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	UTRC Review of the City of Black Diamond
2008 Water System Comprehensive Plan

	The City of Black Diamond (City) was established in 1880 and developed as a coal mining town over the next 50 years.  The original water system was built and owned by the Pacific Coast Coal Company.  Between 1943 and 1968, the system was operated as King County Water District No. 66.  In 1968, the City assumed ownership of the water system.
Service Area

The City’s service area is located in the southern part of King County and is largely rural in nature, with an estimated population of 4,120 in 2007.  The City currently serves 846 active connections, with 94 percent of those connections being for single family residences.  The service area includes a number of parcels that are outside of the Black Diamond corporate limits.  In recent years there have not been many new connections to the City’s water system.  Several large development proposals led the City to enact a development moratorium so it could evaluate and update its development regulations.  The City has proposed modifying its service area from that identified in the South King County Coordinated Water System Plan (CWSP).  The only adjacent water system of any size is the Covington Water District to the northwest.
A portion of the retail service area is in unincorporated King County.  The City does not currently have a franchise for operating in unincorporated King County.  After working with the UTRC on this issue, the City has agreed to file for a franchise to ensure that a franchise is not an issue when a party requests water service in that portion of the retail service area that is in King County. 
Water Use Efficiency

The City’s water comes from two sources: the Black Diamond Springs (three springs) and an intertie with the City of Tacoma.  The City’s average water use per equivalent residential unit (ERU) in 2003 was 220 gallons per day (gpd).  Annual average day demand (water consumed) for June 2006 to May 2007 was 215,568 gpd, with maximum day demand estimated to be approximately twice that amount.  The City’s proposed efficiency goals are to reduce per capita consumption by one percent annually over the first six years of the Plan and to improve metering to collect accurate supply and demand data and accurately measure any lost or unaccounted-for water.  To that end, the City has adopted new water user rates with a tiered rate structure.  The City is in substantial compliance with the Washington State Department of Health’s (DOH) Water Use Efficiency Rule.

Capital Improvement Program

The Plan contains an ambitious six-year capital improvement program (CIP) with the cost estimated to be approximately $18.8 million.  The City proposes three funding sources for the proposed improvement projects: developer extension agreements, connection charges, and rates.  Development is projected to pay the bulk of the costs for the program.  Total revenues for the City from January 2007 through November 2007 were $5,867,602.

Reclaimed Water and Regional Planning
Because of its current size, the City is not required to evaluate reclaimed water opportunities under state statute.  Nonetheless, the City is actively exploring the option of using reclaimed water.  The City has entered into preliminary discussions with King County regarding the possibility of construction of a reclaimed water plant within the City.  The City has participated in regional water supply efforts, including the development of the South King County CWSP.

SEPA

The City completed a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) checklist for the Plan and, as lead agency, issued a determination of non-significance for the issuance of the Plan on March 31, 2009.



	A review of the specific statutes, rules, codes, and polices to the City’s plan is as follows:

	
	A. General and water and sewer plan: King County Code (KCC) 13.24.010; 13.28
	Comments/findings

	(1)
	· Review is applicable to special purpose districts organized under Title 57 Revised Code of Washington (RCW), water utilities distributing or obtaining water in unincorporated King County, and/or utilities that distribute water within a Critical Water Supply Service Area (ch. 70.116 RCW).
· Is there a need to meet the consistency requirements of RCW 43.20.260? 

	· Yes, the City’s 2008 comprehensive water plan (Plan) is subject to King County Council approval under chapter 70.116 RCW.  The City provides water service in unincorporated King County and within the area covered by the South King County CWSP.
· The City also needs to demonstrate consistency for the Plan under RCW 43.20.260. 

	(2)
	· Consistency with King County Comprehensive Plan and Development regulations, and policies including KCC 21A.28.040 development standards, provision of adequate supplies for anticipated growth and development.
	· Yes, the City’s Plan is consistent.  The City does not have a water franchise from King County for its operations in unincorporated King County.  The Utilities Technical Review Committee (UTRC) recommends a conditional approval ordinance for the Plan that requires initiating action to obtain a franchise.  The City is agreeable to this condition. 

