
Comment Letters
All 150 participants and interests in the 
process were invited to review a draft 
of this report and submit comments to 
King County DNRP. Input based on the 91 
written comments received in nine letters 
and emails from 16 entities was taken into 
account in producing this final version of 
the report. The comment letters and emails 
are included here in the order received.
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Table C-1.  
Summary of Comments on the Draft Synthesis Report from Participants in the Regional Water Supply Planning Process

All 150 participants and interests in the process were invited to review a draft of the report and submit comments to King County DNRP. Input based on the 91 written 
comments received in nine letters and emails from 16 entities was taken into account in finalizing the report. Below is a summary of each of the comments, listed in the 
order received by King County.

No. Comment Source Organization Date Section Notes

1 “Like the style and how the report is laid out.” R. Kirkby Cascade Water 
Alliance

12/8/08 General Thank you for your comment.

2 “Very well written”; “enjoyed reading it and recalling 
the wide ranging scope of the inquiry under the 
regional water planning process.”

D. Silver, 
Facilitator

12/16/08 General Thank you for your comment.

3 Tributary streamflow section “well done”.
 
Comments on Tributary Streamflow Section, 
pages 2-3:
“When prioritizing streams for flow improvement 
opportunities, the technical committee decided 
to use a flow restoration threshold of two cubic 
feet per second (c.f.s.) in order to standardize the 
comparison of potential benefits among candidate 
streams [estimate the percentage increase in 
summer low flow that would result.] The rationale 
for the two c.f.s. threshold was twofold: (1) it was 
equivalent to roughly what a typical municipal 
well might produce and was therefore a realistic 
flow rate for source exchange; and (2) most of the 
streams evaluated were small, and as such, would 
benefit from an additional two c.f.s. during low-flow 
times. It should be noted that the committee did 
not intend to limit potential flow restoration to this 
amount.”   

“Given the qualitative approach of [lack of precision 
in] the methodology, the total numeric scores for 
each stream in each of the three main prioritization 
categories were then converted into a High, 
Medium, or Low value by splitting the spread of the 
scores into thirds.”

H. Coccoli Muckleshoot 
Indian Tribe

12/29/08 Chapter 2.1 
Tributary 
Streamflow

Text has been changed to reflect the 
suggested edits. 
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4 “Overall, the report is concise and very well 
organized. It provides good summaries of the goals 
and outcomes for each of the committees, and will 
be valuable to interested parties who wish to review 
the process and results, but don’t have a technical 
background.”

P. Fabiniak Washington 
Department of 
Ecology

1/6/09 General Thank you for your comment.

5 “We applaud King County’s effort to stay ahead of 
the curve on regional water supply planning. It is 
a tough subject with many moving parts. Regional 
water supply planning is a must in order to provide 
water for people and fish.

“Coordination with existing efforts, particularly the 
Puget Sound Partnership and the Climate Impact 
Group, is a good way to leverage resources. No one 
entity can address all the water issues and working 
together is a good use of limited resources.

“All the technical committees dealt with issues 
related to land use (at least to some degree).  
Without addressing land use, particularly 
conversion from forest and agricultural lands to 
hardened, impervious surfaces, there will be limited 
success in dealing with the more specific issues 
taken on by the committees.

“A good next step might be for King County to 
develop a matrix identifying which entity is the 
most obvious for addressing the identified next 
steps and filling the gaps.  As part of this exercise, 
with the increasing pressure of funding limitations, 
prioritizing the various actions within and between 
categories would be important.” 

D. Rushton 
(via Fabiniak) 

Ecology 1/6/09 General Thank you for your comments.

6 “I participated in the Reclaimed Water Technical 
Committee process. Overall I think the report 
adequately captures the difficulties that group 
encountered along with the products it produced.”

P. Fabiniak Ecology 1/6/09 Chapter 2.3 
Reclaimed 
Water

Thank you for your comment.

Table C-1, continued   
Summary of Comments on the Draft Synthesis Report from Participants in the Regional Water Supply Planning Process
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7 Re hydrogeologic work led by Joel Massmann:  “no 
comments or changes to suggest.”

J. Liszak 
(via Fabiniak)

Ecology 1/6/09 Chapter 
2.2 Source 
Exchange

Thank you for your comment.

8 “thank King County for coordinating the Regional 
Water Supply Planning Process . . . monumental 
task.”

L. Blanchard 
D. Dowdy
R. Speer
L. Szentes
W. Canter
W. Hall
R. Pancoast
D. Wright

Cities of Kent 
and Auburn; 
Soos Creek, 
Northeast 
Sammamish, 
and Cedar 
River Water 
and Sewer 
Districts; Water 
District #111; 
East and South 
King County 
Regional Water 
Associations 

1/8/09 General Thank you for your comment.

