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Executive Summary

The Washington State Office of Drinking Water (ODW) Mission Statement is “to work with others to
protect the health of the people of Washington State by ensuring safe and reliable drinking water”. In 2016
the ODW partnered with Public Utility District No. 1 of Whatcom County (PUD) to pilot alocal outreach
and technical assistance program to assess and assist local small Group A water systems, with less than
1,000 connections, in acquiring and maintaining the Technical, Managerial, and Financial (TMF) Capacity
needed to ensure safe, reliable, sustainable supplies of drinking water.

The pilot program offered a new way of supporting local small water systems by building on loca
relationships and utilizing local expertiseto improve water system TMF Capacity. The PUD has partnered
with the ODW on multiple drinking water issues and is recognized for its commitment to the community
as a trusted non-regulatory resource to support local water systems. The PUD has the vision and ability to
collaborate with others when opportunities arise and is uniquely qualified to engage with and support small
water systems.

The Technical Support Program pilot began with an assessment of local water system capacity needs. A
wide variety of databases were examined to help identify and summarize the most common TMF Capacity
indicators. Input from the drinking water community, including water system governing bodies and
operators, was received by means of a survey and direct interaction to gain further insight on capacity
technical assistance needs.

While there was no single indicator of capacity, the following three core attributes of capacity provided the
best overall sense of awater system’s future success in developing and maintaining capacity. Those three
core attributes are: an engaged governing body in contrast to a governing body with high turnover or lack
of understanding of their role; a certified operator in responsible charge in contrast to an operator without
the authority or resources to perform; and adequately functioning infrastructure in contrast to systems built
in the 1960’s whose governing bodies are unaware and/or unwilling to invest in capital planning and
replacement.

Based on the capacity needs assessment, a technical assistance training and community engagement
strategy was developed. Training workshops focused on areas of need and subjects of interest identified
by local water systems and the PUD in concert with the ODW such as: risk management, water rights,
facility mapping, and chlorine residual sampling skills. In addition to providing training on the subject
matter, other broader goals were to encourage participation, develop networking opportunities, and build
local relationships. One-on-one technical support began by reaching out to those systemsidentified during
the assessment as being in need of varying degrees of technical assistance. The PUD also responded to
specific requestsfor technical assistance from system governing body representatives, system operators, as
well as referrals and requests from the Whatcom County Health department and the state ODW.

After announcing availability of the technical support program, the PUD was surprised and temporarily
overwhelmed by the volume of requests and need for technical support. Thisinitial demand for assistance
is believed to have been from pent-up needs not otherwise addressed through traditional technical support
resources and possibly more important because support was available from a trusted, local, non-regulatory
entity.



The PUD concluded after assessing system capacity and providing a broad range of technical
assistance that small water systems are generally on one of three paths: Sustainable, Transitional, or
Declining.

Sustainable: About one third of water systems, typically larger systems, are actively engaged in
doing the work needed and have the knowledge, tools, and resources to ensure they can provide
safe and reliable drinking water into the future. These systems benefit from ongoing technical
support but they are generally larger, self-sufficient, and self-motivated. These systems may be
ableto help support those with a TMF capacity deficiency.

Transitional: About one third of systems face significant challenges but with some motivation
and assistance they will respond in a positive direction. Many of these systems face operational
deficiencies such as implementation of disinfection or programmatic deficiencies such as
devel opment and implementation of a cross connection control program. Other systems face more
systemic challenges like retaining a governing body that is willing to plan for facility replacement
and assess water rates necessary to support long term plans. Systems willing to engage in
progressive capacity development and maintenance with access to technical support will generally
move towards sustainability.

Declining: The remaining systems generally find themselves in decline because they simply don’t
have the awareness or motivation needed to move in a positive direction. These systems are
typically smaller and often unaware or in denial of the need to engage in capacity devel opment and
maintenance. Some systems struggle to maintain day to day technical or financia capacity while
others are so overwhelmed by larger issues like a shortage of supply or a Nitrate contaminated
source that they simply give up or pretend the problem does not exist. Small systems don’t have
economies of scale to draw upon for governance or financial resources. It is critical to stem the
decline of these systems to prevent more serious i ssues from devel oping and support them towards
apath of sustainability. Without technical support these systems are more likely to fail, ultimately
falling to the purveyor of last resort.

Each water system isresponsibleto develop and maintain the Technical, Managerial, and Financial capacity
necessary to ensure it can provide safe and reliable drinking water. Public water systems and their water
works operators are the community’s first line of defense against contaminants getting into our public water
supply and people getting sick.

Many small water systems are working hard to provide safe drinking water but they need the collective
support of state and local resources to overcome the capacity challenges they face. Small water systemsin
isolation without access to adequate local technical support are often incapable of developing and
maintaining capacity because they do not have the knowledge, tools, and resources to ensure they can
provide safe and reliable drinking water now and into the future.

The key to a successful technical support program is helping systems to understand the reasons for what
needs to be done and inspiring them to be self-motivated in taking next steps because they want to, not
simply because of aregulation. The technical assistance process began with identifying needs and then
understanding the psychology behind what is holding a system back from addressing the needs. Istherea
willingness to move forward but not the knowledge, skills, and resourcesto do so? Or does the community
served by the water system simply take for granted the value of water until thereisacrisisand no water is
available or they aretold to bail their water due to a positive E.coli sample result.



Most small systems are governed, managed and often operated by volunteers who may not have the
awareness, vision, or motivation to set goals, develop strategies, and execute a plan for long term
sustainability. In fact many systems simply function on an as needed basis only sufficient to keep water
flowing day to day. The local technical support program hel ps systems better understand the why behind
what needs to be done and encourages next steps by inspiring systemsto do the right thing, not just because
itisrequired.

The two year pilot program has clearly demonstrated the value of willing and capable PUD’s advocating
on behalf of their local drinking water community. Loca agencies and community leaders are best
positioned to understand local water supply needs and challenges, and to identify opportunities for
improving and supporting water system capacity in their community.

During the pilot the PUD gained a better understanding of local drinking water supply needs and the
importance of system capacity development and maintenance. The PUD engaged with over 85% of small
Group A community systems and interacted over 600 times with Group A systems in a wide variety of
capacity areas. The PUD worked with state and local agencies to support systems facing water quality and
guantity emergencies and facilitated opportunities for restructuring and consolidation.

Building and maintaining rel ationships at the local level requires along-term investment as such investment
and engagement are key to understanding and acting on local opportunities when they occur. The PUD is
committed to the ongoing process of building trust and confidence in the drinking water community and
fostering an environment of ongoing capacity development to a degree that the ODW and local health find
it difficult to develop from aregulatory compliance and emergency response basis.

Itisinthe best interest of the drinking water community for the ODW to continue its local partnership with
PUD’s, Counties, and Satellite Management Agencies to ensure that local communities have the support
and resources needed to develop and maintain TMF Capacity.

PUD No. 1 of Whatcom County welcomes the opportunity to continue its “partnership” with the ODW in

this vital drinking water program that supports local small water purveyors and their mission to provide
safe, reliable, sustainable drinking water to the local community.
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Introduction

The Washington State Department of Health, Office of Drinking Water (ODW) contracted with Public
Utility District No. 1 of Whatcom County (PUD) to pilot a local outreach and technical assistance
program to improve the technical, manageria, and financial (TMF) capacity of small water systems in
Whatcom County.
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Figure 1: Regiona Vicinity Map

The PUD is a specia purpose district governed under Revised Code of Washington Title 54. The PUD
has a history of delivering industrial, irrigation and drinking water in Whatcom County. Over the past 10
years, the PUD has partnered with the ODW on multiple local drinking water issues. Support for local
drinking water systems included evaluating and facilitating solutions for regional groundwater nitrate
contamination, helping water systems with technical, managerial, or financial capacity issues, and
restructuring or consolidation of troubled systems with adjacent water purveyors of greater capacity.

