& Summary of Public Comments

fifl from Wastewater Facilities Planning

Sroxkang COUNTY . .
PUBLIC WORKS January 2001 Public Meetings

Question and Answer Session — L arge Group

Q: What is the status of the County’s Comprehensive Plan?

A: December hearings were cancelled pending review of several issues, including whether the
proposed schedule for sewer extensions meets Growth Management Act requirements. The
County is exploring options for accelerating the sewer extension program.

Q: Will the County be addressing non-point sources of water pollution in the Facility Plan?
A: Itistruethat up to 70% of water pollution in the County comes from so-called “non-point”
sources, such as runoff from streets and agricultural areas. These are being addressed through
other programs; the Wastewater Facility Plan addresses point sources only, i.e., sources that
flow through the County’s piped sewer system.

Q: Isn't there a December 2001 deadline for addressing stormwater according to NPDES
requirements?

A: Thereis an effort underway to mode the levels of dissolved oxygen (DO) in the Spokane
River that partially addresses thisissue. Waste load allocations for point sources vs. non-point
sources may be established for the river by means of what is known asa TMDL process (“total
maximum daily loads”).

Q: What is the status of the septic tank conversion program?

A: The sewer extension program was discussed at the public meetings via staff presentations
and maps of the system. It is an important element of the County’ s efforts to protect the quality
of our aquifer, which provides our drinking water. The County Commissioners are currently
considering limited exceptions to the mandatory hook-up program within the Urban Growth
Area Boundary. These possible exceptions would only be allowed in cases where hook-up
costs would present a hardship and where ultimate hook-up to the County sewer systemiis
scheduled to occur within six (?) years.

Q: Isthere evidence that septic tanks have any effect on the aquifer?
A: Yes. Comparing groundwater quality data from before and after septic tanks have been
eliminated provides evidence that the program protects the quality of the aquifer.

Q: What is the County’s role in diminating CSOs?

A: Some of the older areas in the City of Spokane have combined sewers, which carry both
stormwater and wastewater. These combined sewers sometimes overflow during storms. These
overflows, called combined sewer overflows or CSOs, are an issue for the City of Spokane,
which is why the City has a CSO dimination program in place. Theissue affects the County
since the County sends wastewater to the City’ s sewer pipes, upstream of the CSO overflow
points, and then to the City’ s regional wastewater plant.
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Q: If the County sites a plant on the Little Spokane River, what level of treatment would be
required?

A: Ultimately the treatment level for any new plant will be determined and approved by the
state Department of Ecology. The wastewater at a new plant will be highly treated; the river
would remain swimmable. A plant on the Little Spokane River would also have the potential
advantage of augmenting low flows during the summer.

Q: Has the County identified a location for a new plant yet?
A: No, no specific locations for a new wastewater treatment plant have been identified at this
point on either the Spokane River or Little Spokane River.

Q: What does a wastewater treatment plant look like?

A: The extent of aesthetics incorporated into the design of a treatment plant is up to the local
community. A plant can be designed to be compatible with commercial, industrial, or
neighborhoods with appropriate investments in property, design features, and consideration of
aesthetic elements. Examples of treatment plant sites developed as parks and designed to blend
with industrial settings were discussed.

Q: How isanew plant paid for? Will the decision be put to a vote?

A: The decisions on a preferred plan, and ultimately on plant location, will be made by the
County Commissioners. There are various options for financing a new plant, but in general the
ratepayers pay for the system as part of their monthly utility bill.

Q: Isit better to have one large treatment plant or several smaller ones?

A: Consolidating the region’s treatment processes in a large plant may offer some opportunities
for cost savings, but the river may be able to accommodate the effluent discharges and meet
water quality standards better if the system uses several smaller plants.

M eeting Questionnair e Responses (20 questionnaires returned, 10 of the 20 were
mailed in after the meetings, all respondents did not answer all of the questions)

Demand Management Questions - Fact Sheet #1

1. Doyou fed that public education efforts on water conservation are adequate? Rather than requiring
more specific mandatory requirements to reduce water consumption and wastewater flows.