9 “The executive summary fails to provide a summary 
of the key findings of all committee reports.”

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 Executive 
Summary

Where available, the conclusions and 
recommendations of the committees were 
included in the body of the report.

10 “The history provided of the KC Process does 
not fully and accurately reflect the justifications 
KC officials used to drive the process forward. . . 
The text of this chapter does not acknowledge 
. . . assumptions [that] were not found valid in 
the course of the Process or related key findings 
of the various committees, including the Water 
Supply Forum’s Supply and Demand reports/work 
products. Said work products clearly document that 
the region, even with climate change, is not at risk 
of a water supply crisis . . .”

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 Executive 
Summary

As noted throughout the Synthesis Report, 
the analysis was based on documents 
publicly available on the regional water 
supply planning and related websites as of 
September 2008, such as committee work 
products and background documents. 
Although the Forum’s demand and supply 
work products were not all publicly available, 
the gap analyses in chapter sections 2.6 and 
2.7 note that they focused on the average 
annual demand and supply of large and 
medium-sized municipal water utilities. While 
this is useful, it omits consideration of local, 
seasonal, peak, and non-municipal water 
needs and uses.

Table C-1, continued   
Summary of Comments on the Draft Synthesis Report from Participants in the Regional Water Supply Planning Process
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11 “Background chapter indicates that the Process was 
a ‘voluntary’ collaboration with KC. . . utilities were 
essentially compelled to participate. . .”

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 Chapter 1 No statute, regulation, or legal process 
required participation of any entities in the 
process.

12 “This chapter also does not reflect County 
assertions/ assumptions discussed above (Exec. 
Summary) which were not supported by results of 
the planning process.”

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 Chapter 1 See response to #10.

13 “The tributary streamflow ranking process identified 
in the synthesis report was not a scientific process, 
but rather a consensus process of the committee 
members. Some members were more familiar with 
streams than other members. Use of the ranking 
process needs to be clarified that it is not based on 
science so that one does not get the impression 
the document can be used as planning tool for 
streamflow purposes.”

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 Chapter 2.1
Tributary 
Streamflow

The tributary streamflow ranking process 
was based in science and was enhanced by 
knowledge of committee members. Such a 
process could be applied elsewhere by locally 
knowledgeable experts. 

14 “The text from this section of the process indicates 
that ‘under current law, the risk of losing water 
rights did not appear to be an issue for holders 
of municipal water rights.’ While this may have 
been the case when the process began, the above 
assertion and/or assumption is no longer valid.”

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 Chapter 2.2
Source 
Exchange 
Strategies

This statement came directly from the Source 
Exchange Technical Committee’s report. 
King County did not alter conclusions and 
recommendations included in committee 
reports.

15 “The incentive of regional utilities to pursue gap 
analysis and other actions discussed by the Reuse 
Committee have been significantly impaired by the 
interim results of the MWL litigation and Ecology’s 
‘Active Compliance’ policy as discussed above. 
Further, the focus of KC’s ‘next step’ reclaimed water 
plan appears focused solely on KC’s efforts . .” 

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 Chapter 2.3
Reclaimed 
Water

Thank you for your comment.

16 “Kent along with other jurisdictions recently 
commented on KC’s Reclaimed Water 
Comprehensive Plan”

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 Chapter .2
Reclaimed 
Water

Outside scope of synthesis report.

Table C-1, continued   
Summary of Comments on the Draft Synthesis Report from Participants in the Regional Water Supply Planning Process
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17 “This chapter contains text that appears to assert 
KC’s position that regional utilities have a duty 
to document how they will provide timely and 
reasonable service in their future service areas 
where exempt well/small system development may 
occur. . . The text in this chapter should be revised 
to clarify the status of this issue . . . . and the future 
steps items suspended until final legal resolution is 
achieved.”

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 Chapter 2.4
Small Water 
Systems

King County did not change 
recommendations included in committee 
reports. Also note that the King County 
Comprehensive Plan adopted in October 
2008 deleted the specific reference in Policy 
F-226 to addressing timely and reasonable 
service in water system plan, per discussions 
with an ad hoc utility group convened to 
discuss the King County Comprehensive Plan 
policies. 

18 “The text should include a statement that states 
impacts of climate change on non-snow pack 
influenced streams and watersheds in the Puget 
Sound Lowlands is not likely to have the same 
impact as the snow pack influenced watersheds.”

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 Chapter 2.5
Climate 
Change

The Climate Change Technical Committee 
did not examine this topic or make any 
conclusions on it in committee reports. 