The primary goa of the pilot was to assess the capacity needs of Whatcom County small Group A water
systems serving less than 1,000 connections and assist them with increasing their Technical, Managerial,
and Financia (TMF) capacity to successfully run as sustainable utilities. The pilot program provided
some group training opportunities for system governing bodies and operators but the vast majority of
technical support was provided through one-on-one interaction with individual water systems for their
specific areas of TMF capacity need. The pilot also informed the drinking water community and local
leaders about the importance of building and maintaining water systems TMF capacity as part of the
broader community water supply planning efforts.

Acknowledgement

This study could not have been accomplished without the assistance and proactive efforts of the
Washington State Department of Health, the Northwest Regional Office of Drinking Water staff and PUD
No. 1 of Whatcom County Commissioners and staff.
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Background

Federal, State, and Local Drinking Water Framework

There is nothing more important to sustaining life than safe drinking water. We take for granted, even to
the point of complacency, the significance of water that is a life sustaining liquid food delivered to our
homes and work through an unseen network of pumps and pipes, on demand, every minute of the day.

The State of Washington board of health first took steps towards safe drinking water regulations about
1902. Congressinitiated its drinking water oversight when it passed the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA) in 1974 to protect public health by regulating the nation’s public drinking water supply. Under
the SDWA, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) sets standards for drinking water quality and
oversees the state, localities, and water suppliers who must implement those standards. EPA granted the
Washington State Department of Health (WSDOH) Office of Drinking Water (ODW) the authority to
implement the SDWA and enforce federa drinking water rules in Washington State. State rules that
govern Group A public water systems are found in the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 246-290
and 246-292. The rules cover many areas of water system operations and management, and are consistent
with the SDWA.

The Public Water System Coordination Act (Chapter 70.116 RCW), enacted by the Washington State
legidlature in 1977, provides regulatory authority and direction to local governments to employ an
intentional approach that considers water resources, water quality, and water quantity when developing
goals, policies, and regulations that apply to land use. A goa of the Public Water System Coordination
Act is to provide for an adequate supply of potable water for consumptive use while recognizing that
water supplies are finite and variable within the County and must be used efficiently. A second goal is to
ensure that an adequate supply of water is readily available to serve projected growth and land uses. The
link between growth management and potable water resource management for Whatcom County exists
when there is adequate drinking water supply for anticipated land use population demand among other
things.

The Water System Coordination Act (WAC 246-293), developed under the authority of the Public Water
System Coordination Act (RCW 70.116), implements a program for public water system coordination. In
areas where public water system are suspected of having problems related to inadequate water quality,
unreliable service, or lack of coordinated planning, a preliminary assessment is undertaken under county
legidlative authorities and the ODW with assistance from affected state and local agencies. Based upon
review of the preliminary assessment, most of Whatcom County was declared to be within a CWSSA
boundary.

Upon declaration of a CWSSA a Water Utility Coordinating Committee (WUCC) was appointed with one
representative from each the county legidative authority, the county planning agency, the county health
agency, and each water purveyor with over fifty services. Other interested parties were invited to
participate in a non-voting capacity. The WUCC recommend external critical water supply service area
boundaries and is responsible for the orderly and efficient development of the public water system
planning process culminating in the required Coordinated Water System Plan (CWSP).

The Whatcom County CWSP consists of a compilation of individual water system plans approved
pursuant to WAC 248-54-580, together with supplementary provisions addressing water purveyor
concerns relating to the entire critical water supply service area.  The coordinated water system plan
provides for maximum integration and coordination of public water system facilities consistent with the
protection and enhancement of the public health and well-being. The CWSP recogni zes established water
system service areas and provides for resolution of service area conflicts. The CWSP also establishes
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minimum performance standards for fire protection. The CWSP is not to be inconsistent with adopted
county and city land use plans, ordinances, and/or growth policies addressing development within the
critical water supply service area for at least five years beyond the date of establishment of external
boundaries.

The CWSP provides direction and guidance for local agencies and water systems consistent with other
local plans. When land use and water supply planning are coordinated, water utilities may develop long-
range financial, technical, and operationa plans with regard to capacity in accordance with planned land
use. This coordination, when documented in a CWSP including individua WSPs provides the community
with some degree of certainty as to whether or not water service may be available in the course of a
devel opment process and provides greater transparency and efficienciesto all involved parties.

Each water purveyor is subject to these Federal and State statutes and regulations, local ordinances
administered through local Planning and Health Departments, as well as each water systems own unique
set of governance including but not limited to: Bylaws, Resolutions, Palicies, Practices and Procedures.
Each purveyor must also have an appropriate water system plan that addresses the primary elements of
owning and operating a water system. Together these provide the framework for each Group A water
system to operate and ensure a safe, reliable, sustainable supply of drinking water for the community it
serves.

Local Water System Governance and Operator Background

Community drinking water systems in unincorporated rural areas are commonly governed by a volunteer
board of directors or commissioners elected from the community it serves. The vast majority of
governing body members are unfamiliar with the essential aspects of operating a drinking water system
and are often ill-equipped to oversee the development and maintenance of a systems technical,
managerial, and financial capacity. In many cases a governing body does not understand, let alone
acknowledge the importance of planning, saving, and investing in facility maintenance and replacement
of aging infrastructure beyond the minimum effort needed to sustain the system short term.

Capacity challenges are further compounded when a governing body’s level of capacity awareness and
philosophical commitment to sustainability is represented by a “patch it now, fix it later” or “if it’s not
broken don’t fix it” mindset. This type of governance environment leaves even the most qualified and
dedicated system operators with little or no support to develop and maintain operational capacity.

Most water systems in Whatcom County are governed by an elected governing body and have a certified
operator as required by the ODW. However, there is often a functional gap between the governing body
and the certified water operator. Sustainable systems recognize the importance of the management role
and have someone assigned to it. Systems that face challenges or that are declining often have this role
unfilled. The need to bridge this gap varies based on the size and complexity of the water system.

Larger or more complex water systems often have a professional water system manger with the
responsibility and authority to develop and execute water system plans and operations to ensure safe
reliable water. Most small water systems cannot justify a professional water system manager and
therefore commonly rely on the volunteer or part time water system operator to fill this gap of being in
responsible charge of all aspects of management and day to day operations.

Many small system operators are the system owner or a community member that was grandfathered into
the role in order to satisfy the ODW certified water operator requirement. Most grandfather operators
have littleif any drinking water training or experience beyond exposure to their own system.

Small Group A water system governing bodies and operators face significant challenges ahead including:
aging infrastructure, retiring legacy operators, retaining engaged governing body members, shortage of
qualified contract operators, increasing regulation, and scarce funding.
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Whatcom County Water Systems Overview

There are approximately 415 public water systems in Whatcom County serving over 170,000 people
excluding those properties served by private wells. These systems are divided into a series of sub-groups
shown in Table 1 below. The Office of Drinking Water has oversight over Group A water systems that
serve over 98% of the population served by water systems. Group B systems fall under the jurisdiction of
the county health department and represent | ess than 2% of the population served by water systems.

