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September21, 2000

M.r.GordonWhite
Progra_Dffector
ghorelmdsa.,..dF_viroomer_=d.,_ss_ta_cePro_'Lm
WashingtonSra_ Depart.mere ot"Ecology
300 Desmond Drive gE

Lacey, WA 98503

Subject: Pr_ Comments (Set1) on August 2000 Stormwater Management Plan for
Seattle-Tacoma InternationalAkpon Mas_ Plan Update Improveo_.nts.

NorthwestHycL"au]JcConsultants(rdtc)h_ bee_retainedonbeha]fof the Airport Commumti=
Coalitionto providea techmca/reviewof stormwaterfacilitiesa_ relatedstreamflowimpactsfrom the
proposed3rd runwaydevelopmcmatSeaTacairport. Bya letterdstedNovember24, I999, we
provided our ;.;_,,I commea_fi'omour tet.hnicalreview of the November 1999version of the
Stormwaterl_/_a_gememP[an($1v_) for MasterPlanUpdateImprovementsat Seattle-Tacoma
Intermtion=lAirport. Substantivefollow-upo0n_rm werepresentedin our emailof 4/4/2000 and
lettersof 5/3/2000,"//31/2000,and9///2000. Ourtecknicalcorrummtsandconcernshavebeen
consJste_lycorroboratedbyKing Com;tyand Pacific C-rou=lwaterGrouptraderscpar-4tecontractsto
Ecology,

The purpose of thi, letter is to provide our firstsetof pr"¢hminarycommentson the August 2000
version of the project Stormwater ManagementPlan (SMP). Our comments are being provided on an
incrementalbasis because of ddays in our being providedthe SMP and the lack of adequate time to
provide comprehensive review commmtts. Wc were advisedby Ray Hdlwig duringa meeting on
September 6, 2000 that a decision on the Port's 401 Certificationapplicationmight be made by ]Ecology
at amytime a_terSeptember15, 2000. Plea_ takethe dineto considerthis lettef and the subsequ¢,_t
letters wkich will follow in this series.

TheAugust2000SMP isahalf-footthick,1T-pounddocument.An incompleteversionoftheAugust
2000gMP wasfirstrel¢asedtotheACC forpublicreviewonAugust29,2000. ColorcopiesofSMT
color-coded figures were released to the ACC for publicreview on September 7, 2000, and SMP errata
pages andsupplemental analyses were released to the ACC for public review on September 13, 2000.
King County fired review comments on the August 2000SMP were submitted to Ecology and
m'_ultancouslyreleasedtothe Ace onSeptember15,2000.

- The time fTamebetween our receipt of the Au!past2000 SMP document andthe deadline for a decision
byE_olob---yon401 C¢rt;_:;oatior_is=tot=u_:;¢i-ntfor =tthoroughorc_mpletereview of thelatestS_v[P
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materials. Our initial observation of the August 2000 $MP is that it is substantially revised from the

previous SMP released for public review inNovember 1999. The King County review was also
conducted under significant time constraints which"did not afford derailedreview of every aspect of
this conceptual plank"

Our review comments are intended to supplement, ratherthan echo, the numerous concerns raised by
the King County SMP review. However, it is worth repeatingthat the King County review found
numerousinconsistencies which generally"err on the side of under mitigating impacts." And, more
significantly,the King County review found that the perfonnmce and/or feasibility of many of the
proposed mitigations has not been established. The following excerpts (and page number references)
arefrom the 27-page King County "SpecificReview Comments" enclosure to the Pare Bissormette's
September 15 letter.

- Page 4, airport fill - "It is inconsistent for the SMP to claimthat the fill will provide increased
groundwater recharge when modeling work has shown ofl_erwise."

- Page 5, Basin SDN1 - "No verificationot'f_aility per_rmance was provided using the calibrated
HSPF model."