19 “This part of the document does not effectively 
discuss the Forum’s findings that KC assumptions 
of an impending regional water crisis were 
proven unfounded, even with climate change 
impacts factored in the analysis . . . . This section 
is characterized by highly biased and selective 
content . . . .”

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 Chapter 2.7
Regional 
Water Supply 
Assessment

See note for #10.

20 “If KC would like some assistance in preparing 
language providing support for the Regional Water 
Supply Plan we are at your service.”

Blanchard 
et al.

Kent et al. 1/8/09 General Thank you for the offer.

21 Re Next Steps for Small Water Systems, page 2-16, 
2nd bullet: Current language says “Map 3 indicates 
that most small systems in King County are located 
in future service areas of existing Group A systems 
in one of the four existing Critical Water Supply 
Service Areas (CWSSAs), except an area to the east 
of Black Diamond and Enumclaw.” Comment: “Map 
3 shows all wells so the more accurate statement 
might be that most water wells are located in… Not 
a big deal and the statement may be accurate as is, 
but while one might infer that from Map 3, it does 
not in and of itself point to that.”

L. Fay Public Health-
Seattle and 
King County

1/9/09 Chapter 2.4 
Small Water 
Systems

Text has been changed to better reflect map 
content.

Table C-1, continued   
Summary of Comments on the Draft Synthesis Report from Participants in the Regional Water Supply Planning Process
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22 “As the report shows, the regional water supply 
planning process resulted in the collection of 
information that will hopefully be useful in the 
ongoing dialogue around water planning issues.”

C. Clarke Seattle Public 
Utilities (SPU)

1/12/09 General Thank you for your comment.

23 “. . . the process has taken us a step further in 
strengthening relationships among the region’s 
water stakeholders.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 General Thank you for your comment. 

24 “In the course of the process, we were able to 
confirm that, although there is no impending or 
imminent water supply problem, we should be 
robustly planning for future uncertainties. The 
region uses less water now than it was 20 years 
ago . . .  It is important that this be conveyed in the 
synthesis report. . .”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 General Utilities actively promoting and achieving 
conservation are to be commended; this has 
been added to the report. See also note for 
#10. 

25 “The process may have been initiated due to one 
set of assumptions, but I would hope that the report 
would recognize how the knowledge gained in the 
process may change the focus of the challenge.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 General Thank you for your comment.

26 “ . . it is important to explicitly note in the Executive 
Summary and Background sections that the 
synthesis report is a product of King County and 
not the product of the regional planning process. 
This report was not intended to be approved by 
the Executive or Coordinating Committees, nor the 
Technical Committees. . . . the views expressed . . . 
are those of King County. . . .”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Executive 
Summary, 
Chapter 1

Language has been inserted to better 
clarify that while the individual committee 
conclusions and recommendations come 
directly from the reports of the multi-
stakeholder committees, the synthesis report 
overall is a product of King County.

Table C-1, continued   
Summary of Comments on the Draft Synthesis Report from Participants in the Regional Water Supply Planning Process
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27 “The overall conclusions of the report aptly describe 
the process as a success in relation to the technical 
information developed. Yet, the gap analysis 
focuses on gaps from the planning framework. 
Consequently, the conclusion is inconsistent with 
the rest of the report . . . .It would be appropriate for 
the report to reflect on how ambitious the planning 
framework was and the need to scale back planning 
efforts to a more practical scope of work that the 
stakeholders could agree on.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 General The planning framework was developed 
and agreed to as a scope of work by the 
Scoping Committee, a multi-stakeholder 
group that included representatives from 
the same interests that engaged in the work 
of the technical committees. In general, the 
synthesis report strives to avoid ascribing 
motives or rationale for a scope change 
of any committee and simply notes that 
issues originally identified as needing to 
be addressed have not been. The synthesis 
report is intended to document progress and 
identify gaps for future action.

28 “ . . . it would help the reader to understand the 
County’s perspective if there were an explanation of 
why the planning framework is the focus of the gap 
analysis.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 General Language has been added to clarify that 
a multi-stakeholder group consisting of 
representatives of the same interests that 
participated on the technical committees 
developed and agreed to the planning 
framework as a scope of work for the 
technical committees.

29 “On the list of committees, Judi Gladstone should 
be added to the Source Exchange Committee.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Acknowl-
edgements

This correction has been made.

30 “Page 2-7- Footnote 41: There is no page 26 in the 
final report so this citation could not be found. The 
statement, therefore, should be deleted.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.2
Source 
Exchange

The information cited came from an un-
numbered page that followed page 25 in 
the committee’s final report. The citation has 
been changed to clarify this. 

