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CASCADE WATER ALLIANCE 
CASCADE REGIONAL WATER SUPPLY SYSTEM 

TACOMA–CASCADE PIPELINE 
 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY 
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

 
DISTRIBUTION LIST 

 
 
CASCADE WATER ALLIANCE MEMBERS 

City of Bellevue  
Covington Water District  
City of Issaquah 
City of Kirkland 
City of Redmond 
Sammamish Plateau Water & Sewer District 
Skyway Water & Sewer District 
City of Tukwila 
 
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS 

King County DNR/P – Water Policy 
King County DNR/P – Parks 
King County Dept. of Transportation 
King County DDES 
King County Metro Transit* 
Seattle and King County Public Health 
City of Auburn  
City of Black Diamond* 
City of Covington 
City of Kent 
City of Maple Valley* 
City of Renton 
City of Newcastle 
City of Bellevue 
City of Issaquah 
Pierce County Planning and Land Services 
 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

Department of Ecology SEPA Register 
Department of Ecology Northwest Regional Office 
Department of Health 
Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 
Department of Natural Resources 
Department of Transportation 
Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON (continued) 

Parks and Recreation Commission 
Utilities and Transportation Commission 
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency 
 
FEDERAL AGENCIES 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Seattle District 
Bureau of Indian Affairs 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10 
Federal Emergency Management Agency, Region 10 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
U.S. Geological Survey 
NOAA Fisheries - National Marine Fisheries Service 
Natural Resource Conservation Services 
Bonneville Power Administration 
 
TRIBES 

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe  
Puyallup Tribe of Indians 
Duwamish Tribe 
Tulalip Tribe 
Snoqualmie Tribe of Indians 
 
LIBRARIES 

King County Library System, Fairwood Branch 
King County Library System, Maple Valley Branch 
King County Library System, Covington Branch 
King County Library System, Kent Regional Branch 
King County Library System, Issaquah Branch 
King County Library System, Newport Way Branch 
King County Library System, Bellevue Regional Library 
University of Washington Suzzallo Library 
Renton Public Library 
 
SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS 

Washington Environmental Council* 
Seattle Audubon Society* 
Trout Unlimited* 
Washington Trout* 
Sierra Club* 
Issaquah Alps Trails Club 
 
WHOLESALE WATER PURVEYORS 

Seattle Public Utilities  
Tacoma Water 
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WHOLESALE WATER PURVEYORS (continued) 

Cedar River Water & Sewer District 
Coal Creek Utility District* 
Water District 111* 
Soos Creek Water & Sewer District 
Water District 90 
Water District 125* 
Lakehaven Utility District 
East King County Regional Water Association 
South King County Regional Water Association 
 
NEWSPAPERS** 

Daily Journal of Commerce 
King County Journal 
Seattle Times 
Issaquah Press 
 
EMERGENCY SERVICES 

Covington Police Department* 
King County Sheriff’s Office* 
Issaquah Police Department* 
Newcastle Police Department* 
Bellevue Police Department* 
King County Fire District #37* 
Maple Valley Fire and Life Safety* 
Eastside Fire and Rescue* 
Bellevue Fire Department* 
 
SCHOOL DISTRICTS 

Kent School District* 
Issaquah School District* 
Renton School District* 
Bellevue School District*  
 
OTHER 

Puget Sound Energy 
BNSF Railway 
U.S. Postal Service Growth Management Coordinator* 
Qwest Communications* 
Comcast of Washington IV* 
Williams Northwest Pipeline* 
 
MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 

Anne Acheson 
Mark B. Bailey 



 

A-6 FINAL EIS:  Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline 
 Appendix A:  Distribution List 

MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC (continued) 

John Bratton 
Michael Dinzelman 
James Doman 
R.J. Durdy 
Ferrel Fop 
Dick Gidner 
Paul Giralmo 
Arnie and Susan Graham 
Leslie Groce 
Curtis and Patricia Hulslander 
David and Lorraine Latimer 
Pastor Bob Lewis – Nativity Lutheran Church 
Connie Marsh 
Danny Rude 
Val and Laurene Shrauner 
Fred Whitney 
 
 
 
*These entities on the distribution list have received only the Notice of Availability of the Final EIS.  
The Final EIS can be obtained by contacting the Cascade Water Alliance office at (425) 453-0930 
or by visiting Cascade’s Web site at www.cascadewater.org. 
 
**A Notice of Availability of the Final EIS is being published in these newspapers. 
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Level of service (LOS) is one of the measurements used by regulatory jurisdictions to determine 
the traffic operating condition of a roadway segment or intersection.  LOS is a rating that is 
assigned according to guidelines used by transportation professionals to indicate the overall 
degree of delay and congestion associated with specific roadways or intersections.  LOS 
definitions as described in Table B-1 have been established by the National Academy of 
Sciences Transportation Research Board (Highway Capacity Manual-Special Report 209). The 
general public considers LOS A, LOS B, LOS C, and LOS D—which cover a range from free-
flowing traffic to relatively long delays—as acceptable; most people will tolerate LOS E 
operations (which entail very long traffic delays) in urban conditions.  LOS F, characterized by 
extreme traffic congestion, is undesirable and warrants consideration of improvements to 
increase roadway capacity.  

Table B-1:  Roadway Segment Level of Service Definitions 

Level of Service % of Free Flow Speed Traffic Flow Characteristics 

A 90% 
The roadway operates under free-flow conditions. Vehicles 
are completely unimpeded in their ability to maneuver within 
the traffic stream. Delay at signalized intersections is 
minimal. 

B 70% 
Roadway operation is reasonably unimpeded at average 
travel speeds. The ability to maneuver within the traffic 
stream is only slightly restricted, and delay at signalized 
intersections is not significant. 

C 50% 

The roadway operates at a stable level; however, the ability 
to maneuver and change lanes in mid-block locations may 
be more restricted than at LOS B, and longer queues, 
adverse signal coordination, or both may contribute to lower 
average travel speeds for the given street class. 

D 40% 

The roadway borders on a range in which small increases in 
flow may cause substantial increases in delay and 
decreases in travel speeds. LOS D may be due to adverse 
signal progression, inappropriate signal timing, high 
volumes, or a combination of these factors. 

E 33% 

The roadway is characterized by significant delays. Such 
operations are caused by a combination of adverse 
progression, high signal density, high volumes, extensive 
delays at critical intersections, and inappropriate signal 
timing. 

F <33% 
The roadway is characterized by urban street flow at 
extremely low speeds for the given street class. Intersection 
congestion is likely at critical signalized locations, with high 
delays, high volumes, and extensive queuing. 

Source: National Academy of Sciences Transportation Research Board 
Note: Average delay, measured in seconds per vehicle, includes deceleration time, stopped time, and acceleration time resulting 

from the effects of intersection operations. 
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Under the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) of 1990, as amended, local 
governments are required to set acceptable levels of service limits for their transportation 
systems.  Inside the urban growth area, each jurisdiction decides that it will accept a certain level 
of traffic congestion—as measured by LOS—and adopts this standard as part of the 
transportation element of its comprehensive plan.  When a permit application for a project is 
submitted, the jurisdiction determines whether the effects of the project would cause the LOS in 
affected parts of the transportation system to fall below the acceptable standard.  If the project 
would cause the LOS to fall below this standard, the local government has the authority to either 
prohibit the development’s approval or require the developer to commit to, or pay for, 
transportation improvements or strategies to mitigate the effects.  According to the GMA, such 
improvements must be completed “concurrent with the development,” which in this case is 
defined to mean within 6 years. 

Jurisdictions in the project area differ in how they designate an acceptable (LOS) rating.  Most 
jurisdictions that would be affected by the project (WSDOT, and the cities of Kent, Covington, 
Renton, Newcastle, Bellevue, and Issaquah) have adopted LOS A through D as acceptable 
traffic operating conditions. King County has adopted a threshold of LOS A through LOS E to 
represent acceptable conditions. 

In general, LOS standards are applied only to traffic generated by the operation of a proposed 
project.  Construction traffic impacts, identified in Chapter 8, are regulated through the various 
permitting agencies.   
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Name 
Affiliation Contribution 

Education 
Certifications/Licenses 
Professional Organizations 

Years of 
Experience 

Marc Auten 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 

Water 
Environmental Health 

BS, Environmental Science 4 

Megan Bockenkamp 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 

Animals BS, Environmental Science 5 

Denise DeJoseph 
Historical Research 
Associates, Inc. 

Historic and Cultural 
Preservation 

M.Sc., Archaeological Sciences  
BA, Anthropology 
 

7 

Gordon M. Denby, PE, PhD 
GeoEngineers, Inc. 

Earth 

PhD, Geotechnical Engineering 
MS, Geotechnical Engineering 
BS, Civil Engineering 
Registered Professional Engineer 

30 

Ron Grina, AICP 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 

Air 
Public Services and 
Utilities 

BS, Environmental Policy and Assessment 
NEPA/106 Certificate - U.S. Department of the 
Interior/National Park Service  
Member, American Institute of Certified 
Planners 
Member, American Planning Association  

12 

Karissa Kawamoto, AICP 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 

Energy and Natural 
Resources 

BA, Urban and Regional Planning 
Member, American Institute of Certified 
Planners 

13 

Jodie Lamb, LG, LEG 
GeoEngineers, Inc. 

Earth 
BS, Geology 
Licensed Geologist 
Licensed Engineering Geologist 

9 

Fusan Lin, PE, PTOE 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 

Transportation 

MS, Civil Engineering 
BS, Civil Engineering 
Registered Professional Engineer 
Registered Professional Traffic Operations 
Engineer 

9 

Bonnie Lindner 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 

Scoping and Public 
Involvement 
Land and Shoreline Use 
Plans and Policies 

BS, Business Administration 
IAP2 Certificate in Public Participation 

18 

Joshua Shippy, PE 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 

Transportation 

BS, Civil Engineering 
Registered Professional Engineer 
Associate Member, American Society of Civil 
Engineers 

4.5 

Mike Stimac, PE 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 

EIS Manager 
MS, Fisheries 
BS, Electrical Engineering 
Registered Professional Engineer 

39 

Pat Togher, PWS 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 

Plants 

MA, Environmental Studies 
BS, Information Science and Physical 
Geography 
Professional Wetland Scientist 

10 

Barb Whiton 
HDR Engineering, Inc. 

Technical Editor 
MA, Anthropology 
BA, Anthropology 
Member, Society for Technical Communication 

21 
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Both the Preferred Alternative and the Green Route Alternative would use trenchless 
construction methods for some crossings of streams, roadways, and wetlands.  Trenchless 
construction refers to a construction method that utilizes jack-and-bore techniques, 
microtunneling, and/or horizontal directional drilling (HDD). The goal of trenchless construction is 
to minimize direct impacts of construction on the built and natural environments.  Some of key 
advantages of using trenchless construction include: 

• The surface disturbance/restoration requirements are limited (due to minimized corridor 
width). 

• These methods are especially useful in sensitive areas where surface disturbance would 
cause unacceptable effects or costly mitigation. 

• Environmentally sensitive areas such as wetlands, streams, and shorelines can be bypassed 
underground with trenchless methods (HDR, 2006a). 

Trenchless construction methods are briefly summarized below:   

Jack-and-Bore 
The jack-and-bore method (auger boring) requires excavation of pits on both sides of the stream, 
wetland, or roadway so that steel casing can be jacked beneath the feature.  During the boring 
process, a dry, rotating auger is driven through a jacked steel casing.  The casing is jacked 
through the earth as the auger advances, while removing the spoil inside the casement by 
means of a rotary auger.  The casing also serves to support the soil around it as the spoil is 
removed. 

Microtunneling 
The microtunneling process also requires excavation of pits on both sides of the stream, 
wetland, or roadway.  The microtunnel method uses a boring machine to excavate the tunnel 
and the pipe casing is installed by jacking.  As shown in the figure below, a microtunnel boring 
machine (MTBM) is remotely operated and guided.  A cutting head is driven by hydraulic or 
electric motors, and a slurry is used to lubricate the pipe string during the jacking operation.   
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Source:  Goodwin, 2000 

Horizontal Directional Drilling (HDD) 
HDD does not require deep shafts to launch or receive the HDD machine. Unlike the jack-and-bore 
and microtunnel alternatives, HDD can accommodate straight or gradually curved alignments 
because the direction of the drilling head can be adjusted at any stage during the boring to steer 
under highways, waterways, or wetlands.  Installation of pipelines using HDD is typically a two-
stage operation:  (1) a pilot hole is drilled along the required path, and the bore is then back-reamed 
to a larger diameter to accommodate the pipe; (2) during this second pull-back stage, the pipe is 
attached to the reamer by means of a swivel connection, and is pulled into the enlarged bore as the 
drill string is withdrawn. 
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This appendix describes the applicable land use plans, policies, environmental elements, and 
utility elements of the local jurisdictions that would be affected by construction and operation of 
the Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline (TCP).  It explains how the project would be consistent with these 
plans, policies, and elements.   

Preferred Alternative 
The Preferred Alternative would pass through four local jurisdictions:  the cities of Covington, 
Renton, and Issaquah, and unincorporated King County.   

City of Covington  
Table E-1 lists the City of Covington Comprehensive Plan goals and policies.  A discussion of 
consistency follows the table.   

Table E-1.  City of Covington Goals and Policies 

Description Goal Policy 

LNG 1.0.  The City of Covington will encourage a 
future growth and development pattern that 
implements the Vision Statement and minimizes 
urban sprawl, protects critical areas, enhances the 
quality of life of all residents, and supports a 
healthy economy and employment growth. 

LNP 1.7.  Review all new development against the 
guidelines of the Vision Statement to preserve 
community character and neighborhood quality. 

Land Use Element 
LNG 6.0.  The City of Covington shall preserve 
significant historic and archaeological properties 
and identify strategies and incentives for 
protection of these resources for the enrichment of 
future generations. 

LNP 6.2  Consider the impacts of new 
development on historic resources as part of its 
environmental review process. 

EVP 1.10.  To the extent possible or feasible, 
require that developers and property owners 
provide to the City accurate and valid 
environmental information.   

EVG 1.0.  Foster recognition of the significant role 
played by natural features and systems in 
determining the overall environmental quality and 
livability of the community. 

EVP 1.12.  Use acquisition, enhancement, 
incentive programs, and appropriate regulations to 
preserve critical areas as permanent open space 
where development may pose hazards to health, 
property, important ecological functions, or 
environmental quality. 

Environmental 
Element 

EVG 2.0.  Insure that land-use development 
policies protect the City’s water quality. 

