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Comment No. Page/Section Reviewer Reviewer's Comment Response
Response 

By

1 8.1 A JD

Is Chapter 8 to codify existing procedures and standards, or 
to create new requirements?  We believe things work well 
now, so our hope is to codify existing practices and not 
“reinvent the wheel” or create new and burdensome 
requirements.

It is the city's intention to reflect the current 
existing procedures and practices in 
developing these standards. JMM

2 8-1 / 8.1 A CJA add current edition to surface water design manual It is included in definition of term in Chapter 1 JMM

3 8-1/8.1B AL Changed highway to roadway Will incorporate JMM

4 8-1 / 8.1 B CJA thought we did not allow new poles?
New poles may be added on occasion so will 
leave language in. JMM

5 8.1 C JD
Can we address blanket variances for specific activities, like 
abandonment?

A blanket variance cannot be included in the 
standards but can be addressed in a franchise 
agreement. JMM

6 8.2 JD When will we have access to these figures?
Within a few weeks the figures will be 
distributed for review. JMM

7 8.2 JD

4th Sentence, note, HWD only provides service connections 
to properties that have requested and paid for the service.  
We do not install “futures” unless the property owner has 
paid for the install.

Comment acknowledged, a reference to the 
city's 5 year moratorium policy will be added 
to the standard drawing. JMM

8 8.2 A.1 JD Not typically possible. Acknowledged JMM

9 8.2 A.2 JD

For most situations in SeaTac, this is not possible.  Few new 
roads will be constructed in the City and most already have 
water piping.  We are focused on main replacement and 
usually the piping must be installed where there is room.  It is 
preferred to be in the street with new mains as water service 
must be extended to both sides of the street.

Added "preferable" to utility location 
designations. JMM
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10 8.2 A.2 JD

Otherwise: We would like to avoid having valve boxes in the 
wheel path, if possible.  This may require us to move the 
main to the center of a lane. Acknowledged JMM

11 8.2 A.3 JD

While preferred, in most cases the piping must go where 
there is available room.  This requirement should be 
"preferred" not a "shall" Will change to "preferred" JMM

12 8.2 B JD Move "side sewers to section C. Will move to section C JMM

13 8.2 B.1 JD
Side sewers should be deeper to avoid conflicts with other 
utilities.

Will reach out to Valley View or Midway for 
input on this item. JMM

14 8.2 D.1 JD More of a utility requirement, not a city one. Will remove JMM

15 8-2/8.2E AL
Look at instead of using standard plan like City of Seattle 
286a and b

Will leave in current references, industry 
standard. JMM

16 8.2 G JD

As written, Parts 2-10 of Section G is under the section for 
Electric Utilities, therefore we assume these requirements 
only apply to Electric and Phone utilities Fixed formatting. JMM

17 8-3/8.2G 1a AL
instead of saying practicable wh y not look at using clear zone 
calculations like wsdot uses.

SeaTac streets are urban and many 
exceptions are encountered so using the term 
"practicable" is appropriate JMM

18 8-3/8.2G1c AL Drawing 5-1 confusing look at reformating 

A version of drawing 5-1 has been included 
for review with the revision of this chapter, it 
will be included in this chapter rather than 
chapter 5. JMM

19 8-3 / 8.2 G 1 C CJA thought we did not allow new poles?
New poles may be added on occasion so will 
leave in JMM

20 8-3/8.2G1d AL

If the roadway is curbed and there is a planter stip. Can poles 
be placed in the planter strip? Usually in a curbed section 
clear zone is around 2 feet.

This paragraph has been re-worked, and a 
new drawing provided - see figure 8-1 JMM
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21

8.2 - G - 2
Sandy 
Leek

The revision cites “30 days, or such longer period” notice for 
relocation of utilities.  Language in PSE's franchise with the 
City cites 90-days.  PSE would like to see 90 days (30 days 
doesn’t give anybody much time to do anything these 
days…).  

Changed to 90 days. JMM

22 8.2 G.2 JD

If it is intended these provisions apply to underground water 
utilities, the next several comments relate if the City plans to 
enforce them on water/sewer districts. Note, 30 days is not 
enough notice to address any conflicts.  We need a minimum 
of 180 days to design and construct to accommodate City 
work. Changed to 90 days. JMM

23 8.2 G.2.b JD
Who would this be?  Legal question - Does the City believe it 
has the right to require a utility to move for a 3rd party?