- Page 6, Basin SDN-6 - "No documentation of facilityperformance using KCRTS regional
parameters" and "%Todocumentation of facility performanceusing calibratedMiller Creek HSPF
model."

- Page 7, Basin NEPL - "Pert"ormanc¢not verifiedus_ calibratedHSPF Miller Creek Model."

- Page 8, Basin SDN2X/SDN4X - The facility"may not achieve the intendedflow performance
goal."

- Page !0, Basin SDN3X - "...the facility is not capableof"meeting the Level 2 performance
standard."

- Page 11, Basin SDN3A - '*Facilityperformancenot verifiedusing calibratedHSPI: model" and
"...fa_'ty is not capable of meeting the stated flow control perfonmmce standard."

- Page 12, Basin SDW1A - "Facility performancenot verifiedusing the calibratedHSPF model."

- Page 15, Basin _DW2 - "This facility does not meet the KCSWDM requirement that existing
lauduse be 1979 conditions or better."

- Page 17, Des Moines Creek Overview - "The HSPF INP model has significantly more storage
than proposed to be constructed"and "The feasibilityof the proposed storage transfershas not
been demonstrated."

LKingCounty Review Comments, Letter dated September 15, 2000 by Pare Bissonnette to
.... Tom Luster, Enclosure 1, Page 1, Paragraph1.
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- Page 18,BasinSDS-7 - "...is isunlikelyt]_t the performancestandardcanbemetwith the
fa_£1iv/volumeproposed"and"SNIPhasnot demonslz_edfeasibiliv/of_ flow control
performancestamtzrdwkh smaller_ciliW nor thatit is feasibleto collectand detainflowsfrom
the SDS2mbbasi_"

- Page20,BasinSDS3-A - "SMP hasnotdemonslramdfeasibilityof meetingflow control
performance_d."

- Page20,BasinSDS-3-"SNIPhasnotshownitfea._%letocollectrunofffromadjacent
subbasinsandconveythemtothisfacility"and(Page21)"SMP hasnotdemonstratedfeasibility
ofmeetingflowcontrolperformancestandard."

- Page23,BasinSASA -"...the199gKCSWDM setsalimitontheamountofo/Y_iteflows
whichcanflow_roughthefacility.Thisfacilitylikelyexceedsthisthreshold."

- Page24,BasinSDS 2,5,6-"SMP hasnotdemonstratedfeasibilityofmeetingflowcontrol
p_'ormance standard."

- Page25, pointsof compliance- "...this doesnot appearto indicatethatflow controlhasbeen
met with the STIA b_._ tributaryto west branch ofDes Moines Creek" and, regardingplot o£
flows at South 200_ Street, "the performanceshown in this graph is not representativeof the
expected performanceof the actualproposed mitigations."

Fromthe above King County comments, it is apparentthatthe currentSMP provides no assurance tha_
thepresendy-proposedfacililiesarefeasibleorwillmeettheKingCountyexpectationsofflowcontrol
performancestandards.

h is worth r_._llin_that t_S proje_ has a history of hedging on "promised" flow control mhigadons.
ThemostcurrentNantralResourcesNfatigafionPlan",asmostrecentlyamended3 stillslates(1999,pg
6-I) thatthe Port is _negofiafin__ Ecology on which _andards will apply for stormwater detention
andueatment, andthe accepted methodologies for applyingthose standards." This statement is not
revised or modified by the August 2000 addendumwhich begins with an introduction that "Specifically,
the addendumdescribes changes to the Mitigation Plan that have occurred since r_e 1999 reportwas
prepared." The August 2000 addendumalso states that, "Taken together, this Implementation
Addendum and the Mitigation Plan constirur.ethe finalMitigation Plan for the MPU." It is of concern
thatthefinalMitigationPlanprovidesnoacknowledgmentthatsignificantlyrevisedgtorrnwater
performance s_andardsand s'tormwaterfacilities havebeen identified in the August 2000 SMP.

