	Review of Seattle Public Utilities 2006 Water System Plan Update

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

	(1)
	· Applicable to special purpose districts (RCW Title 57) and water utilities distributing or obtaining water in unincorporated King County

	· SPU both obtains (from both Tolt and Cedar systems) and distributes (via wholesale customers) water in unincorporated King County.


	(2)
	· Consistency with King County Comprehensive Plan and Development regulations, and policies
	· See Part C below; consistent except with regard to expanded place of use for Cedar River claim.


	(3)
	· Infrastructure for existing and future service areas based on adopted land use map
	· Yes. Seattle uses water use factors provided by wholesale customers and their own plans to build forecasts based on local land use plans. The SPU model to develop demand forecast to 2029 does not include land use densities, and therefore does not independently calculate this for wholesale customer service areas.
· Reviewed by KC Dept of Transportation.


	(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 
	· Proposed expansion of service area within East King CWSP found not to be consistent with the detailed provisions of that plan; the proposed ordinance would require amending the CWSP if the SPU Hobo Springs source is proposed as drinking water supply, or Cedar River water otherwise proposed to serve Snoqualmie Valley area.
· SPU ability to serve entire service area for 20-year period covered by the plan.


	(5)
	· Sufficient information to demonstrate the ability to provide service consistent with the requirements of all applicable statutes, codes, rules, and regulations
	· In general, the plan appears to meet this requirement; reviewed by Public Health-Seattle and King County; state DOH comments on draft plan sent on February 9, 2007, no approval from DOH yet; no comments from Ecology.
· Issue with regard to provision of SPU March 2006 Operations and Control Manual to County, or whether exemption under state Public Records Act applied; SPU has provided; KC will provide SPU with notice, per PRA, if requests are received to review/copy it.


	(6)
	· Monitor and review effectiveness of purveyor conservation plans if within area covered by approved CWSP
	· SPU retail service area not covered by any existing CWSP; wholesale customers water system plans are reviewed for compliance as they are received by the County if w/in CWSP boundaries; KC CWSP’s need to be updated.



	
	B. Consistency requirements: 13.24.060
	

	(7)
	· State and local health requirements
	· See above; no determination yet from DOH on meeting state requirements.


	(8)
	· Creation and maintenance of logical service areas
	· Yes. Not subject to CWSP plans, except in wholesale customer areas; note finding that definition of service area under Municipal Water Law does not appear to apply to proposed use of Cedar River claim in Snoqualmie Valley, and proposed supply from Hobo Springs is not consistent with East King County CWSP (See #4) if used as a drinking water supply (but not inconsistent if used as mitigation).

	(9)
	· Elimination or prevention of duplicate facilities
	· Generally yes. However, did not reach agreement with Cascade on request to wheel Cascade water from Tacoma through SPU system, requiring Cascade to construct “north segment” of pipeline at the same time as construction of central segment. SPU concern is mixing of different sources of supply within their system.

	(10)
	· Promotion of most healthful and reliable services to the public
	· Significant investments in water quality, treatment; has recognized need to better incorporate potential climate change impacts into long-term planning and operating regimes

	(11)
	· Provision of service at a reasonable cost, and maximization of use of public facilities
	· Yes, generally. Failure to reach agreement with Cascade on use of SPU facilities to “wheel” water for Cascade will impose near-term capital costs on Cascade to construct its own facilities. Plan to invest in 15 mgd of water conservation by 2029, which is not cost-effective, but consistent with Seattle and regional values. Three-tiered rate structure encourages conservation.

	(12)
	· KC Comprehensive Plan, and other pertinent county adopted plans and policies
	· See below; finding of inconsistency between proposed expanded use of Cedar River claim and East King County CWSP.

	(13)
	· Basinwide or multibasin water plans, sewerage plans, or both when approved by Ecology or DOH
	· See below on salmon recovery plans; is participating in Regional Water Supply Planning process initiated by King County and Cascade Water Alliance.

	(14)
	· Applicable state water quality, water conservation, and waste management standards
	· Meets state water quality standards; major steps in covering exposed reservoirs, and adding treatment at both Tolt and Cedar sources.
· A national model conservation program.



	(15)
	· Water Resources Act (RCW 90.54)
	· Comply with state policies re maintaining minimum instream flows on Tolt and Cedar sources controlled by SPU; storage facilities are multipurpose (water supply; hydroelectric; flood control), although flood control on Cedar is secondary objective for SPU.

	(16)
	· Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A)
	· Use GMA-based population and employment growth based forecasts; adequately protecting groundwater.


	(17)
	· Groundwater Management Plans
	· Groundwater management plan implementation in County is not active in South King County; Seattle well field (in Highline) appears to be well-protected, and only used for emergencies or drought.

	(18)
	· Federally-approved habitat conservation plans and recovery plans under ESA
	· Recently-released report by Instream Flow Commission for Cedar HCP states that, except for minor issues, SPU is meeting its obligations.
· City of Seattle continues to participate in watershed planning.
· No current plans for instream flows in either WRIAs 8 or 9 in federally-approved recovery plans.


	(19)
	· Requirements for salmon recovery under RCW 77.85, and other plans, including regional water supply or water resource management plans
	· City of Seattle has participated in recovery planning in multiple WRIAs, and made considerable investments in habitat; City Council has formally approved applicable WRIA plans under RCW 77.85.
· SPU has not said whether it will make any further changes in system operations re instream flows on either the Tolt or Cedar to help achieve ESA recovery objectives; in the absence of any requirement by federal services or any water-specific provisions in the plans developed for ESA recovery, it would be difficult to evaluate.
· SPU is participating, at both technical and policy levels, in regional planning initiated by King County and Cascade, including stream flows.