This item will be discussed by the standards 
committee. JMM

24 8.2 G.3 JD Again, we need 180 days. Changed to 90 days. JMM

25 8.2 G.3 JD

Please note, RCW 57.08.005(3) states a Water District can 
install pipelines “throughout the district and any city or town 
therein and carry it along and upon public highways, roads, 
and streets, within and without such district.”  Therefore, the 
District cannot have unauthorized facilities within the ROW. Comment acknowledged. JMM

26 8.2 G.3a JD

HWD does not have a current franchise, but I have discussed 
with our GM and would consider starting a process with the 
City to formalize a new franchise. Comment acknowledged. JMM
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27 8.2 G.3b JD

Assuming the City believes this applies to Water/ Sewer 
Districts, this is an overly burdensome requirement by the 
City.  The District owns our infrastructure in perpetuity.  If it 
becomes a problem for a City driven project in the future, the 
District will remove abandoned facilities in direct conflict with 
City work at our expense.  For the District to remove AC 
mains is problematic as it increases the disturbance to the 
neighborhood, exposes workers to asbestos, increases the 
expense and duration of a project. We consider it a backdoor 
way for a City to get utilities to pave their streets.  The 
preferred and recommended industry standard is to abandon 
in place.   No other of the 6 cities we serve (or KC) requires 
this provision.  We already have dozens of miles of 
abandoned mains in SeaTac.  We dont want to ask for 
permission every time to abandon a main.  It has not been a 
problem before, and we do not understand why it is a 
problem now.  Please remove this requirement.

To be discussed during franchise agreement 
development. JMM

28 8.2 G.3c JD
District is not required to have a franchise.  This should not 
apply to us. Remove this sentence. JMM

29 8.2 G.3d JD See previous comments. This item will remain. JMM

30 8.2 G.3e JD Again, not a District requirement.
Comment acknowledged, will leave in for 
franchise utilities. JMM

31 8.2 G.3f JD

Can you give a few examples of what a reasonable 
circumstance the Director would feel we would have to 
remove our facilities?

This item discussed by the standards 
committee and will remain for unanticipated 
situations. JMM

32 8.2 G.6 JD
Is this legal or necessary provision?  The City should 
coordinate with the Utility before implementing this.

This item discussed by the standards 
committee.  The utilities would be 
coordinated with if this were to occur. JMM
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33 8.3 JD

In general, most underground water installations cannot be 
jacked or bored due to other utilities.  While it is preferred 
and we will bore when possible, HWD does not want to ask 
for permission every time we need to open cut.

Will change language from "shall" to 
"preferred" JMM

34 8.3 JD
Appears this entire section is an exception to the boring 
requirement.

Comment acknowleged, this will discussed in 
further detail at the next standards 
committee meeting.  Most of this information 
may be incorporated into the standard 
drawings. JMM

35 8-7 / 8.3 A 1 A CJA
3rd paragraph add up to 10 inches after existing asphalt and 
minimum of 4" not 2" Will change to standard which is 3" JMM

36 8.3 A.1.c JD

The City does not require full width overlays in the past, 
usually ½ street.  Is this a new requirement?  Please change 
to ½ street.

1/2 street will be the standard, this section 
will be reworked after this revision. JMM

37 8.3 A.1.c JD
Last sentence - will the city allow for partial panel 
replacement?

The entire panel will require replacement but 
it can be replaced with HMA rather than 
concrete. JMM

38 8-7 / 8.3 A 1 D CJA

do we need to clarify roadway in moretorium or IB only 
needs the overlay, add base course after surfacing, add up to 
10" after pavement, change 2" to 4", add lane after full, 
change 1.5" to 2" Will put this information in standard drawing. JMM

39 8.3 B.1 JD
See previous comments on boring.   Would prefer not to ask 
for exceptions every time we must open cut. Changed language to "preferred". JMM

40 8-8 / 8.3 B 3 B CJA add up to 10" after asphalt, change 2" to 4"
Will change to 3", information will be included 
in standard drawing. JMM



Right-of-Way Standards Development - Chapter 8 Review
Stakeholders Committee   

Date 11-29-17

41 8.3 - B - 3 - b

Sandy 
Leek

Current language: "On asphalt pavement, a permanent hot 
mix patch the same thickness as the existing asphalt or a 
minimum of 2 inches, whichever is the greater, shall be 
placed and sealed with a paving grade asphalt within 30 
calendar days. Cement concrete pavement shall be restored 
with an eight-sack mix, using either Type II or Type III 
cement, within 30 calendar days."   PSE would like to see the 
timeline increase, as historical data indicates that much of 
the permanent hard-surface restoration is often completed 
beyond the 30-day window outlined.  Add language, "or as authorized by Director or 

designee" JMM

42 8-9/8.3 C CJA add pinned, shimmed, cold mix and skid resistant Added JMM

43 8-9 / Before 8.4 CJA
do we want to mention core drills within the roadway in this 
area  

Jacking and boring is specified as the 
preferred method at the beginning of the 
section. JMM

44 8-9 / 8.4 CJA
remove steps 1-4 and add job start information and phone 
number? Removed JMM

45 8-9 / 8.5 A CJA add base course after surfacing Added JMM

46 8.5 A JD

This is for proposed roads only?   Is it intended the City will 
require agencies to lower existing covers before grinding 
then raise them after overlay?

The city has a preference for lowering utilities 
prior to paving to improve the quality of the 
paving.  Utility adjustments are included as a 
bid item on the project. JMM

47 8.5 B JD Would like to discuss in further detail.
This item is currently being discussed 
internally. JMM

48 9-10 / 8.5 B CJA
add base course after surfacing , do we want to allow use of 
ATB? Remove ATB, add "base course" JMM

49 General JD
ADA compliance needs to be addressed (trenching vs. 
overlay) This item requires further discussion. JMM
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