Yes=8 No=9 Unsure= 2

Comments: For the majority of the population water ismetered in order to provide lower cost
potable water, to reduce costs individuals reduce consumption, mainly by implementing water
conservation techniques; The public will not get involved until higher rates are proposed, they do
not see any urgency and have chosen not to engage in the process;, Water conservation only delays
treatment needs; | believe education will be the biggest factor to convince Spokane County
residentsthat this project is so beneficial to them; Public education inadequate on water use,
should be used as much as possible to replace regulations; Spokane residents are not well informed
on water conservation, they are spoiled and assume they need not worry, we need more laws and
rulesto preserve our environment; | feel you have made a good attempt to educate the people; No,
people do not under stand how large of an effect they can have by using water conservation; Public
education and awar eness progr ams should be increased and continued, in addition, incentivesto
conser ve should be implemented, primarily through cost/usage ratio of consumption; Yes, better
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education efforts and incentives are mor e acceptable alter natives; Unsure, | watch Channel 7 alot
and would probably watch infor mative preserdtions on water conservation rather than read
about it in the newspaper, presently don’t have much infor mation about it.

2. Doyou think that low flow fixtures should be provided at no cost to individual homeowners for them to
install at their own cost to replace traditional higher flow fixtures?

Yes=6 No=12 Unsure= 2

Comments: It will savein thelong run; Huge burden! Every problem that may occur will be your
fault; They should be made available for individual homeowner s who request them, they shall
not be distributed to all homeowner s as many will not use them and thereis not way to enfor ce
their use; Perhapslow or shared cost would be more appropriate; Yes, but with some optionsto
decline the offer; They should understand that they save money tien they use lesswater (add a
brick); No, providing fixtures does not install them, thiswould only waste money that would cost
all taxpayers; These kinds of programs arereceived favor ably by the public, similar to the
something for nothing approach, grat funds should be sought to fund such a program; No,
retrofitting homes with low flow fixtur es should be accomplished at the homeowner’s expense,
lower water and sewer bills should be incentive enough; Unsure, it would be niceto help low
income people with the transition; No, individuals should take responsibility to do their part to
help conserve water, most people could afford to do thison their own.

3. Should the County expand efforts to strictly enforce disconnection of basement sump pumps from the
sewer system?

Yes=7 No=9 Unsure= 2

Comments: A majority of the sump pump issues deal with businesses|located within a shallow non
potable aquifer, thisaquifer becomes contaminated easily, therefor treating potentially
contaminated water isa good pactice to keep contamination from entering the potable aquifer;
No, how would the County enforce?; Yes, only if thereisa viable place to pump water houses
should be built in places where sump pumps are not needed!; Where groundwater problems exist
how are homeowner sto protect their property; Educate; Does this mean that a basement could not
have a bathroom or doesthisonly apply to drain water; The County must develop an
infrastructureto convey such wastewater and develop ordinances that would puttéeth” into
failureto comply; No, thiswould be a waste of effort in our area, the ground drains so well that
very few basements even have sump pumps; Unsure, isthat areal problem; Unsure, what kind of
sump pumps, do they pump to septic tanks?; No, | do’t see thisan a problem since flooded
basements are such arare occurrencein thisarea.

4. Do you fed sewer rate surcharges on industries and businesses that contribute high-strength wastewater
are appropriate?

Yes=18 No=0 Unsure=1

Comments: Only if additional treatment techniques arerequired to treat the high strength
wastewater; Yes, proportionateto their use; Absolutely, if it was more expensive they would be
pro-active in reducing high strength wastewater; Concept should be that user payg he general
public should not beresponsible to subsidize the cost of treating industries high strength
wastewater; Yes, theindustries and businessesthat produce the higlstrength waste should pay
the full cost of treatment; Yes, or they should take meagresto reduce their high strength
wastewater .
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5. How do you think the County could best increase water recycling and reuse at industry and commercial
enterprises?
Comments: Education; Could credit for recycling and reuse; By raising sewage treatment r ate
Not sure; Make it available and decreaseratesif reuseisimplemented; Tax incentive breaksif
they install facilitiesthat recycle water for coolers and heaters; Provide infor mation and resour ces
for assistance; Praactive actionsto prevent contamindion, enfor cement, control nonpoint source
pollution; new lawsto restrict pollution; set examples of good pollution prevention practices; In
view of theidiotswho are going to require minimum flow in riverswe should dump all the water in
theriver thatwe can; It needsto berequired prior to water hookup to get done; Permit
limitations on the strength and contaminant levels of industrial and commer cial wastewater;
Through development of regulations and ordinances and the ability to levy fines and petges for
failure of industry to recycle and reuse on site (incentive programs ar e great but the best
disincentive isthefinancial threat); Through pr¢reatment programs and education particularly
if a cost-benefit is achievable; Unsure; Provide incentigsto make them reuse their water; By
charging or increase chargesto compensate.

