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I/I Reduction Plan 
Update Status
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Phase 1 I/I Reduction Plan Activities
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The objective of Phase 1 is to identify a short list of potential I/I reduction strategies 
for further development and evaluation

Task Purpose

Engagement Planning  Ensure MWPAAC, RWQC, and component agencies are effectively 
engaged in the plan update

Existing Information Review Inform project planning through review of documentation from past 
I/I reduction efforts

Needs and Goals Assessment  Identify the drivers behind the I/I reduction planning effort and the 
priority of I/I in the context of overall wastewater planning

Potential Strategies Identification Explore the ‘world of options’ of I/I reduction strategies

Potential Strategies Screening Screen the list of options to a maximum of 10 strategies for further 
evaluation in Phases 2 and 3 



Task Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb

Existing Information Review

Needs & Goals Assessment

Potential Strategies Identification

Potential Strategies Screening

MWPAAC E&P Subcommittee Meetings

Initial Engagement / Plan Update Jun 5

Needs, Goals, and Potential 
Strategies

Aug 7

Secondary Criteria and I/I Reduction 
Strategies Screening Process Review

Dec 4

Screened I/I Reduction Strategies 
Review

Feb 5

2025 and Q1 2026 MWPAAC E&P Subcommittee Touchpoints

55



What do we need from you?
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• Does the screening methodology proposed make sense or would 
you recommend an alternative approach?

• Do the criteria that are being proposed make sense or are 
there changes/different criteria that should be used to evaluate 
the strategies?

• Do you agree with the criteria weighting?
• Do you agree with the County’s interpretation of the MWPAAC 

member agency survey results?
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I/I Reduction Strategy 
Screening 
Methodology and 
Criteria Overview
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Decision Framework
How do the strategy decisions from Phases 1 and 2 fit together? 

 Strategies are broadly defined
 Details regarding implementation 

have not yet been confirmed
 Some individual criteria will be 

difficult to assess for some strategies 
due to that broad definition

 Short listing focuses on eliminating 
strategies that don’t warrant further 
consideration in Phase 2

Phase 1
 Strategies are well defined and 

informed by cost methodologies
 Program components are confirmed
 Strategies are combined into 

complementary packages that align 
with regional values

 Decision process focuses on finding the 
best solutions for inclusion in the I/I 
Program Plan

Phase 2
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Decision Framework

Recommended:

Pros
• Flexible; can be used 

quantitatively, 
qualitatively, or both

• Structured method with a 
clear weighting and 
scoring system

• Easy to incorporate 
interested party 
engagement

• Weighting and scoring can 
be subjective

• Can’t comprehensively 
account for 
interdependencies across 
various criteria

Cons

Multi-Criteria Decision Analysis Frameworks Evaluated

• Cost-Benefit Analysis
• Multi-Criteria Decision 

Analysis
• Scenario Planning
• Decision Tree
• Swot Analysis
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How effective is the strategy in measurably reducing I/I in the King County 
regional system over a 20+ year time frame?

Scoring
High: Potential to significantly 
reduce I/I in the region over time

Medium: Potential for some 
measurable I/I reduction in the 
region over time

Low: Potential for little to no I/I 
reduction in the region over time

Considerations
• Consider geography as well as the age, construction, and 

maintenance of local collection systems, is this strategy 
likely to be more effective in some areas versus others?

• Has this strategy been implemented by other agencies and 
meaningfully reduced I/I?

• The measure of effectiveness is set to a 20+ year timeframe 
to allow for planning, budgeting, and construction

Decision Criterion No. 1 (Primary): Potential 
Regional I/I Reduction Effectiveness
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To what extent might political, legal, or regulatory factors at the WTD or 
component agency level influence the implementation of this strategy? 

Scoring
High: Strategy is likely to 
be free from political, 
legal, or regulatory barriers

Medium: Strategy is likely 
to face barriers that can  
be resolved in a timely 
manner

Low: Strategy is likely to 
encounter barriers that 
could prevent 
implementation

Considerations
• Are there regulatory and legal barriers or challenges associated with 

implementing this strategy? What are these barriers or challenges, and 
how difficult would it be to overcome them?