31 “Page 2-9- Gap Analysis: The last paragraph is 
misleading in that new sources of water to be 
exchanged for decommission or resting of surface 
or ground water sources were not the focus of the 
committee’s attention. . .”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.2
Source 
Exchange

Reclaimed water was referred to as a possible 
source substitute in the Planning Framework 
Summary, which the Scoping Committee 
agreed to as the original scoping document 
for the regional water supply planning 
process. Therefore, it is appropriate that King 
County note that the committee did not 
address its possible use as a source exchange.

32 “Page 2-9- Footnote 49: The last clause of the 
sentence is commentary and seems unnecessary . . .”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.2
Source 
Exchange

Thank you for your comment.

Table C-1, continued   
Summary of Comments on the Draft Synthesis Report from Participants in the Regional Water Supply Planning Process
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33 “Page 2-11- Next Steps: The first paragraph 
contains statements that are misleading by 
mentioning just one concern . . . .There were a lot 
of issues discussed by the committee and never 
resolved . . . .If the report is going to refer to ‘these 
issues,’ they should be briefly summarized first. . . .”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.3
Reclaimed 
Water

Text has been clarified to address this 
comment.

34 “Page 2-12, Next Steps:  . . . .at least mention 
the county’s intention to apply the WateReuse 
Foundation Framework for evaluating reclaimed 
water projects. The Committee’s efforts . . . 
.represents its most significant accomplishment in 
meeting the goals of its amended charter.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.3
Reclaimed 
Water

Text has been modified to make this point.

35 “ . . .issues around exempt wells and receivership 
were inflated. . . .state that the committee generally 
agreed that these were not large issues. This 
acknowledgement does not exclude the County 
from including actions related to these issues in the 
next steps section that relate to specific problems 
that may not be countywide. It does, however, 
provide a more accurate picture of the results from 
the committee.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.4
Small Water 
Systems

The synthesis report reflects the content of 
the committee’s report.  

36 “Page 2-16- Gap Analysis:  The context for not 
addressing issues related to the Municipal Water 
Law is important here, but is not stated.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.4
Small Water 
Systems

Text has been changed to reflect that DOH 
did not want to participate in a local process 
while it was developing statewide rules for 
the MWL. 

37 “Page 2-21, Conclusions and Recommendations 
for the Climate Change Technical Committee 
differs in a few places from that in the committee’s 
final report. (a) The last sentence of the first 
paragraph . . . . shift in seasonal hydrology is 
projected, not historical.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.5
Climate 
Change

The sentence noted in the comment 
came from the Climate Change Technical 
Committee’s final report, which said that 
the “timing and characteristics of seasonal 
hydrology has [sic] shifted to higher runoff in 
the winter and early spring and less runoff in 
the summer.”  The shift is not stated as being 
projected but rather as having occurred. 
Therefore, the language remains as is. 

38 (b) “The third paragraph should replace ‘ . . . the 
database should be used . . .” to “. . . .the database 
can be used . . . .”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.5
Climate 
Change

The language has been corrected.

Table C-1, continued   
Summary of Comments on the Draft Synthesis Report from Participants in the Regional Water Supply Planning Process
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39 (c) “The first sentence of the last paragraph should 
delete the word ‘predicted’ or replace it with 
another word such as ‘projected’. . . .”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.5
Climate 
Change

The word “predicted” has been removed.

40 (d) “ . . .unclear which database” is being referred to; 
also, database “is not appropriate”; 
also, “which committee is being referred to . . . .”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.5
Climate 
Change

A descriptor has been added to the database. 
The Climate Change Technical Committee 
concluded (as cited in the synthesis report) 
that the database could be used to evaluate 
future water supply and demand as outlined 
by the committee. King County did not 
change the committee’s conclusions. 
The only committee referred to in the 
conclusions and recommendations 
subsection of the Climate Change Technical 
Committee is the Climate Change Technical 
Committee; it is not clear where the 
confusion comes from. The committee is 
referred to by its full name the first time it is 
mentioned in the subsection and thereafter 
appears as “the committee”. There is also a 
banner over the subsection that says Climate 
Change Technical Committee. 

41 “Page 2-22, Next Steps for Climate Change:  SPU 
would be interested in knowing how the data and 
modeling results are expected to be considered 
by King County’s UTRC. Please make the text more 
specific.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.5
Climate 
Change

The King County Utilities Technical Review 
Committee will use the overall findings of the 
report when working with utilities to raise 
awareness of climate change as an issue and 
to assist and encourage them to consider 
potential climate change impacts to their 
sources of water supply. 