EVP 2.7.  Utilize erosion control measures and 
appropriate mitigation measures for grading and 
any work in or adjacent to wetlands, streams or 
lakes and their associated buffers. 
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Description Goal Policy 

EVG 4.0.  Develop and implement a 
comprehensive water quality plan that will protect 
and restore stream habitats, and other surface 
and groundwater resources.  The intent is to 
protect and enhance water quality resources for 
multiple benefits, including recreation, fish and 
wildlife resources and habitat, flood protection, 
water supply, and open space. 

EVP 4.2.  Evaluate the adequacy of the existing 
building setback and stream buffer requirements 
in relation to goals for water resource and 
fisheries and wildlife resource protection.  When 
necessary, modify the requirements to achieve 
goals. 

EVP 6.1.  Maintain the quantity and quality of 
wetlands via current land-use regulation and 
review; increase the quality and quantity of the 
City’s wetlands resource base via incentives and 
advance planning. 

EVG 6.0.  Protect wetlands with a standard of no 
net loss of wetland functions or values within each 
drainage basin.  Wetland functions are natural 
processes performed by wetlands.  Wetlands 
promote food chain production, provide fish and 
wildlife habitat, maintain and improve water 
quality, retain water for recharge and discharge 
into groundwater aquifers, moderate surface water 
and stormwater flows.  Other functions include, 
but are not limited to those discussed in U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers regulations (33 CFR 
320.4(b)(2), 1988).  Wetland values are estimates, 
usually subjective, of the benefits of wetlands to 
society, and include aesthetics, education, 
scientific research, and recreation. 

EVP 6.7.  Allow alterations to wetlands where 
necessary to: 
a. Accomplish a public agency or utility 

development, utilizing the necessary 
mitigation measures as detailed in the 
agency’s or utility’s Best Management 
Practices Plan; 

b. Provide necessary utility and road crossings, 
utilizing the necessary mitigation measures 
as detailed in the agency’s or utility’s Best 
Management Practices Plan. 

EVG 7.0.  Preserve the existing hydraulic (flood 
storage and conveyance) and ecological functions 
of floodplains, associated with streams, lakes and 
wetlands to minimize future flood hazards.  Where 
possible, these floodplain areas shall be 
enhanced or restored. 

EVP 7.1.  Any floodplain land use and floodplain 
management activities shall be carried out in 
accordance with the King County Flood Hazard 
Reduction Plan or its successor. 

EVP 9.2.  Require protection of valuable 
vegetation, when possible, during all phases of 
land-use development.  In cases where 
development necessitates the removal of 
vegetation, require an appropriate amount of 
landscaping to replace trees, shrubs, and ground 
cover which were removed during development. 

EVG 9.0.  Minimize the loss of vegetation as new 
development occurs.  Continue to recognize the 
value of trees and other vegetation in increasing 
the livability of the City of Covington. 

EVP 9.7.  Encourage the use of native plants in 
landscaping requirements and erosion control 
projects and in the restoration of stream banks, 
lakes, shorelines and wetlands. 

EVG 11.0.  Regulate development in 
environmentally critical areas such as steep 
slopes and landslide-prone areas to prevent harm, 
to protect public health and safety, and to 
preserve the remaining sensitive areas in the City. 

EVP 11.3.  Incorporate erosion control BMPs and 
other development controls as necessary to 
reduce sediment discharge from grading and 
construction activities to minimal levels.  
Development controls shall include seasonal 
restrictions on clearing and grading. 
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Description Goal Policy 

UTP 1.8.  Coordinate and seek to cooperate with 
other jurisdictions when transmission facility 
additions or improvements cross jurisdictional 
boundaries.   

UTP 1.9.  Regulate construction of utilities within 
sensitive areas in accordance with the Sensitive 
Areas Regulations. 

UTP 1.11.  Coordinate public road design, 
construction and maintenance projects with utility 
design, construction and maintenance. 

UTP 1.12.  Require utility providers to design, 
locate, and construct facilities within publicly 
owned properties and rights-of-way when possible 
to reasonably minimize significant, individual, and 
cumulative adverse impacts to the environment 
and protect environmentally sensitive areas.  
Requirements should include the following:  
b. Locate utility corridors in existing cleared areas, 

when possible. 
c.  Locate utility facilities and corridors outside of 

wetlands, when possible.  
d. Minimize water and sewer line crossings of fish-

bearing watercourses, when possible.  
f. Minimize corridor width. 

UTG 1.0.  To enhance the efficiency and quality of 
service from public and private utility providers 
through the coordination of fire/emergency, utility, 
land use, and transportation planning so that 
utilities and facilities, including water, sewer, 
surface water, solid waste, electricity, natural gas, 
telecommunications, cable television, and satellite 
transmission are available or can be provided to 
serve in a manner which is fiscally and 
environmentally responsible, aesthetically 
acceptable to the community, and safe for nearby 
residents. 

UTP 1.15.  Coordinate street paving efforts with 
utility providers to prevent excavation of newly 
paved street and trail surfaces by prohibition of 
excavation of new pavement for utility projects for 
a period of the first 5 years after new paving. 

Utilities Element 

UTG 7.0.  Telecommunication technologies are 
converging so rapidly that the policy on 
widespread availability of cable should extend to 
other formats and systems to the extent other 
formats are consistent with state and federal 
regulations. 

UTP 7.11.  For infrastructure projects within City 
right-of-way, the City should assist in coordination 
between telecommunication providers to ensure 
that all interested parties are given the opportunity 
to install facilities in common trenches. 

Source:  City of Covington, 2003b 

The Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the Land Use Element based on the following 
factors: 

• The project would be developed to comply with current development regulations and 
standards.  Review of the Preferred Alternative as part of permitting would help ensure that 
the guidelines of the Vision Statement to preserve community character and neighborhood 
quality would be achieved.   
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• The project would not impact any historic structures.  There is the potential to encounter 
archaeological resources during construction, especially when crossing floodplain and 
waterways.  Appropriate measures would be implemented if anything of archaeological 
importance was encountered.  

The Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the Environmental Element based on the 
following: 

• The project would be designed to comply with the applicable federal, state, and local 
sensitive area regulations.   

• The project would be located within public road rights-of-way for most of its length, thus 
minimizing the impact on sensitive/critical areas. 

• Additionally, the Preferred Alternative would utilize trenchless technologies for crossing most 
critical/sensitive areas (streams, wetlands, floodplains).  Strict adherence to these principles 
as part of the design and construction would help preserve the environment to the greatest 
extent possible. 

• Any roadside vegetated areas impacted during construction would be restored with new 
plantings or hydroseeding. 

• An Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan (ESC) utilizing Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) would be implemented throughout project construction. 

The Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the Utilities Element based on the following: 

• The project would be designed in a manner which was fiscally and environmentally 
responsible, aesthetically acceptable to the community, and safe for nearby residents.  The 
Cascade Regional Water Supply System (CRWSS) is being developed by Cascade and its 
members and the fiscal responsibilities are outlined in the Interlocal Agreement.  The TCP 
would be installed underground and its design would be safe to the community.   

• The pipeline would be designed and constructed to comply with the applicable local sensitive 
areas regulations, and the majority of the Preferred Alternative would be constructed in 
publicly owned rights-of-way.  

• Because most of the project would be constructed within public roadways, extensive 
coordination would occur with local jurisdictions to determine their plans for Capital 
Improvement Projects (CIPs) on the impacted roadways, and to coordinate construction 
activities with their CIPs.  

• In certain areas, the Preferred Alternative would utilize trenchless construction methods for 
crossing streams and wetlands and would minimize construction corridor widths, wherever 
practical.  Strict adherence to these principles as part of design and construction would help 
preserve the environment to the greatest extent possible. 
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King County  
Table E-2 lists the King County Comprehensive Plan goals and policies.   A discussion of 
consistency follows the table.  

Table E-2.  King County Goals and Policies 

Description Goals and Policies 

R-301. King County shall work with cities and other agencies providing services to the Rural 
Area to adopt standards for facilities and services in the Rural Area that protect basic public 
health and safety and the environment, but are financially supportive at rural densities and do 
not encourage development. 

R-302. Public spending priorities for facilities and services within the Rural Area should be as 
follows: 
a.  First, to maintain existing facilities and services that protect public health and safety; and 
b.  Second, to upgrade facilities and services when needed to correct levels of service 

deficiencies without unnecessarily creating additional capacity for new growth. 
R-303.  In the Rural Area, standards and plans for utility service should be consistent with long-
term, low-density development and resource industries.  Utility facilities that serve the Urban 
Growth Area but must be located in the Rural Area (for example, a pipeline from a municipal 
watershed) should be designed, and scaled to serve primarily the Urban Growth Area…”. 
R-231.  Rural development standards shall be established to protect the natural environment by 
addressing seasonal and maximum clearing limits, impervious surface limits, surface water 
management standards that emphasize preservation of natural drainage systems and water 
quality, groundwater protection, and resource-based practices. 
D.  Erosion and Landslide Hazards 
1.  Erosion Hazard Areas. 
E-158.  Grading and construction activities shall implement erosion control Best Management 
Practices and other development controls as necessary to reduce sediment and pollution 
discharge from construction sites to minimal levels. 

Chapter 3 Rural Legacy and 
Natural Resource Lands 
 
III. Rural Public Facilities 
and Service Policies 

E.  Fish and Wildlife 
E-178.  King County should protect salmonid habitats by ensuring that land use and facility 
plans (transportation, water, sewer, electricity, gas) include riparian and stream habitat 
conservation measures developed by the county, cities, federally recognized tribes, service 
providers, and state and federal agencies.   
E-181.  New development should, where possible, incorporate native plant communities, both 
through preservation of existing native plants into the site plan, and addition of new native 
plants. 
E-184.  Conservation of native soils should be accomplished through various mechanisms to 
ensure soils remain healthy and continue to function as a natural sponge and filter, minimizing 
erosion and surface water runoff.  Native soils should be retained on site and reused on site to 
the maximum extent possible.  

Chapter 4 Environment 

C. Water Resources 
E-120.  Development shall support continued ecological and hydrologic functioning of water 
resources and should not have a significant adverse impact on water quality or water quantity, 
or sediment transport and should maintain base flows, natural water level fluctuations, 
groundwater recharge in Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas and fish and wildlife habitat. 
E-128.  Development within designated shoreline environments shall preserve the resources 
and ecology of the water and shorelines, avoid natural hazards, promote visual and physical 
access to the water, protect ESA listed species and their critical habitat, and preserve 
archaeological, traditional cultural resources, shellfish resources, and navigation rights.  
Protection of critical areas shall take priority over visual values and physical access. 
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Description Goals and Policies 

Chapter 4 Environment 
(continued) 

E-130.  Stormwater runoff shall be managed through a variety of methods, with the goal of 
limiting impacts to aquatic resources, reducing the risk of flooding, protecting and enhancing the 
viability of agricultural lands and promoting groundwater recharge.  Methods of stormwater 
management shall include temporary erosion and sediment control, flow control facilities, water 
quality facilities as required by the Surface Water Design Manual, and best management 
practices as described in the Stormwater Pollution Control Manual. 
E-132.  River and Stream channels, stream outlets, headwater areas, and riparian corridors 
should be preserved, protected and enhanced for their hydraulic, hydrologic, ecological and 
aesthetic functions, including their functions in providing woody debris sources to salmonid-
bearing streams. 
E-136.  King County’s overall goal for the protection of wetlands is no net loss of wetland 
functions and values within each drainage basin. 
E-137.  Development adjacent to wetlands shall be sited such that wetland functions and values 
are protected, an adequate buffer around the wetlands is provided, and significant adverse 
impacts to wetlands are prevented. 
E-143.  Alterations to wetlands may be allowed to: 
A.  Accomplish a public agency or utility development. 
E-150.  The existing flood storage and conveyance functions and ecological values of 
floodplains, wetlands, and riparian corridors shall be protected, and should, where possible be 
enhanced or restored. 
E-151.  King County’s floodplain land use and floodplain management activities shall be carried 
out in accordance with the King County Flood Hazard Reduction Plan. 

 

D. Erosion and Landslide Hazards 
1.  Erosion Hazard Areas. 
E-158.  Grading and construction activities shall implement erosion control Best Management 
Practices and other development controls as necessary to reduce sediment and pollution 
discharge from construction sites to minimal levels. 

 

E. Fish and Wildlife 
E-178.  King County should protect salmonid habitats by ensuring that land use and facility 
plans (transportation, water, sewer, electricity, gas) include riparian and stream habitat 
conservation measures developed by the county, cities, federally recognized tribes, service 
providers, and state and federal agencies. 
E-181.  New development should, where possible, incorporate native plant communities, both 
through preservation of existing native plants into the site plan, and addition of new native 
plants. 
E-184.  Conservation of native soils should be accomplished through various mechanisms to 
ensure soils remain healthy and continue to function as a natural sponge and filter, minimizing 
erosion and surface water runoff.  Native soils should be retained on site and reused on site to 
the maximum extent possible. 
B.  Urban and Rural Services 
F-207.  In the Rural Area, services provided by agencies should support a rural level of 
development and not facilitate urbanization. 

Chapter 7 Services, 
Facilities and Utilities 
 
II. Facilities and Services 

H.  Water Supply / 2.  Regional Water Supply Planning 
F-234.  King County should assure that a regional water supply plan for all of King County is 
prepared in conjunction with water utilities and in coordination with affected federally recognized 
tribal, local and state governments. A continuous and meaningful public process should be used 
to develop the regional water supply plan, resulting in a plan that is adopted by elected public 
officials in the region and used by the state in making water resource decisions. The regional 
water supply plan should implement and be consistent with growth management decisions 
made by local and regional jurisdictions under the GMA and the approved water quality and 
quantity strategies adopted by the region in compliance with federal requirements under the 
Endangered Species Act, Clean Water Act, and other authorities relevant to water quantity and 
quality. 
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Description Goals and Policies 

3.  Utility System Interties 
F-236.  King County supports interties that allow the transfer of water resources among water 
utilities in urban area to meet the projected demands for growth. The transfer of water must be 
consistent with locally adopted growth management plans, regional water supply plans, 
groundwater plans, watershed plans, and approved Coordinated Water System Plans, and 
implement approved Endangered Species Act response requirements and Clean Water Act 
requirements.  
F-237.  King County supports the development of appropriate regional water intertie capital 
projects, subject to approval from local, state, and federal agencies and consistent with Policy F-
236. 

King County Growth 
Management Planning 
Council’s Countywide 
Planning Policies 

Contiguous and Orderly Development of Urban Services to Such Development 
This provision provides guidelines which require that the planning and financing services are 
coordinated and phased among jurisdictions to (1) ensure that development within urban areas 
is provided with a full range of urban services, (2) ensure that infrastructure improvements are 
not provided in such a way as to undermine the countywide development process, and (3) 
protect natural resources.  In addition, the Countywide policies call for (1) regional coordination 
of the water supply, (2) the provision of urban water and sewer systems, as opposed to wells 
and septic tanks in the urban areas identified for growth in the next ten years, and (3) 
consideration of decentralized and other treatment technologies. 

