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	UTRC Review of the 
2006 Tacoma Water Comprehensive Water System Plan Update

	The City of Tacoma’s Water System (System) was originally created as a private water system in the late 1880’s.  For a variety of reasons, the City decided to purchase the private system in 1893, creating Tacoma Water.  It added the South Tacoma wellfield in 1906 and in 1913 added a supply from the Green River.  Over the years, the System has grown through acquisition, construction of pipelines and storage, and expansion of existing sources.  The City provides water to approximately 131,255 connections and a population of 311,500. 

Service Area

Within King County, the City provides direct retail service to approximately 3,250 customers in Federal Way, just north of Tacoma (originally part of the King County Water District 106 system), and 94 connections in the Cumberland area that are served directly off the City’s transmission pipeline from the Green River.  The City provides wholesale supplies to Enumclaw, Black Diamond, Cumberland Co-Op Water, and Water District 111. Geographically, 93 percent of the System’s service area is in Pierce County, and seven percent in King County. 

Sources of Supply
The City’s principal sources of supply are water diverted from the Green River and stored behind the Howard Hanson Dam, and a groundwater wellfield adjacent to the North Fork of the Green River.  These Green River sources can supply approximately 73 mgd under the City’s oldest water right.  It also has a newer water right issued by the state for separate facilities from the Green River for the “Second Supply,” which provides an additional capacity of up to 65 mgd, of which Tacoma’s share is 27 mgd.  The City also has a set of 24 wells in and around the City proper, which can supply up to 60 mgd on a short-term basis.  The City maintains the 210 million-gallon McMillin Reservoir and another 16 reservoirs, standpipes, and tanks that can store up to 78 mgd.  Under its “Expected Growth” scenario, the City has sufficient supply to the year 2030.  
In 2001, it reached an agreement with the City of Seattle, City of Kent, Lakehaven Utility District, and Covington Water District for the construction and operation of the “Second Supply” pipeline from the Green River through South King County and into Tacoma.  Seattle later withdrew from the agreement.  In 2005, water began flowing through the pipeline, and began serving Tacoma customers and partners in 2006. 

In 2005, the City entered into an agreement with the Cascade Water Alliance (Cascade) to provide wholesale water supplies through facilities that have not yet been constructed.  

A factor likely to affect the City’s long-term supply is changes in water quality and supply caused by operations of Howard Hanson Dam. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) is taking the lead on addressing those issues because it manages the facility. 
Water Conservation and Water Use Efficiency

The City has a multifaceted water conservation and water use efficiency program across multiple sectors of water use, and is using conservation assessments, public education, technical support, rebates, and outreach.  During the 15 years between 1990 and 2005, per capita residential use on the system has decreased from 92 gallons per day (gpd) to 76 gpd.  The City has a dedicated staff person for its conservation program, and also supports and participates in the Partnership for Water Conservation.  It is also obligated under its Second Supply water right permit, along with its partners in that project, to engage in efforts to conserve 1 percent of its water supply annually, with a goal of reducing per capita water use by 10 percent by 2010.  The City is confident the partners’ 2010 production numbers will achieve the goals.  The expanded conservation elements being evaluated would represent a capital investment of up to $14.6 million, with anticipated life cycle benefits to the City substantially in excess of that figure.  Its annual unaccounted for water rate (which includes principally unmetered water used for flushing the system and firefighting, as well as system leakage) averaged 9 percent for the period 2001-2005, which is below state statutory standards for leakage alone.  The Plan includes completed Washington State Department of Health (DOH) water conservation checklists.
Capital Facilities and Financing
The City’s Plan contains a detailed capital improvement plan through 2016 to coincide with its 10-year business planning.  The total cost is estimated to be approximately $247 million.  The City has identified multiple funding sources for the proposed improvement projects: System Development Charges (SDC), rates, general facility charges, system development charges, and grants and/or loans.  It has in place a Water Rate Policy with principles for capital financing, which includes (1) funding long-term major capital projects through debt (the City has strong bond ratings), (2) funding 50 percent of all renewal/replacement projects through rate revenues, and (3) thoroughly evaluating costs and benefits for all projects that would significantly affect rates and prices.  Total operating revenue for the utility in 2005 was $43,050,593.
The City’s largest potential capital cost will be the installation of treatment. The Public Utility Board recently chose filtration treatment to respond to the new regulation, which requires treatment for cryptosporidium. 
Reclaimed Water and Regional Planning
The Plan notes multiple studies and reports that have been done in Pierce County on the potential use of reclaimed water, including a countywide study in 2001.  The water utility is actively engaged with regard to the potential use of reclaimed water for some of its customers, and has identified reclaimed water as a supply alternative in the Plan.  In particular, the nonpotable uses at the Simpson Tacoma Kraft mill—which currently consumes a major portion of the City’s water supply—are candidates for the substitution of reclaimed water.  The Plan notes the utility’s participation in the regional water planning initiated by King County in 2005, and includes a completed DOH reclaimed water checklist. 
SEPA