	(3)
	· Infrastructure for existing and future service areas based on adopted land use map.
	· Yes, for those parts of the City’s service area that are outside the City’s boundaries.

	(4)
	· Review proposals for modified or expanded service areas based on compliance with utility’s approved plan, and ability to meet duty to serve requirement.
	· Yes.  The City’s proposed service area is different from the planning area identified in the South King County CWSP.  For the City to be able to serve those additional areas, the City will need water from Tacoma’s Second Supply Project.  The service area is unique and the City agrees that the CWSP should be modified when it is next revisited.

	(5)
	· Sufficient information to demonstrate the ability to provide service consistent with the requirements of all applicable statutes, codes, rules, and regulations.
	· Yes, the Plan demonstrates an ability to provide service consistent with applicable statutes, codes and regulations.  The projected maximum day demand in 2027 is approximately 3.1million gallons per day (mgd) without conservation and 2.8 mgd with conservation.


	(6)
	· Monitor and review effectiveness of purveyor conservation plans if within area covered by an approved CWSP.
	· The Plan is no longer consistent with the South King County CWSP for the service area, something that the County and City intend to address the next time the Water Utility Coordinating Council is convened.

· The Plan is consistent with the conservation requirements of the CWSP.
· The City has developed a conservation program that is organized to conform to the requirements of the Water Use Efficiency Program Rule.

	
	B. Consistency requirements: 13.24.060
	

	(7)
	· State and local health requirements.
	· Yes.

	(8)
	· Creation and maintenance of logical service areas.
	· Yes, the City’s service area is logical.
· The City’s boundaries appear to be fairly well fixed, although large development projects could cause them to be altered.

	(9)
	· Elimination or prevention of duplicate facilities.
	· Yes.  The City will require future service within its city limits to be by means of direct connection.
· The City will consider providing satellite management services on a case-by-case basis depending upon its resources to do so.
· The City has entered into an agreement with Tacoma to purchase water from its Second Supply pipeline, so the City has both additional primary and backup supplies.

	(10)
	· Promotion of most healthful and reliable services to the public.
	· Yes.  A hydraulic analysis performed for the City shows that a number of projects need to be implemented to meet growth demands as well as remedy deficiencies with the existing system, such as the inability to meet minimum fire flow requirements in parts of the system and to replace undersized transmission mains.

· With respect to supply, the City has a contract with Tacoma for water from its Second Supply pipeline for the length of the planning period.
· Water purveyed by the City complies with public health standards.

	(11)
	· Provision of service at a reasonable cost, and maximization of use of public facilities.
	· Yes, the City’s rates for water service are comparable to the rates charged by similar utilities.
· The City is implementing new rates that will encourage efficiency of water use, including a tiered rate structure.

	(12)
	· King County Comprehensive Plan and other pertinent county adopted plans and policies.
	· Yes, there is consistency between the City’s Plan and the King County Comprehensive Plan.

	(13)
	· Basin-wide or multibasin water plans, sewerage plans, or both when approved by the Washington State Department of Ecology (DOE) or DOH.
	· The City participated in the development of the South King County CWSP.
· Except for discrepancies in service area boundaries, which will be addressed, the Plan is consistent with the South King County CWSP.
· The City collects wastewater and conveys it to King County’s Renton Treatment Plant through the Soos Creek Water & Sewer District.  The City is working with King County to explore opportunities for the use of reclaimed water.

	(14)
	· Applicable state water quality, water conservation, and waste management standards.
	· Yes, applicable standards are met.  The City also receives some treated water from Tacoma. 

· The City’s water use per ERU between 2004 and 2007 was 187 gpd, which is what the City is using for planning purposes.  The City is using a default peaking factor of 2.0 to calculate peak day demand because it lacks accurate usage information.  The City’s conservation activities should help reduce both numbers.