6. Additional comments and/or suggestions on Wastewater Demand M anagement (attach additional
page if needed):
Comments: Face up to the problem of “ not in my backyard” by didosing sitesfor waste water
facilitiesearly in the planning stage.

Effluent End Use Questions- Fact Sheet #2

1. Which of the proposed alternatives do you prefer and/or support? Check all that apply.

Surface Discharge and Streamflow Augmentation = 10
Irrigation of Urban Greenspaces = 15

Irrigation of Agricultural Land = 10

Industrial Reuse = 13

Wetlands Creation or Enhancement = 12

Groundwater Recharge=5

Comments: Good investment for future use of farmlands; Surface discharge, irrigation of urban
green spaces, and wetlands creation are all good and should be used in combination depending on
plant location; All of the above acceptable, don’t just talk about it, doit; Use all of the above unless
uneconomical; | do not favor groundwater recharge as an &brnative method of disposing of
effluent; Wetlands creation/enhancement and groundwater rechar ge have too many unknowns for
wide spread use over the aquifer.

2. Would you support irrigation of golf courses, parks and other green spaces with treated effluent if these
properties were located over the aquifer?

Yes=15 No=3 Unsure= 2

Comments: Yes, if it proved cost effective for both parties; Yes, it worksand isbeing done all
acrossthe U.S., learn and educate; Yes, adequate controls and quality assunece is a requirement;
Y es, evapor ation and uptake by the plants could play an important rolein reducing water use
from the aquifer and disposing of the wastewater effluent; Yes, if they are not over the aquifer;
Yes, al long asit would not negatively aféct anything.
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3.

Interms of dollars per gallon, the cost of supplying treated effluent to agricultural lands will likely
exceed the current market rate for agricultural irrigation water, which may be the upper limit that farmers
would be willing to pay for thewater. Should treated effluent be supplied to agricultural lands if
Spokane County ratepayers must subsidize the cost of the supply?

Yes=6 No=6 Unsure= 8

Comments: Thefederal government isalready subsidizing them with tax dollars; Must exnine
other reuse options and their associated costs, if other reuse options ar e significantly higher cost to
ratepayers, | would support thisoption; Yes, it hasto in a correct realm of cost; Yes, depending on
a cost/benefit analysis, thisisan expensie solution; Yes, | don’t think thiswould be a problem as
most true agricultural lands are located off the aquifer and do not have accessto irrigation water,
they arefarmed as“ dry land” and yields would significantly increase with irrigation; Unsure,
depends on the cost analysis of the alter natives; Unsure, like to see analysis.

If the opportunity were available and affordable, should the County supply treated effluent for industrial
reuse?

Yes=20 No=0 Unsure=0

Comments: All options should be ekamined and implemented as appropriate.

Do you support use of wastewater effluent to create wetlands over the aquifer?
Yes=13 No=5 Unsure= 2

Comments: How far from production wells (drinking water)?; Bacteria degradation ishigh in
surface waters, Only if existing wetlands could be used, not new ones being created; Yes, to the
extent that quality isassured and potential ruroff is monitored to assurethereisnoincreasein
pollution of streamsand rivers; No, there are too many unknowns; No, butvould prefer this over
a direct groundwater recharge.

Do you support the concept of groundwater recharge with highly treated effluent?
Yes=6 No=10 Unsure=4

Comments: How far from production wells (drinking water)?; Yes, it is proven technology, &
thought isnot pretty, but it is effective; Safety is my main concern; Only if other alternatives can’t
be used; No, the Spokane area has had a sustained aquifer protection education awar eness
program for many years, citizenswill not accept a solutionigh asthisthat iscontrary totheidea
of aquifer protection; No, thisaquifer does not lend itself to thistype of activity; Not good.