• What are the political barriers or challenges associated with 
implementing this strategy? How difficult would it be to overcome them? 
How politically feasible is it to implement this strategy? What type of 
political opposition do you anticipate from this strategy?

Decision Criterion No. 2 (Secondary): 
Strategy Feasibility
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To what extent does the strategy align with the priorities of the region and 
component agency?

Scoring
High: Strategy aligns closely with 
both WTD principles and the 
priorities of all component 
agencies

Medium: Strategy supports WTD 
principles and aligns with the 
priorities of several, but not all, 
component agencies

Low: Strategy conflicts or is 
inconsistent with WTD principles 
or is misaligned with priorities of 
most component agencies

Considerations
• Does this strategy align with the priorities that the component 

agencies and WTD staff have shared in surveys, interviews, and 
planning documentation? With which of those priorities does it 
align?

• Does the strategy conflict with any priorities shared by 
component agencies or WTD staff? How do they conflict?

• Examples of component agency and WTD priorities include 
accountability, WTD providing technical support, and fostering 
collaboration and relationship-building between WTD, 
component agencies, and or individual customers.

Decision Criterion No. 3 (Secondary): Alignment 
with Regional and Component Agency Priorities
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To what extent could the component agency implement this strategy with 
minimal challenges?

Scoring
High: Component agency is well-positioned 
to implement this strategy with minimal or no 
notable obstacles

Medium: Component agency is likely to 
encounter moderate challenges that may 
require additional planning or resources to 
overcome

Low: Component agency is expected to face 
substantial challenges that could hinder or 
delay implementation without significant 
support or changes

Considerations
• How will implementing this strategy impact component 

agencies? 

• Are there additional responsibilities related to 
staffing, equipment, engineering standards and 
specifications, and policies and procedures 
required to implement and maintain the program 
that component agencies would need to manage? 

• Will this be a targeted program or would this be a 
universal program that applied across all 
component agencies?

Decision Criterion No. 4 (Secondary): 
Component Agency Impacts
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To what extent could WTD  implement this strategy with minimal 
challenges?

Scoring
High: WTD is well-equipped to implement 
this strategy with minimal or no major 
obstacles

Medium: WTD may encounter moderate 
challenges that require additional effort or 
coordination to address

Low: WTD is likely to face substantial 
barriers that could significantly hinder or 
delay implementation

Considerations
• How will implementing this strategy impact WTD?

• Are there additional responsibilities related 
to staffing, equipment, and policies and 
procedures required to implement and 
maintain the program that WTD would need to 
manage?

Decision Criterion No. 5 (Secondary): 
WTD Impacts
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To what degree will implementing this strategy impact socially vulnerable 
communities in the WTD service area?

Scoring
High: Strategy poses no adverse 
effects on socially vulnerable 
communities and may deliver greater 
benefits to them compared to other 
groups

Medium: Strategy may result in limited, 
short-term adverse impacts for some 
socially vulnerable communities

Low: Strategy is likely to cause 
significant or prolonged adverse 
impacts for certain socially vulnerable 
communities

Considerations
• How will implementing this strategy impact socially vulnerable 

communities in the WTD service area? What are those impacts? 
Which impacts are adverse, and which are beneficial?

• Are there communities that will be disproportionately impacted 
by the implementation of this strategy? Are there communities 
who will have more challenges participating in this strategy, if it 
involves individual customer participation?

• Impacts of strategy implementation could include financial 
burdens, unequal distribution of resources, burden on 
individual homeowners.

Decision Criterion No. 6 (Secondary): 
Equity and Social Justice
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Pairwise Comparison:
Allows weights to be applied to screening criteria based on relative importance

 Compare each criterion to one another
 For each pair (Criterion A and B), decide if Criterion B is:

o Much less important

o Slightly less important

o Equally important

o Slightly more important

o Much more important

Pairwise Comparison
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Pairwise Comparison Framework

Criteria Number 1 2 3 4 5 6

Category Description

Ca
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Effectiveness Feasibility
Component 

