventllatlon air for the new bu1ld|ng will be treated by the existing odor control -
scrubbers at the freatment plant.: There are.a number:of elements of the project
design that will reduce odor:generation-from 'overall screenings-operations:-

« ‘Removal of the:open dumpster:containing raw.screenings fromrithe..
- existing 'screening building.: .



@

-]

L

~Z‘Eliminating-’thé need {o open the bay door in the existing screening’
building to change out the dumpster.containing raw-screenings.
“New-screenings-handling-equipment that-will quickly remove raw
. screenings from'the.existing screening building for treatment in the new
- screenings handling-building.
Increased screenings handling equipment capacity that will significantly
. decrease the likelihood of -backups-and overflow of raw screenings on
the floor during peak flow events; . ‘
Production of a much drier and cleaner product screenings product that
will generate significantly less odor during handling, storage, and
transport. :

Short-term construction-related emissions will be reduced by requiring proper
maintenance of equipment, avoiding prolonged idling of vehicles and equipment
and utilizing best management practices to manage dust during excavation
activities. '

When the project is in operation it will reduce the number of truck trips to and
 from the plant by up to 280 trips per year (see Transportation section below for

details). This will eliminate the exhaust emissions from these 280 trips. The

reduced truck trips are expected to decrease CO2 emissions alone by up to

300 metric tons per year. :

3. Water

a. Surface:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Is there any surface water body on or in the immediate Vicinity of the
site (including year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes,

- ponds, or wetlands)? If yes, describe type and provide names. If

appropriate, state what stream or river it flows into.

Puget Sound is located immediately to the We.st of the treatment plant.
Will the project require any work over, in, or adjé;:ent to (within 200
feet) the described waters? If yes, please describe and attach
available plans. o

No.

Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed
in or removed from surface water or wetlands and indicate the area
of the site that would be affected. Indicate the source of fill material.
None.

Will the proposal.require surface water withdrawals or-d iversions?

Give general description, purpose; and-approximate quantities if
known.



»5) |

6)

s".Nd.

32'Doés“iithé’ziprfdﬁéis‘él;—zlié?%iW'i,thi.ﬁéfaéfr1 00-yeadr:floodplain?: 1f so; note
slocation-on'the:siteplan.: ‘

“No.

Does -the'propos.’e‘ulainvdlvaefany,‘diSCharges of waste materials to
surface waters? If so,’describe the type of waste and anticipated

-volume of discharge.

No.

Ground:

2)

-‘Will ground water be withdrawn, or-will water be discharged to

‘groundwater? Give general description, purpose;-and approxnmate
quantities if known.

No.

- Describe Waste material that will-be: discharged-into.the ground from

septic tanks or other sources, if any (for example: Domestic sewage;
industrial, containing the following chéemicals...; agricultural; etc.).
Describe the general size of the system, the number of such
systems, the number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the
number of animals or humans the system(s) are expected to serve.

None.

Water Runoff (including storm water):

1)

2)

Describe source of runoff (including storm water) and method of
collection and disposal,-if any (include quantities, if known). Where

- will this water flow? Will this water. ﬂow mto otherwaters? If so,

describe.

Storm water runoff from the project site during construction and following
completion of the project will be routed through the treatment plant
process as it currently is ‘elsewhere at the treatment plant.

. Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? If so, '

- generally describe.-

No, runoff from the prOJect site will be routed through the treatment plant
process

. Proposed»-‘measures to reduce or: control surface;: ground and runoff

| -impacts;iftany:s

Runoffwill'be directed to th,e.atre"atmént:plant:pr,ocess;<



4. Plants

a.

Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site:

deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other
evergreen tree: fir, cedar, pine, other
shrubs

____grass
pasture
crop orgrain ‘

_ wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush,

skunk cabbage, other
water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil,
other ’
other types of vegetation

What kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?

None.

List threatened or éndangered species known to be on or near the site.
None.

Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to
preserve or enhance vegetation on the site, if any:

None proposed. The existing site is paved and located within the West Point
Treatment Plant. .. -

5. Animals

a.

Circle any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the
site or are known to be on or near the site: :

birds: hawk, heron, eagle, sonqbirds, other:

mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:
fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other:

List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the
site. ' :

Threatened or endangered species that have been observed in adjacent
Discovery Park-and/or Puget Sound include Marbled Murrelet,Peregrine
Falcon, Chinook Salmon and Bull Trout. Noimpacts to threatened or -

endangered species-are anticipated-as a.result of the. proposed project..

ls~the:sitéapart~of a migration.route? ~|fsso~,'-explain'.~ :



d.

6. | Energy-and Natural Resources

a.

“The entire Puget-Sound-area is-part of the Pacific Flyway for migratory birds.
‘ Propose‘d measures to preserve or.enhance wildlife;:if any: |

- None proposed.