Table 1: Number and Type of Public Water Systems

Mumber of Estimated Estimatied Parcent
Mumber and Type of Public Water Systems Systems Connections Population of Total
; Group A
I Community Water Systems 102 64,794 168,283 SB.666%
Mon-Transient Non-Cammunity Water Systems (MTNC) 15 123 0.003%
*school, church, business, fire hall, etc
Transient Mon-Community Water System [TNC) B4 3.673 137 0.080%
**rorner store, gas station, restauvrant, etc
: Group B (<15 residential connections and < 25 people/day) 234 1,016 2,134 1.251%
| Total 415 69,606 170,559 1005
|

Each of the 181 Group A water system shown in Figure 2 is owned, operated, and governed
independently with approximately 95% of these systems serving less than 1,000 connections representing
about 45% of the population. Those system serving greater than 1,000 connections generally have
healthy technical, managerial, and financial capacity because they have been actively planning. The
larger percentage of the population in Whatcom County is served by those system over 1,000 connections
and are provided with safe, reliable water. The big challenge in Whatcom County is that we have alarge
number of smaller systems, especially TNC and NTNC systems that are struggling.

Many of the 102 small Group A community systems were established by bootstrapping farm
communities, cluster housing devel opers, or mobile home park owners, each focused on their initial water
supply needs during the 60’s, 70’s, and 80’s. A large humber of these small systems are still operating
with original facilities beyond their initial 50 year life expectancy. Few, if any of these small Group A
community water systems envisioned the need to plan for increasing demand with limited supply or
replacement of aging infrastructure, let alone compliance with increasing and complex federal, state, and
local drinking water standards and regulations. The remaining 79 non-community systems typically
supply a single connection that serve use such as a corner market, small business, school, or church.
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Group A Systems: Government & Non-Government:

Of the 102 Community water systems, approximately 20 are Municipal Corporations, often referred to as
government systems that include cities and specia purpose water districts, with the remaining systems
commonly referred to as non-government systems such as private and non-profit water systems. Figure 3
shows government systemsin dark blue and non-government in light blue.

Government water systems are governed by elected officials directly accountable to al the voters
including both customers and non-customers. As elected representatives of the public, they are governed
by the Open Public Meetings Act and required to make decisions in open public meetings. Government
systems are subject to the Public Records Act and all other laws applicable to loca government including
the code of ethics for municipal officers, public bidding laws, and laws applicable to public financing and
auditor oversight.

Government water systems are typically larger and actively planning, often with professiona staff to
manage the operation of the system under the direction of the governing body. Accountability and
financial audits are routinely conducted and published by the State Auditor’s Office. Budgets and
financial statements are common practice and tied to comprehensive water system plans that take into
account short term and long term capital needs and related funding strategies.

In contrast, non-government water systems are governed by the owner of the systems or a board of
directors elected from among the customers only. The governing body is only as accountable as their
corporate documents make them and to the degree followed. Non-government water suppliers are not
subject to the same laws applicable to local government such as the Open Public Meetings Act, Public
Records Act, or financid oversite by the State Auditor’s Office.

All Group A water purveyors are however subject to the same Federal and State water statutes and
regulations, and local ordinances administered through local Planning and Health Departments.
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Group A Systems: Water Right Capacity Analysis

Domestic, industrid, irrigation, stock watering, ground water permit exempt wells, and surface water
rights al serve a unique and important role in Whatcom County. Water rights for fish, industrial use, and
irrigation are extremely important for fishing, industry, and agriculture as economic enginesin the region.
The limited availability of new water rights and uncertainty around existing water rights is a substantial
problem in dealing with growth issues, water quality and quantity, and planning.

When evaluating public water systems and their ability to provide water to their customers now and in the
future, there are several factors that must be considered. A key component of that determination is an
analysis of each system’s water rights, including existing intertie agreements, compared to their existing
and future water demands.

A water rights capacity analysis was conducted during the 2016 Whatcom County coordinated Water
System Plan (CWSP) to compare each water system’s existing water rights, and/or existing intertie
agreements, against current and anticipated future demands. Both the existing and build-out water
demands for each system were compared against their respective annual water rights (Qa) in an effort to
determine whether systems are projected to meet their future requirements, have surplus water, or have
insufficient future water rights. No comparison was made between peak demand and instantaneous water
rights (Qi). The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 2. Based on the results of the water rights
analysis (which take into account existing intertie agreements), a water rights status for each Group A
community public water system was assigned and is represented in Figure 4 according to the existing and
projected population and the historic and project water demand.
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Table 2: Group A Community Public Water Systems Water Right Capacity Analysis Summary

Water Right Status Number of | Description
Systems

Currently Exceeding Water Right Limits | 6 Water Rights are insufficient to meet current
demand

Projected to Exceed Water Right Limitsat | 16 Water rights may be insufficient to meet

Full Buildout projected demand at full buildout.

Enough Water Rights to Meet Current and | 15 Water rights are satisfactory to meet current

Future Projected Water Demand and future projected water demand at full
buildout.

More Water Rights than Current and | 53 Water rights exceed the current and future

Future Projected Water Demand projected water demand (i.e., surplus water
may be available).

No Data on System Water Use 12 No dataavailable.

In this table, the water right status includes not only water rights held by the system, but also intertie agreements currently in
place for receipt of water from other systems. Any water included as part of an intertie agreement was subtracted from the water
available to the system providing the water to meet its own projected demand.

The six Group A community public water systems that appear to be currently exceeding their water rights
include Delta Water Association (198 afy! exceedance), Flemings Platt Water Association (2 afy
exceedance), Guide Meridian Water Association (27 afy exceedance), Skookum Chuck Water
Association (60 afy exceedance), Tall Cedars Estates Water Association (14 afy exceedance), and
Wickersham Water Association (8 afy exceedance). The total exceedance is approximately 309 afy. No
water rights information was found for Flemings Platt Water Association, Tall Cedars Estates Water
Assaciation, and Wickersham Water Association; consequently, it was assumed that these systems are
relying on the groundwater permit exemption (RCW 90.44.050), which limits withdrawals to 5,000
gallons per day and a maximum annual volume of 5.6 afy, for group domestic use.

1 Acre Feet Per Y ear
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Figure 4: Water Rights Capacity Overview

The total annual water rights held by Group A community public water systems in the CWSSA and the
build-out demands are shown in Table 3. This analysis is planning level in nature to help identify
potential problem areas and does not represent a determination of the legal status of any water right.
Analysis prepared in the individua water system plans will be more accurate and should be utilized if
available.

Table 3: County-wide Water Rights Summary for Group A Community Public Water Systems

Existing (2015) Buildout (2065)
Total Annual Water Rights (acre-feet/year) 209,644 209,644
Annual Water Demand (acre-feet/year) 21,972 50,864
Surplus Water Rights 187,6872 158,781

Note: To be conservative, it has been assumed that no additional water rights will be obtained in the future.
Note: Buildout represents estimated year 2065 data for urban systems and buildout demands for rura systems.

The water right capacity analysisis intended to provide some perspective on the potential water resource
requirements facing the County. It is acknowledged that future reduction in usage patterns, land use
policy and/or water resource policy, and other factors are key variables in a supply plan. Subsequent
water resource planning efforts and individual water system plans are expected to further refine these
numbers as part of an effort to quantify the anticipated out-of-stream water demands for the County.
Permanent interties and intertie agreements with nearby public water systems could be a viable option for
meeting the existing demand.

Group A Systems: Water Quality Issues

Water quality issues throughout the County can be categorized as discussed in the following subsections
from the Whatcom County 2016 CWSP update. State Office of Drinking Water and Whatcom County
Code requires public water systems and private water supplies to comply with water quality standards that
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vary depending on the type of water supply being developed. Public water systems that have
contaminants exceeding the Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLS) specified in WAC 246-290-310 will
not be approved. The most common drinking water contaminants are bacteriological, nitrate, and arsenic.