Source:  King County, 2004b 

Rural Land Use Policies would not directly apply to the Preferred Alternative because Cascade 
was formed to jointly plan, develop, and operate a regional water supply system for its members, 
not for rural areas.  Although the Preferred Alternative would cross rural areas, Cascade would 
not serve water directly to the public and Cascade does not plan to own or operate distribution 
facilities (HDR, 2005a).   

Issues related to land use development, rural densities, and the adoption of standards for 
facilities in these rural areas would be subject to the local jurisdiction’s regulations, plans, and 
policies.  In addition, maintenance and/or upgrade of facilities and services would be conducted 
by Cascade’s members in accordance with the local jurisdiction regulations, plans, and policies. 

The Preferred Alternative would meet regional water supply planning needs, utility system 
interties for transfer of water resources, and contiguous and orderly development of utilities 
(Countywide Planning Policy).  The basis for these determinations is as follows:  

• The CRWSS is a regional water supply system that is being developed by Cascade and its 
members and the fiscal responsibilities are outlined in the Interlocal Agreement.  

• Establishing the CRWSS would enhance the capacity and reliability of regional water supply 
resources. 

• The Preferred Alternative would be installed underground and its design would be safe to the 
community.  The required permits would be obtained to comply with applicable federal, state, 
and local regulations. 

• The pipeline would be designed and constructed to comply with the applicable local sensitive 
areas regulations.  The majority of the Preferred Alternative would be constructed in publicly 
owned rights-of-way.  Additionally, in certain areas, the Preferred Alternative would utilize 
trenchless construction methods for crossing most streams and some wetlands.  Strict 
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adherence to these principles as part of design and construction would help preserve the 
environment to the greatest extent practicable. 

Constructing the Preferred Alternative would not change the rural character of development or 
facilitate urbanization.  Land use development would be subject to the local government 
development regulations and comprehensive planning policies (Policy II Facilities and Services, 
B). 

City of Renton  
Table E-3 lists the City of Renton Comprehensive Plan goals, objectives, and policies.  A 
discussion of consistency follows the table.   

Table E-3.  City of Renton Goals, Objectives, and Policies 

Description Goal/Objective Policy 

Land Use Element 

Plan for future growth of the Urban Area based 
on regionally developed growth forecasts, 
adopted growth targets, and land capacity as 
determined through implementation of the Growth 
Management Act. 

 

Policy U-1.  Utility facilities and services should 
be consistent with the growth and development 
concepts directed by the Comprehensive Plan. 

Policy U-5.  Encourage the appropriate siting, 
construction, operation, and decommissioning of 
all utility systems in a manner that reasonably 
minimizes impacts on adjacent land uses. 

Objective U-A:  Provide an adequate level of 
public utilities in response to and consistent with 
land use, protection of the environment, and 
annexation goals and policies. 

Policy U-9.  Where appropriate, work 
cooperatively with other jurisdictions to ensure 
that reliable and cost-effective utilities are 
available to meet increasing demands resulting 
from local and regional growth. 
Policy U-35.  Protect water resources to assure 
continued long-term, high quality groundwater 
and artesian spring water supplies. Objective U-D:  Provide, protect, and maintain a 

consistent, ample, and safe water supply for the 
City and future service areas. 

Policy U-37.  The intensity and type of 
development should be limited in the Aquifer 
Protection Area to those types of development 
that do not create adverse impacts on the aquifer. 

Utilities Element 

 
 
 
 
 

Policy U-75.  Encourage the retention of natural 
vegetation along lakes, ponds, rivers, and 
streams, where appropriate, in order to help 
preserve water quality, protect fishery resources, 
and control erosion and runoff. 
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Description Goal/Objective Policy 

Objective U-F:  Provide and maintain surface 
water management systems to minimize impacts 
on natural systems and to protect the public, 
property, surface water bodies, fish habitat, and 
groundwater from changes in the quantity and 
quality of storm water runoff due to land use 
changes. 
 

Policy U-80.  Implement stormwater standards 
that adequately control flow (quantity) and quality 
of stormwater runoff from new and 
redevelopment projects to protect public health 
and safety, to prevent property damage, prevent 
erosion, and protect surface water quality, 
groundwater quality, and fish habitat. 

Objective EN-A:  Protect, restore and enhance 
environmental quality through land use plans and 
patterns, surface water management programs, 
park master programs, development reviews, 
incentive programs and work with citizens, land 
owners, and public and private agencies. 

Policy EN-1.  Prevent development on lands 
where development would create hazards to life, 
property, or environmental quality. 

Objective EN-C:  Protect and enhance the City’s 
rivers, major and minor creeks and intermittent 
stream courses. 

Policy EN-6.  Develop land use regulations which 
establish and enhance setbacks along all 
waterways and intermittent stream courses.  The 
purpose of the setbacks would be to retain an 
enhancement of the natural vegetation for 
infiltration, maintenance of wildlife habitat and 
normal water temperatures, filtration, and the 
retardation of run-off and erosion. 

Objective EN-D:  Preserve and protect wetlands 
for overall system functioning. 

Policy EN-13.  When development may impact 
wetlands, the following hierarchy should be 
followed in deciding the appropriate course of 
action: 
a. avoid impacts to the wetland, 
b. minimize impacts to the wetland, 
c. restore the wetland when impacted, 
d. recreate the wetland at a ratio which will 

provide for its assured viability and success, 
e. enhance the functional values of an existing 

degraded wetland. 
Policy EN-18.  Prohibit permanent structures from 
developing in floodways due to risks associated 
with deep and fast flowing water. 

Objective EN-E:  Protect the natural functions of 
100 year floodplains and floodways. 

Policy EN-19.  Limit development within the 100 
year floodplain to that which is not harmed by 
flooding.  Roads and finished floors of structures 
should be located above the 100 year flood level 
and new development should provide 
compensation for existing flood storage capacity 
due to filling. 

Objective EN-K:  Protect and enhance wildlife 
habitat throughout the City. 

Policy EN-54.  Retain and enhance aquatic and 
riparian habitats by requiring vegetated buffers 
for all new development along waterway 
corridors. 

Environmental Element 

Objective EN-L:  Environmentally sensitive areas 
should be identified and regulated to protect life 
and property according to the severity of the 
natural hazards. 

Policy EN-57.  Regulate identified sensitive areas 
through the implementation of regulations 
addressing uses, densities, clearing, grading, 
and/or vegetation removal. 
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Description Goal/Objective Policy 

Policy EN-58.  Designate setbacks around 
environmentally sensitive areas to protect the 
areas and the users. 
Policy EN-62.  The final identification of 
environmentally sensitive or critical areas, 
hazardous sites or portions of sites should be 
established during the review of project 
proposals. 

Objective EN-M:  Protect and promote clean air 
and minimize individual and cumulative noise 
impacts to ensure a healthful environment. 

Policy EN-67.  Limit noise from construction 
activities to reasonable hours of the day and days 
of the week. 
Policy EN-70.  Land uses on steep slopes should 
be designed to prevent property damage and 
environmental degradation, and to enhance 
greenbelt and wildlife habitat values by 
preserving and enhancing existing vegetation to 
the maximum extent possible. 
Policy EN-73.  Protect high landslide areas from 
land use development and roads. 
Policy EN-74.  Retain or replace native ground 
cover after construction in areas subject to 
erosion hazards.  Special construction practices 
should be used, and allowable site coverage may 
need to be reduced to prevent erosion and 
sedimentation.  Limitations on the time when the 
site work can be done may also be appropriate. 

Steep Slopes, Landslide, and Erosion Hazards 

Policy EN-76.  Design, locate, and construct 
utility systems in a manner which will preserve 
the integrity of the existing land forms, drainage 
ways, and natural systems. 

Source:  City of Renton, 2004; City of Renton, 2005b. 

The Land Use Element would not directly apply to the Preferred Alternative because Cascade 
was formed to jointly plan, develop, and operate a regional water supply system for its members.  
The TCP is not intended to be an independent utility service to urban areas.  Although the 
Preferred Alternative would cross urban areas, Cascade would not serve water directly to the 
public and does not plan to own or operate distribution facilities (HDR, 2005a). 

The Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the Utilities Element based on the following: 

• Impact on adjacent land uses would be minimized by constructing most of the alignment 
within road rights-of-way. 

• Although the Preferred Alternative would be a buried transmission pipeline, it would be 
constructed to avoid artesian spring water supplies and aquifers. 

• Any vegetation temporarily impacted along ponds, rivers, and streams would be restored 
with plantings and hydroseeding. 

• An ESC Plan utilizing BMPs would be implemented throughout project construction. 
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The Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the Environmental Element based on the 
following: 

• The project would be developed to comply with current development regulations and 
standards.  Review of the Preferred Alternative as part of permitting would help ensure that 
environmental quality would be protected. 

• Trenchless crossings of critical/sensitive areas (streams, wetlands, floodplains) would be 
utilized, where possible. 

• The project would be a buried water transmission pipeline with no impact to the storage 
capacity of the Cedar River floodplain. 

• Noise from construction activities would occur only during hours approved by the City of 
Renton. 

City of Issaquah  
Table E-4 lists the City of Issaquah Comprehensive Plan objectives and policies.  A discussion of 
consistency follows the table.  

Table E-4.  City of Issaquah Objectives and Policies 

Description Objective Policy 

Policy L-1.1 Maintain and enhance the natural 
environment:  The Land Use Code shall maintain 
and enhance the natural environment and 
amenities. 
1.1.3 Preserve the natural forest character of 

Issaquah by: 
1.1.3.8 Require protection of critical areas. 

Land Use Element 
Objective L-1:  Natural Environment and 
Amenities:  Land uses within the City shall 
maintain and enhance the natural environment 
and amenities of the City and surrounding area.  

Policy L-1.2 Balance:  Balance urban 
development and the health and safety of citizens 
against the value associated with the protection 
of the natural environment, significant trees and 
environmental critical areas; 
1.2.3 Ensure that all development is consistent 

with the City’s vision through the 
implementation of the Land Use Code, 
critical areas regulations and other 
development regulations. 
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Description Objective Policy 

Objective U1:  Service Provision.  Ensure that 
utility services are available to support 
development that is consistent with the Land Use 
Plan. 

Policy U1.2 Land Use Code.  Amend the Land 
Use Code and related regulations to: 
1.2.2 Permit Applications:  Process permit 

applications for utility facilities in a timely 
and consistent manner, in accordance 
with development regulations that ensure 
predictability, provide adequate capacity 
for future planned growth consistent with 
the Comprehensive Plan, and through the 
development review process which 
defines proportionate fair share mitigation 
for any related increase in service needs. 

1.2.8 Joint Use of Public Facilities and Utility 
Corridors:  Encourage the joint use of 
public facilities and joint use of utility 
corridors, provided that such use is 
consistent with limitations as may be 
prescribed by applicable law and prudent 
utility practice. 

Policy U2.6  Water Supply.  Pursue a 
combination of strategies to extend existing water 
supplies and obtain additional new sources of 
water supply, which balances the environmental 
and economic cost, including but not limited to: 
2.6.2 Where feasible and prudent, pursue 

agreements with adjacent or regional 
purveyors for additional water supplies, 
including the acquisition of small water 
systems or individual wells. 

Objective U2:  Water.  Provide for the City’s long 
term water needs by: protecting the aquifer and 
recharge areas, providing reliable levels of 
service, including water for domestic use and fire 
protection, and ensuring future water supplies by 
pursuing additional sources, as well as 
conservation and reuse measures. Policy U2.16 Coordination.  Coordinate and 

cooperate with other adjacent and regional water 
purveyors and state regulators to identify, protect 
and maintain a reliable and sustainable water 
supply. 

Utilities and Public Service 

Objective U4:  Storm Water.  Manage the 
quantity and quality of stormwater runoff to 
protect public health and safety, surface and 
groundwater quality, and natural drainage 
systems through implementation of the Issaquah 
Creek Basin and Non-Point Action Plan (1966)( 
and the Stormwater Management Plan policies 
(2003 and subsequent updates). 

Policy U.4.2 Flood Protection.  Coordinate with 
property owners adjacent to the Issaquah and 
Tibbetts Creeks to increase flood protection, to 
the greatest extent feasible through both public 
and private projects, at the following levels of 
protection. 
4.2.2 Tibbetts Creek.  The level of protection, 

as provided by the Tibbetts Creek 
Greenway Project, is the 100-year event. 
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Description Objective Policy 

Policy U4.4 Stormwater Management and Water 
Quality Protection. 
4.4.1 Implement and ensure the compliance of 

stormwater programs with National 
Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
Phase II stormwater permitting by 
incorporating the following elements: 

4.4.1.4 Construction site stormwater runoff 
control. 

Policy U6.2  Utility Facility Decisions.  Decisions 
regarding utility facilities shall be made consistent 
with the City’s land use goals, regional demand 
and resources, and shall reinforce an 
interconnecting regional distribution net work by: 
6.2.1 Encouraging cooperation with other 

jurisdictions in the planning and 
implementation of multi-jurisdictional 
utility facility additions and improvements. 

Objective U6.  Private Utilities. Coordinate City 
land use and utility facility planning to ensure 
consistency, as well as enable utility service 
providers to meet public service obligations. 

Policy U6.7 Major Utility Installations.  Review 
proposals for major utility installations such as 
transmission lines and substations to assure that 
aesthetic values and land use conflicts are 
minimized and mitigated. 

Source:  City of Issaquah, 2005. 

The Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the Land Use Element based on the 
following: 

• The entire alignment within the City of Issaquah would be located within SR 900, thus 
minimizing impacts to critical/sensitive areas. 

• The project would utilize trenchless technologies and/or reduced construction corridors for 
certain crossings of critical/sensitive areas, minimizing the impact to these important 
features. 

• The project would be developed to comply with current Land Use Code, critical areas 
regulations, and other development regulations.  Review of the Preferred Alternative as part 
of permitting would ensure that the project was consistent with the City’s vision of protecting 
the natural environment. 

The Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the Utilities and Public Services Element 
based on the following: 

• The project alignment for the Preferred Alternative would be constructed within the SR 900 
corridor in the City of Issaquah concurrently with the SR 900 road widening project. 

• The City of Issaquah is a member of the Cascade Water Alliance.  Cascade was formed to 
jointly plan, develop, and operate a regional water supply for its members.   