42 “Page 2-22- Gap Analysis:  There is no 
acknowledgement that the utilities ran the 
downscaled data through their system models to 
gauge the potential impacts on hydrology.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.5
Climate 
Change

The gap analysis does say “Seattle, Everett, 
and Tacoma gave presentations on how they 
could manage their operations to address 
the climate-impacted streamflow . . .”  We 
have also added that the three utilities ran 
the downscaled data through their system 
models.

Table C-1, continued   
Summary of Comments on the Draft Synthesis Report from Participants in the Regional Water Supply Planning Process
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43 “Page 2-22- Next Steps:  The data developed by 
the committee is not well suited for stormwater 
planning because it is not at the spatial or temporal 
scale that makes sense for stormwater.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.5
Climate 
Change

Thank you for the comment. 

44 “We defer to the Forum comments on these 
sections. However, there are two examples in 
Section 2.7 where the report inaccurately reflects 
the state of water supply. . . . Text assumes there 
are shortfalls. The word ‘possible’ should be added. 
. . . . Text refers to ‘anticipated shortfalls.’ While the 
[Forum’s] report is not complete, the preliminary 
results indicate no shortfall until the distant future. 
Any reference to shortfalls should be deleted.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.7
Regional 
Water Supply 
Assessment

See note for #10. 

45 “Table 2-12, Final Products: It is unclear why there 
is focus on large users here. The final product 
reflects what is in the scope of work. No other 
comment seems necessary.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.6
Regional 
Water 
Demand 
Forecast

Table 2-12 contains a single reference to 
large users in the context of conservation. 
While the Forum’s scope of work excluded 
large users, the original scope did not; this 
omission leads to the exclusion of possible 
future conservation savings from large users. 

46 “Table 2-14, third item, Final Products: Text 
is potentially misleading. . . . the reason that 
supply source options were not explored to meet 
forecasted needs through 2060 is that, at a regional 
level, there were no shortfalls forecasted.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.7
Regional 
Water Supply 
Assessment

Agree that the demand forecast looks only 
at the regional level and not at level of 
individual utilities. The Forum’s Outlook is 
not expected to include consideration of 
how additional supply would be conveyed 
to individual utilities who might foresee 
possible future shortfalls; this is noted as a 
gap. 

47 “Table 2-14, fourth item, Final Products:  This 
should state that additional conservation options 
were explored as supply alternatives and through 
the use of what was called the ‘Green Portfolio’.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.7
Regional 
Water Supply 
Assessment

From the perspective of the non-water utility 
sector, there was no assessment of additional 
or enhanced conservation as a source of 
supply in the green portfolio. There was 
also no agreement to model at a regional or 
sub-regional scale for a future demand at a 
conservation level equivalent to all utilities 
following the current SPU residential rate. 

Table C-1, continued   
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48 “Table 2-14, first item, Final Products: While it is 
true that a rigorous assessment of environmental 
impacts for each supply alternative was not 
conducted, the table should note that one of the 
criteria considered was environmental impacts 
evaluated at a high level based on available 
information.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.7
Regional 
Water Supply 
Assessment

The text has been modified to address the 
comment and to note that all the criteria in 
the model are qualitative or at a gross scale. 

49 “Table 2-14, second item, Final Products: replace 
‘for a given demand’ with ‘that could be used to 
meet forecasted demands’.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Chapter 2.7
Regional 
Water Supply 
Assessment

The text has been changed to reflect the 
suggested edit. 

50 “All tables: only odd-number pages are shown; it’s 
not clear if pages were missing.”

C. Clarke SPU 1/12/09 Tables Page numbering of the double-page tables 
at the back of the synthesis report has been 
revised for clarity.

51 “. . . timing may be off in terms of providing 
conclusions and recommendations that quickly 
become outdated or not applicable. While we 
realize the report is the culmination of the regional 
planning process, you may want to reconsider how 
to present the conclusions and recommendations 
accordingly.”

B. James Washington 
Department of 
Health (DOH)

1/15/09 General Regulatory and financial changes are always 
occurring, generated as a result of elections, 
legislative sessions, court cases, and the 
general course of events. In addition, the 
County believes that the work products 
and efforts of the many committees from 
the regional water supply planning process 
are worth capturing as a snapshot in time. 
We have added this note to the report in 
response to your comment.

52 “Page 2-13:  The Small Water Systems Technical 
Committee’s final report was issued in October 
2007.”

B. James DOH 1/15/09 Chapter 2.4 
Small Water 
Systems

This typo has been corrected.