Bacteriological Contamination Bacteria, viruses, and protozoa (such as Giardia lamblia and
Cryptosporidium) are drinking water contaminants that can rapidly cause widespread and serious
illnesses. These microbes primarily come from human or animal wastes that wash into lakes and rivers or
that rain or irrigation water carry into shallow groundwater aquifers. An aquifer is an underwater storage
areaof rock, sand, or gravel.

Systems that use surface water treatment are at higher risk of biological contamination and rely heavily on
effective treatment to ensure public health so micrabiological contamination is rare. Surface water sources
must be consistently treated to remove bacteria. Failure to operate and maintain the surface water
treatment or ground water disinfection treatment systems will usually result in bacteriological maximum
contaminant limit (MCL) violations.

Ground water sources are much less susceptible to bacteria contamination. In general biologica risk in
ground water is such that contamination comes from the grounds surface and moves downward into the
aquifer. Water systems that use groundwater from shallow aquifers, which may be susceptible to
contamination, are commonly required to chlorinate (disinfect) the water. Water from systems supplied
by deep, protected wellsislesslikely to be contaminated.

One of the major most prolific aguifers in Whatcom County is the Abbotsford Sumas aquifer which is
shallow ground water. There are septic systems, agriculture, and businesses using the rich land above this
aquifer and there is a relationship between what happens on the grounds surface and what occurs in the
drinking water in this shallow unconfined aquifer.

In general, causes for violations in ground water systems are attributed to improper well construction,
groundwater under the direct influence of surface water, lack of reservoir maintenance, improper
disinfection of repairs and new lines, improper sampling technique, disinfection system malfunction, and
cross connections. Except for unusual circumstances, such as a direct conduit of sewage into an aquifer in
the immediate vicinity of a well, the causes of bacteriological contamination in distribution systems are
easily corrected through operation and maintenance procedures.

Water systems test for the presence of total coliform and E. coli, two kinds of bacteria that signal the
presence of human or animal wastes. When these bacteria are found in a water sample, the water supplier
must immediately conduct further testing, look for the source of contamination, and in some cases,
increase water treatment. If the problem appears serious, the water supplier must inform all customers
about the problem and instruct them to use bottled water or boil their tap water before they drink it.

According to ODW records, 19 water systems in the Whatcom County performed coliform tests that
showed a presence of the bacteriain 2017, down from 38 in 2013.

Nitrate Contamination Nitrate is a chemical found in most fertilizers, manure, and liquid waste
discharged from septic tanks. Natural bacteria in soil can convert nitrogen into nitrate. Rain or irrigation
water can carry nitrate through the soil into groundwater. Nitrate most often affects water from shallow
unconfined aguifers and poorly constructed, or improperly located wells. Nitrate contamination is
particularly hazardous for infants and pregnant women. Nitrate impairs the ability of red blood cells to
carry oxygen. In most exposed adults and children, red blood cells rapidly return to normal. But infants
can experience a serious health condition called methemoglobinemia or “blue-baby syndrome.”
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According to ODW records, 18 public water systems have had at least one water quality sample from
January 2005 to June 2015 that exceeded the MCL for nitrate, which is 10.0 milligrams per Liter (mg/L).
Of those systems, 10 have average nitrate concentrations greater than 10.0 mg/L, 5 have average nitrate
concentrations between 5.0 and 10.0 mg/L, and 3 have average nitrate concentrations less than 5.0 mg/L.

All public water systems monitor annually for nitrates and when annual monitoring indicates nitrate levels
above 5 mg/L, monitoring increases to quarterly. Any existing system with nitrates greater than 10 mg/L
(the MCL) must provide treatment. Systems treating for nitrates are required to sample monthly to ensure
the treatment is working properly.

A study? showed that the magjority of nitrate contamination to groundwater occurs in the Abbotsford-
Sumas aquifer in British Columbia Canada. This study concluded that the main contributors to nitrate in
groundwater were dairy manure applied to cropland, mineralization of soil organic matter, inorganic
nitrogen fertilizers, leakage from manure lagoons, redisposition of nitrogen volatilized from manure,
septic tank effluent, and residential fertilizer use.

Most of the impacted systems are located in the northern part of Whatcom County, near the City of
Lynden, with the source of supply being the Abbotsford-Sumas aguifer. This particular aquifer is
susceptible to nitrate contamination because it is unconfined, it is relatively thin (approximately 40 feet
thick), and the depth to the water table is often less than 10 feet. Figure 5 shows in blue the spatial
distribution of the water system service areas that are impacted by nitrate concentrations above the MCL
in at least one of their sources. Some systems are blending sources to reduce the nitrate concentration,
some systems have secured an alternate source, while others continue to exceed the MCL.

One option to assist water systems dealing with high nitrate groundwater is the transmission of water
from uncontaminated sources, such as the City of Blaine, City of Sumas, PUD, and City of Lynden. The
biggest challenges to this option is the long distance, associated high cost (Blaine, Sumas, and the PUD),
and water right uncertainty (City of Lynden). This has been and continues to be studied in relation to the
broader Nitrate challenge and water resource planning overall.

Arsenic Most arsenic in drinking water comes from rock formations that contain arsenic. Groundwater
that flows through these rock formations can dissolve the arsenic and carry it into underground aquifers,
streams, or rivers. High levels usually occur only in groundwater. The level of arsenic in groundwater
varieswiddly.

Elevated arsenic levels in Whatcom County are found in systems using a groundwater source and is the
result of the natural weathering of certain types of arsenic-bearing bedrock and sediments, as opposed to
human contamination. Figure 5 shows in brown that elevated arsenic in groundwater is most prevalent in
southern and western Whatcom County, with five of the systems being located on northern Lummi Island.
All of these systems have moved either to a new source or are blending their water or treating it to
achieve arsenic levels that are below the MCL.

2 The United States Geological Survey completed a study titled Hydrogeol ogy, Ground-Water Quality,
and Sources of Nitrate in Lowland Glacial Aquifers of Whatcom County, Washington, and British
Columbia, Canada (Water-Resources Investigations Report 98-4195) in 1999.
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Figure 5: Systems impacted by Nitrate or Arsenic contamination above the MCL

Group A Systems: Operating Permit Status

In evaluating public water systems and their ability to provide water to their customers now and in the
future, there are severa factors that must be considered. Many of these factors are addressed by the DOH
Operating Permit and related Water Facilities Inventory process, which considers the capacity of the
system, the number of existing connections, and the number of approved connections for future use.

It is important to recognize that Operating Permit status is only a high level snapshot of the systems
engineering design capacity and associated compliance in concert with the information provided by the
system through the annual Water Facilities Inventory. The Operating Permit status does not address the
ongoing technical, managerial, or financial capacity of the system.

DOH issues the water system a color-coded operating permit representing the system’s compliance status.
The following permit colors are assigned to Group A community public water systems. Non-community
water systems are not assigned operating permit colors from the DOH.

Green — In compliance with all DOH requirements. Adequate for existing uses and additional
connections up to the approved number of connections, unlessit is already at capacity.

Y ellow — In compliance with all DOH requirements, however, the system was notified to submit
a water system plan and has not satisfied the planning requirement or is under a compliance
agreement for a state significant non-complier violation. Adeguate for existing uses and
additional connections up to the approved number, unless otherwise limited by a compliance
agreement.

Blue — In compliance with DOH requirements. However, the system does not meet design
approval requirements or has exceeded the number of approved connections established by DOH.
Adequate for existing uses, but not adequate for adding new connections.

Red - In non-compliance with DOH requirements. Inadequate for existing uses and no additiona
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connections are allowed. This may result in denial of home loans, building permits, on-site
sewage disposal permits, food service, liquor licenses, and other permits or licenses for properties
served by the system.

