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	Review of Lakehaven Utility District 
2006 Water System Plan 

	

	A review of the specific statutes, rules, codes, and polices to the District’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 pursuant to Title 57 Revised Code of Washington (RCW) and/or water utilities distributing or obtaining water in unincorporated King County.
· Is there a need to meet consistency requirements of RCW 43.20.260?
	· Yes, the Lakehaven Utility District (District) 2006 Water System Plan (Plan) is subject to King County Council approval pursuant to RCW 57.16.010(6).  The District obtains and distributes water in unincorporated King County; therefore, KCC 13.24 applies.
· Yes.

	(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 District’s Plan is consistent.
· The District has two franchise agreements with King County: number 15141 for sewer and 13702 for water.  Franchise 15141 for sewer was approved April 6, 2005, expires March 28, 2030, and replaced franchise 12379.  Franchise 13702 for water was approved January 3, 2000, expires January 3, 2025, and replaced franchise 7759.

	(3)
	· Infrastructure for existing and future service areas based on adopted land use map.

	· Yes, the District used adopted land use maps.  The maps in the Plan do not indicate the “retail service area”; however by letter dated February 2, 2009, the District stated the service area map, figure 1-2, is their retail service area. 

	(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.
	· The District has not proposed any changes to the service area.  The District describes its water service area as entirely within the Urban Growth Areas (UGA) for King and Pierce Counties.  The District’s water service area and corporate boundaries are identical.  The District appears to have the ability to serve the entire service area for the six-year planning period.  However, the District does not have sufficient capacity to meet 20-year (2025) maximum day (peaking) demands (MDD).   

· The District has affirmed a duty to serve within the retail service area.  

	(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 District’s sources of supply are 24 production ground water wells owned and operated by the District and an intertie with Tacoma’s Second Supply Project (SSP).  The projected average day demand (ADD) in 2025 is estimated to be 29 million gallons per day (mgd) without conservation or 27 mgd with conservation.  The MDD in 2025 is estimated to be 61 mgd without conservation and 56.7 mgd with conservation.
· Current physical source capacity is 21,900 gallons per minute (gpm) or 31.5 mgd from existing District wells and 21+ mgd peak day capacity from the SSP.
· Current source capacity is adequate for projected 2025 ADD demands but is not capable of meeting projected 2025 MDD demands.
· To address the MDD, the District has developed a long-term strategy to increase reliability through “Aquifer Storage and Recovery” (ASR) and the development of a new source, Well 33, with an intended capacity of 1,250 gpm.

	(6)
	· Monitor and review effectiveness of purveyor conservation plans if within area covered by an approved Coordinated Water System Plan (CWSP). 
	· The District’s service area lies within the South King County CWSP planning area.  The South King County CWSP conservation goals are outdated and should be revised or updated.  

	
	B. Consistency requirements: 13.24.060
	

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

	(8)
	· Creation and maintenance of logical service areas.
	· Yes, the service area is logical. 



	(9)
	· Elimination or prevention of duplicate facilities.
	· Yes.  The District is not an approved Satellite Management Area (SMA), so other approved SMAs for the County will be used, if needed.  

	(10)
	· Promotion of most healthful and reliable services to the public.
	· Yes.  Source analysis: Current source capacity is adequate to meet projected six-year demands without reductions in historical demands.  Current sources of supply include 24 production wells with a total active pumping capacity of 21,900 gpm.  The SSP provides the District with an additional annual average daily water supply of approximately 7.6 mgd (5,278 gpm) with a peak day capacity of up to 21+ mgd (15,500+ gpm).  The Plan’s capital improvement recommendations include 13 source related projects.
· Pressure and fire flow analysis: The District has created a sophisticated water system hydraulic model based on EPANET hydraulic modeling software.  Models were created to simulate ADD, MDD, and fire flow + peak hourly demand for 2003 actual demands and 2010/2025 projected demands.  Worst-case conditions were assumed (pumps were turned off and tank levels were drawn down).  The demand simulations identified areas with excessive pressure (>80 pounds per square inch (psi)); areas with excessive flow velocities (>10 feet per second (fps)), areas that failed to provide minimum (30 psi) pressures during normal demand conditions, and areas that were not able to meet minimum fire flow requirements.  The hydraulic model was also used to develop recommended transmission improvements required to convey water from the District’s proposed Well 33 project and three proposed ASR wells.