Table C-1, continued   
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53 “Page 2-13: The report should differentiate 
between small water systems and small public 
water systems. . . . Individual wells, dewatering wells, 
and irrigation wells are not considered small public 
water systems.”

B. James DOH 1/15/09 Chapter 2.4 
Small Water 
Systems

The Small Water System Committee’s 
charter characterized small systems as 
(1) public water systems serving fewer 
than 100 connections and (2) other water 
users supplied by small wells exempt from 
Ecology’s water right permitting process. 
The Coordinating Committee instructed the 
Small Water Systems Committee to include 
irrigation wells in its effort. The committee’s 
report, which was reviewed by committee 
members, follows these directions. King 
County has not changed how committees 
wrote their final reports. 

54 “Page 2-13:  The document should indicate why the 
committee was unable to develop a countywide 
approach or answer questions generated in 
the Planning Framework Summary in a positive 
light. The narrative as written suggests that the 
committee chose to ignore the Planning Framework 
Summary.”

B. James DOH 1/15/09 Chapter 2.4 
Small Water 
Systems

Opinions as to why certain topics were 
addressed or not addressed were avoided in 
the synthesis report, unless those statements 
were substantiated in written documents. 

55 “Page 2-13/14:  The report should identify the 
number of new Group B water systems created 
since 2000, which according to Appendix G is 
only 33, and indicate which of those 33 systems 
were located in existing water utility service areas. 
Otherwise the assumption could be misleading.”

B. James DOH 1/15/09 Chapter 2.4 
Small Water 
Systems

The issue raised by the reviewer was not 
raised with the committee and therefore was 
not addressed in committee work products. 
The data system for PHSKC, which tracks 
Group B systems, was not sufficiently robust 
to provide this information with precision. 
Although the County agrees that it would 
be worth the additional analysis, the County 
staff person who did the original analysis 
of Ecology well data no longer works for 
the County, and the position has been 
eliminated.

56 “Page 2-14:  The comparison discussed in the 
second column on the page is unclear.”

B. James DOH 1/15/09 Chapter 2.4 
Small Water 
Systems

Text has been clarified.

57 “Page 2-15:  The report should indicate that in the 
last 13 years only one water system located in King 
County was placed into receivership.”

B. James DOH 1/15/09 Chapter 2.4 
Small Water 
Systems

The text has been modified to include the 
suggested comment and related information. 
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58 “Page 2-16:  The title ‘Next Steps for Small Water 
Systems’ in the box is confusing. The text seems to 
focus on exempt wells. We recommend changing 
the title to ‘Next Steps for Exempt Wells’ for 
accuracy.”

B. James DOH 1/15/09 Chapter 2.4 
Small Water 
Systems

Use of the term “small systems” in the title of 
the subsection on Next Steps matches the 
description given in the committee’s charter, 
i.e., public systems serving fewer than 100 
connections and exempt wells. See response 
to comment #53. 

59 “Page 2-16:  Map 3 identifies well locations, not 
necessarily small public water systems or private 
individual water systems. Please clarify what you 
intend to communicate with the map.”

B. James DOH 1/15/09 Chapter 2.4 
Small Water 
Systems

The map description has been clarified.

60 “The King County Water Supply Process did, in 
fact, provide the opportunity to clarify many of 
the misconceptions. We are hopeful the Synthesis 
Report can serve to document an accurate 
reflection of the water supply and utility planning 
situation in King County. The Forum feels that the 
report should take credit for providing clarification 
on a variety of issues, rather than continuing to 
pursue issues that do not warrant additional public 
investments.”

J. Kirner Central Puget 
Sound Water 
Suppliers’ 
Forum (Forum)

1/15/09 General Thank you for the comment.

61 “ . . . the region’s water utilities have been actively 
engaged in effective water supply planning for 
many years. The region has sufficient water supply 
even with climate change effects for the next 40 
years and probably longer. . . . . leaders in water use 
efficiency . . . actively engaged in various salmon 
recovery planning and recovery efforts.”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 General Utilities actively promoting and achieving 
conservation and participating in salmon 
recovery efforts are to be commended, 
and text has been added to the Executive 
Summary to make this point. 
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62 Add to The Process: “Coordinating Committee 
agreed to let the Water Supply Forum take the 
lead on regional water demand and regional water 
supplies. The Forum provided a work plan to the 
Coordinating Committee for their review and 
acceptance.”
“The Forum provided more than $500,000 in 
funding for the work done on supply and demand 
issues . . .”
“The Supply and Demand Advisory committees 
provided input to the Forum . . .”

J. Kirner Forum
 
NOTE: 
Comments 
#62-91 were 
provided in 
track-changes 
format, 
showing 
recommended 
additions 
and deletions 
directly in the 
text.