• The Preferred Alternative would cross Tibbetts Creek within the SR 900 alignment, thus 
there would be no impact to the Tibbetts Creek floodplain. 
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• The Preferred Alternative would be designed and constructed in compliance with federal, 
state, and local regulations.  A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Stormwater Construction Permit would be obtained from the Washington State Department 
of Ecology. 

• Aesthetic values and land use conflicts would be mitigated because the Preferred Alternative 
would be a buried pipeline located within public rights-of-way for most of its alignment. 
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Green Route Alternative 
The Green Route Alternative would pass through four local jurisdictions:  the cities of Kent, 
Renton, and Newcastle, and unincorporated King County.   

City of Kent  
Table E-5 lists the City of Kent Comprehensive Plan goals and policies.  A discussion of 
consistency follows the table.   

Table E-5.  City of Kent Goals and Policies 

Description Goal Policy 

Land Use Element  
Encourage a future growth and development 
pattern which implements the community’s vision, 
protects environmentally sensitive areas, and 
enhances the quality of life for all Kent residents.   

 

Goal UT-1.  Designate the general location and 
capacity of existing and proposed utility facilities. 

Policy UT-1.2.  Coordinate with utility providers to 
ensure that the general location of existing and 
proposed utility facilities is consistent with other 
elements of the comprehensive plan. 

Policy UT-2.1. Accommodate those additions and 
improvements to utility facilities that enhance the 
capacity and reliability of regional resources, 
particularly when multi-jurisdictional benefits 
within the region can be achieved. Utilities Goals and Policies 

Goal UT-2.  Make decisions regarding utility 
facilities within Kent’s planning area in a manner 
consistent with and complimentary to, regional 
demand, resources, and systems. 

Policy UT-2.3.  Encourage the designation and 
development of utility corridors and facilities, 
consistent with local and regional needs and 
resources. The City shall encourage the joint use 
of utility corridors, including with transportation 
rights-of-way, where applicable. The City 
understands that some utilities may have unique 
safety and maintenance requirements which limit 
their inclusion in joint use corridors. 

Environment and 
Conservation Goals and 
Policies 

Goal UT-4.  Facilitate and encourage 
conservation of natural resources to prevent the 
unnecessary consumption of land and to improve 
regional air quality.   

 

Source:  City of Kent, 2004a. 

Construction of the Green Route Alternative would be consistent with the City of Kent Land Use 
Element Goal based on the following factors: 

• The Green Route Alternative would be designed, constructed, and operated to comply with 
current development regulations and standards. 

• The design and construction methods would incorporate avoidance and minimization 
techniques to reduce impacts to environmentally sensitive areas. 
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The Green Route Alternative would be consistent with the Utilities Goals and Policies based on 
the following factors: 

• The project would enhance the capacity and reliability of regional water supply infrastructure.  
Regional demand and coordination with local utility providers would also be considered in the 
design and development of the pipeline.  Incorporating these features into the design of the 
Green Route Alternative would achieve consistency. 

The project would be consistent with the Environmental Goals and Policies based on the 
following factors: 

• The design of the Green Route Alternative would avoid and/or minimize impacts to the 
natural environment.  For example, trenchless construction methods would be used in 
selected areas to reduce the potential disturbance to sensitive areas, including wetlands, 
streams, and riparian vegetation.   

• The construction corridor width would be minimized.   

Strict adherence to the above principles as part of design and construction would help preserve 
the environment to the greatest extent practicable.     

King County  
Consistency of the Green Route Alternative with applicable elements of the King County 
Comprehensive Plan would be similar to those for the Preferred Alternative. 

City of Renton  
Consistency of the Green Route Alternative with applicable elements of the City of Renton 
Comprehensive Plan would be similar to those for the Preferred Alternative. 

City of Newcastle  
Table E-6 lists the City of Newcastle Comprehensive Plan goals and policies.  A discussion of 
consistency follows the table.   
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Table E-6.  City of Newcastle Goals and Policies 

Description Goal Policy 

LU-G1.  The City of Newcastle should plan 
current and future land uses in accordance with 
the values and vision of Newcastle residents and 
business people and consistent with the Growth 
Management Act. 

LU-P1.  New development within the City of 
Newcastle shall comply with adopted zoning and 
subdivision regulations. 

LU-P42.  It shall be the developer’s responsibility 
to demonstrate that any impacts on critical areas 
will not result in significant risk to public health or 
safety, public or private property, or the 
environment. 
LU-P49.  Development in the City of Newcastle 
shall occur in a manner that supports the 
continued ecological and hydrologic functioning 
of water resources and avoids significant adverse 
impacts on water quality and quantity. 
LU-P58.  Stream crossings for streets, utilities, 
and other development shall be avoided where 
reasonable alternatives have lesser impacts on 
habitats.  Where no reasonable alternatives are 
possible, impacts on habitats shall be minimized 
with compensatory mitigation provided as 
appropriate. 

LU-P62.  The City of Newcastle shall strive for no 
net loss of wetland functions or values within 
each drainage basin. 

Land Use Element LU-G8.  The City of Newcastle should strive to 
preserve and enhance the natural environment, 
including air quality, water resources, natural 
features that contribute to the City’s scenic 
beauty, and critical areas as defined by the 
Growth Management Act. 

LU-P65.  Wetland alterations shall be allowed 
when all wetland functions are evaluated, the 
least harmful reasonable alternatives are 
pursued, and affected significant functions are 
appropriately mitigated.  Alterations to wetlands 
may be allowed to: 
a. Accomplish a public agency or utility 

development; 
b. Provide necessary utility and road 

crossings; 
c. Avoid denial of reasonable use of the 

property. 

Utilities Element 

UT-G1.  To ensure that utilities including 
electricity, natural gas, and telecommunications 
transmission are available or can be provided to 
serve the projected population growth within the 
planning area in a manner which is fiscally and 
environmentally responsible, aesthetically 
acceptable to the community and safe for nearby 
inhabitants. 

UT-P3.  The City of Newcastle shall promote 
collocation of major utility transmission facilities 
such as high voltage electrical transmission lines 
and water and natural gas trunk pipe lines within 
shared utility corridors, to minimize the amount of 
land allocated for this purpose and the tendency 
of such corridors to divide neighborhoods. 

Source:  City of Newcastle, 2003b. 
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The Green Route Alternative would be consistent with the Land Use Element based on the 
following factors: 

• The project would be designed, constructed, and operated to comply with current 
development regulations and standards. 

• The design and construction methods would incorporate avoidance and minimization 
techniques to reduce impacts to environmentally sensitive areas. 

The Green Route Alternative would be consistent with the Utilities Element based on the 
following factors: 

• The pipeline would be located totally within public road rights-of-way within the City of 
Newcastle, thus minimizing impacts to the environment. 

• The project would be a buried pipeline with only minimal aesthetic impacts due to above-
grade appurtenances (e.g., air relief vents, cathodic test stations). 

City of Bellevue   
Table E-7 lists the City of Bellevue Comprehensive Plan goals and policies.  A discussion of 
consistency follows the table. 

Table E-7.  City of Bellevue Goals and Policies 

Description Goal Policy 

Land Use Element 

To develop and maintain a land use pattern that: 
• Protects natural systems and helps realize 

the vision of a “City in a Park” 
 

Policy LU-2.  Support the Growth Management 
Act by developing and implementing a land use 
vision that is consistent with the GMA goals, the 
regional Vision 2020, and the King County 
Countywide Planning Policies. 

Policy UT-1.  Utilize design and construction 
standards which are environmentally sensitive, 
safe, cost-effective, and appropriate. 
Policy UT-3.  Ensure that the location, type, and 
size of all public facilities is determined and/or 
approved by the City. 

Policy UT-9.  Coordinate with other jurisdictions 
and governmental entities in the planning and 
implementation of multi-jurisdictional utility facility 
additions and improvements. Utilities Element 

To process permits and approvals for utility 
facilities in a fair and timely manner and in 
accordance with development regulations which 
encourage predictability. 

Policy UT-48.  Encourage cooperation with other 
jurisdictions in the planning and implementation 
of multi-jurisdictional utility facility additions and 
improvements.  Decisions made regarding utility 
facilities shall be in a manner consistent with, and 
complementary to, regional demand and 
resources, and shall reinforce an interconnected 
regional distribution network. 
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Description Goal Policy 

To integrate the natural and developed 
environments to create a sustainable urban 
habitat with clean air and water, habitat for fish 
and wildlife, and comfortable and secure places 
for people to live and work. 

 

Policy EN-3.  Minimize, and where practicable, 
eliminate the release of substances into the air, 
water, and soil that may degrade the quality of 
these resources or contribute to global 
atmospheric changes. 
Policy EN-10.  Utilize the best scientific 
information available in an adaptive management 
approach to preserve or enhance the functions 
and values of critical areas through regulations, 
programs, and incentives. 

Environmental Stewardship:  To promote a 
sustainable urban environment by weighing 
environmental concerns in all decision-making 
processes. 

Policy EN-17.  Establish land use regulations that 
limit the amount of impervious surface area in 
new development and redevelopment city-wide. 

Policy EN-35.  Employ the Best Management 
Practices and technology, education, and 
enforcement strategies to minimize non-point 
source pollution. 

Policy EN-39.  Restrict the runoff rate, volume, 
and quality to predevelopment levels for all new 
development and redevelopment. 

Water Resources:  To preserve and enhance 
water resources. 

PolicyEN-41.  Preserve and maintain fish and 
wildlife habitat conservation areas and wetlands 
in a natural state and restore similar areas that 
have become degraded. 

Policy EN-44.  Regulate land use and 
development to protect natural topographic, 
geologic, vegetational, and hydrological features. Earth Resources and Geologic Hazards:  To 

preserve and enhance vegetation and earth 
resources. Policy EN-49.  Preserve existing vegetation or 

provide or enhance vegetation that is compatible 
with the natural character of Bellevue. 

Policy En-59.  Manage Aquatic habitats, including 
shoreline and riparian (streamside) habitats to 
preserve and enhance their natural functions of 
providing fish and wildlife habitat and protecting 
water quality. 

Environmental Element 

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas:  To 
provide fish and wildlife habitat of sufficient 
diversity and abundance to sustain existing 
indigenous wildlife populations. 

Policy EN-62.  Prohibit creating new fish passage 
barriers and removing existing artificial fish 
passage barriers in accordance with applicable 
state law regarding water crossing structures. 
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Description Goal Policy 

Policy EN-64.  Preserve and enhance native 
vegetation in the Protection Zone and integrate 
suitable native plants in urban landscape 
development. 

Air Quality:  To meet federal, state, regional, and 
local air quality standards through coordinated, 
long-term strategies that address the many 
contributors to air pollution. 

Policy EN-87.  Reduce the amount of air-borne 
particulates through a street sweeping program, 
dust abatement on construction sites, and other 
methods to reduce the sources of dust. 

Noise:  To control the level of noise pollution in a 
timely manner which promotes the use, value, 
and enjoyment of property; sleep and repose; 
and a quality urban environment. 

Policy EN-88.  Ensure that excessive noise does 
not impair the permitted land use activities in 
residential, commercial, and industrial land use 
districts. 

Source:  City of Bellevue, 2006. 
 

The Green Route Alternative would be consistent with the Land Use Element based on the 
following factors: 

• The project would be developed to comply with current development regulations and 
standards which would help ensure that the City’s land use vision would be achieved. 

The project would be consistent with the Utilities Element based on the following factors: 

• The project would be designed to comply with federal, state, and local regulations. 

• The City of Bellevue is a member of Cascade Water Alliance.  Cascade was formed to jointly 
plan, develop, and operate a regional water supply for its members. 

The project would be consistent with the Environmental Element based on the following factors: 

• The project would be located entirely within public road rights-of-way in the City of Bellevue, 
thus minimizing the impact on sensitive/critical areas. 

• The project would protect critical/sensitive areas (e.g., Coal Creek) by using either trenchless 
technologies or crossing above/below existing culverts.   

• Any roadside vegetated areas impacted during construction would be restored with new 
plantings or hydroseeding. 

• An ESC Plan utilizing BMPs would be implemented throughout project construction. 

• The project would be constructed within existing roadways and not create any new 
impervious surfaces. 

• Construction contractors would be required to comply with regulatory requirements pertaining 
to air quality and implement appropriate dust control measures as necessary. 

• Noise from construction activities would occur only during hours approved by the City of 
Bellevue. 
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This appendix includes the comments received on the Draft EIS and Cascade’s responses to 
those comments.  The comment letters are reproduced in the following pages, annotated by 
assigned comment numbers.  Cascade’s responses follow each comment letter. 

The Draft EIS was issued on December 21, 2006; the comment period for the Draft EIS ended 
on February 2, 2007.  Cascade received written comments on the Draft EIS from federal, state, 
and local agencies; from the tribes; from non-governmental organizations; and from private 
citizens. 

Table F-1 lists the name of the entity or individual who submitted comments, the assigned 
comment numbers, and the location(s) in the Final EIS where those comments were addressed. 

Table F-1:  Comment Origin and Location of Response 

Comments received from: Assigned comment 
numbers: See these sections for response: 

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) 1 – 3 • Appendix F, Page F-7 

Department of Archaeology & Historic 
Preservation (DAHP) 1 – 3 • Appendix F, Page F-11 

Reagan Dunn and  
James and Kathleen Doman 1 –11 • Appendix F, Page F-19 

Eglick Kiker Whited PLLC 1 – 4 • Appendix F, Page F-45 

Issaquah Environmental Council 1 – 36 
• Appendix F, Page F-55 
• Revised text:  Sections 1.1,  6.1.1, 8.1.1, 8.1.2; 

Table 5-12 

City of Kent Public Works Department 1 – 14 
• Appendix F, Page F-63 
• Revised text:  Sections 1.1, 5.1.1, 8.1, 8.1.1, 8.1.2, 

8.3.3; Table 8-1; Appendix B 
King County Department of Development 
and Environmental Services (DDES) 1  • Appendix F, Page F-67 

King County Department of Natural 
Resources and Parks 1 – 22 • Appendix F, Page F-75 

Joe and Elizabeth Miles 1 – 9 • Appendix F, Page F-85 

Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 1 – 28 

• Appendix F, Page F-93 
• Revised text:  Sections 1.1, 5.1.1, 5.1.2, 5.1.3, 

5.1.4, 5.1.5, 5.1.6, 6.1.1, 6.1.2, 6.2.2; Tables 5-1,  
5-12, and 6-1 

City of Newcastle 1 – 3 • Appendix F, Page F-99 
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Comments received from: Assigned comment 
numbers: See these sections for response: 

City of Renton 1 – 7 • Appendix F, Page F-103 

Val Shrauner 1 – 4 • Appendix F, Page F107 
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Response to Comments from the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline (TCP). 
Comment noted.  Historical Research Associates, Inc. has been retained to conduct any cultural resource survey 
required for the TCP.  All work would be coordinated with the BPA to ensure that the work would meet National 
Historic Preservation Act requirements. 

