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Ballard Stormwater Consortium 

Comments on King County Wastewater Treatment Division’s 2011 Recommended 
 Combined Sewer Overflow Control Plan 

December 30, 2011 
 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments on King County Wastewater Treatment Division’s 2011 
Recommended Combined Sewer Overflow Control Plan.  We appreciate the effort that King County is making to 
engage the public in addressing Seattle’s CSO problems. 
 
We are submitting comments on behalf of the Ballard Stormwater Consortium.  We are a committee of Ballard 
residents who are concerned about the impacts of stormwater and combined stormwater/sewer systems upon 
Salmon Bay and Puget Sound.  Our focus is primarily on watersheds in the geographic area of Ballard and North 
Beach.  We are offering our comments based on our review of the Wastewater Treatment Division’s October 
2011 Recommendations, particularly as they relate to those watershed areas.  Our comments are also based on our 
recent review of the City of Seattle’s Combined Sewer Overflow alternatives.  Two of the City of Seattle’s three 
alternatives involve partnering with King County. 
 
General Comments 
 
 We strongly believe that an integrated approach is needed in addressing Ballard’s CSO and stormwater 

problems.  The agencies and programs within agencies that work on these issues should be working together 
and planning together.  Some parts of Ballard are managed by Seattle Public Utilities; other parts are managed 
by King County.  The combined sewer overflows (and the stormwater from non-combined systems) all end 
up in the same place---Salmon Bay and Puget Sound.  Because of this, King County and the City of Seattle 
should work together to address these problems.  A coordinated effort by both agencies can only enhance 
each other’s efforts. 

 
 King County is to be commended for doing a thoughtful review of possible options and recommendations, 

and for inviting input on all 32 options that were considered.  However, we are disappointed that King 
County’s final recommendations do not include the consolidated Ship Canal storage tunnel that is one of 
Seattle’s main alternatives, nor does the timing of King County’s collaborative projects (2030 at the earliest) 
align with the City of Seattle’s timing for the joint County-City alternatives (2025).  Although both issues are 
noted in the Recommendations document (pages 10 and 12), we think King County’s final recommendations 
should clearly state that the recommendations are based on current information and that King County will 
continue to work with the City of Seattle to evaluate the joint consolidated tunnel project. 

 
 We take issue with use of the term “green infrastructure” to differentiate raingardens, green roofs and other 

“natural drainage” systems from other methods of reducing or eliminating combined sewer overflows (e.g., 
storage, CSO treatment, conveyance, sewer separation).  From our perspective, any of these methods is green 
if proper implementation results in reducing/eliminating contamination of Puget Sound, Salmon Bay and 
other water bodies. 

 
 Based on our own experience with the Ballard Roadside Raingardens, we are concerned that many factors 

affect and limit the use of “green infrastructure” and “natural drainage” strategies.  While appealing in 
concept, this strategy has potential pitfalls given the geographic/geologic/soil conditions throughout the City 
of Seattle (e.g., mostly glacial till throughout Ballard) and many groundwater/perched water unknowns.  
These conditions vary from block- to-block.  In addition, many questions exist as to the cost effectiveness of 
this approach and how such decentralized facilities will be maintained over time.  We are glad to see that 
King County recommends assessing the potential of GSI, rather than assuming that it will reduce planned 
CSO control volumes. 
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Response to Specific Questions  
 
1. Should we reconsider one of the alternatives evaluated earlier but not recommended? 

 
Yes.  We are pleased to see that several of the Ship Canal/Montlake Cut area options involve collaboration 
between King County and the City of Seattle.  We think that you should also seriously consider 
recommending the joint County-City conveyance tunnel under the Ship Canal to control 11th Avenue NW, 3rd 
Avenue NW, Montlake and University CSO’s and seven city CSOs.  We ask that this joint tunnel be revised 
to include some or all of the CSO overflow that is projected from the Ballard area (from Ballard CSO pipes 
150/151 and 152.)1  At a minimum, make a formal footnote that commits King County to continuing to 
evaluate and pursue this option with the City of Seattle.  Failure to do so will render Seattle’s EIS process 
moot. 
 

2. Should we change the sequence of projects? 
 

We would like to see Ballard’s CSO issues addressed by 2025, as proposed by the City of Seattle.  However, 
we can support addressing the Duwamish area first, provided that the Ship Canal CSOs including Ballard are 
addressed no later than 2030. 

 
3. Which CSO control plan schedule should we use? 

 
We support King County’s recommendation to control the CSO’s in its service area by 2030, although we 
would prefer to see the CSO’s controlled by 2025 given the public health and environmental contamination 
associated with them.  We are not supportive of extending the completion time beyond 2030. 

 
4. Did we overlook something important? 

 
Addressing CSO’s is largely a stormwater management problem.  The summary documents that we have 
reviewed do not clearly describe this inter-relationship.  Perhaps this has to do with the division of 
responsibilities between the City of Seattle and King County.  From the standpoint of concerned watershed 
residents, however, it is important to: 

 Address CSO and stormwater drainage issues in an effective integrated manner; 
 Look for ways to treat stormwater as well; and 
 Maximize coordination with the City of Seattle in addressing both stormwater and CSO issues. 

 
We encourage King County to commit to integrated planning, coordination, and project implementation. 
 
Thank you for considering our comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Liz Tennant and the following Ballard Stormwater Consortium members: 
 
Chair, Ballard Stormwater Consortium 
7557 28th Avenue NW  
Seattle, WA  98117 

Sharon Costello 
Kim McDonald 
Dana L. Rasmussen 
Lynda K. Rockwood 
Deb Willard 

 

                                                      
1 We made the same request to Seattle Public Utilities in our “Comments on the Scope of Seattle Public Utilities’ 
Programmatic EIS for the Combined Sewer Overflow Long Term Control Plan,” submitted November 1, 2011. 
 