Agency Values
Local Implementability WTD Implementability

Social Adverse 
Impact

1 Effectiveness #VALUE! Equal

2 Feasibility #VALUE! Equal

3 Component Agency Values #VALUE! Equal

4 Local Implementability #VALUE! Equal

5 WTD Implementability #VALUE! Equal

6 Social Adverse Impact #VALUE! Equal

Rank Relative 
Importance of the 
Categories in 
Column B to the 
Categories in Row 
7 using pick list
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Pairwise Comparison Exercise: 
County Team Results
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Live Pairwise Comparison Exercise

Pairwise Comparison
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Survey Purpose
Gather collaborative input, thoughts, and opinions on:
• Screening criteria proposed for use in evaluating I/I reduction strategies
• Relative impact (or weight) of each proposed criterion on the evaluation process

Response Rate is 35%
12 complete agency responses out of 34 agencies contacted to complete the survey

MWPAAC Agency Survey
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Findings – Criteria Weight and Rationale
Q2. Please rank the Screening Criteria from 1 (most important) to 6 (least 
important) based on the impact the criterion should have on the screening 
process.

Q3. Key Themes from Screening Criteria Ranking Feedback

1. Effectiveness is the Top Priority
• Respondents emphasized that strategies must produce 

measurable, long-term reductions in I/I to justify 
investment and ensure system reliability.

2. Feasibility and Implementation Matter
• Strategies must be feasible, politically aligned, cost-

effective, and practically achievable. Respondents noted 
that successful implementation depends on  agencies’ 
ability to carry out actions with their available resources.

3. Alignment and Collaboration are Critical
• Coordination between King County and local agencies is 

essential for regionally supported I/I reduction solutions.
• Shared priorities help ensure consistent implementation 

and equitable outcomes.
4. Equity, Cost, and Local Impact Should Be Balanced

• While equity ranked lower, respondents stressed it must 
still guide decisions—ensuring communities do not face 
unreasonable costs or impacts.

• Strategies should manage affordability and avoid excessive 
rate increases for smaller or vulnerable communities.
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While equity and social justice concerns were not always ranked as a top priority for participating agencies, this wasn’t necessarily 
because teams didn’t see their importance:

• “Equity and Social Justice considerations remain important in any regional program. While I/I reduction primarily 
addresses technical infrastructure issues, it’s still important that strategies are implemented in ways that do not create 
disproportionate impacts on any community and that benefits, such as system reliability and cost savings, are shared 
equitably across all service areas.”

• “Equity and Social Justice is ranked 6th [by our team] – not because it is not important, but because any strategy should 
be developed to benefit all WTD and Agency customers, and ESJ should have been intrinsically considered during criteria 
3, 4, and 5…the ESJ criteria would be the final test to validate or invalidate a proposed strategy.”

• “There may be short-term shocks as new reduction strategies are implemented. Clearly, there will be winners and losers – 
especially if a surcharge is implemented. Only a politically feasible reduction strategy will launch and be successful. To 
combine high effectiveness and high political feasibility, all parties should consider local affordability and equity 
issues as acceptable reasons for making local I/I-related investments at a slower pace.”

• “Equity and social justice [considerations] can be sorted out in a bigger-picture way both locally and regionally…success or 
failure of I/I reduction will benefit or impact all parties. [For] instance, are more of the I/I issues coming from marginalized 
communities? If so, could the region benefit as a whole be cost-sharing to fix marginalized areas rather than more affluent 
areas? Would there be a win-win by demonstrating that there would be ‘more bang for the buck’ by fixing systems in 
marginalized communities first?”

Unpacking Equity Considerations
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Agencies recognized that the impacts they face and the impacts faced by WTD are interconnected, mutually shaping one another – 
agencies must be accountable for their regional contributions, and the WTD accountable for their impact on local agencies.

• “…Implementation burden should be proportionate to the local benefit. Smaller agencies may have limited staffing or 
financial resources, so strategies should avoid creating undue administrative or financial strain.”

• “Component agencies should work together in every way possible to share best practices and partner for favorable pricing to 
make local investments more impactful. Finally, alongside this I/I reduction program, the combined areas of the system 
should similarly be expected to reduce the proportion of stormwater flows over time…reducing overall system flows and 
delaying costly system expansions will require flow reductions in both combined and separated areas.”