Would you be willing to pay $5 to $10 more per month to implement effluent end use measures that
increase beneficial reuse?

Yes=19 No=3 Unsure= 2

Comments: Yes, but not over the aquifer; Depending on the end use; Yes, depending on how
beneficial the reuse will be, | would want to see substantial benefits ($5 to $10 is a substantial
amount); Yes, Spokane County ctizens have a history of supporting conservation and protection
measur es through selftaxation, it is my opinion that citizenswould seltax in order to fund a
wastewater management program.

Additional comments and/or suggestions on Effluent End Use (attach additional page if needed):

Comments: Thereisa benefit in reintroducing treated water intorivers, particularly in summer
months; We need to help and encourage major usersto be more active in water conservation,
consider creditsfor water recyclitg, closed circuit water systems, electro coagulation systems,
effective oil/water separators, prestrainers.
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Wastewater Treatment Plant Configuration Questions Fact Sheet #3
1. Which of the proposed alternatives do you prefer/support? Check all that apply.

Alternative #1 - All Flow to Spokane Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant (SAWTP)

Alte:nitive #2 - Combination of SAWTP, New In-City Plant, and New North Spokane Plant
Alte_rnzative#3 - Combination of SAWTP, New Mid-Valley Plant, and New North Spokane
Alterprigt?f/e: #:ZLL4 Combination of SAWTP, Multiple Mid-Valley Plants, and New North Spokane Plant
Alte:n;tive #5 - No Action

=1

Comments: Could support #3 if drinking water impacts could be avoided (with river recharging
aquifer thisseems uncertain); Support #3, City isout of the loop, piping is not as extensive, spread
out flow and dischargeto provide for alternative measures; If the County plansto be urban in
nature, with its population, should work to independently handle itssvage; Support Alter natives
3 and 4 without New North Spokane plant; Mor e plants might make reuse options mor e viable;
Not enough information yet to identify optionsto support; Support #3 if thisisthe most cost
effective; Politics not withstanding, exigng resour ces should be maximized with the County
building its own wastewater treatment plants; Try to avoid plantsin the City of Spokane.

2. Do you think the County should work with the City of Spokane to establish a new interlocal agreement
that will allow the County to send its wastewater to the City treatment plant, even though it will only
satisfy the County's needs until 2020.

Yes=9 No=10 Unsure=1

Comments: Unproductive, costly, and avoiding the inevitable; Yes, thisshould be part of the
solution, however, it should only be done as an interim solution and only aslong asit is
economically beneficial to the County; The agreement is necessary and required for all alter natives
that increase flow to SAWTP over 10 mgd; Yes, as one of several difdrent thingsto do at the same
time; We should part from the City as soon as possible; M aximize existing resour ces.

3. Do you support the siting of a new treatment plant along the Little Spokane River to serve the North
Spokane sewer service area and provide stream flow augmentation?

Yes=12 No=5 Unsure= 3

Comments: Yes, but only with extensive working with residents and Friends of the Little Spokane
River; Yes, substantial growth in north Spokane County warrants a localized siting; Unsure, try to
avoid dumpingin rivers; No, prefer not to put it back intoriver.

4. Do you think the County should try and enter into a new interlocal agreement with the City to build a
new plant in the south-central part of the City to help resolve part of the Combined Sewer Overflow
bottlenecks?

Yes=5 No=11 Unsure=4

Comments: No, City problem, County has no involvement; Should always explor e regional
solutions that would be most beneficial to all citizens of the County; Unsure, should be evaluated;
Thisisalessdesirable option, but should beincluded in a cost/benefit analysis when deter mining
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feasibility; Yes, the County could even do moreto resolve the CSO issue and help replacethe
sewer pipesand storm drains; No, liketo stay independent of the City; No, kep the City out of it.

5. Do you think the County should build a new mid-Valley plant, that is owned and operated by the County,
to handle all or part of the wastewater generated in the Spokane Valley?

Yes=16 No=0 Unsure= 4

Comments: Unsur e, should beevaluated; Yes, thisisthe best plan; Absolutely; Yes, County
residents are going to haveto pay for expanding the existing plant or building a new one, the
SAWTP can only be expanded so much, establishing another plant M ¥ alley should be done
now.