1/15/09 Executive 
Summary

The suggested edits have been made, 
some in the Executive Summary and 
some in Chapter 1, although modified to 
more accurately reflect the Coordinating 
Committee’s role.

63 Technical Committee Work Products table:  
“. . . be clearer that there are not separate reports . . . 
the work is the Forum’s work product.”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Executive 
Summary

Suggested edits have been made.

64 Work Products table:  “The sub-regions were 
selected by the Forum based on the suggestion 
from the Demand Forecast Advisory Committee.”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Executive 
Summary

Suggested edit has been made.

65 Work Products table: “For the Supply Assessment 
Committee: The work includes an inventory of 
existing municipal water supplies serving more 
than 500 connections . . . and suggested criteria for 
evaluation of future supply projects . . .”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Executive 
Summary

Suggested edits have been made.

66 Funding from the Forum description:  “Since the 
final work products are not from the Advisory 
Committee, the last clause here needs to reflect 
that.”
“The Forward mischaracterizes the Forum’s advisory 
committees and the work of the Forum. . . .easiest 
solution is to omit the Forward and incorporate the 
text . . . into the background.”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Acknowl-
edgements 
and Preface

Suggested edit has been made to 
Acknowledgements.
Concern has been addressed in Preface 
(previously titled Foreword).

67 Change seven technical committees to “five 
technical committees and the two tasks performed 
by the Water Supply Forum.”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 1 Text changed to reflect suggested edit.
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68 Add “The Coordinating Committee agreed to let the 
Water Supply Forum do the work on the Municipal 
Water Demand Forecast and the Water Supply 
Assessment . . . .”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 1 Concept suggested in the comment was 
made elsewhere in the chapter, although 
modified to more accurately reflect the 
Coordinating Committee’s role. 

69 Comment recommended edits to list of technical 
committees to differentiate between the five 
consensus-based committees and the two advising 
the Forum.

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 1 Suggested edits were made.

70 Add “For the Forum-led tasks, the Forum established 
a budget and funded in excess of $500,000 to 
complete the water supply and demand tasks. . . 
.The Forum retained responsibility for the work. . . .”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 1 Text was edited to cover concepts requested.

71 Comment recommended adding subsection on 
status of Forum’s tasks.

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 1 Text was edited to cover concepts requested.

72 Comment proposed changes to Figure 1-2 on 
committee structure to add Forum and show 
relationship to its demand and supply advisory 
committees.

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 1 Figure 1-2 has been modified as requested.

73 Add to Overview: “Led by the Forum, a scope of 
work was prepared for a municipal water demand 
forecast that was accepted by the Coordinating 
Committee. The Forum created . . . an advisory 
committee, retained a consultant, and produced the 
work necessary to complete the demand forecast 
portion of the 2008 Regional Water Supply Outlook. 
. . . As stated in the scope of work accepted by 
the Coordinating Committee, the Forum would . 
. . “ [Make corrections to role of Forum vs. role of 
advisory committee.]

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 2.6  
Regional 
Water 
Demand 
Forecast

Suggested edits were made that clarify 
the Forum’s role. Proposed addition on the 
Coordinating Committee was not added 
since the Coordinating Committee did not 
make decisions on the Forum’s scope of work. 
Edits were made to clarify what was in the 
Forum’s version of the scope of work for this 
topic. However, the overview subsection 
looks at the desired outcome from the 
Planning Framework Summary, rather than 
what a committee or the Forum proposed, 
so items about what was proposed in the 
Planning Framework Summary were not 
changed. 
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74 Add “ . . .in response to suggestions provided by 
the advisory committee, certain enhancements 
were added as the work progressed. These included 
providing demand forecasts for sub-regions within 
the three-county area, including an independent 
review of the Forum Water Demand Forecast 
Model, and providing for stakeholder access to the 
Demand Forecast Model.”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 2.6  
Demand 
Forecast

Suggested edits were made.

75 Add “Additional money has been reserved for 
demand forecast stakeholder-requested runs of the 
model.”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 2.6  
Demand 
Forecast

Text was edited to address this concept as 
well as adding text on what was covered by 
the additional funding from Ecology.

76 Status of Report: Comment made changes in 
attribution from the advisory committee to the 
Forum for responsibility for the report, along with 
some language clean-ups.

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 2.6  
Demand 
Forecast

Suggested edits were made.

77 Comment changed description of the third 
conservation goal and how it was to be addressed 
in the water supply assessment. 

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 2.6  
Demand 
Forecast

The non-utility sector of the advisory 
committee did not agree with moving 
the third conservation goal to the supply 
assessment and so that was noted.