• “…The primary focus should be on regional benefit and local implementation capability, rather than internal administrative 
impacts to King County.”

• “Contract agencies need to be accountable for the local impacts to the regional system.”

• “…WTD is ranked higher because what affects WTD also affects ALL component agencies, while what affects an individual 
agency does not necessarily affect WTD and all the other component agencies.”

• “WTD and component agencies each have challenges that are related, but also somewhat independent of each other. If all 
parties do their part, then the WTD impacts will sort themselves out. However, a strategy that requires WTD to force the hand of 
component agencies will result in lower overall success…it’s not that it is the least important, it is rather reliant on the other 
criteria, where the other criteria are more independent of WTD impacts.”

Reconciling WTD and Agency Impacts
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Respondents also shared the following additional comments related to the I/I Reduction Plan Update:

• “We ranked Regional I/I Reduction Effectiveness highest because measurable, long-term reduction in inflow and 
infiltration is the central goal of this program. Strategies should directly contribute to extending system capacity, reducing 
treatment and conveyance costs, and protecting ratepayers from unnecessary capital expenses.”

• “All of these components are important, but any strategy to reduce I/I that is not effective makes it a waste of time and 
money.”

• “Local agencies should not defer system stewardship resulting in a shift in expenditures to the regional system to increase 
capacity due to local agency I/I. It will take time to implement policies and changes, but we need to start somewhere.”

• “…It would have helped to have a narrative to better define the screening criteria. Contract agencies need to be accountable for 
the local impacts to the regional system.”

• “The survey forces the respondent to rank the criteria as opposed to assigning a weight, thus implying that no two 
criteria are equally as important.”

• “I first started working on programs to separate stormwater from sanitary sewers and to reduce I/I in the 1970s. We have been 
at this for many decades now. I hope you stick with it and achieve the next level of system effectiveness.”

• “We appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback in this written format, as well as through MWPAAC and RWQC and the 
RWSP working group.”

Other Feedback
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Participating Agencies 
• Olympic View Water & Sewer District
• Highlands Utility District
• Cedar River Water & Sewer District
• Sammamish Plateau Water and Sewer 

District
• City of Kirkland
• Lakehaven Water & Sewer District
• City of Issaquah
• City of Auburn
• City of Renton
• Skyway Water & Sewer District
• Alderwood Water & Wastewater 

District
• NE Sammamish Sewer & Water
• Woodinville Water District

Key Takeaways

Participant roles:

• General Manager (n=6)

•  Asset Manager (n=1)

• Operations Manager (n=1)

• Utility Policy & Community Relations 
Supervisor (n=1)

• District Administrator (n=1)

• Public Works Utility Engineering 
Manager (n=1)

• Wastewater Utility Engineering 
Manager / Utility Systems Director 
(n=1)

• Sewer Utility Engineer (n=1)

• Director of Engineering (n=1)

• District Engineer (n=1)

1. Regional I/I reduction effectiveness is the top 
priority with 80% of agencies ranking Effectiveness 
#1, emphasizing that measurable, long-term I/I 
reduction is the central goal of the program.

2. Feasibility and alignment drive implementation 
success with feasibility and alignment were most 
often ranked #2 and #3, highlighting the importance 
of strategies that are politically, practically, and 
technically achievable.

3. Equity and social justice are important, but seen 
as an outcome rather than a driver. 60% of 
respondents ranked equity & social justice last, not 
due to lack of importance, but because ESJ 
principles are expected to be integrated across all 
criteria.
• Agencies see ESJ as a validation step — ensuring 

that strategies do not create disproportionate 
impacts and that benefits are shared equitably.
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Upcoming MWPAAC 
E&P Touchpoints
February 5: Proposed list of 
screened strategies for Phase 2 
development and further evaluation
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• Incorporate comments and feedback from MWPAAC members 
into screening methodology and criteria, including member survey 
results 

• Perform initial screening of potential I/I reduction strategies

Next Steps
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For further questions, please reach out to Johnson Nguyen 
(jnguyen@kingcounty.gov)

Contact Information
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