6. Do you think multiple mid-Valley plants, owned and operated by the County, should be built if more of
the treated effluent can be reused through irrigation and industrial operations?

Yes=10 No=5 Unsure=5

Comments: How far from wells?; Too costly anddifficult to maintain; Unsure, should be
evaluated; Yes, but question feasibility; Yes, if thisis more cost effective; Thisisa big “if”,

mar kets should be identified with long term commitments for reuse befor e thisoption is seriously
considered; Unsure, thiswould only work if theretruly are enough irrigation and industrial

oper ations to make an impact on thetotal flow; Unsure, would like to see cost analysis.

7. Please score each of the following criteria to assist the planning team make decisions on wastewater
treatment alternatives, with 5 being highly important and 1 being minimal importance.

Overall cost: median = 4, average= 3.7

Independence from the City of Spokane: median = 2, average = 2.8

Regional solutions that benefit both City and County: median =5, average=4.1
Minimizing number of treatment plants: median = 3, average= 3

Recharging the Little Spokane River: median = 3, average = 2.6

Maximizing effluent reuse: median = 4, average = 3.6

Other

8. Additional comments and/or suggestions on Wastewater Treatment Plant Configuration.

Comments: Who isreally making decisions, County or City, and who hasthefinal say; | would be
most in favor of the plan which reuses as much water as possible; | feel we shouldn’t put effluent
back into theriver, even if weuseit toirrigate during the summer and then put into river during
winter.

Biosolids Management Questions Fact Sheet #4
1. Which of the proposed alternatives do you prefer and/or support? Check all that apply.

Class B Treatment and Land Application = 10
Class A Treatment and Land Application =11
Composting =11

Treatment at City of Spokane Facility =7
Co-Incineration with Solid Waste = 2
Privatized Management = 2

Comments: Class B sinceit is proven and beneficial to all parties; | hae no problem with Class B
use, but the public most likely won't buy into it; Not enough information yet; Unsure on privatized
management, complications of gover nment/contractor arrangement isnot the best solution; Need
to turn it into bicenergy for powe ; Bio-power plant for electricity.
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2. Would you bewilling to pay an additional $2 to $6 per month in sewer fees to have Class A biosolids
produced?

Yes=9 No=7 Unsure= 4

Comments: Yes, reuse opportunity isincreased by higher quality biosolids; Yegarticularly if it
means continued land application.

3. Do you have any preferences about land applications sites?
Yes=9 No=7 Unsure=4

Comments: Preferably farm land; Areaswhere children will not be playing; No, all optionsfor
reuse should be examined, quality of the biosolids produced iskey; Yes, | think the agricultural
landswest of Spokane areideal; Yes, not over the aquifer; Yes, prefer that it isnot over the
aquifer; Yes, but not over aquifer; Yes, | would like to know the proposals and dable to vote or
have some kind of input in the decision making.

4. Would you be interested in using composted biosolids in home gardening projects?
Yes=9 No=10 Unsure=1

Comments: No, many composts available for less money; Yes, however, | don’t sethisasa viable
option, | don’t believe the demand is high enough locally; No, we already have animal fertilizer
from our animals.

5. What are your views on incinerating the biosolids?

Comments: Don't want it in theair; Not in favor; Not in favor dued air emissions and ener gy
prices; Aslong asair quality standardsare still ableto be met; Seems expensive with limited
returns; Air quality must not be degraded; Can current plant handle the expected influx of solids
or would additional capacity at thencinerator be needed? Clean air versus clean water? A toss up,
both vital; Waste of resour ces; Why incinerate a viable product; No; Only if it compares
economically with other measures; I ncinerating biosolidsis not the best use of the resour ce,
althoughit may be the cheapest; It isa waste of energy and causes more problemswith air quality
than it isworth; Can it be an energy plant, what kinds of air pollutants and smells ar e created;
Would it create energy?; | likethisidea, but haven’t read enouglon it; They shouldn’t be
incinerated, they should berecycled.

6. Do you have any preferences as to whether the County, the City, or a private contractor manages
biosolids?

Yes=11 No=6 Unsure= 3

mor e responsiblefor their actions; Yes, County or City; Concer ns about private contractorsand
their reliability; Seemswhatever approach used for building plants will deter mine how biosolids
will be dealt with fran the County; No, should be regional; Why not form a City/County c@p and
work and invest as a team; Private enterprisesin many cases oper ates much mor e efficiently than
government; Moreinformation is needed in order to make an informed opinion; Unsurprivate
probably; Yes, private contractor aslong asthey know what they are doing; Yes, private should
help on costs; Yes, the County.