2 A biological assessment addressing all of the federally-listed and proposed species, designated and proposed critical 
habitats, and essential fish habitat will be prepared and submitted to the BPA for review. 

3 Thank you for your offer of assistance.  Cascade will consult with the BPA in the development of the cultural 
resource survey and biological assessment. 
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Response to Comments from the  
Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation (DAHP) 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 
Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline. 
Copies of the two reports authored by Historic Research Associates, Inc. were sent to the DAHP via a letter dated 
February 27, 2007.  Cascade will continue to provide National Historic Preservation Act related information to, and 
consult with, the DAHP as the project progresses. 

2 Comment noted. 

3 Comment noted.  Cascade will provide any correspondence or comments received from concerned tribes or other 
parties as we consult under the requirements of 36 CFR 800.4(a)(4). 
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Response to Comments from Reagan Dunn and  
James and Kathleen Doman 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline (TCP), and for forwarding the 
comments from James and Kathleen Doman. 
Comment noted. 

2 Comment noted. 

3 Comments noted. 

4 The Preferred Alternative (Red Route) that is described in the Draft EIS has been advanced as the “staff-preferred” 
alternative for the TCP.  Cascade’s 2005 Annual Report also referred to the route (depicted as orange and light 
green in the Annual Report) as the “preferred” route.  However, the Preferred Alternative has not been approved by 
the Cascade Board.  The Cascade Board will select a final route alternative at the conclusion of the EIS process. 
 
Please see the City of Kent Comment No. 3 (Appendix F):  “Page 1-1 [of the Draft EIS] identifies a turn-out from Kent 
to provide water to Kent in the event of an emergency.  Though the City has expressed interest in a turnout, 
agreements are not in place to finalize the turnout.”  

5 Public outreach is important to Cascade (see Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS).  Several meetings were held in 2005 and 
2006 to obtain input from residents and businesses along the alternative routes being investigated for the TCP.  It is 
recognized that many of the road segments along the Preferred Alternative (Red Route) are two-lane roads.  
Cascade is concerned about traffic disruptions that could occur during construction of the TCP regardless of which 
route is ultimately approved.  Cascade would work closely with local jurisdictions during the permitting phase of the 
project to identify detours and mitigation measures that would help minimize impacts to traffic. 

6 The TCP would be a water transmission pipeline, and as such, would not include fire hydrants.  Each local water 
purveyor is responsible for serving the customers in its service area, including providing domestic drinking water and 
fire protection.  The pressure at which water is delivered in a transmission line is very high, in excess of fire hydrant 
capacity.  Therefore, any fire hydrants attached directly to a transmission line require a meter and pressure reducing 
valve station.  This would be very costly for single hydrant installation.  For these reasons, fire hydrants are typically 
not installed on transmission pipelines.  Regardless of which alternative route is ultimately approved, the TCP would 
be a vital component of the region’s water supply system, providing increased reliability and flexibility in its operation. 

7 Survey and base mapping would show approximate locations of the culvert.  The Preferred Alterative (Red Route) 
would occupy the northbound lane of 156th Avenue SE and cross under the subject culvert.  The culvert is a King 
County facility and it is King County’s responsibility to maintain or modify the culvert. The contractor would be 
required to protect the culvert during pipeline installation and restore surfaces to original preconstruction conditions.  
This project would not be responsible for repairing pre-existing drainage problems or deficiencies.   

8 The Red Route has been advanced as the Preferred Alternative in part because many of its roadways have low 
traffic counts compared with those of the Green Route Alternative.  Most of the Preferred Alternative (Red Route) 
would be located along two-lane roads with standard 11-foot or 12-foot-wide lanes, with varying shoulder widths.  
Traffic detours would be designed and coordinated with the local jurisdiction to minimize traffic impacts and maintain 
safety.  The public would receive advance notification about construction operations.  See Response No. 5 regarding 
public outreach and opportunity to comment. 



 
 
 

F-20 Final EIS:  Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline 
 Appendix F:  Comments and Responses 

Comment 
Number Response 

9 A route along 148th Avenue SE around the Lake Youngs reserve and along Tunnel Road was considered by 
Cascade and proposed to Seattle Public Utilities (SPU).  SPU owns the right-of-way in fee and will not allow another 
transmission pipeline on SE 171st Street (Tunnel Road) from Lake Youngs to 140th Avenue SE.  Other 
complications of this route would be constructing the pipeline through residential neighborhoods with shallow sewers, 
and crossing Petrovitsky Road at this location. 

10 See Response No. 6. 

11 As noted in Response No. 5, several meetings were held in 2005 and 2006 to obtain input from the public and 
businesses along the alternative routes for the TCP.  Cascade plans to continue its public outreach program during 
the permitting and construction phases of the project.  Meetings were previously held at the offices of the Covington 
Water District.  Use of that location as well as the Covington library will be considered for future meetings, as 
appropriate. 
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Response to Comments from Eglick Kiker Whited PLLC  

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma-Cascade Pipeline (TCP). 
Upon review, it appears that your comments relate to the potential development of Lake Tapps Reservoir as a 
municipal water supply.  Your comments do not apply to Cascade’s issuance of the Draft EIS for the TCP.  The Draft 
EIS states that the “TCP is not dependent upon construction of any other pipeline or acquisition of any other water 
resource to accomplish its intended purpose.”  The purpose of the TCP is to convey the water purchased from 
Tacoma Water to Cascade’s members.  SEPA review of the TCP has been appropriately focused on the 
environmental impacts of the TCP, as it is a water transmission line independent from the potential development of 
the Lake Tapps Reservoir. 

2 See Response No. 1. 

3 See Response No. 1.  The TCP is designed to carry water from Tacoma Water’s Second Supply Pipeline to 
Cascade’s members.  The pipeline is sized for the projected maximum supply available from Tacoma Water that 
could be used by Cascade.  The TCP alternative routes have been designed to enable the construction of a water 
transmission pipeline to convey water that has been purchased from Tacoma Water.  The TCP has independent 
utility, and is not interconnected to the future development of Lake Tapps Reservoir as a municipal water supply. 

4 See Response Nos. 1 and 2. 
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February 1, 2007 

 

Michael A. Gagliardo, General Manager 

Cascade Water Alliance 

Bellefield Office Park, Careage Building 

1400 112th Avenue SE, Suite 220 

Bellevue, WA 98004 

 

Dear Mr.  Gagliardo, 

 

The Issaquah Environmental Council is a non-profit organization working to protect natural 

areas in Issaquah.  We respectfully submit these comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement for the Tacoma-Cascade pipeline for which Cascade Water Alliance is the lead 

agency.   

 

Our comments relate most closely to our concerns for the Issaquah Basin but we feel that the 

lack of detail in the area that we know best is also indicative of the lack of detail in other areas.  

 

Please consider these comments with the intent of SEPA in mind.  SEPA is a tool to understand 

how to create a better project with fewer unknowns and less net impact. 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

 

Connie Marsh, commenting for the 

Issaquah Environmental Council 

P.O. Box 921 

Issaquah, WA 98027 

(425)392-4908  
 



Please consider these comments on the Cascade Water Alliance Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

for the Tacoma-Cascade Pipeline.  

  

 

1. On the broadest level this DEIS does not provide sufficient detail to allow a reasonable 

decision between the three proposed alignments.  The EIS reads more like something 

halfway between a programmatic EIS and a project EIS.  Clearly much more substantial, 

detailed information is necessary to understand what has and will been done to avoid, 

minimize and mitigate impacts of this project.       

2. In the current format, it is not possible to compare the relative impacts of the different 

alignments.  Please provide a chart in each chapter that compares the impacts of each 

alignment, the proposed mitigation for each alignment and the expected unmitigable impacts 

for each alignment.  

3. Please provide a complete summary chart showing the comparative impacts for each 

alignment, and the proposed mitigation so that reasonable comparisons can be made. 

4. Please provide all unmitigable impacts in this chart.  (Example, impacts from blow off, and 

building ancillary chlorination facilities.) 

5. There is no summary information indicating why the red alignment is the preferred 

alternative.  This is especially confusing as the minimal environmental information presented 

clearly shows fewer impacts to the green alignment. 

6. The mitigation language is non-specific and could be easily skirted.  Please use tighter 

mitigation or best management practices language.  For example language in text box below 

(Figure 1). 

 

 

The specific environmental impacts and proposed mitigations are not stated clearly or in enough 

detail to create an accurate description of construction. 

   

Soils:   

 

A. It is clear that the red alignment has substantially more pipe within a seismic hazard area.  

It is unclear from the information provided what preventive efforts are effective in a 

seismic hazard area, how well these mitigations work.  Please clearly show how placing 

this pipe in more seismic hazard area is not an unmitigable impact.  

B. The red alignment will travel through significantly more erosion hazard area than the 

green alignment.  There is not enough detail in the exact placement of the pipe to 

understand what these impacts will be.  (The DEIS mainly assumes Best Management 

Practices and a sedimentation and erosion plan will mitigate any impacts.)  The DEIS 

does not clearly indicate that avoidance of an impact is the first priority and does not 

clearly state how erosion hazard impacts will be avoided.  There is not enough 

information to understand where within a wide right of way the pipe will be placed nor 

whether it will be going under or over culverts.  (The DEIS mainly assumes Best 

Management Practices and a sedimentation and erosion plan will mitigate any impacts.)        

C. The red alignment will travel through significantly more coal mine hazard area than the 

green alignment.  These hazards have not been studied and the DEIS indicates that they 

will be studied during design with impacts considered at that point and mitigation 

implemented.  SEPA mandates the study of probable impacts and their proposed 

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10



mitigations during the EIS phase.  If the impact is not studied then the worst probable 

impacts must be included with the corresponding plan for mitigation.  

D. Existing infrastructure:  Clearly the vibrations from construction are expected to have 

some sort of negative impacts on some structures.  I cannot understand how one 

alignment would have different impacts than another without understanding what 

possible existing infrastructure per alignment will be impacted.  Will this vibration also 

have impacts on the natural environment.  For example if you bore under the Cedar River 

would this impact fish?  What are the expected unmitigable impacts?  The DEIS says that 

this needed be done where it is not practical.  Does this mean that someone’s personal 

property could be damaged by vibration during the pipeline buildout but that does not 

have to be mitigated if it costs too much or is in someway difficult?  Please clarify what 

practical means. 

E. The conclusion that the earth impacts are less for the red line than the green line totally 

ignores seismic, erosion and coalmine hazard area impacts and existing infrastructure that 

could be damaged.  Please make a complete and thorough comparison of all soils 

components.   

 

3. Water:   Water is the most problematic of all of the components of this DEIS.   

A. There is little accurate baseline information for existing conditions.   

B. There is little information on quantities of water, and quality of water that will be “blown 

off” into the varying basins.  Without accurate information on which alignment has the 

ability to use sanitary sewer to accommodate blow-off no conclusions can be drawn on 

the potential impacts of this project.  The methods to dechlorinate the water required by 

Ecology is not discussed.  Will this require more building or clearing?  

C. This project should not be constructed in any critical area or critical area buffer, nor 

should outfalls be allowed into those areas during the wet weather season.  Heavy rains 

can quickly overwhelm manmade structures during the rainy season.  The impacts from 

this can be enormous to water quality. 

D. The red alignment has many more stream/water crossings than the green alignment all 

with minimal information on the construction of the crossing and its mitigation.  The 

DEIS say over/under for example.  Without a better understanding of the impacts to each 

crossing it is impossible to compare the impacts from the alignments.  There are many 

studies of the creeks and drainage in the Issaquah Valley that will help provide detailed 

information on these streams.   

E. The DEIS indicates that Tibbetts Creek has been taken off of the 303 fecal coliform list; 

this is not correct. 

F. Exempt wells are not noted or marked in this DEIS.  Please note and discuss impacts and 

potential mitigations to these individual wells. 

G.  Flooding:  Please describe how much of each alignment is impacted by flooding and 

how much of this floodplain will be displaced by a water pipe.  Please describe how this 

displaced area will be mitigated.  Please also discuss the potential for “blowing off” the 

water pipe during wet conditions and what operational management plans will be 

required for the wet season to prevent excessive water releases.  

  

4. Animals: 

A. In order to protect the salmonid populations no work in critical areas or their buffers can 

be done during the wet weather window.  No outfalls from non-critical areas can be 

allowed into critical areas during the wet weather window.   
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B. Long term water quality and quantity monitoring should be required in perpetuity to 

supplement the significant water monitoring in place.  The monitoring should place an 

emphasis on chlorine, increased water quantities and turbidity to best control impacts 

from the water line long term. 

C. Tibbetts Creek is slated to have a man made fish barrier removed this year.  Please 

discuss Tibbetts in the terms of its likely Chinook population. 

 

5. Traffic:  It is very difficult to see any traffic impact comparisons. While the volumes on the red 

alignment are lower, the roads also tend to be 2 lanes instead of 4 lanes.  Please provide a 

comparison of these impacts using “delay” or some other format that displays the impacts in a 

comparative manner. 

 

6. Utilities:  Sewer plays a major role in water management in this DEIS yet no impacts to sewer 

are addressed.   Septic seems unaddressed.  

A. Please address the capacity of sewers in which Cascade is planning to put “blow off” 

water and any impacts that may occur.   

B. Please address the accessibility of sewers to the pipeline. 

C. Please specify the areas of no sewer accessibility for each alignment. 

D. Please show homes on septic.  

E. Please identify the impacts to the surface water system for the areas in which there is no 

sewer in which to place “blow off water” including septic systems.  Please describe the 

proposed mitigation for each of these areas along with any secondary impacts that may 

occur. 

F. There is little discussion of placement of other utilities in the alignments nor where 

Cascade might impact these placements.  Please discuss where on each alignment there is 

room available for the pipeline and where there is not.   

G. Please discuss whether Cascade will be responsible for moving other utilities in any of 

the alignments. 

   

 

There has been a large quantity of information gathered for that corridor in the past 10 years by the City 

and especially the Talus development.  As we speak newer information on stream quality is being 

compiled by the RCO off ice in the City of Issaquah.  The State has considerable information on the 

placement of utilities within SR 900.  Please include this easily available detail in your DEIS.    

 

We have heard that Cascade is interested in “hurrying” this process as there is a looming water shortage.  

If this is the case please address that impact clearly and create an argument for a quick EIS turnaround.  

We have also heard that there are some barriers for permitting through Newcastle.  Please explain these 

barriers as a part of the DEIS. 