_Parametrix,Inc. 1999. Naturalresom'cemitigation plan- Master Plan Update
Improvements Seartle-Tacoma ImeruafionalAirport - revised draft. Parametrix, Inc. Prepared
for Port ofSea_le.

_Pararnet_ix,Inc, August 2000. Seattle-Tacoma International Airport Mas_er Plan Update
_ NaturalResourceMit/gafionPlan.Parametrix,Inc.PreparedforPortofSeattle.

northwest hydraulic consultants inc.

AR 018978



OZ-O$-ZO0202:41M From-i_LSELLFETTEI_LLP 40ZSZ4T-GE9P,OO§/012F-382

"J 4 _ September 21, 2000

NHC Comments on ]L_PF Model Development

While it appears-am many of the gross inconsimencies in previous HSPF models have been resolved,
we are surprisedby the 1__¢_of real world checks on the hydrologic simulation results. Tim model
calibration effort is based on data from six streamflow gages 0_nller Cr=k downstream of the Regional
detention Facility, Miller Creek at the mouth,Walker Creek at the mouth, SDS3, Tyee Pond inflow, and
Des Moines Creek at the mouth). Thereare additional datawhich could and should have been relied on
to check modeling results.

For example, the I-ISPFmodel forWalker Creek assumes that there is no outlet from the Walker Creek
wetland andthat "stcrmwater exits the wetland only when it flows over the roadway" (SMP page
B2-52). The roadway in question is Des Moines Memorial Drive. Given the size of this wetland and its
criticallocationintheWalkerCreekheadwaters,thisseemstobeanextraordinaryassumptionwhich
castsseriousdoubtonthevalidityoftheWalkerCreekmodel.Not onlycana culvertbereadilylocated
(closeto17050DesMoinesMemorialDrive),butKingCountystreamgage42C measuresflowsin
Tributary0371A(a.k.a.WalkerCreek)near2SlS l?IstPlace,ashortdistancedownstremnfromthe
Walker Creek wetland. There is no reference to these streamflowdata in the SMP, but examination of
these data over the period 1991-1994 shows flows in excess of 5 cfs several times a year. According to
the I-ISPFmodel presented in the SNIP,such flows could only occur through overtopping of Des
Moines Memorial Drive (and flooding of severalhomes east of the highway). Local homeowners report
no such flooding. The model results forWalker Creek at the mouth show consistent undcrsimularion of
peak flows. The SMP easu_y claimsthatthis is a reflection ofu_ble observed flow data at the
mouth of Walker Creek. In fact, it _ much more likelythat the problem is largely caused by the
assumptionthat the Walker Creekwetlandhas _no known outlet'. This lack of reliable characterization
of amajor hydraulic feature of the WalkerCreek drainagesystem casts doubt on the entire I-ISPFmodel
calibration effort for Walker Creek. This is a ftmdanmntalflaw and it concerns us that this and similar
seriousflaws are likely to be overlooked because of the extreme constraints under which the SNIPwas
preparedand under which our and King Countys review was done.

Thank you for your consideration of this first set of comments. Our subsequent comments will deal
with significant issues which were overlooked by King County due to time pressures, and with sensitive
area (wetland & stream hydrology) and other issues which were beyond the scope of the King County
review. We will continue to submitcomments to your office on an incrementalbasis as our review
progresses, and will strive to haveall comments conveyed to Ecology not later than September 27,
2000.

Sincerely,

NORTHWEST HYDRAULIC CONSULTA_q'S,INC.

W'dliamA.Rozeboorn,p.l:. K.MalcolmLeytham,_h.D,P.E.
Senior Engineer Principal
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e_: TornLuster, Departmmtof_cology
KevinFitzpatrick,Departmentof Ecology
Eric Stockdale.,D_mmmt ofEc,ology
l_y H_wi& Depax_ of EcoloE_
Peter Eslick,_ F_
KimbedyLocl_d, A_on Comm._'_ Cold, on

209U
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