· The City’s distribution system loss (non-revenue or unaccounted-for water) dropped from 36 percent to 11 percent during the time period from 1993 to 1998.  Inaccurate and incomplete production records have prevented development of more recent lost and unaccounted-for water amounts.  The City is committed to staying below the ten percent standard in the Water Use Efficiency rule.

	(15)
	· Water Resources Act (RCW 90.54).
	· The City’s conservation program has been in effect for several years, although the Plan recommends that the City be more aggressive in pursuing conservation savings.  The City’s Water Use Efficiency Plan is organized to conform to the requirements of the Water Use Efficiency Rule adopted by DOH.  The Plan acknowledges the requirements of both RCW 90.54.180 and 90.03.386, but currently does not provide information on cost-effectiveness of the conservation programs. 


	(16)
	· Growth Management Act (GMA) (RCW 36.70A).
	· The City affirms it can meet the Growth Management Planning Council population growth projected in the Comprehensive Plan.
· The six-year portion of the CIP identifies any public money the City may need for capital facilities.

	(17)
	· Ground water management plans.
	· The City receives its water from springs, which are considered legally to be surface water.

	(18)
	· Federally approved habitat conservation plans and recovery plans under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).
	· Not applicable for the City’s springs.  Tacoma has developed a habitat conservation plan for the Green River, the other source of water for the City.

	(19)
	· Requirements for salmon recovery under Ch. 77.85 RCW, and other plans, including regional water supply or water resource management plans.
	· Requirements for salmon recovery under chapter 77.85 RCW are not applicable.
· The South King County CWSP is applicable and, with the exception of service area, the Plan is consistent with that regional plan.

	(20)
	· Applicable requirements to evaluate opportunities for the use of reclaimed water under chapter 90.46 RCW and CO-7.
	· Although the City is not required to do an evaluation due to the size of its system, the Plan expresses the interest of the City in investigating opportunities for the use of reclaimed water.

	
	C. King County Comprehensive Plan—consistency with provisions and specific policies (Water System Plan)
	

	
	COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES
	

	(21)
	FW-5: management of resources for multiple beneficial uses, including flood and erosion hazard reduction.
	· Applicable to the extent that the City’s springs are threatened by erosion.


	(22)
	FW-12(c): ensure sufficient water supply for growth and fish habitat needs through long-term planning.
	· Yes, sufficient water supply for projected growth is available.  Fish habitat needs for the Green River are addressed, in part, by Tacoma’s Habitat Conservation Plan.

	(23)
	CA-5, CA-6, and E-434 and policies to protect quantity and quality of ground water.
	· The City has a wellhead protection program, even though its springs are legally considered to be surface water.

	(24)
	CO-5: water supply shall be regionally coordinated.
	· Yes, the City’s supply is regionally coordinated by virtue of the South King County CWSP, which the City helped to develop.


	(25)
	CO-6: aggressive conservation efforts shall be implemented.
	· The City has organized its conservation program to conform to the requirements of the Water Use Efficiency Rule adopted by DOH.  The City has also implemented the 1994 Conservation Planning Requirements.

	
	KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES
	

	(26)
	F-102: King County will provide or manage countywide services, which include wastewater, water resource management, surface water management, flood warning and floodplain management, protection and preservation of natural resource lands.
	· Yes, although most of the City’s service area is incorporated.  The City does cooperate with King County in providing some services.

	(27)
	F-104: plan for provision of services to rural areas.
	· The retail service area includes portions that are outside the City’s current corporate limits, outside the urban growth area (UGA), and in unincorporated King County.  

	(28)
	F-105: King County to work with cities and service providers to establish priority areas for public funding of capital facilities. 
	· The capital facilities plan is appropriately focused and adequate. 

	(29)
	F-201: all facilities and services should be provided in compliance with provisions and requirements of the ESA.
	· Yes.

	(30)
	F-202: ensure adequate supply of public facilities to support communities.
	· Yes, the City has sufficient water supplies with the purchase of water from the City of Tacoma’s Second Supply Project.