· Transmission and distribution improvements: Based on the hydraulic modeling, a number of transmission and distribution related improvements were identified in the District’s six-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP).

· Storage analysis: The District has 12 above-ground storage tanks with a total gross storage capacity of 31.35 million gallons (mg).  The District must rely upon pumped sources (wells and storage tanks with booster pumps) in order to meet minimum storage requirements.  Approximately two-thirds of the District’s existing storage (20.65 mg) is considered “dead storage” and not able to supply domestic sanitary needs or fire flow demands via gravity flow.   Using storage analysis methods consistent with the Washington State Department of Health (DOH) “Water System Design Manual” (August 2001), the District has sufficient storage to meet projected storage demands through 2025.


	(11)
	· Provision of service at a reasonable cost, and maximization of use of public facilities.
	· Yes, the District’s Plan demonstrates maximum use of public facilities.

· The District’s Plan does not evaluate rates and does not discuss the relationship between water rates and water consumption.  The Plan does show an increasing block rate structure, which is generally considered conservation oriented.  

	(12)
	· King County Comprehensive Plan and other pertinent county adopted plans and policies.
	· Yes, there is consistency between the District’s comprehensive 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.
	· Yes, the Plan is consistent with the South King County CWSP.


	(14)
	· Applicable state water quality, water conservation, and waste management standards.
	· Yes, the District meets state water quality standards and applicable water conservation and waste management standards.

· The District receives treated water from Tacoma via the SSP pipeline.  The water withdrawn from the District’s wells is treated for manganese as necessary and meets drinking water quality standards.  

· The District’s water use, as measured by what an average residential home uses, is approximately 255 gpd (255 gallons/equivalent residential unit (ERU)).  Table 4-4, Historical Customer Use Data, shows an approximate ten percent increase in average use from 1999 (236 gallons/ERU) to 2006 (255 gallons/ERU).  

· From 1999 to 2005, non-revenue water ranged from approximately five percent to approximately eleven percent with the average being approximately eight percent.

	(15)
	· Water Resources Act (RCW 90.54).
	· The District did not evaluate the conservation program from a cost effectiveness perspective.  There is no connection of the conservation program to RCW 90.54.180 or RCW 90.03.386 and what those statutes require.  The District’s Plan was drafted prior to the recently promulgated water use efficiency rule and does not acknowledge that a conservation goal will need to be established.  However, the District has signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) negotiated with DOH, DOE, and five public water systems (Project Participants) participating in the SSP.  The Project Participants, DOH and DOE, agreed to a ten percent reduction in water use over a ten-year period beginning January 1, 2000.  The District will need to improve conservation efforts in order to meet this goal.
· The District did not assess the compliance with interties statutes. 

	(16)
	· Growth Management Act (GMA) (RCW 36.70A).
	· Yes, land use designations are consistent with GMA and King County terminology.  Population projections as used in the demand projection are acceptable.


	(17)
	· Ground Water Management Plans.
	· Yes, the District’s Plan describes an extensive Wellhead Protection Program (WHP) that includes a susceptibility assessment, delineation of wellhead protection areas, distribution of WHP findings to other agencies, contingency plan for alternative water sources, and spill/incident response measures.

	(18)
	· Federally-approved habitat conservation plans and recovery plans under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).
	· Not applicable.

	(19)
	· Requirements for salmon recovery under RCW 77.85, and other plans, including regional water supply or water resource management plans.
	· A salmon recovery plan under chapter 77.85 RCW was developed for Water Resource Inventory Area #9.  The District’s Plan does not refer to salmon recovery plans.

	(20)
	· Applicable requirements to evaluate opportunities for the use of reclaimed water under chapter 90.46 RCW and CO-7.
	· Yes, the District’s Plan describes a long-term program to establish a reclaimed water program that is intended to recharge the Redondo Milton Channel (RMC) aquifer.  The District operates two secondary treatment facilities.  The Lakota Treatment Plant is most amenable to modification and will serve as the source of reclaimed wastewater.  Opportunities for water reuse are discussed and include: surface irrigation, ground water recharge by surface percolation, stream flow augmentation via wetland discharge, direct aquifer recharge, industrial use, and wholesale of reclaimed water to other entities.  The District’s Plan describes a conceptual framework for reclaimed water that initially focuses on surface infiltration of reclaimed wastewater to recharge the RMC aquifer (note this is a significant change from the 1998 Plan proposal to focus on irrigation).  The District estimates a maximum practical application rate of 4.4 mgd at Panther Lake.  The District’s Plan acknowledges the potential water quality impacts on wells 18, 19A, and 21.  Total Phase I treatment capital costs are estimated to $46,200,000 and Phase I conveyance costs are estimated to be $9,600,000.