 

In conclusion, this DEIS in inadequate in too many areas.  Another DEIS with more detail in nearly all 

areas should be created before taking this to a final.    Please consider adding a cost benefit analysis so 

that dollar costs can also be addressed for this utility.  I disagree strongly with the removal of a public 

hearing for the DEIS. 
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  Figure 1. 

 

 

 

     

     

Construction-Related Mitigation Suggested Language 
 

To mitigate the potential impacts of construction activities, a SWPPP would be prepared as a part of 

the site development design for each phase.  A SWPPP describes in detail the erosion, sedimentation 

and other pollution control measures that would be used during construction.  The details covered in 

the SWPPP include maintenance, inspection, targeted performance, location and monitoring of both 

construction-related BMPs and permanent stormwater treatment facilities.   

 

The SWPPP would be prepared to comply with the anticipated requirements of the permits needed 

for the project.  The SWPPP would comply with the newest Ecology manual and include the 

following 

 

• Project overview, including earthwork activities and construction schedule. 

• Site conditions (soils, drainage, topography, critical areas). 

• Techniques and requirements to stabilize the site during construction and to accomplish 

final site stabilization. 

• Stormwater management provisions to isolate the project from off-site drainage, retain 

and detain stormwater that falls within the area disturbed by construction, and provide water 

quality treatment before releasing the water to natural drainage systems.  The project needs to be 

designed to minimize localized erosion and to allow fish passage in streams that support fish use. 

• Water quality protection requirements include limiting clearing and grading activities to 

the dry season (April 1 to September 30 (or October 1); using temporary sedimentation ponds, silt 

curtains, sediment traps, interceptor ditches, straw coverage of bare soils, and rock check dams.  

Other elements to be addressed in the SWPPP are limiting exposure of soils, hydroseeding, 

maintaining protective buffer strips, and providing for land stabilization.  An inspection 

monitoring and remedial action plan coordinated by an appropriately trained, full time 

construction inspector would be required.  Refueling and storage of construction chemicals would 

take place in a controlled, protected area.  The SWPPP would include a spill control plan that 

would specify measures to take in the event of a spill and would require training for site personnel.   

• Water quality monitoring during and following construction would be conducted to 

ensure that erosion control facilities are working and water quality requirements are being met.  

Monitoring would first focus on construction monitoring then operational monitoring focusing on 

any potential base flow loses pipeline creation and also impacts from blow offs or leaks in the 

pipeline 



 



 
From: Connie Marsh [mailto:auntgrumpy@comcast.net]  

Sent: Thursday, February 01, 2007 6:29 PM 
To: dfields@cascadewater.org 

Subject: Further comments on the DEIS 
 
Please add these further comments to the comments that I have already submitted. 
  
Capacity of Pipeline:  There is little discussion of the capacity of this pipeline.  Please discuss how long 
this pipeline will fill expected demand.  Please discuss the plans for future capacity.  Please make a clear 
argument as to why the 42" pipe is the appropriate capacity to put into place as compared to installing 
more or less capacity.   
  

  
Cummulative Impacts:  There is no discussion of the impacts of this entire pipeline, nor is there a 
discussion of development that is reliant upon the water from this pipe.  Please include a clear 
comparison of development that would be allowed because of the added water capacity of this pipe.  Any 
development that is reliant on regional water above the amount that Seattle could provide should be 
included, as the water line would not be built if there was no new development and the homes would not 
be built if there was no water.   
  
Connie Marsh, representing 
Issaquah Environmental Council 
P.O. Box 921 
Issaquah, WA 98027 
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Response to Comments from the Issaquah Environmental Council 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline (TCP). 
The Draft EIS for the TCP analyzes the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with the proposed 
alternatives.  Cascade believes that the environmental impacts and proposed mitigation measures are adequately 
stated in the Draft EIS and that the level of detail provided is typical for this stage of project design.  Additional 
information, however, has since been developed and has been added to the text of the Final EIS.  More specific 
design details and mitigation measures would be developed during the permitting phase of the project.  WAC 197-
11-404(4) states: “Description of the existing environment and the nature of environmental impacts shall be limited to 
the affected environment and shall be no longer than is necessary to understand the environmental consequences of 
the alternatives, including the proposal.”  Cascade believes that the Draft EIS is consistent with this requirement.   

2 Table 1-1 of the Draft EIS lists potential impacts and mitigation measures by environmental element for the Preferred 
and Green Route Alternatives.  Table 1-2 of the Draft EIS lists significant unavoidable adverse impacts by 
environmental element for the Preferred and Green Route Alternatives. 

3 Table 1-1 of the Draft EIS lists potential impacts and mitigation measures by environmental element for the Preferred 
and Green Route Alternatives. 

4 Table 1-2 of the Draft EIS lists significant unavoidable adverse impacts by environmental element for the Preferred 
and Green Route Alternatives.   
 
Operating the blowoff valves and building the rechlorination facility are not considered impacts that could not be 
mitigated.  Please refer to Table 1-1 of the Draft EIS. 

5 See Response No. 2. 

6 Developing, implementing, and maintaining an Erosion and Sedimentation Control (ESC) Plan, a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), and a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan in 
accordance with regulatory requirements is listed for Water in Table 1-1.  Contents of the SWPPP would typically 
include the items you have provided in Figure 1, although limiting clearing and grading activities to the dry season 
(April 1 to September 30) seems overly restrictive.   
 
Generally, the development of these plans occurs during the permitting phase of a project when more detailed 
design information is available.  The plans would be reviewed and approved by the various agencies before 
construction was allowed to begin.   

7 See Response No. 1. 

8 The TCP would be constructed of welded steel pipe, which has withstood seismic events without rupturing in many 
cases. Although there are more identified seismic hazard areas along the red alignment (Preferred Alternative), both 
action alternatives are located in a seismically active area. 

9 Comment noted.  Table 5-12 of the Final EIS has been updated with information on culvert crossings along the 
Preferred Alternative. 

10 Comment noted.  Cascade is aware of the coal mine hazards (see Chapter 3, Earth), and these hazards would be 
considered during the design phase. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

11 Comment noted.  Potential vibration impacts are discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS.  Addressing your specific 
example of boring under the Cedar River, Cascade anticipates that these activities would be controlled by fish and 
wildlife agencies through requirements developed during the permitting process. 

12 Comment noted. Comparison was made and discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS.   

13 Comment noted. Cascade believes that the Draft EIS provides sufficient baseline information on existing conditions 
in Chapter 5, Water.   See Response No. 1. 

14 Although “blowoff” is the commonly used term for these facilities, they are actually drains that allow the pipeline to be 
dewatered, if necessary. This dewatering usually involves only a section of the pipe and can be controlled so that the 
outflow matches the capacity of sewers or storm drains in the area. 
Dechlorination of the drained water would be done using best management practices. These practices do not require 
permanent facilities beyond those associated with the drains. 

15 Comment noted. 

16 Specific design information and mitigation plans for each stream crossing for each alternative have not been 
developed at this time.  The use of “over/under” to describe the location of the proposed pipe with regard to culvert 
crossings was used where more detailed information from engineering studies has not been developed.  This 
information would not be developed until an alternative was formally selected.  Culvert crossings and trenchless 
construction methods have been included in the preliminary level of project design, where feasible, with the intention 
of minimizing and avoiding impacts to streams.  Specific impacts and mitigation for each stream crossing would be 
assessed in detail during the permitting phase of the project. 

17 Tibbetts Creek was on the 1998 303(d) list of impaired water bodies published by the Washington State Department 
of Ecology for fecal coliform.  However, the most recently approved 303(d) list (2004) indicates that Tibbetts Creek is 
water quality limited for temperature and dissolved oxygen. 

18 Long-term and short-term impacts to exempt wells are not anticipated to result from the project and, therefore, are 
not identified in the Draft EIS.  If unidentified shallow wells were encountered during construction of the project, 
potential impacts to these wells would be avoided or minimized by implementing the following mitigation measures 
listed in Section 5.3.2 of the Draft EIS: 

• Developing, implementing, and maintaining a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to minimize erosion 
and sediments from rainfall runoff at construction sites, and to reduce, eliminate, and prevent the pollution of 
stormwater. 

• Developing, implementing, and maintaining a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan to 
manage toxic materials associated with construction activities (equipment leaks, disposal of oily wastes, cleanup 
of any spills, storing petroleum products/chemicals in contained areas away from streams, ponds, and wetlands). 

• Installing trench dams where necessary to prevent groundwater from flowing along the pipeline trench, altering 
groundwater hydrology.  Trench dams would prevent the permeable pipe bedding and backfill from acting like a 
drain. 

• If the confining impermeable layer that underlies a wetland was disturbed during construction activities, the 
impermeable layer would be restored to ensure wetland integrity.   
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Comment 
Number Response 

19 After construction, the pipeline should not be affected by flooding.  It would be underground and thus would not affect 
the floodplain.  Scour depth and potential for channel migration would be considered on a case-by-case basis during 
preliminary design.  The actual depth below maximum scour could be more than 10 feet depending on soil conditions 
and the trenchless method employed.   
See Response No. 14 regarding drains (“blowoffs”). 

20 Comment noted.  Impacts to fish and wildlife presented in the Draft EIS are based on preliminary engineering and 
inventory-level fish and wildlife information.  Thus, mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIS are based on 
preliminary impacts.  Appropriate mitigation for project impacts would be determined during the permitting phase of 
the project. 

21 Comment noted.  Impacts to water quality and water quantity presented in the Draft EIS are based on preliminary 
engineering and inventory-level information.  Appropriate water quality or water quantity monitoring requirements 
would be determined during the permitting phase of the project. 

22 Comment noted.  Cascade believes the level of detail provided on Chinook salmon populations in Tibbetts Creek is 
typical for this stage of project design.  See also Response No. 1. 

23 Comment noted.  Summary sentences were added to Sections 8.1.1 and 8.1.2 of the Final EIS. 

24 The TCP would have relatively little impact on sewers and no impact on septic systems; therefore, the Draft EIS does 
not address sewer systems as a major component. 

25 See Response No. 14.  

26 Accessibility to sewers is not applicable to the TCP. 

27 See Response No. 26. 

28 The TCP would not impact septic systems. Thus, the Draft EIS does not address septic systems.  

29 See Response No. 14. 

30 Utilities along the alignments were generally identified during the alternative route study phase. During final design, 
the exact locations of existing utilities would be determined and factored into the final design of the TCP. 

31 If existing utilities must be moved to install the TCP, Cascade would be responsible for moving those utilities. 

32 Comment noted.  See Response No. 1.  The Draft EIS and Final EIS prepared for the East Village (Talus) 
development and the Issaquah Creek Basin and Nonpoint Action Plan were reviewed.  The information on water 
quality in Tibbetts Creek was incorporated into this Final EIS (see Section 6.1.1). 

33 See Response No. 1. 

34 See Response No. 1.  
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Comment 
Number Response 

35 The TCP is designed to carry water from Tacoma Water’s Second Supply Pipeline to Cascade members. The 
pipeline is sized for the projected maximum supply available from Tacoma Water that could be used by Cascade. 
Constructing a smaller diameter pipe would not allow Cascade to make full use of the water available from Tacoma 
Water. Constructing a larger diameter pipeline would cost more but would not provide any additional supply, and thus 
would not be cost effective.  Based on projected demands, Cascade has sources, including the TCP, to meet 
demands through the 20-year planning period discussed in its 2004 Transmission and Supply Plan. This plan was 
approved by the Department of Health in February 2007. 

36 See Response No. 1.  
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Response to Comments from the City of Kent Public Works Department 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma-Cascade Pipeline. 
Comments noted. 

2 Comment noted. 

3 Comment noted.  Discussions between Cascade and Kent are ongoing.  Agreement would need to be reached 
sufficiently ahead of bid advertisement to include an emergency turnout in Kent. 

4 Comments noted. 

5 Comment noted. 

6 Comment noted.  Wellhead Protections Areas (WHPAs) in Kent have been included in the discussion of Critical 
Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARAs) in the Final EIS (see Section 5.1.1). 

7 Comments noted.  Suggestions to notify local water purveyors in the event of a spill and to limit staging and fueling 
areas to locations outside of CARAs and WHPAs would be considered for inclusion in the Spill Prevention Control 
and Countermeasures Plan. 

8 Comment noted.  These modifications have been made to Table 8-1 of the Final EIS. 

9 Comment noted.  These modifications have been made Section 8.1 of the Final EIS.  

10 Comment noted. The Draft EIS identifies Level of Service (LOS) standards for specific roadways for the Preferred 
Alternative and the Green Route Alternative.  General LOS standards have been added as Appendix B of the Final 
EIS. 

11 Potential detour routes were identified in the Draft EIS and would be further discussed with the affected local 
jurisdictions during the permitting and construction phases of the project.  Possible detour routes would be 
researched more and finalized during the design of the final traffic control plan.   

12 Comment noted.  These modifications have been made to Section 8.3.3 of the Final EIS.  

13 Comment noted.  These modifications have been made to Section 8.3.3 of the Final EIS. 

14 Comment noted.  These modifications have been made to Section 8.3.3 of the Final EIS. 
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From: Ramon Locsin - King County DDES, Site Development Services 
[mailto:ramon.locsin@metrokc.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2007 11:15 AM 
To: dfields@cascadewater.org 
Subject: Comments from CascadeWater.org 
 
Web comments sent from: 
http://www.cascadewater.org/pro_tacoma.html 
 
Name: 
Ramon Locsin - King County DDES, Site Development Services 
 
Address:  
900 Oakesdale Ave. SW 
Renton 
WA 
98057-5212 
 
Phone:  
206 296-7151 
 
Email:  
ramon.locsin@metrokc.gov 
 
Comments:  
Stockpile and staging areas for construction of the waterline were not mentioned 
on the draft EIS.  It is understood that this early in the process it is not thought of 
as of yet.  However during review of the clearing/grading permit, these areas will 
need to be identified.  If these areas will require clearing and/or grading and 
exceed certain thresholds, separate SEPA determination may be required.  At a 
minimum, stockpile and staging areas should be included in the EIS with 
approximate locations with restoration proposals for these sites.   
 

1
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Response to Comments from the  
King County Department of Development and Environmental Services 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline. 
The TCP would be located within private easements or within public rights-of-way. The private easements would 
generally be wide enough for stockpiling and staging the project adjacent to the trench.  The construction plans 
would clearly show clearing and restoration requirements within the easements.  For public rights-of-way, earthwork 
materials would be trucked in and out; there would be no stockpiling in the right-of-way.  The contractor would be 
responsible for locating and obtaining permits for staging areas.    
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Response to Comments from the  
King County Department of Natural Resources and Parks 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline (TCP). 
Comments noted.  Comments were received from the King County Department of Development and Environmental 
Services (DDES).  The permit list is constantly updated based on ongoing consultation with the regulatory/permitting 
agencies. 