The City completed a State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) checklist for the Plan and, as lead agency, on December 6, 2006 issued a determination of non-significance (DNS) for the issuance of the Plan.  There was no appeal.


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

	(1)
	· Review is applicable to utilities that provide water in unincorporated King County under K.C.C. 13.24.
· Is there a need to meet the consistency requirements of RCW 43.20.260?
	· Yes, the City’s Water System Plan (Plan), is subject to King County Council approval under K.C.C. 13.24 because the City obtains a supply and provides water in unincorporated King County. 
· The Washington State Department of Health (DOH) also needs to assure consistency for the Plan under RCW 43.20.260. 
· The City supplied DOH consistency statements from the Cities of University Place, Tacoma, Fircrest, and Puyallup.  

	(2)
	· Consistency with King County Comprehensive Plan and Development regulations, and policies including King County Code (K.C.C.) 21A.28.040 development standards, provision of adequate supplies for anticipated growth and development.
	· Yes, the City’s Plan is consistent with County land use and zoning, and applicable Comprehensive Plan policies, including assurance of adequate supplies.
· The Plan states that it provides service consistent with all local plans adopted under the Growth Management Act.

	(3)
	· Infrastructure for existing and future service areas based on adopted land use map.
	· Yes, with regard to the small portion of direct service provided in unincorporated King County.  

	(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 service area is well defined.  The King County portion of the utility’s retail service area (to which the “duty to serve” applies) is very small, and the City is not proposing to change that 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 City believes it has adequate water to meet demand forecasts out to the year 2030.  
· The City has four franchises with the County; all are current, but three will expire later this year.  They are: Franchise No. 480, expires September 11, 2011; Franchise No. 6827, expires September 11, 2011; Franchise No. 8822, expires September 24, 2011; and Franchise No. 14349, expires May 13, 2027.


	(6)
	· Monitor and review effectiveness of purveyor conservation plans if within area covered by an approved Coordinated Water System Plan (CWSP).
	· A small portion of the City’s service area is in the geographic area covered by the South King County Coordinated Water System Plan.  The City has developed and implemented an effective water conservation program to meet the CWSP and other requirements. 
· The City was instrumental in creating the regional Partnership for Water Conservation, which it has supported financially through the Water Supply Forum.  The City’s conservation plan identifies conservation activities it has implemented, is currently administering, or plans to implement after completing its conservation assessment.  It has one dedicated staff person managing the conservation program, and has identified potentially $14 million in cost-effective conservation measures that it will consider implementing. 
·  K.C.C.  13.28 relates to the CWSP and conservation goals.  For purveyors within the South King County CWSP,  the code called for a 6.5 percent per capita reduction in water use from 1990 – 1995 and a reduction of eight percent between 1990- 2000.  The City achieved a system-wide reduction in water use from 79.4 mgd to 59.35 mgd between 1990 and 1995 (largely due to a nearly 10 mgd reduction at the Simpson mill).  Per capita residential consumption decreased from 92 to 90 gpd—or a 2.17 percent reduction.  From 1995 to 2005 there was a further system-wide decrease of over 8 mgd, and a decrease of 4.4 percent in per capita residential consumption (down to 86 gpd).  The CWSP does not have conservation goals identified after the year 2000; however, the utility’s per capita consumption declined by another 11.6 percent by 2005 (to 76 gpd).