/

What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, woodstove, solar) will be -
used to meet the completed project's energy needs? Descrlbe whether it
will be used for heating, manufacturing, etc.

The completed project would primarily utilize electrncnty, but the new screenings
handiing bUIldlng would be heated by the plant's existing hot water heat loop.

Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent
properties? If so, generally describe.

No.

What kind of energy conservation features are included in the plans of
this proposal? List other proposed measures to reduce or control energy

impacts, if any:
The project incorporates the following energy conservation features:

« Use of the treatment plants existing hot water loop to provide heat for the
new screenings handling building.

» The use of natural light to minimize artificial lighting.

« Use of variable speed drives on equipment motors for energy efﬁcxency

» The new grinders and washers-are expected to return a much higher
degree of organics to the plant effluent, which will increase the amount
of biogas generated by the:plant by 420 million kilojoules per year—an
increase in biogas praduction“at West Paint of approximately 0.1
percent. This biogas is used to-generate electricity.

« Reduction of up to 140 truck trips per year and associated fuel usage.
The reduced truck trips are expected to decrease CO2 emissions by up
to 150 metric tons.per year.- :

- 7 Environmental Health

a.

Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic
chemicals, risk of fire-and explosion; spill, or hazardous waste, that could
occur as a result-of this-proposal? If so, describe.

No.

1) . Describe special emergency:services that:might.be required.:



“None.

2) Propofsed..measures to reduce or control environmental health
hazards, if any:

None proposed.
Noise

1)  What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project
{for example: traffic, equipment, operation, other)?

None.

2)  What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated
with the project on a short-term or a long-term basis (for example:
traffic, construction, operation, other)? Indicate what hours noise
would come from the site. S ‘

Short-term construction related noise is anticipated to occur during the .
project. The main source of noise would be construction equipment
performing activities such as pavement sawcutting, excavation, removal
of spoils, etc. These types of equipment typically generate noise in the
range of 70 to 85 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. Construction related noise
should not be detectable beyond the boundaries of the treatment plant.

There will be no long-term increase in noise levels related to the
proposed project. The new building is completely enclosed and new
equipment will include noise attenuation features. New bar screens and
belt conveyors installed in the existing building will generate noise that is
similar (or slightly less) than existing equipment.

3) Proposed measures _to' reduce or control noise impacts, if any:

Construction activity aé,sociated with the.'project would be limited to the
days and hours specified by the City of Seattle.

8. Land and Shoreline Use

a.

 What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?

Current use of the site is as a wastewater treatment plant. Discovery Park is

located east of the site and a US Coast Guard lighthouse, walking trail and
‘public beach are located directly west. : :

-Has the site been uSed for agricultUré? If so, describe.

No.

Describe any structures on the site.



‘ The: sité-consists of nUmerous\:btiirdi‘ngs:‘a nd-other:structures-associated with
operation of a wastewater treatment plant.:

Will any structures be demolished? If so; whit?
- No. |

What is the current zoning classification of fhesite“?
 Residential, Single Family 7200. |
What is thécurrent comprehensive plan designation of the site?
Single—family.

If applicable; what is the current shorellne master program desngnatlon of
“the site?

N/A.

Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally sensitive"”
area? If so, specify.

Yes.' The proposed site is within a documented liqu’éfa‘ction Zone.

Approximately how ﬁxany people would reside or work in the 'completed
project?

The number of staff at the treatment plant would not change as a result of the
proposed project. Staff would access the building routinely as they do other
buildings on the treatment plant site.

'Approximvately how many people would the completed project displéce?
None. .

| Proposed measures to avbid or reduce.displacement impacts, if any:
None.

Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing
and pro;ected land uses‘and plans, if any:

"The proposed prOJect is consistent with the use of the site as a treatment plant.

Housing =

Approximately -h’ow_::-mahy;u nits would.be provided,‘if any?-Indicate .
whether-high;smiddie;.or {ow-income housing::

None..

10 -



10.

11.

12.

- Approximately how many units, if »anlyglwouldbeelirhinated? Indicate
--whe‘th’er;high;middle;zor-lowaincome,housing. .

N/A.
c. Proposéd measures to reduce or controi housing impacté, if any:
None.
Aesthetics
a. What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not mcludmg
antennae; what is the principal exterior building material(s) proposed?
The tallest height of the new building would be 38 feet and the principal extenor
- building material would be concrete.
b.  What views in the immediate vicinity would be altered‘or blocked?
None. |
c.  Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic inﬁpécté, if any:

None proposed.

Light and Glare

a. What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day
would it mamly occur?
The building will include mterlor and exterlor hgh’ung but would not produce any
glare.

b.  Could light and glare from the flmshed project be a safety hazard or
mterfere with views? : o
No.

c. What exngt;ng off-snte sources of lig ht_or glare ma} af;éct yc;ur proposal'?
None.
Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare imbacts, if any:
None proposed. |

Recreation -

a. What'designated and informal recreational. opportunltles are in the -

immediate-vicinity?