The breakdown of the operating status for the 102 Group A Community water systemsis shown in Figure
6. No systems currently have red operating permits. It should aso be noted that one of the systems with a
yellow operating permit has been consolidated with a system holding a green operating permit.

3

Sysie
[Werit

74 Systems
'I&.E!H’

Figure 6: Group A Community System Operating Permit Status

Group A Systems. Number of Connections Available

When the County identifies an anticipated population increase in a specific area, it is important to
determine whether the public water system slated to serve that population can, in fact, provide that
service.

Below is a summary of the 82 non-government Group A Community systems and the approximate
number of approved connections avail able based on data from the ODW Sentry Database.

28 Blue/Y ellow Permitted Systems (34%): no new connections available

54 Green Permitted Systems (66%): - limited new connections available
0 7  Systems (8%) w/0 Connections Available
0 23 Systems (28%) w/<10 Connections Available
0 12 Systems (15%) w/11-50 Connections Available
0 12 Systems (15%) w>50 Connections Available

One third are operating under either blue or yellow operating permits with no connections currently
available. Another third operating with a green permit have less than 10 connections available. About
15% have up 10-50 connections available, and another 15% have more than 50 connections available.

Figure 7 provides a difference view of connection availability, again based on the ODW Sentry database,
with those areas colored dark blue (government systems) and green (non-government systems) having
adequate connections available to meet future build out demand. Areas shown in yellow have limited
connections available for current demand but cannot meet future demand, areas in light blue have no
connections available, and areas shown in orange cannot even meet current demand.
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Figure 7: Water System Connection Availability

Group A Systems: Conclusions

Forecasts suggest that the population of Whatcom County will increase by approximately 70,000 people
by 2036, and approximately 200,000 people by 2065. The projected 2065 population is nearly double the
existing population. This additional population will place increasing demand on the County’s public
water systems.

On a county wide basis, the public water systems collectively hold more than enough quality water rights
to meet the projected demand. However, only a few individual water systems have excess water rights
and the vast mgjority of systems have insufficient water rights. In the future, it will be important for
systems to work together to meet projected demands. The County and the PUD will play an important
role to encourage cooperation and resource sharing among systems.

The community needs to be cognizant of current small water system redity and have a clear
understanding of our needs or desired reality so that we can strategically work together as a community to
bridge the gap between supply and demand for safe drinking water. Figure 8 provides an overview of the
Whatcom County small water system landscape.
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Figure 8: Bridging the Gap from Current Reality to Desired Reality

PUD No. 1 of Whatcom County Background and Drinking Water History

PUD No. 1 of Whatcom County is a quasi-municipal entity governed under the Revised Code of
Washington Title 54. The PUD deliversindustrial water and potable drinking water in Whatcom County
and is uniquely qualified to support small drinking water systems in Whatcom County. The PUD has a
long history of supporting local small water systems in their efforts to run as independent utilities capable
of providing safe, reliable, and sustainabl e drinking water to their communities.

Over the past 10 years, the PUD has partnered with ODW on multiple drinking water capacity building
efforts such as providing technical, managerial, and financial capacity support, evaluating and facilitating
solutions to ground water nitrate contamination, aiding systems in consolidation with neighboring water
systems, and hel ping to secure funding for construction of intertie pipelines.

The PUD believes that many of the challenges facing water systems require one-on-one technical support
facilitated by state and loca agencies in partnership with qualified technical support providers at the local
level. Small systems are predominately governed and operated by volunteers and are in need of local
technical support resources with flexibility to assist each individual system’s needs. ODW has a lot of
useful resources, knowledgeable staff, and many tools to be successful, however they simply do not have
the time and manpower to address al the needs and not positioned with the local presence and
engagement. The pilot emphasized the effectiveness of meeting local needs with trusted local resources
that builds on the solid foundation established by the ODW. The vision is that loca partnerships, like
those explored in the pilot, will help bridge the gap.

Over the past seven years, the PUD has partnered with the Office of Drinking Water and local technical
support providers on a number of successful capacity building efforts in Whatcom County including:
Providing technical, managerial, and financial capacity support.
Evaluating and facilitating solutions to ground water nitrate contamination issues.
Facilitating consolidation of small water systems with a neighboring system.
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Assisting with fund applications and construction of intertie pipelines.

Below are some of the PUD’s technical support efforts:

1

10.

11.

12.

PUD facilitated the North Whatcom County Regional Source Feasibility Study (NWCRSF)
which explored the regions nitrate contamination of public water system ground water wells.
Completed in 2010, the study identified options to address the nitrate contamination of 3 systems
including potentia consolidation with adjacent purveyors.

PUD applied for facilitated a Jobs Act Now Grant that provided water systems with planning and
engineering to further develop the consolidation options identified in the NWCRSF. The grant
also provided for the construction of two emergency interties identified as part of the feasibility
study.

PUD partnered with the City of Sumas on a successful water rights change application process
that resolved Meadowbrook Water Association water rights deficiency and in turn allowed
M eadowbrook to assist two neighboring systems with their source nitrate contamination problem
identified in #1.

PUD facilitated a funding application for consolidation of Northwood Park Water Association
(Northwood Park) with Meadowbrook Water Association (Meadowbrook), identified in the
NWCRSF, to eliminate Northwood Parks nitrate contaminated source. The application was
funded with 50% low interest loan and 50% grant. One of two emergency interties constructed
under the Jobs Act Now Grant became the permanent intertie for this consolidation effort.

PUD facilitated a grant application that was funded in full allowing Covenant Christian School to
consolidate with Meadowbrook Water Association and abandon its nitrate contaminated source.
This was possible because of consolidation between Northwood Park and Meadowbrook (No. 4
above).

PUD aso facilitated a funding application for consolidation of Northwood Water Association
with Meadowbrook Water Association, identified in the NWCRSF, to eliminate Northwood’s
nitrate contaminated source. The application was funded with 50% low interest loan and 50%
grant. The second of two emergency interties constructed under the Jobs Act Now Grant in #2
became the permanent intertie for this consolidation effort.

PUD facilitated a transfer of the Northwood Water Association source and associated water rights
to the City of Lynden which in turn provide enough income for the Northwood Water Association
to pay off in full its consolidation loan received in #6.

PUD facilitated a funding application for Rathbone Park Water Association to secure an alternate
source of water to address their nitrate contaminated source and corrosion control. The
application was funded with a 50% low interest loan and 50% grant. The water system was
unsuccessful in securing water rights for use of the aternate source.

PUD facilitated a feasbility study for Central City Water Association that identified
consolidation with the City of Ferndale as the best option. The PUD facilitated a funding
application for consolidation with the City of Ferndale. The application was funded with 50%
low interest loan and 50% grant followed by successful consolidation.

PUD facilitated a grant application that was funded in full allowing Everson Livestock Auction
and Café, with an E.coli contaminated source, to consolidate with an adjacent water system,
allowing the contaminated source to be abandon.

PUD facilitated a feashility study for Skookum Chuck Water Association to explore
consolidation with Roederland Water Association. The Associations continue to explore
governance and funding options.

PUD facilitated a grant application for consolidation of Radar Farms farm housing community
with an adjacent water system. The water systems continue to explore governance and funding
options.
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13. PUD continues to support Everson Water Association and Hampton Water Association as they
explore governance and funding options for consolidation with Meadowbrook, which was
identified during in the NWCNFS in #1.

14. PUD facilitated a feasibility study for the South Lake Samish community facing seasona blue-
green algae toxins in their surface water source. The feasibility study identified options for
alternate sources of water, consolidation with adjacent purveyor, and a new regional source water
treatment system. The community continues to explore their governance and funding options.