2 Comment noted. Most bridges have not been designed to support a pipe the size of the TCP (42-inch diameter) in 
addition to their existing loads. Commonly, the pipe must be installed between girders to maintain proper clearance 
from flood level, again a condition that most bridges would not be designed for. Placing a pipe on a bridge leaves the 
pipe more exposed to accidental or deliberate damage.  It is also exposed to the elements, requiring more 
maintenance.  Lastly, the bridge installation would likely create a high point requiring an air relief valve to be 
accessed through the bridge deck, which is undesirable to most designers. For these reasons, Cascade has not 
considered placing the TCP on bridges. 

3 Comment noted. Scour depth and potential for channel migration would be considered on a case-by-case basis 
during preliminary design.  The actual depth below maximum scour could be more than 10 feet depending on soil 
conditions and the trenchless method employed.   

4 Comment noted. Scour depths would be considered during preliminary design.  Backfilling of the open trench 
construction and streambed restoration would be specified to resist scour beyond the estimated maximum scour 
depth to protect the pipe as well as to avoid some undesirable hydrogeologic impacts to the streambed.    

5 Comment noted. 

6 Comment noted. See Response No. 2 regarding suspending pipe on bridges. In addition, moving the crossing to the 
location of the new bridge would require additional impacts during construction to the Cedar River Trail and 154th 
Place SE, which are avoided by the route shown in the Draft EIS (see Figures 2-2 and 2-3).  Cascade would 
consider use of scour and stream migration data developed during the design of the new bridge. 

7 Comment noted.     

8 The locations of the jacking and receiving shafts for the Cedar River have not been determined at this time. Scour 
depths and possible migration would be considered during preliminary design of the crossing. 
The Tacoma Water Second Supply Pipeline crossing of the Green River extended from behind the levees on each 
side of the river. A shorter crossing was not feasible due to site conditions. Similar considerations for siting the Cedar 
River crossing would be included in the preliminary design. 
Madsen Creek would be crossed under the existing culvert on 149th Avenue SE. 

9 Specific design information and mitigation plans for each stream crossing have not been developed at this time.  
Specific impacts and mitigation for each stream crossing of the selected alternative would be assessed in detail and 
suggested mitigation measures would be considered during the permitting phase of the project. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

10 Comment noted.  Note that there are not 80 wetland crossings associated with the Preferred Alternative; instead, it is 
anticipated that 7 wetlands would be affected (see Section 7.2.2 and Table 7-6 of the Final EIS). This information has 
been updated since the Draft EIS was issued.  Note also that there are not 68 wetland crossings associated with the 
Green Route Alternative; instead, it is anticipated that 4 wetlands would be affected (see Section 7.2.3 of the Final 
EIS).  These numbers (80 and 68) represent the wetlands identified within the study areas of each action alternative 
(see Tables 7-4 and 7-5 of the Final EIS), but would not necessarily be directly impacted.   

11 Wetland information for the Draft EIS is presented at the inventory level.  This approach was selected as consistent 
with the preliminarily level of design used for the route alternatives selection process.  Formal wetland delineation 
(including wetland ratings and determination of buffers) would be prepared as part of the permitting documents.  
These documents would include a detailed discussion of impacts to specific wetlands based on current design and 
the functions provided by specific wetlands.  Mitigation appropriate to the project impacts would be determined at this 
time and included in the permitting documents. 

12 Formal delineation of wetlands, rating of wetlands, and calculation of buffer widths would be provided as part of the 
permitting documents.  A discussion of impacts to all critical areas and their buffers and proposed mitigation for both 
the critical areas and buffers would be determined at that point. 

13 Comment noted. The potential for a trenchless crossing under a wetland to have an adverse impact on the drainage 
or hydrology of the wetland would be remote once construction was completed.  Most trenchless crossings under 
wetlands are submerged within a trapped groundwater formation or a naturally sealed soil layer close to the surface.  
If the wetland is hydraulically connected through the soil, the casing can be sealed to prohibit groundwater loss 
through the pipeline bedding.  Proper design would be employed to determine an alignment and method to avoid any 
long-term impact to the wetland.  To minimize the impact of a potential collapse, the contractor would be required to 
have an approved contingency mitigation plan in place. 

14 The impact estimates presented in the Draft EIS are based on preliminary engineering and inventory-level wetland 
information.  Permit documents would include a detailed analysis of the impacts.  Mitigation would be developed to 
compensate for losses to wetland and buffer functions.  All mitigation would be consistent with local, state, and 
federal requirements and current guidance documents. 

15 Comment noted. 

16 Where the corridor was constructed using trenchless crossings, existing vegetation would not be cleared and 
maintained.  In wetlands that were crossed using open trenches, the wetlands would be restored with wetland plants 
that would not affect the pipeline and that would not require additional, future clearing.  In upland forested areas, a 
corridor would be maintained without trees or large shrubs with deep roots. Accessibility to pipeline appurtenances in 
wetlands, where required, would be provided by leaving a corridor wide enough to be accessed by vehicle or on foot. 

17 Comment noted. See Response No. 16. 

18 Comments noted.  Cascade looks forward to working with the DNRP staff in this regard. 

19 Comment noted.  Cascade would coordinate directly with King County on mitigation requirements for temporary 
impacts to the trail system, where appropriate. 
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Comment 
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20 Trench dewatering is typically above the withdrawal levels for domestic wells, and thus has no adverse impact on the 
capacity of the existing wells.  The dewatering well would need to be close enough to the well to have influence and 
the soil porous enough to allow transmissivity. Domestic wells in the area of any dewatering activities would be 
identified during the final design and shown on the drawings if it appeared that there could be an impact based on 
location, soil, and groundwater conditions. The contractor would be required to design a system with appropriate 
protections so that construction would not impact nearby domestic wells. 

21 Cascade believes that the discussion of cumulative impacts in the Draft EIS is more than “cursory” and is consistent 
with guidance provided by the SEPA Rules.  WAC 197-11-402(2) indicates that:  “The level of detail shall be 
commensurate with the importance of the impact, with less important material summarized, consolidated, or 
referenced.”  WAC 197-11-402(4) further states that:  “Description of the existing environment and the nature of 
environmental impacts shall be limited to the affected environment and shall be no longer than is necessary to 
understand the environmental consequences of the alternatives, including the proposal.” 
 
The TCP would be a water transmission pipeline that would allow drinking water to flow from Tacoma Water’s 
Second Supply Pipeline (SSP) to the Bellevue-Issaquah Pipeline.  The TCP would not distribute water to residential, 
commercial, and industrial customers.  The environmental impacts of utilizing the water in the SSP have already 
been addressed in Tacoma Water’s body of environmental documentation.  Regulating growth and mitigating the 
impacts associated with that growth are the responsibility of local land use jurisdictions (including King County), not 
Cascade.  Cascade is comprised of public water systems that are required to comply with Washington State law.  
State law (Chapter 43.20 RCW) specifically mandates that the delivery of water by public water systems for any new 
industrial, commercial, or residential uses be consistent with comprehensive land use plans and development 
regulations adopted by local jurisdictions including cities, towns, and counties.      

22 Comment noted. King County’s Wastewater Division would be contacted during final design so that it could provide 
input and review drawings. 

 



 



From: Joe & Elizabeth Miles [mailto:joe.miles@integraonline.com] 
Sent: Friday, February 02, 2007 10:18 PM 
To: dfields@cascadewater.org 
Subject: Comments from CascadeWater.org 
 
Web comments sent from: 
http://www.cascadewater.org/pro_tacoma.html 
 
Name: 
Joe & Elizabeth Miles 
 
Address:  
24639 156th Ave SE 
Kent 
WA 
98042 
 
Phone:  
(253) 639-0123 
 
Email:  
joe.miles 
 
Comments:  
Joe & Elizabeth Miles 
February 2, 2007 
24639 156th Avenue SE 
Kent, WA  98042 
 
Mr. Michael A Gagliardo 
Cascade Water Alliance, 
1440  112th Ave. SE,  Suite 220 
Bellvue, WA  98004 
 
RE: Central Segment Transmission Pipeline DEIS. 
 
Dear Mr.Gagliardo, 
 
As indicated by the address shown above, we and our family reside along 156th 
Avenue SE, along the route of the proposed transmission pipeline..  We offer the 
following comments regarding the proposal: 
 
Rural versus Urban Zoning: 
 
Our neighborhood is located within the Rural Area outside of the Urban Growth 
Area. 



 
Our greatest concern is that our neighborhood zoning may change from Rural 
(RA-5) to Urban.  Arguments to change the zoning of a neighborhood from rural 
to urban are frequently based upon the presence of urban utilities. 
We fear that the proposed water pipeline may facilitate this argument in the 
future.   
 
The DEIS should address how each of the following King County Comprehensive 
Plan Policies is addressed: 
 
Rural Public Facilities and Service Policy R-301; 
 
R-301.  King County shall work with cities and other agencies providing sevices 
to the Rural Area to adopt standards for facilites ans services in the Rural Area 
tha protect basic public health and safety and the environment, but are financially 
supportive at rural densities and do not encourage development.  (emphasis 
added.) 
 
Rural Public Facilities and Service Policy R-302; 
 
R-302.  Public spending priorities for facilities and services within the Rural Area 
should be as follows; 
 
a. First, to maintain existing facilities and services that protect 
public health and safety; and 
 
b. Second, to upgrade facilities and services when needed to correct 
levels of service deficiencies without unnecessarily creating additional capacity 
for new growth.  (emphasis added.) 
 
Rural Public Facilities and Service Policy R-303; 
 
R-303.  In the Rural Area, standards and plans for utility service should be 
consistent with long-term, low-density development and resource industries. 
Utility facilities that serve the Urban Growth Area but must be located in the Rural 
Area (for example, a pipeline from a municipal watershed) should be designed, 
and scaled to serve primarily the Urban Growth Area. .". 
(emphasis added) 
 
Facilities and Services - Urban and Rural Services. F-207 
 
F-207  In the Rural Area, services provided by agencies should support a rural 
level of development and not facilitate urbanization. (emphasis added) 
 
Services and Facilities / Utility System Interties Policy F-236 & 
F-237; 

1

2



 
"F-236.  King County supports interties that allow the transfer of water resources 
among water utilities in urban area to the projected demands for growth.  That 
transfer of water must be consistent with locally adopted growth management 
plans, regional water supp plans, groundwater plans, watershed plans, and 
approved Coordinated Water System Plans, and implement approved 
Endangered Species Act response requirements and Clean Water Act 
requirements." (emphasis added.) 
 
"F-237.  King County supports the development of appropriate regional water 
interties capital projects, subject to approval from appropriate local, state, and 
federal agencies and consistent with Policy F-236. ." . 
 
We do not object to an existing home in the Rural Area utilizing the pipeline if 
their private well is failing or the installation of fire hydrants.  However, to avoid 
the significant environmental impacts associated with providing urban services in 
the Rural Area, we recommend mitigation precluding access to the pipeline 
within the Rural Area to future urban development. 
 
Water Quality Impacts  
 
Learning the water within the proposed pipeline will be "treated" with chlorine, 
raises several potentially significant adverse impacts to the natural environment.  
We are not only concerned about the long term impacts associated with the 
standard concentrations of chlorine discharged from the pipeline during routine 
operation, we are also concerned about the impacts associated with the high 
concentrations of chemicals discharged from the pipeline during the initial post-
construction sanitation process.  Our concerns are not limited to chlorine, but to 
all water quality parameters including, but not limited to, changes in pH, and 
disinfection by-products (DBPs).  The FEIS must address these impacts.  A 
wetland of specific concern to our family is located along 156th Ave. SE between 
the Puget Sound Energy sub-station and the property address of 24807 156th 
Ave SE.  It is our understanding the pipeline may have maintenance "blow-off" 
valves at various "sag" points typically located in these same areas of concern.  
The natural ecology at these locations may be significantly impacted by the 
discharge of treated water from the "blow-off" valve. The DEIS must address this 
potential impact.   
 
Within the document entitled "Cascade Water Alliance - Summary of Mitigation 
Measures incorporated into the project design" page MIT-3 states: 
 
"Discharge chlorinated water from blowoff value operation into the adjacent 
pipeline or local sanitary sewer or stormwater system, where available.  If 
discharge to the surface drainage is unavoidable, the water will be dechlorinated 
prior to discharge to the environment." (emphasis added). 
 

3

4



This mitigation is of concern because all the stormwater systems in the area 
drain to natural systems, typically a critical area such as a wetland or stream. 
 
We recommend mitigation that the treated water not be allowed to discharge to 
these natural systems, but be pumped into tanks and transported to an 
appropriate sanitary sewer or treatment facility. 
 
Groundwater Impacts: 
 
Many of the local wetlands along the proposed routes, although segregated at 
the surface by the roadway prism, are probably hydrologically connected via 
groundwater under the roadway.  The deep installation of the pipeline may block 
the groundwater connection, resulting in a significant environmental impact to 
these wetlands.  Again, a wetland of specific concern to our family is located 
along 156th Ave. SE between the Puget Sound Energy sub-station and the 
property address of 24807 156th Ave SE.  The FEIS should evaluate this 
potential impact. 
 
Extension of the Soos Creek Trail: 
 
Southerly Extension: 
 
The Soos Creek Trail is a regional trail located in the vicinity of the proposed 
Central Segment Transmission Pipeline.  Although the trail currently terminates 
near Lake Meridian, the King County Regional Trail Plan and the Covington Park 
Plan shows intent to extend the trail southerly.  We recommend collaboration 
with the King County Park System and the Friends of Soos Creek Park to 
establish a multi-use pipeline and trail extension if the 156th route is selected.  
The FEIS should evaluate this consideration. 
 
Easterly Extension: 
 
If the 132nd Ave. SE alternative route is selected, we recommend the evaluation 
of an easterly trail extension from the Soos Creek Trail to the Lake Youngs trail, 
possibly via SE 208th St..  Again, we recommend collaboration with the King 
County Park System and the Friends of Soos Creek Park to establish a multi-use 
pipeline and trail extension in this area. 
 
Amenities to the selected route: 
 
Regardless as to route selected, we recommend the installation of fire hydrants 
where none exist to enhance fire protection to our neighborhood.   
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We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Central Segment 
Transmission Pipeline.  Should you have any questions regarding our comments 
please call us at (253) 639-0123.  We look forward to reviewing the FEIS. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Joe E. Miles, P.E. 
Elizabeth Miles, RPh 
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Response to Comments from Joe and Elizabeth Miles 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline. 
Appendix E of the Draft EIS addresses the applicable land use plans, policies, environmental, and utility elements 
that are applicable to the TCP.  Although the Preferred Alternative would cross rural areas, Cascade would not 
directly serve any customers.  The rural character of development or facilitation of development would not be 
changed by construction of the TCP.  Land use development would be subject to the local government’s 
development regulations and comprehensive planning. 