	(31)
	F-203: King County will work with cities, special purpose districts, and other service providers to define regional and local services and determine appropriate providers.
	· Yes.  Both governments agree that the City is the appropriate provider of water in its retail service area.

	(32)
	F-208: support rural levels of development and not facilitate urbanization.
	· The City’s future service area includes areas that are outside the UGA. Water is a rural service. 

	(33)
	F-209 and F-212: capital facility plans and improvement programs for services to unincorporated King County are consistent with King County Comprehensive Plan.
	· Yes, the CIP is consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan.

	(34)
	F-210: King County helps coordinate development of utility facilities.
	· Yes, to the extent applicable, King County will do this.


	(35)
	F-215: King County shall initiate a sub-area planning process with any service provider that declares, in its capital facilities plan, an inability to meet service needs within service area.
	· Not applicable.  With the addition of new supplies from Tacoma’s Second Supply Project, the City did not identify any inability to meet service needs within its service area.  The capital facilities plan appears adequate to meet needs.

	(36)
	F-217: where an area-wide sewer, water, or transportation deficiency is identified, King County and applicable service providers shall remedy the deficiency through a joint planning process.
	· No area-wide water deficiency identified.


	(37)
	F-225: King County supports coordination of regional water supply planning, sales of excess water among municipalities, water quality programs, and water conservation and reuse programs.
	· The City has agreements with the Covington Water District and the City of Tacoma, one for adjusting service areas and the other for additional water supplies.

	(38)
	F-226: group A water systems must meet duty to serve requirement within service area as defined under CWSP or by individual water system plans.
	· Yes, the City is committed to meeting its duty to serve.  Also see comments 4 and 5.

	(39)
	F-227-231: provides a hierarchy of water supply providers in unincorporated King County, depending on whether within UGA or rural areas, with preference for providing water from existing suppliers.
	· The City is committed to providing water to all its customers within its City limits by direct service.  The City is willing to consider providing satellite management services but would probably prefer to provide service through system extensions.
· There are a number of other, smaller public water systems within the service area of the City.  The City would like to eventually absorb those systems.


	(40)
	F-237: King County supports the use of interties consistent with planning, and implementation of approved ESA and Clean Water Act response requirements.
	· The City’s historical supply, which comes from a set of springs, is now being supplemented with water through connection to Tacoma’s Second Supply Project.

	(41)
	F-239: King County partners with utilities to encourage best management practices and conservation through such means as developing reclaimed water, aggressive water conservation and reuse measures; support planned land uses with reliable service at minimum cost; encourage reclaimed water use, focused on large water users such as golf courses and cemeteries.   
	· King County is willing to work with the City on these issues, particularly the evaluation of reclaimed water opportunities.

	(42) 
	F-240: UTRC to consider (a) consistency with land use plans and development regulations; (b) approved or adopted plans for ground water, ESA, salmon recovery, water resources, watershed planning, regional water supply plan; and (c) the Regional Wastewater Services Plan.
	· The UTRC did consider the given issues and recommends approval of the Plan.

	(43)
	F-241: in reviewing proposals for modified and expanded service area boundaries, UTRC must include an evaluation of the utility’s compliance with its comprehensive water system plan, including water conservation elements, and whether it can meet its duty to provide service; no approval of service area where unable to provide service for reasons in RCW 43.20.260.
	· The City will probably not be changing its service area for some time, having already adjusted it to include several proposed large-scale developments.  Other parts of the City’s service area already abut other water systems such as the Covington Water District.  The Plan states that some parts of the City would likely only receive service in conjunction with annexation.

	(44)
	F-243: public drinking water system reservoirs and watersheds should be managed primarily to protect drinking water supplies, but allow multiple uses when not jeopardizing water quality; downstream uses including recreation, fish, and agricultural resources.
	· Not applicable.  The City’s storage facilities are tanks.

	(45)
	F-244: ground water supplies should be protected by preventing land uses that may adversely affect quantity or quality.
	· Yes, the City is acting to do so, despite the City’s sources technically being surface waters.
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