15. PUD provided planning, technica and funding application support for Camor Cove Water
System that was in need of replacement and considering possible expansion of its surface water
trestment plant. The feasibility study for the South Lake Samish community (#14 above)
identified expansion of the Calmor Cove surface water treatment plant as an option to supply
drinking water to the South Lake Samish Community.

16. PUD is facilitating an initial feasibility study for restructuring and possible consolidation of
Caman Water System with adjacent Guide Meridian Water Association. The governing bodies
have agreed on a phased approach beginning a wholesale intertie, perfection of water rights, and
ultimately consolidation if funding for necessary facilitiesif feasible.

The above examples illustrate the potential for capacity development and water system sustainability
when state and local agencies partner together alongside local drinking water communities.

Technical, Managerial, Financial Capacity Background and Theory

A primary goal of the Office of Drinking Water is to assist small Group A systems in acquiring and
maintaining the Technical, Managerial, and Financial (TMF) Capacity needed to ensure safe, reliable
supplies of drinking water.

Definition of Capacity:

A water systems capacity is the system’s technical, managerial, and financial capability to achieve and
maintain compliance with al relevant local, state, and federal plans and regulations.

In other words, the system has the knowledge, tools, and resources to ensure it can provide safe and
reliable drinking water now and into the future.

All water systems, regardless of size or other characteristics, can benefit from a program of continuous
improvement that includes self-assessment, strategic planning, and monitoring for accountability and
performance. Doing so alows a system to:

Protect public health by ensuring consistent compliance with drinking water standards, including
federal and state regulations and other applicable standards of performance.

Provide service to their existing customers and serve new customersin the future.

Enhance performance beyond compliance through measures that bring about efficiency,
effectiveness, and service excellence.

Save costs associated with minimizing liability, prolonging the useful life of infrastructure, and
running the system efficiently.

Request funds from the Drinking Water State Revolving Fund (SRF) loan program and others.

Over the past decade new and expanding water systems are required to show technical, managerial, and
financial capacity in their water system plan or small water system management program. However, most
small systems were established before the emphasis was placed on capacity and very few small systems
are expanding such that they would be required to demonstrate current adequate capacity.

Ongoing capacity building efforts have helped systems but many small community water systems are
struggling to maintain capacity and some are on the verge of falling. Capacity technical support is
intended to provide a broad range of support through operator training, workshops and one-on-one
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technical assistance to help systems improve their capacity to run as independent utilities capable of
providing safe, reliable, and sustainable drinking water to their communities well into the future.

The strategy behind this new approach isto support local water systems by building on local relationships

and utilizing local expertise to assist small systems with the knowledge, tools, and resources needed to
build and maintain capacity.
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Methodology

The purpose of the pilot Technica Support Program is to develop a local outreach program to help
Whatcom County water systems increase their technical, managerial, and financia (TMF) capacity to
successfully run as sustainable, independent utilities.

The scope of work included four primary tasks listed below. In this section we focus on the methodology
and findings of Task 1 and Task 2.
Task 1: Assess water system capacity training need and develop atechnical assistance strategy.
Task 2: Offer Water Systems Capacity Technical Assistance training and support.
Task 3: Report on Capacity Assessment and Technical Assistance pilot. (This report).
Task 4: Present the pilot results and experience. (2019 following completion of pilot)

Task 1

Task 1: Assess the water system capacity training need and develop a technical
assistance strategy.

Task Overview: “PUD No. 1 of Whatcom County will communicate with all Group A water systems in
Whatcom County to understand the local capacity training need and seek input from these systems on
effective technical assistance delivery mechanisms. This assessment is intended to obtain input beyond
the current means of the Washington State Office of Drinking Water and position the PUD to successfully
market, deliver, and document water system capacity technical assistance services at the local level.
Task 1 will help the PUD to establish the groundwork for future efforts.”

Task 1.1 - Compile existing data on Group A water systems in Whatcom County to review indicators of
TMF capacity or lack thereof.

Task 1.2 - Conduct outreach to water systems to obtain input on needed technical assistance topics and
effective delivery mechanisms.

Task 1.3 - Develop technical assistance training and community strategy.

Task 1.4 - Develop performance measures to meet specific goals.

Task 1.1

Compile existing data on Group A water systems in Whatcom County to review indicators of TMF
capacity or lack thereof.

Methodology

The strategy is to compile a single database of the most current information capacity information
available for Group A Systems in Whatcom County. A copy of the resulting electronic database is
available with the final report.

Thefollowing isalist of the primary data sources used to compile the TMF Capacity database.
ODW'’s Whatcom County Planning Landscape (Appendix #1)
ODW'’s Capacity Assessment Survey (Appendix #2)
ODW'’s Submittals Log data
ODW?’s Sanitary Survey’s Capacity Summary (Appendix #3)
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TSP Survey: Questions and Results (Appendix #4) http://whatcomwatersystems.org/how-
can-we-help.html

Whatcom County’s Coordinated Water System Plan — online
http://whatcomcounty.us/856/Drinking-Water

System Chlorination Requirements - CT6 (Appendix #5)

Missing Chlorination Reporting (Appendix #6)

ODW'’s Sentry Database — Online https.//fortress.wa.gov/doh/eh/portal/odw/si/Intro.aspx
Operating permit status (DOH Sentry)

Sample Exceedances — Nitrate, L/C, Coliform, (Appendix #8/ DOH Sentry)

Information provided by individual systems from their: governing body, manager, or operator

Information for each water system was grouped into two magjor categories. General System
Information and Capacity Information:

1. General Information: General information about water systems was essential to alow for
sorting and/or grouping of systems for further anaysis and outreach efforts. For example general
information allowed for quickly sorting of systems by type, such as government or non-
government, private or Association, and size by population and number of connections to identify
small systems with less than 1,000 connections which are the focus of the pilot.

Genera Information included:

a

b
c
d.
e.
f
g
h
[
|

Water System Name

Water System ID

Operating Permit Color: Blue, Green, Y ellow, Red

Operator Certification Required

Source: Ground Water, Ground Water Under Influence, Surface Water
Treatment Type: Disinfection, Filtration,

System Type: Community, TNC, NTNC

Ownership Type: Association, City/Town, County, Federal, District, Private
Number of Connections

Population Served

Capacity Information: Categories indicate areas where systems may benefit from technical

support and help focus training and outreach efforts. For example, identifying systems with a
Yellow, Red, or Blue operating permit hel ped identify and prioritize which systems to reach out
to and offer technical support.

Capau ty Information included:

- Specific Compliance Issue - Water Quality Issue
- Significant Non Compliance - Disinfection Issue
- Lacks Design Approval - Recent history of Coliform A/P
- Exceeds Approved Connections - Water Quality Exceedance last 3 years
- Lack of Certified Operator - Candidate for Consolidation
- Needs Planning Document - Candidate for Intertie
- Water Rights deficiency - Sanitary Survey issues to be addressed

Capacity Indicators are summarized in Table 4 below along with a number to indicate how many
systems were initialy identified for outreach in that area. Early outreach focused on priority
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health related issues, important topics for local water systems such as water rights, and
intertie/consolidation opportunities which require long term relationship building.

The superscript number in the table is the number of systems engaged with during the first six
months of the pilot. Thisis significant because the pilot program had not been developed yet and
systems were responsive to the offer for technical support.

General Information

Water Quality

Certified Operator
Planning/SWSMP/TSP

Coli AP wiPres 2015/2016
Sample Exceedance 14/15/16
Sanitary Survey - See Delalls

o
o

32|6%(53|7|0|0(6%2|0(20(0|0 |4 |63
Table 4: Summary of Capacity Indicators

Data collected from the most recent Sanitary Survey’s performed by the ODW or Whatcom
County Health Department (WCHD) further identified areas of capacity that may benefit from
local technical support. Table 5 and Table 6 below summarize and group the most common
Sanitary Survey findings as indicators of capacity and number of systems for which the capacity
indicator appeared.