78 Comment tightened up explanation of how utility 
conservation goals were computed.

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 2.6  
Demand 
Forecast

Suggested edits were made. 

79 Add “The Forum used the findings of the 
independent review to incorporate several 
enhancements into the Municipal Water Demand 
Forecast Model.”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 2.6  
Demand 
Forecast

Suggested edit was made.

80 Changes to Gap Analysis: Comment made 
additions and deletions to the gap analysis that 
covered previous comments; deleted statements 
that instream flow needs and summer peak flow 
demand were not addressed.

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 2.6  
Demand 
Forecast

Many of the concepts in the suggested edits 
were made. The gap analysis noted the 
demand forecast will not address instream 
flow needs or summer peak flow demand, so 
they were not deleted.

81 Comment changed responsibility for the final 
report from the consultant to the Forum and 
recommended some clarifications on the work 
products.

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 2.6  
Demand 
Forecast

Suggested edits were made.
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82 Add to Overview: “Led by the Forum, a scope of 
work was prepared for a municipal water supply 
assessment that was accepted by the Coordinating 
Committee. The Forum created . . . an advisory 
committee, retained a consultant, and produced the 
work necessary to complete the supply assessment 
portion of the 2008 Regional Water Supply Outlook. 
. . .” 

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 2.7  
Regional 
Water Supply 
Assessment

Suggested edits were made that clarify 
the Forum’s role. Proposed addition on the 
Coordinating Committee was not added 
since the Coordinating Committee did not 
make decisions on the Forum’s scope of work.

83 “As stated in the scope of work accepted by the 
Coordinating Committee, the Forum would develop 
an inventory and assessment of regional municipal 
water supply sources . . .”  Comment also made 
corrections to role of the Forum vs. role of advisory 
committee.

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 
2.7  Supply 
Assessment

Edits were made to clarify what was in the 
Forum’s version of the scope of work for this 
topic. However, the overview subsection 
looks at the desired outcome from the 
Planning Framework Summary, rather than 
what a committee or the Forum proposed, 
so items about what was proposed in the 
Planning Framework Summary were not 
changed.

84 “The Forum’s work was generally consistent with 
the scope of work accepted by the Coordinating 
Committee . . . focusing the effort on municipal 
water supplies, including self-supplied residential 
users.”  Comment also differentiated between roles 
of the Forum and the advisory committee. 

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 
2.7  Supply 
Assessment

Some suggested edits were made but not 
the addition of self-supplied residential users 
since the work reviewed did not appear 
to calculate usage by Group B systems or 
those with exempt wells beyond a simple 
gross estimate. Proposed addition on the 
Coordinating Committee was not added 
since the Coordinating Committee did not 
make decisions on the Forum’s scope of work.

85 Status of Report: Comment made corrections to 
role of the Forum vs. role of the advisory committee. 
Comment deleted items included in the desired 
outcome from the Planning Framework Summary 
that were not included in the Forum’s scope of work. 

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 
2.7  Supply 
Assessment

Suggested edits were made that clarify 
the Forum’s role. Differences between the 
Planning Framework scope and the Forum’s 
scope were kept.

86 Comment made corrections to role of the Forum 
vs. role of the advisory committee. Comment also 
clarified description of the work products.

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 
2.7  Supply 
Assessment

Suggested edits were made that clarify the 
Forum’s role and the description of the work 
products.

87 Comment clarified availability of the final report. J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 
2.7  Supply 
Assessment

Suggested edits were made.
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88 Gap Analysis: Added “This issue was not included 
in the accepted scope of work for the Supply 
Assessment . . .”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 
2.7  Supply 
Assessment

Proposed edit was not added since the 
Coordinating Committee did not make 
decisions on the Forum’s scope of work.

89 Delete: “In addition, consideration of water 
conservation as a supply alternative appeared to be 
more limited than originally expected.”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 
2.7  Supply 
Assessment

This was not deleted but a qualifier was 
added to note that this was the view of the 
non-utility sector.

90 Comment added description to the final product 
and also deleted some language.

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 
2.7  Supply 
Assessment

Edit was made to add language to the 
description of the final product; however, the 
requested deletion was not made because 
the gap analysis looks at what was proposed 
in the Planning Framework Summary vs. 
what was expected to end up in the final 
work product.

91 Comment clarifies Forum’s role vs. that of the 
advisory committee. Also changes description from 
“anticipated shortfalls” to “any revealed shortfalls.”

J. Kirner Forum 1/15/09 Chapter 
2.7  Supply 
Assessment

Suggested edits were made.
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