7. Additional comments and/or suggestions on Biosolids Management (attach additional page if needed):
Comments: No comments offer ed.
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2000 Comprehensive Wastewater Management Plan Questions Fact Sheet #5

1. Doyou think that the County should accelerate the Septic Tank Elimination Program from the current
completion date of 2012 to a completion date of 20087?

Yes=9 No=9 Unsure= 2

Comments: No, the citizens are not demanding it and they complain about traffic problemsdueto
construction; Also curb any new developments without sewer or their own sewer system; No, | do
not think that septic tanks are harmful, | do noknow of any real sciencethat showsthat they are;
No, diminishing returnswill negatively affect ability to fully fund an accelerated construction
program; No, | think thereis currently too much disruption of traffic and increasing the size of
projectsrather than having mor e projects would be mor e efficient; No, should think about traffic
issues; No, | need all the additional time| can get to save up the money to pay for this.

2. Do you bdlieve the County should provide *up front” financing for the construction of sewers outside of
the Septic Tank Elimination Program area, and within the Urban Growth Area Boundary, with
reimbursements from future developments and associated new connections? If yes, do you think the
County should construct only the major trunks?

Yes=9 No=10 Unsure=1

Comments: Yes, need them doneright; Only major trunks; Put them in as needed, wait for anti
growth attitude to change; Yes, major trunks; Unsure, need data on costs and impactsto
comment; Only major trunks; Yes, theCounty should construct major trunksonly with
developersbeing responsible for side sewers and connections; No, use LIDs, lateomers
agreements and pay for over sizing of lines (let growth pay for growth).

3. Should the County use sales tax and other local revenue to subsidize/fund construction of sewers outside
of the Septic Tank Elimination Program area, primarily for new development?

Yes=4 No=14 Unsure= 2
Comments: Unsure, if the funding can be readily off set then yes, if speculative and a sloar rush
investment then no.

4. Should new development pay the full cost for sewers and wastewater treatment?
Yes=14 No=5 Unsure=1

Comments: Yes, but they should not be allowed to put it in themselves; No, only to the main
trunks; No, but a significant share; Yes, if Meadow Wood did it in Liberty L ake why can’t others;
Yes, except for the trunkswhich the County should install.

5. The Aquifer Protection Area Feewas established by the voters of this area in 1985 and has been
instrumental in lowering sewer construction costs to customers. It will “sunset” in 2006 and will require
another vote to reauthorize its existence. Do you support the reauthorization of this fee?

Yes=18 No=1 Unsure=1

Comments: Only if potential aquifer degradation is proen; If used for thisand other purposes

that benefit the aquifer; Yes, increase fee somewhat; Should only be used for what it was intended;
An awar eness campaign must precede the election to assure good turnout and a favor able vote;
Yes, at the samefee.
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M eeting Evaluation Questions
1. Overall, how would you rate the meeting format, presentation, and opportunities to provide comments?
Good = 11 Fair = 4 Poor =0

Comments: It wasrushed through the presentation and did not allow time for comments during
the presentation; A lot of material was covered in a short time.

2. How did you learn about this meeting? Please check all that apply:

Notice in Update newsletter = 8
Neighborhood Council =1

Article in association newsletter = 1
Ad in Spokesman-Review = 5
Notice faxed to business = 3
Fromafriend=3

Media=1

County Web Page=0
Organization Meeting =1

How do you prefer to learn about public meetings: Update newsdletter (5); Mail (2); Email notice (2);
Letter toresident (1); Newspaper Ads (1); Newspaper(1)

3. Please share any other ideas and input that will help Spokane County’s Wastewater Facilities Planning
effort.

Comments: The newsletter isgreat;| would liketo have a stakeholder interview and
receive newslettersat my residence (Gary Dinwoodie) We need to show the neighbor hood
impacts by showing facilitiesin citieswith similar economic conditions and not describe
(piein the sky) facilitiesin large Califor nia cities.
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