Intertic Options
WTPO Operator
D&M Manual
WUE/.oss Control
Flushing Program

DEANVDM Operator
SWSMP Prepara/Update
Cali Monitoring Plan
Chiorine Samples/Reports
As-Bullt/Record Drawings
Distribution Mapping

Cross Connection Control Plan
Componeant Inventory & Assessmenl
Syslem Approval/Design/Analysis
System/Controls Schematic
Well Head Proteclion Plan

Il V] 6|61 41825 4] 2| &/ 4] 4| 4| 1] "] 4
Table5: Sanitary Survey Findings: General/Administrative/Planning
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Source Walter Melar
Source Inverted VenliScreen
Source Raw Water Sample Tap
Decommission Old Well
Tank Hatch Inspact/Piclures
Tank Hatch Seal RIR
Tank Cwverflow Screening RiIR
Scresning Other
Service Meters
Compressor; Qil-lessFGiSep
Hydrant Mainlenance Program
Valve Exercising Program
ASME PRY
Other O&M Notes

g| 3| 10| 5| 12] 1| 5] | o] 5 o 2] 9| 54
Table 6: Sanitary Survey Findings: Operational/M echanical

Findings

Available databases provided a good basis for identifying general and specific indicators of capacity,
al of which proved to be very helpful throughout the pilot and specifically for developing capacity
training and technical assistance focus and efforts. Data sources ranged from a high level of detail on
a wide variety of areas to some bigger picture macro assessments, all of which were helpful in
understanding system capacity.

In general we found severa key indicators or trends most indicative of a systems overall capacity.

- Isthe systems operating within its approved water system plan vs operating outside a plan or
with no plan at al?
Is approved treatment in good working order vs insufficient or non-working treatment and
most commonly inadequate disinfection?
Is the system current on water sampling and reporting such as monthly chlorine residual,
Water Use Efficiency, Consumer Confidence Reports or is there a history of missing
information?
Are deficiencies promptly addressed vs unresponsiveness or failure to address deficiencies
and associated recurring problems?
Is there an engaged and knowledgeabl e system operator?
Is there an informed and engaged governing body?
Is there good communication between the governing body and system operator that provides
for planning and execution?
Does the system recognize the value of water and are they willing to invest in long term
sustai nability?

Task 1.2

Conduct outreach to water systems to obtain input on needed technical assistance topics and effective
delivery mechanisms.

Methodology

The outreach strategy included three primary components:
1. Review of prior water system inquiry/questionnaire
2. Interview local systems regarding value of surveys/questionnaires
3. New survey/questionnaire of local systems
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1. Review of prior water system inquiry/questionnaire

A) ODW *“Managerial and Financial Capacity Self-Assessment” (Appendix #2)

The PUD began with areview of the recent ODW Statewide “Managerial and Financial Capacity
Self-Assessment” distributed to Group A Community Systems with 100-1,000 connections, often
as a precursor to an upcoming sanitary survey. Of the 562 systems only 16 from Whatcom
County responded with larger systems over 200 connections representing 75% of respondents.

In summary, the ODW *“Managerial and Financial Capacity Self-Assessment” did not provide
representative capacity information for small Group A water systems in Whatcom County.

B) Survey of Small Whatcom County Water Systems. (Appendix #9)
The PUD reviewed a 2008 independent survey of small Whatcom County Group A Community
water systems with less than 200 connections resulting in 16 responses or about 32%. The
general observations from this survey are:
Local surveys are likely to have a better response.
Responses are likely to be more representative of the local issues, culture, and challenges.
Issues identified were consistent with local need for capacity technical assistance.

2. Interview loca systemsin regards to willingness, objections, and value of surveys

In addition to information gleaned from prior surveys, there was opportunity for one-on-one
interaction with those who attended workshops and received technical assistance during the pilot.

3. New Survey of loca systems

Based on the knowledge of prior surveys and the positive response from early feedback by local
systems, a new survey was prepared to focus on small Group A Systems in Whatcom County.
The survey was comprised of leading self-assessment questions in each area of TMF Capacity.
The survey also included opportunities to indicate and/or request technical assistance in general
and specific areas of capacity based on findings from Task 1.1 (data base), prior surveys, and
local interaction. A copy of the survey questions and results is included in Appendix #4 and
available on line at www.whatcomwatersystems.org/how-can-we-help.

Findings
Inquiry/questionnaire surveys are an opportunity for water system representatives to review and self-
assess their systems capacity and to help inform the direction of future training and technical
assistance.

Feedback regarding past water system surveys / questionnaires, particularly those by public agencies,
indicated some confusion and skepticism regarding the purpose of the survey and how the collected
data might be used. Common questions included: “Is this required?” and “How would the submitted
information impact their system?”

The PUD was very pleased with the strong participation and generally positive response to the pilot
survey / questionnaire described below. The pilot survey provided valuable insight for developing
one-on-one technical support, group workshops, the Whatcom County water supply symposium, and
future TMF Capacity technical assistance development. The pilot survey / questionnaire was also
valuabl e because we learned that systems seem to be more responsive and receptive to alocally based
survey!
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Task 1.3
Develop technical assistance training and community engagement strategy.

Methodology
Building on the information gathered in Task 1.1 and Task 1.2 including but not limited to:

- Analysisof Data Collection

- Feedback from customers

- Knowledge of thelocal drinking water community
- Local agency efforts

- Current events

The PUD developed alist of possible training and community engagement opportunities and grouped
them into the three TMF Capacity areas shown in Table 7 and 8 below.
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Table 7: Technical, Managerial, Financial Capacity
Next the PUD identified specific strategies for Training and Community Engagement.

1. Sef-Assessment Capacity Survey for Small Water Systems
Workshop Series

One-on-one Technical Assistance

Public Presentations at PUD Commissioner Meetings

Participation in 2017 Water Supply Symposium.

Participation in countywide drinking water supply planning efforts.
Identify and support opportunities for restructuring and consolidation.

NogA~WDN

1. Sef-Assessment Capacity Survey for Small Water Systems (See Task 1.2.3)

2. Workshop Series:

0 2017 Workshops:
=  Water Rights: Understanding and Management. (Appendix #10)
=  Water Use Efficiency: Leak Detection-Terms, Trends, Technology, Benefits.
=  Water System Risk Management: Liability, Insurance, Hydrant Management. (Appendix

11)

0 2018 Workshops:
= System Mapping using GPS and Google Earth (Appendix12: Enterprise Terrace System)
= Chlorine Residual Testing and Lab Skills (ODW Hands On Skills Training)
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3. One-on-onetechnical assistance.

0 Reach out to systems identified as candidates for technical assistance based on capacity
indicators identified from databases including sanitary surveys.

0 Respond to request for technical assistance received from the ODW, WCHD, referrals, and
direct contact from systems. Examples include assistance with sanitary survey findings,
water quality emergency response such as positive total coliform and E.coli, and Ground
Water Rule Level 1 & 2 Assessments.

0 Trainand assist with GPS data collection and mapping of system facilities.

0 Research and identify opportunities for utility consolidation and/or restructuring. Facilitate
communication between utilities regarding the mutual benefits of increased capacity from
restructuring, interties for permanent or emergency supply, or consolidation.