	(20)
	· Applicable requirements to evaluate opportunities for the use of reclaimed water under chapter 90.46 RCW
	· Updates cost elements of evaluation done in 2001/2002; assert that costs are barrier to projects.
· Does not explicitly recognize requirement under statute and contract to deliver all wastewater to King County, unless agreed to by County.
· Have adopted interpretation of I-63 ordinance—which identified reclaimed water as potential source for building environmental block of water for enhanced instream flows—that agreement with Muckleshoot Tribe to forego unused water right on the Cedar, and maintain the same flows as required by the HCP into perpetuity, meets the I-63 ordinance requirement, andavoids need to take other steps to create environmental block.



	
	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.
	SPU generally does this; flood management is a secondary objective for its facilities; the Plan does not provide much detail on the relationship of system operations to flood management.


	(22)
	FW-12: ensure sufficient water supply for growth and fish habitat needs through long-term planning.
	SPU is currently participating in regional water supply planning process. Currently SPU is meeting HCP flows on Cedar, and FERC flows on Tolt, and has agreed to maintain Cedar flows in perpetuity under MIT agreement; changes to flow regimes to meet ESA recovery objectives not addressed (and not yet known).

	(23)
	CA-5 and CA-6: Adopt policies to protect quantity and quality of ground water.
	SPU has wellhead protection program for Seattle well field; has participated in King County groundwater protection program activities (not mentioned in Plan).

	(24)
	CO-5: water supply shall be regionally coordinated.
	See above.

	(25)
	CO-6: aggressive conservation efforts shall be implemented.
	SPU has an aggressive “1% per year” regional water conservation program; will become less aggressive after 2010 (approximately 0.75% per year), pursuing conservation even though not cost-effective.

	(26)
	CO-7: water reuse and reclamation shall be encouraged, especially for high water users 
	No evidence that SPU encourages reclaimed water.

	
	KING COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN POLICIES
	

	(28)
	E-119: management and protection of water resources by King County through incentives, regulations and programs.
	Review of SPU Plan for consistency with KC Code criteria (See #1-20 above).

	(29)
	E-123: protect and enhance surface waters, including Puget Sound.
	New Puget Sound Strategy calls for increased use of reclaimed water in order to reduce discharges; SPU plan silent on the use of reclaimed water to benefit Puget Sound.

	(30)
	E-155: protect groundwater, and develop strategies to compensate or mitigate for losses.
	Protecting well field in Highline area.

	(31)
	E-204: protect critical habitat.
	Protecting habitat in HCP.

	(32)
	F-104: plan for provision of services to rural areas.
	No plans, other than through wholesale customers; are participating in Small Systems Tech Comm as part of regional water planning, which is focused on delivery of water in rural and unincorporated areas.

	(33)
	F-105: work with cities and service providers to provide services.
	Works with wholesale water utility customers; presumably has had WSP reviewed by all local governments for consistency with comprehensive plans, as required by DOH.


	(34)
	F-202: ensure adequate supply of public facilities to support communities.
	Capital program to ensure adequate capacity in both retail and wholesale areas.


	(35)
	F-203: work with cities, special purpose districts, and other service providers to define regional and local services and determine appropriate providers.
	Proposed ordinance notes a need to update East King CWSP for determining appropriate source of  new drinking water supply for several communities.

	(36)
	F-207: support rural levels of development and not facilitate urbanization.
	Not clear whether contracts with wholesale customers contain any references to only meeting water demand consistent with land use/comp plan provisions for their service areas.


	(37)
	F-209: coordinate development of utility facilities.
	SPU works with wholesale customers; did not reach agreement with Cascade Water Alliance on wheeling of water for Cascade customers.


	(38)
	F-216: where an areawide sewer, water, or transportation deficiency is identified, King County and applicable service providers shall remedy the deficiency through a joint planning process.
	Note that East King  CWSP would need to be updated if SPU Cedar River sources are intended to provide drinking water supply in a fashion not described in the CWSP’s regional strategy.
SPU currently working with demand and supply committees managed by Forum as part of regional water planning process.
SPU has sufficient water for the 20-year planning horizon covered by the Plan, assuming implementation of the conservation program; longer-term, SPU appears to have adequate water supplies provided that Cascade leaves the SPU system.

	(39)
	F-233-235: develop regional water supply plan with a role for reclaimed water as a source of supply.

	Currently supporting regional water supply planning initiated by King County and Cascade; SPU participating on reclaimed water technical committee.

	(40)
	F-239: KC 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.

	SPU could provide a better analysis of reclaimed water, and promote its use, but does not agree philosophically with King County on approach and timing.

	(41) 
	F-240: 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.

	See #16-20 above; the SPU draft Plan also recognizes the provisions in the RWSP, and states that it is working with King County on assessing the potential for reclaimed water, and developing pilot projects.

	(42)
	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.

	See #4 and 5 above; note that the “service area” identified in the Plan is a wholesale service area, which is not subject to “duty to serve” requirements of MWL for retail service areas; also not recognized in state law (including the MWL) or in the East King CWSP.

	(43)
	F-242: UTRC to develop a water accounting system, in conjunction with water utilities, to ensure the ability of utilities to issue certificates of availability.

	Not yet developed.

	(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.
	SPU does an excellent job protecting its watersheds; it provides some protection for fisheries through Cedar HCP and Tolt FERC flows. SPU’s service policies identify other uses (including flood control) as secondary objectives. No significant mention of recreational and agricultural uses as part of planning. Recreational uses of reservoirs generally precluded in order to protect water quality.

	(45)
	F-244: groundwater supplies should be protected by preventing land uses that may adversely affect quantity or quality.
	SPU’s groundwater sources (the Seattle well field) appear to be well protected.
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