	
	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.
	· Not applicable.



	(22)
	FW-12: ensure sufficient water supply for growth and fish habitat needs through long-term planning.
	· Yes, sufficient water supply for projected growth is available.  No apparent linkages and little relevance of the Plan to fish habitat needs. 

	(23)
	CA-5, CA-6, E-434, and policies to protect quantity and quality of ground water.
	· Yes, the District participates in the South King County Ground Water Management Plan implementation. 

· For the wellhead protection program, see comment number 17. 

	(24)
	CO-5: water supply shall be regionally coordinated.
	· Yes, the District is a contract buyer of Tacoma wholesale water via three connections with the SSP pipeline.  

· The District coordinates with neighboring water and/or sewer districts and maintains emergency interties with Tacoma, Highline Water District, Auburn, and Milton.

	(25)
	CO-6: aggressive conservation efforts shall be implemented.
	· The District implements the base conservation program required by the State.

	
	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, for the unincorporated portions of the District’s service area. 

	(27)
	F-104: plan for provision of services to rural areas.
	· Not applicable as the District’s water service area is within the UGA.  

	(28)
	F-105: King County to work with cities and service providers to provide services.
	· Yes, to the extent applicable. 

	(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, there is an adequate supply of public facilities, although fire flow for certain areas is problematic.  The District recognizes that and a CIP program is in place to address fire flow needs. 


	(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. 

	(32)
	F-208: support rural levels of development and not facilitate urbanization.
	· Yes, see comment 26. 

	(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 District’s CIP is consistent with the King County Comprehensive Plan.

	(34)
	F-210: King County helps coordinate development of utility facilities.
	· Yes. 

	(35)
	F-212: King County capital improvement program shall show that projected need for services and facilities in UGA’s can be met in compliance w/concurrency requirements of GMA.

	· Yes, the District can meet the projected need for services and facilities within the UGA. 

	(36)
	F-213: water and sewer utilities providing service to unincorporated King County shall prepare capital facility plans consistent with requirements of GMA and the King County Code.
	· The CIP is reasonable and is to be funded from cash on hand, rates, and developer system capacity charges. 

	(37)
	F-215: King County shall initiate a sub-area planning process with any service provider that declares, in capital facilities plan, an inability to meet service needs within service area.
	· Not applicable as the District did not identify any inability to meet service needs within the service area. 

	(38)
	F-217: if 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.
	· Not applicable.  See comment 37. 

	(39)
	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.
	· Yes, as a member of the SSP, the District coordinates a regional supply.  The District does not wholesale water.  The District does maintain interties with multiple purveyors.


	(40)
	F-226: Group A water systems must meet duty to serve requirement within the service area as defined under CWSP or by individual water system plans.
	· Yes, also see comments 4, 5, and 24. 

	(41)
	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.
	· Yes, the hierarchy of water supply providers is being implemented. 


	(42)
	F-237: King County supports the use of interties consistent with planning, and implement approved ESA and Clean Water Act requirements.
	· Yes, the District has multiple interties.

	(43)
	F-239: King County to partner 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 District on these issues, particularly the provision of water service in unincorporated areas at an affordable price and the use and evaluation of reclaimed water opportunities.

	(44) 
	F-240: Utilities Technical Review Committee (UTRC) to consider  (a) consistency with land use plans and development regulations; (b) approved or adopted plans for groundwater, 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. 


	(45)
	F-241: in reviewing proposals for modified and expanded service area boundaries, the 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.
	· Not applicable, as the District is not changing its service area.

	(46)
	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.

	(47)
	F-244: groundwater supplies should be protected by preventing land uses that may adversely affect quantity or quality.
	· Yes, and see comments 5 and 17 for wellhead protection program comments. 
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