	
	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 City intends to provide service within its service area by means of direct connection.  
· The City adopted a Satellite System Management Program that was approved by DOH in 2000, and continues to offer the service. 
· The City maintains a set of interties with its wholesale customers, and emergency interties with other entities within the geographic area it serves.  Those interties are identified in the Plan.

	(10)
	· Promotion of most healthful and reliable services to the public.
	· Yes.  Water purveyed by the City complies with public health standards, as evidenced by DOH approval of the Plan.
· The Capital Improvement Program (CIP) identifies $247 million in projects intended to maintain the system and accommodate both growth and new regulatory requirements.  
· The City’s water distribution system has sufficient capacity to meet the requirements of the City through the 20-year planning horizon of the Plan  

	(11)
	· Provision of service at a reasonable cost, and maximization of use of public facilities.
	· Yes, the city’s rates for water services are comparable to the rates charged by similar utilities, and are overseen by a public board created by the City.  The City adopted a Water Rate Policy in 2002 that provides guidelines for rate development.
· The City has adopted a graduated rate structure to encourage efficiency of water use.
· The City charges a 20 percent rate differential for customers outside the city’s boundaries in order to recover additional costs.  

	(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 has been involved in the Water Resource Inventory Area (WRIA) 9 salmon recovery plan, and actively participated in the regional water planning process initiated by King County in 2005.
· The water utility does not provide sanitary sewer service.
· The Plan is consistent with the South King County CWSP.

	(14)
	· Applicable state water quality, water conservation, and waste management standards.
	· Yes, applicable standards are met.  
· The utility’s water use per equivalent residential unit (ERU) from 2000-2005 ranged from 241 to 220 gpd.   Since 2000, the utility’s unaccounted for water has averaged nine percent of total water consumption.  This is below the ten percent requirement established under the Municipal Water Law.  The utility is committed to staying below the ten percent standard.

	(15)
	· Water Resources Act (RCW 90.54).
	· The City has water claims and rights issued under the state Water Code (RCW 90.03 and 90.44). Some of those rights do have instream flow requirements under chapter 90.54 RCW for WRIA 9.
· The City has a separate Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for the Green River to afford some protection from a lawsuit against Tacoma asserting violation of the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  
· The City has an agreement with the Muckleshoot Tribe with regard to flows in the Green River.  

	(16)
	· Growth Management Act (GMA) (RCW 36.70A).
	· The City’s plan discusses at length the requirements of the Growth Management Act, and the need for consistency with locally adopted comprehensive plans and development regulations.  It has received consistency statements from three cities, and states in the Plan that it is consistent with other local government plans and forecasts.  For the portion of the utility’s service area where it supplies direct service in King County (a small portion of Federal Way, and a rural area near Cumberland), the Plan notes the land use designations, and states that it has adequate water supplies to meet these few customers for at least the next 20 years.   

	(17)
	· Ground water management plans.
	· Not applicable to areas in King County. 

	(18)
	· Federally approved habitat conservation plans and recovery plans under the ESA.
	· The City has an approved HCP for its Green River facilities and activities.  Volume 2 of its Plan consists entirely of its management measures to protect listed species in this watershed.  The City was an active participant in the development of the Green River (WRIA 9) portion of the Puget Sound salmon recovery plan. . 

	(19)
	· Requirements for salmon recovery under Ch. 77.85 RCW, and other plans, including regional water supply or water resource management plans.
	· See above.  Tacoma has also been an active participant in the development of the Regional Water Supply Outlook 2009, developed by the Water Supply Forum, for the three-county (King, Pierce, Snohomish) area, as well as the regional water planning process initiated by King County in 2005.

	(20)
	· Applicable requirements to evaluate opportunities for the use of reclaimed water under chapter 90.46 RCW and CO-7.
	· The utility continues to be engaged in technical studies and planning for the use of reclaimed water in Pierce County.  It has actively engaged the Simpson mill in discussions of the potential substitution of reclaimed water for some of its current potable water use.  
· The Plan identifies the largest water users and potential reclaimed water opportunities as part of its completion of the DOH reclaimed water checklist.

	
	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.
	· Yes. The Utility is actively engaged with a Green River management group that includes the Corps, the Muckleshoot Tribe, King County, and others, that make real-time recommendations for the management of the Howard Hanson Dam and the Green River for flood control, habitat protection, and water supply purposes.    