11



Thee: City of Seattle’s Discovery Parkis located immediately east-of the West
- Point Treatment Rlait. Thire: is-a-public:beach and-walkirig-path located west
of the treatment:plarit-on the shoreline of Puget:Sound. '

b. - Would the proposed project displace-any existing recreational uses? If so;
. describe. '

No.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including-
recreation opportunities to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:

None proposed.
13. Historic and Cultural Preservation

a. Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state
_or local preservation registers known to be on or next to the site? If so,
- generally describe. : :

The West Point Lighthouse located west of the treatment plant Site is listed on
the National Register of Historic Places. o

b.  Generally describe any landmarks or evidence of historic, archaeological,
scientific or cultural importance known to be on or next to the site.

Two archaeological sites were identified and mitigated during construction of
the West Point Secondary Treatment Facilities Project in the 1990’s. The
proposed project will not disturb either of these kriown archaeological sites.

c. Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any:

‘No impacts to cultural resources are anticipated during construction of the
proposed project due to the shallow depth’of the foundatiory for the building.

. *Excavation is anticipated to occur-exclusivelyin fill-imported to'the site during
the West Point Secondary Treatment Facilities Project. . Monitoring of

: excavation activities by a professional archaeologist would occur as specified in

- the Archaeological Excavation Permit obtained for the project.

Constrtction specifications will include ia’nguage providing for proper treatment
of historic or-archaeological materials if they-are encountered.. If artifacts are
uncovered during excavation, work will be stopped. pending notification of and
response from appropriate agencies. . ' '

14." Transportation: -

-a.. ldentifypublicstreets and highways serving the sité,;and describe .
. proposed access to'the existing-street system.-Show-on:site plans,ifany.

Access:io th‘e‘atr’eatment*pléntai's via Utah-Street West.:

12~



Is site currently served by public-transit? If not, what is the approximate
distance to the nearest transit stop? '

No. The nearest transit stop is approximafely one mile east of the treatment
plant. - :

How many parking spaces would the completed project have? How many
would the project eliminate?

The proposed project would eliminate approximately 21 parking spaces within
the treaiment plant. Because there is a surplus of parking areas within the
treatment plant, elimination of these spaces will not result in an overall
reduction in parking at the treatment plant below the minimum required by the
City. -

Will the proposal require any new roads or streets, or improvements to
existing roads or streets, not including driveways? If so, generally
describe (indicate whether public or private). '

No.

Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air
transportation? If so, generally describe. : '

No.

How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed
project? If known, indicate when peak volumes would occur.

Overall the project will decrease truck trips to and from the treatment plant (total

truck trips) by up to 280 trips annually. Under existing conditions material

screened from the wastewater entering the treatment plant is collected,

dewatered, compacted and loaded in 20 cubic yard containers for transport to

the landfill. Currently there are approximately 140 total truck trips per year to -
-dispose of screenings. : ;

Following installation of the neiw finer screens, approximately five times more

- material will be removed from the wastewater liquid stream.. Because of the
new screenings handling equipment being installed as part of the project, this
screened material will be drier, cleaner and more compact.. In addition, the new
building will be able to accommodate two larger 40 yard containers for future ‘
operations. The number of screenings truck trips is anticipated to increase by
up to 200 total trips annually. However, the number of total biosolids truck trips
will be reduced by up to 480 trips-annually since less inert material will be
-entering the biosolids—an overall decrease of up to 280 truck trips per.year to
and from the treatment plant as a result of the proposed project..

Construction of the proposed project would generate approximately 800 total
truck trips during the approximately 20 month construction period. In addition



~approximately: 20 vehiculartrips. per-day would be: generated by construction

workers travelling to’ the treatment plant.

' Proposed measures to reduce or controlﬁtr,a'n_sportatidnzimpa"cts,' if any:

- None proposed.

15. PublidServices.

a.

Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for
example:fire protection,-police protection, health care, schools, other)? If
so, generally describe.

No.
b, Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public
services, if any:
None proposed.
16. Utilities
a. Circle the utlhtles currently available at the site:: Iectnmty natural gas,
_water, refuse service, telephone; sanitary sewer; septic system, other.

b. Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, 'the utility providing
the service, and the general construction activities on the SIte orin the
immediate vicinity which might be needed. '
No new utilities are proposed for the projeqt.

SIGNATURE |

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. | understand
that the lead agency is relying on them to make its decision.

Slgnature

Date Submltted IC/ %/[

Wk
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%/;@ﬂ%////%

14.



-King County Greenhouse Gas Emissions Worksheet-=West-Point influent Screenings improvement Project

Section I: Buildings
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