2 See Response No. 1. 

3 The TCP is a water transmission pipeline and would not directly serve any customers.   

4 See Sections 5.2.2 and 5.3.2 of the Draft EIS for discussion of control measures to be implemented at discharge 
locations.  Water discharged from the pipeline during the initial sanitation process and from blowoff valves would 
discharge directly to a sanitary sewer, where available, or would be treated to Washington State Department of 
Ecology standards prior to discharging to a storm sewer or natural water body.  Flow control measures and water 
quality treatments implemented prior to discharging to a storm sewer or water body would minimize any impacts to 
critical areas. 

5 Comment noted.  The control measures listed in Section 5.2.2 of the Draft EIS are adequate to control chlorine levels 
and flow rates from discharge locations within the standards of all regulating agencies.  Treated water discharged to 
a storm drain would meet water quality standards with the intention of minimizing and avoiding downstream impacts, 
including impacts to critical areas. 

6 Control measures to protect against impacts to groundwater hydrology are discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS.  
As stated in Section 5.2.2 of the Draft EIS: “Typical pipeline bedding and backfill material within the roadway prism 
would be free-draining, granular materials, and would not be expected to alter groundwater hydrology during project 
operation.  Trench dams would be selectively installed to prevent groundwater flow along the pipeline trench.  Trench 
dams would prevent the permeable pipe bedding and backfill from acting like a drain, thus preventing alteration of 
groundwater flows during project operation.  If the confining impermeable layer underlying an adjacent wetland was 
disturbed during pipeline installation, the impermeable layer would be restored to ensure long-term wetland integrity.  
With these control measures, operation of the Preferred Alternative would not affect groundwater hydrology.”  These 
measures would prevent the pipeline from blocking groundwater connections along the proposed alignments, and 
would thus minimize or avoid this potential impact. 

7 During the routing study phase of the project, alternatives that followed existing trail systems were evaluated and, in 
most cases, eliminated from further consideration because of their potential environmental impacts.   

8 See Response No. 7. 

9 The TCP is a transmission pipeline designed to transport large quantities of water to purveyor distribution systems 
that are metered and monitored for water quality and quantity within the Cascade membership area.  Each water 
purveyor is responsible for serving the customers of its area, and for providing domestic drinking water and fire 
protection.  Cascade does not serve the areas in question, and is not obligated to do so. The pressure at which the 
water is delivered in the transmission pipeline is very high, in excess of the fire hydrant capacity. Therefore, any fire 
hydrant attached directly to a transmission line requires a meter and pressure reducing valve station.  This would be 
very costly for single hydrant installation.  For these reasons, fire hydrants are typically not installed on transmission 
lines. 
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Response to Comments from the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline (TCP). 
Your concerns that were noted in the March 14, 2006 scoping comments relate to the need to expand environmental 
analysis beyond the Central Segment; these concerns have been addressed in the Draft EIS for the TCP.  The Draft 
EIS demonstrates that Cascade has expanded the environmental analysis associated with what was previously 
known as the Central Segment to include what was previously identified as the North Segment.  The two segments 
have been combined as one project, the TCP, which is intended to bring water acquired from Tacoma Water to 
Cascade’s members.  The sizing and the routing of the TCP have been influenced by the location of the Tacoma 
Second Supply Pipeline and the location of the Bellevue-Issaquah Pipeline.  The TCP is one component of the 
Cascade Regional Water Supply System, and has the ability to operate independently of any other planned 
components.  The TCP is not dependent upon construction of any other pipeline or acquisition of any other water 
resource to accomplish its intended purpose. 

2 Comment noted.  Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS was revised to reflect additional information about the rechlorination 
facility. 

3 See Response No. 1. 

4 Permanent loss of riparian habitat cannot be accurately estimated due to the preliminary level of design available for 
the alternatives.  Because each action alternative was designed to avoid riparian impacts by using trenchless 
construction methods and following existing paved rights-of-way, only minor impacts are anticipated.  As such, the 
permanent loss of riparian habitat for each alternative would not constitute a “significant unavoidable adverse 
impact”. 
 
Noxious weed infestation was not included in Table 1-2 of the Draft EIS because the alignment would be re-
vegetated; the intention would be to minimize future infestation of the pipeline corridor with noxious or invasive plant 
species.  Therefore, this would not be a “significant unavoidable adverse impact”. 

5 Comment noted.  Chapter 5 of the Final EIS reflects the changes to Washington’s water quality standards as of 
December 21, 2006.  Table 5-1 was revised to include the Washington State Department of Ecology’s new water 
quality criteria and standards.   

6 Comment noted.  Section 5.1.1 of the Draft EIS was updated to include the total maximum daily load (TMDL) for the 
Soos Creek basin.  

7 Comment noted.  Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS was modified to reflect changes to the water quality standards.  Any 
additional references to the 2003 rule in the EIS (May Creek, Coal Creek, Tibbetts Creek, and Mercer Slough basins) 
were modified to the current state standards.   

8 Comment noted.  Water quality data was obtained from King County Department of Transportation for Stewart 
Creek, and the text in Section 6.1.1 was modified to reflect this.   
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Comment 
Number Response 

9 Comment noted.   Cascade is coordinating with the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) on the 
second crossing of Tibbetts Creek.  If the stream were to be crossed using an open-cut trench, this coordination 
would continue to ensure that adequate stream and riparian habitat restoration would occur as mitigation.  The open-
cut crossing method proposed for Clay Pit Creek, West Fork Tibbetts Creek, and the northernmost Tibbetts Creek 
crossing would be coordinated with construction of the Washington State Department of Transportation’s (WSDOT’s) 
SR 900 - SE 78th Street to Issaquah Additional Lanes Project.  WSDOT is planning to replace the culverts that 
convey these streams across SR 900.  The pipeline would be installed during construction of the culvert 
replacements, thus consolidating and minimizing disturbance to these streams that could result from these two 
projects.  The culvert replacements would result in long-term beneficial effects to fish passage and habitat 
accessibility.  Cascade would advise and coordinate with the Muckleshoot Indian Tribe regarding the status of 
activities in this area. 

10 Comments noted.  The exact location of the pipeline with regard to existing culverts would be assessed during 
advanced phases of design.  Consideration would be given to future culvert replacements during permitting of the 
project. 

11 Comment noted.  Table 1-1 of the Draft EIS includes a comparative summary of impacts associated with each of the 
action alternatives, including the potential impacts to streams.   

12 Contractor qualifications and performance requirements for erosion and sedimentation control (ESC) measures 
would be included in contract specifications.  ESC Plans, with Best Management Practices (BMPs) designed in 
accordance with code requirements, would be included in the contract documents that would be submitted for review 
and approval to all permitting/approval jurisdictions.  The contractor’s development, implementation, and 
maintenance of ESC measures would be inspected and monitored throughout the project.  The use of an 
independent environmental monitor would be considered by Cascade. 

13 Developing, implementing, and maintaining ESC measures would be a contractual obligation.  ESC monitoring is 
usually a permit condition for most jurisdictions.  Inspection and monitoring of the ESC measures would be 
performed to meet or exceed established requirements.  Sampling of runoff discharged from sediment ponds and 
traps would be performed at or exceed required frequencies.  The method of sampling would be considered by 
Cascade.  Benefits of automatic sampling may not be cost effective. 

14 Comment noted. 

15 The exact location of launching and receiving shafts would be addressed during final design.  In general, the shafts 
would be located sufficiently clear of the ordinary high water mark to prevent impacts to creeks.  Disturbance within 
the buffers would be restored with appropriate wetland topsoils and plant species.  Work within wetlands and buffers 
would occur only during construction periods allowed by permits. 

16 Use of trenchless construction methods and culvert crossings would be incorporated into the project design, in part 
to reduce the permanent loss of riparian habitat.  Vegetation clearing along streams where open-cut trenching is 
proposed would be minimized by reducing the width of the construction corridor, and would be mitigated by 
replanting streamside vegetation.  This is mentioned with regard to cumulative impacts on fish in Section 6.2.2 of the 
Draft EIS.  More exact quantities of riparian vegetation removal and possible additional mitigation measures would 
be determined during permitting of the project. 

17 See Response No. 16. 

18 See Response No. 12. 

19 See Response No. 13. 
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Comment 
Number Response 

20 Comment noted.  Section 6.1.1 of the Draft EIS was revised to indicate that where the pipeline would cross a culvert, 
the pipeline would be located above or below the culvert.  The exact location of the pipeline with regard to existing 
culverts would be assessed during advanced phases of design.   

21 Comment noted.  WRIA 8 and WRIA 9 Fish Distribution maps and the Salmon Watchers Program Web site were 
reviewed and available information on fish species has been incorporated in Chapter 6, Animals.  The suggested 
assumption that all water bodies are fish-bearing, unless the stream gradient is known to be greater than 20% or 
there are known natural passage barriers, was incorporated into Chapter 6 of the Final EIS.     

22 Comment noted.  Information provided on fish use in the Cedar River was incorporated into Chapter 6 of the Final 
EIS.  Information provided by King County on fish use in Stewart Creek was incorporated into Section 6.1.1. 

23 Comment noted.  See Response No. 9. 

24 See Response No. 21.   

25 Comment noted.  See Response No. 21. 

26 Comment noted.  The EIS prepared for the Coal Creek Sedimentation Program was reviewed and information on 
fisheries in Coal Creek was incorporated in Section 6.1.2 of the Final EIS. 

27 Comment noted.  Information on existing wetlands, uplands, and riparian vegetation is inventory-level information.  
The suggested analysis of trees and wood recruitment would be addressed during advanced phases of the project. 

28 Comments noted.  Section 6.1 of the Draft EIS discusses damage to the hatchery facility and resulting fish losses 
that have occurred during past storm events.  The impacts discussion in Section 6.2.2 was modified to reflect the 
suggested changes.   

 



 



From: Maiya I Andrews, City of Newcastle [mailto:maiyaa@ci.newcastle.wa.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2007 12:38 PM 
To: dfields@cascadewater.org 
Subject: Comments from CascadeWater.org 
 
Web comments sent from: 
http://www.cascadewater.org/pro_tacoma.html 
 
Name: 
Maiya I Andrews, City of Newcastle 
 
Address:  
13020 Newcastle Way 
Newcastle 
WA 
98059 
 
Phone:  
425/649-4444 
 
Email:  
maiyaa@ci.newcastle.wa.us 
 
Comments:  
1.An approximately 1.6 mile long section of the "Green Route" alternative is located in 
the Coal Creek Parkway right-of-way within the City of Newcastle. 
Newcastle City Council denied support of this alternative following a presentation by 
Cascade Water Alliance on April 4, 2006.   The portion of the "Green Route" alternative 
within the City of Newcastle should be eliminated from consideration because of the lack 
of available public easement within the City of Newcastle. 
 
2.Construction of the portion of the "Green Route" alternative in the Coal Creek Parkway 
right-of-way within the City of Newcastle will cause a significant unavoidable adverse 
impact to transportation (Table 1.2, page 1-10).  The proposal to close Coal Creek 
Parkway to through traffic and detour traffic along Sunset Boulevard SE to SR-405 to SE 
69th Way will severely impact at least 22,700 trips per day (Table 8.3).   The number of 
impacted trips may be significantly greater should closure of Coal Creek Parkway 
coincide with planned construction improvements within the SR-405 corridor.  In 
addition, closure of this major north-south throughway will severely impact local 
business, residents, and emergency response.  
 
3.Parkway right-of-way within the City of Newcastle will result in significant geotechnical 
impacts (Section 3.23, pages 3-13 and 3-14).  The presence of shallow bedrock, creek 
and culvert crossings, impacts to fill embankments and existing infrastructure, and other 
existing features have not been evaluated to a sufficient extent with respect to feasibility 
and environmental or other impacts. 
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Response to Comments from the City of Newcastle 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline (TCP). 
The Green Route Alternative is being considered as one of the alternatives for the TCP.  Cascade would work with 
the City of Newcastle as the permitting agency to address impacts associated with the Green Route Alternative. 

2 Comment noted.  See Response No. 1.  Table 1-2 of the Draft EIS indicates that there would be the potential for 
temporary, but significant unavoidable delays in traffic movement and circulation in work zone areas during 
construction.  Potential detour routes would be required during construction along the Green Route Alternative.  
Cascade would coordinate with the City of Newcastle regarding the potential detour routes and applicable permits. 

3 Comment noted.  Geotechnical impacts related to construction along Coal Creek Parkway were considered during 
the route identification phase and were included in the evaluation and comparison of the various route alternatives 
(see Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS).   
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Response to Comments from the City of Renton 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline. 
Comment noted.  Cascade would coordinate all contractor work that could affect the Maplewood Golf Course, Cedar 
River Trail, and Ron Regis Park with the City of Renton, the Interagency Committee for Outdoor Recreation, the 
National Park Service, and the Washington State Department of Transportation, where appropriate. 

2 Comment noted.  See Response No. 1. 

3 Comment noted.  See Response No. 1. 

4 Comment noted. Timing of construction to minimize impacts would be coordinated with permitting agencies and 
considered during final design. 

5 Comment noted. Signage and detour requirements would be coordinated with permitting agencies, developed during 
final design, and included in the construction contract. Plans for potential detours would be reviewed with the City of 
Renton. 

6 Comment noted. Access to Ron Regis Park would be maintained throughout construction. 

7 Comment noted. Restoration would be coordinated with permitting agencies and developed during final design. 
Restoration requirements for the Cedar River Trail and other Renton Parks facilities would be reviewed with the City 
of Renton. 
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Response to Comments from Val Shrauner 

Comment 
Number Response 

1 Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed Tacoma–Cascade Pipeline.   
Survey and base mapping would show approximate locations of the electrical service for nearby properties.  The 
contractor would be required to have an underground locating service mark the location prior to construction. The 
contractor would be required to locate and protect the electrical service during construction.  The transmission 
pipeline would cross under most utilities because it would have 6 feet of cover.   If the service lines were cut, the 
contractor would be required to promptly restore. 

2 See Response No. 1. 

3 Survey and base mapping would show approximate locations of the storm drain.  The contractor would be required 
to have an underground locating service mark the locations prior to construction. The transmission pipeline would 
cross under this utility.  The contractor would be required to protect the culvert during pipeline installation. 

4 Emergency access would be maintained to at least one of the two switching station driveways.  The public would be 
given advance notice of road and driveway closures as construction progressed.    
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