	(22)
	FW-12(c): ensure sufficient water supply for growth and fish habitat needs through long-term planning.
	· Sufficient water supply for projected growth is available.  
· See number 18 for linkage to fish habitat needs.

	(23)
	CA-5, CA-6, and E-434 and policies to protect quantity and quality of ground water.
	· Not applicable. 

	(24)
	CO-5: water supply shall be regionally coordinated.
	· Yes, the City is actively engaged in routine communication with large utilities over short-term and long-term water supply issues, including its partnership with other utilities in the Second Supply Project, and its ongoing discussions with the Cascade Water Alliance.  It has also taken the lead, as Chair of the Water Supply Forum, in developing data, forecasts, and strategies for regional water management.
· The City’s Plan is consistent with the South King County CWSP.

	(25)
	CO-6: aggressive conservation efforts shall be implemented.
	· The utility has a conservation program in place that meets the minimum state requirements, and is pursuing additional conservation measures with lifetime benefits that exceed their costs.  It has actively promoted regional water conservation efforts by the Partnership for Water Conservation.

	
	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 that portion of the service area that is in unincorporated King County.  
· For the unincorporated area, King County implements the CWSP and policies on provision of water and in partnership with utilities.  The County also participates in the Green River management group along with the City, the Corps, and the Muckleshoot Tribe.

	(27)
	F-104: plan for provision of services to rural areas.
	· The Plan includes provisions for providing water in the small portion of southeast King County, near Cumberland, where the utility delivers water directly to a small number of customers.

	(28)
	F-105: King County to work with cities and service providers to establish priority areas for public funding of capital facilities. 
	· Yes. 

	(29)
	F-201: all facilities and services should be provided in compliance with provisions and requirements of the ESA.
	· See number 18.

	(30)
	F-202: ensure adequate supply of public facilities to support communities.
	· Yes, the utility has sufficient water supplies and has arrangements for wholesale and emergency supplies for multiple governments and utilities.

	(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.  
· The City can operate satellite systems within its service area. 

	(32)
	F-208: support rural levels of development and not facilitate urbanization.
	· The City provides service in both rural and urban areas.

	(33)
	F-209 and F-212: capital facility plans and improvement programs for services to unincorporated King County are consistent with the 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 or needed, 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.  The City did not identify any inability to meet service needs within its service area. 

	(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 is 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 its neighboring utilities for purchases of water for both primary supply and on an emergency basis.  The City is an active participant in the Water Utility Coordinating Committee for Pierce County, which periodically updates the Pierce County CWSP. 

	(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 for its retail service area, and is committed as well to meeting its long-term obligations to its partners (Second Supply) and other wholesale customers (such as the Cascade Water Alliance).


	(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 recognizes its duty to serve within its retail service area and is committed to providing service by direct connection or through satellite management.  



	(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 manages its regional supplies consistent with its obligations under its HCP. 

	(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 with methodologies being developed by the County.

	(42) 
	F-240: Utilities Technical Review Committee (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 recommended approval of the Plan subject to receiving sufficient responses to its questions and concerns (which were provided both in writing and verbally to the UTRC).  

	(43)
	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.
	· The City is not proposing to alter its service area boundaries at this time.  For service within King County, the Plan includes (Appendix G) service area agreements required under the South King County CWSP.  The City has no plans to expand its service area within King County.  It has the ability to provide service throughout its mapped service area. 

	(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.
	· For its Green River supply, the City tightly manages the watershed and multiple uses are not allowed. Uses in the watershed are restricted under the HCP, in order for the utility to avoid having to build filtration facilities under the federal Safe Drinking Water Act.  However, those restrictions may be relaxed in the future when the City begins filtering the supply. 
· The City’s watershed is still actively being logged, and much of it is in private ownership. Volume 2 of the water system plan describes this activity, and management/mitigation measures, in detail.

	(45)
	F-244: ground water supplies should be protected by preventing land uses that may adversely affect quantity or quality.
	· The utility’s groundwater supplies are in the urban Tacoma area, and protected within the wellhead protection program approved by DOH.  Its wellfield adjacent to the Green River is only used periodically, and there is no land use activity near it. 
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