4. Public Presentations at PUD Commissioner meetings to increase understanding of Small Water
System drinking water needs and opportunities for capacity development.
0 9/16/2016 - Filot Program Introduction (Appendix 13)
0 3/14/2017 - Research and Database Findings (Appendix 14)
o 3/27/2018 - Mapping Assistance Sample (Appendix 12)
0 11/13/2018 - Pilot Program Project Conclusion (Appendix 15)

5. Participationin 2017 Water Supply Symposium. (Appendix 16)
0 Genera session presentation highlighting drinking water system issues and participate in
panel discussion.
o Develop networking opportunities for Drinking Water System governing bodies, managers,
and system operators.

6. Participation in countywide water supply planning efforts.
0 Drought Contingency Task Force to explore risk management and potential mitigation in the
event of adrought such as conservation and emergency interties.
0 WRIAL1 efforts including the Planning Unit tasked with Hirst Decision and Hirst Fix (ESSB
6091) plan with regards to impact to and the role of public water systems.
0 Whatcom County Coordinated Water System Plan update directed by Whatcom County
Council to address timely and reasonable servicein rural areas.

Findings

The key to each training and community engagement strategy was to capture the attention of the
target audience. We appealed to something that interested them in order to get them in the door so we
could learn more about their needs and concerns.  All of the strategies were successful and provided
a unique opportunity hear about local needs and build local trust and network with neighbors who
may be or have already wrestled with the very same issues.
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Task 1.4
Devel op performance measures to meet specific goals.

Methodology

The goa was not only to identify statistical performance criteria for the pilot but also to develop a
means of tracking engagement with each system to better understand the demand, types of support
needed, and effectiveness of technical support.

The PUD began by considering various performance criteria including but not limited to:
- Number of systems contacted during course of pilot program and method
Number that attended group event/activity
Number of systems receiving one-on-one TMF Capacity assistance
Number of interactions
Method of interaction
Number of funding applications submitted including type
Number of potential interties, consolidations, restructurings explored
Types of capacity assistance provided
Progress by each systems in a given area of capacity development
Hours spent on outreach activities
Hours spent providing one on one technical assistance
Hours spent conducting group training/workshops
Hours spent on presentations

In order to track not only the technical assistance event but also recap the assistance provided aong
with any direction or next steps recommend, two Technical Memorandum’s and a Technical
Memorandum Summary were developed to meet the goal .
Technical Assistance Memorandum (Figure 9: Sample) (Appendix 17: Template): A Technical
Memorandum was established for each system to log the interactions with each system over time.
Technical Assistance Memorandum: Supplemental Activity Log (Figure 10: Sample) (Appendix
17: Template): A more detailed summary of each significant or substantial TMF Assistance event
with a system to documents the specific event including but not limited to: the need; assistance
provided; agreed upon system goa or deliverable; next steps or tasks towards the task or goal;
identification and recognition of obstacles and/or barriers going forward; and a timeline or target
for reaching the goal .
Technical Assistance Memorandum Summary (Appendix 18 Summary Log): An overal
summary by system of the number of interactions for each area of capacity.
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Figure 9: Technical Assistance Memorandum Figure 10: Technical Memorandum Supplement

Findings

The Technical Memorandum was used on a regular basis and completed or updated after contact
with each system based on observations and notes. In general, the Technical Memorandum was
used consistently throughout the pilot project and served well to document the interaction and to
inform future engagements of past activities and interactions. The Technica Memorandums
were maintained and are available in electronic format.

Use of the Supplemental Technical Memorandum was initiated on a few occasions but we found
it difficult to complete while engaged with the system representative for the intended purpose of
having them agree to and sign the document while on site. There certainly was value in clearly
identifying next steps with a genera timeline for completing. However, we had to be careful to
avoid creating a regulatory environment like a sanitary survey or specia purpose investigation,
although much of the same information may have been covered. More consideration needs to be
given on how best to use the Supplemental Technical Memorandum.

The Technical Memorandum Summary shows at a glance the number of interactions for each
system in a given area of technical, managerial, or financia capacity support. The Technical
Memorandum Summary also provides a synopsis of the number of systems interacted during the
pilot and overall number of interactions in each area of capacity. This tool serves to provide a
measure of performance for the pilot.
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Task 2

Task 2: Offer Water System Capacity Technical Assistance Training and Support.

Whatcom PUD will conduct workshops and/or attempt to meet with all Group A water systems (serving
<1,000 connections).

Methodology

During the pilot, the PUD engaged directly with not only small Group A water system representatives
and operators but also with the broader community including water resource planning groups and
community leaders. Each of the primary technical assistance and support activities is listed here and
reviewed in more detail below.

Promotion

Website

Workshops

Individual System Technical Support

Community Engagement

a) PUD No. 1 Public Meeting Presentations

b) 2017 Water Supply Symposium Presentation

¢) Planning Unit Participation related to Hirst Decision and Hirst Fix (ESSB 6091)
d) Coordinated Water System Plan Update requested by County Council

agrwNPE

Promotion

The PUD first introduced the Technical Support Program pilot with a press release in the local
newspapers and on their website (Appendix 19). Whatcom County Group A water systems were aso
informed of the pilot by mail and email using the most current information available from the ODW
and Whatcom County. Small Water Systems received information of upcoming workshops by mail
and email. The website also provided contacts for more information.

The PUD worked hard a the beginning of the pilot to develop an email list for ongoing
correspondence and to minimize the need and cost of mailings. However, the PUD found that it was
till important to do at least one mailing for each significant outreach effort, such as workshops, to
ensure contact with those who do not have or regularly check their email.

Initial response to locally available technical support was unexpected and in some ways
overwhelming. In hindsight it is believed that the positive response was due to pent up need for
one-on-one technical support not being met through the traditional classroom training
environment and support contractors. Thiswas a pleasant surprise and reinforced the need for
local tolocal technical support.

Website

It was determined early on that a dedicated website was important to highlight the pilot Technical
Support Program as well as provide easy reference for Technical Support content including
background, training opportunities, reference material, and contact information.

The website can be found at www.whatcomwatersystems.org and evolved over the course of the pilot.
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brief description of the primary pages is below and can be seen in full online

Home: Introduces the Technical Support Program and related background.

What is System Capacity: Provides the framework on which the TSP intends to support.
Technical Support: Outlines the types of technical, managerial, and financia support available.
Workshops: Information on current and future workshop opportunities.

Publications. A quick reference library for many common technical support subjects.

How Can WeHelp: Survey resultsincluding survey questions.

Contact Us. Self-explanatory.

VVYVVVVVYVY >

Workshops

As part of the strategic planning process for group training, the PUD considered several guiding

guestions:
- Who would the workshops appeal to: operators, managers, governing body, other?

What subjects should be covered and how are they important to building capacity?

Why are these workshops different than other training that may already be available?

Where should the workshops be held, type of venue, etc.?

What is the best date, day, and time to hold the workshops?

A core element of the Technical Support Program was building local relationships among the water
system community and local professionals. The PUD also recognized that much of the training
available focuses on the day-to-day operational aspects of a water system rather than subjects
important to management and governance.

One of our objectives was to reach out to system representatives including governing bodies with
direct influence over water system direction but that might not otherwise engage in capacity
development training because it is not convenient or not simply for operators needing Continuing
Education Units to maintain their Operator Certification.

As part of our group training development the PUD reached out to a few of the major water training
organizations including WETRC, ERWOW, and PNWS-AWWA to inquire about training
opportunities they had available that the PUD could host in Whatcom County. The PNWS-AWWA
was ideally suited to help us with the new “Training In A Box” that provides all the tools necessary
for agroup to put on their own training program locally.

The PUD learned a great deal from the big three and want to thank them for their input and
willingness to support our efforts. Each of these organizations was willing and able to support our
local training efforts with their existing training curriculum. Had the PUD utilized their training the
PUD’s role would have been to facilitate, promote and ensure adequate attendance.

Based on feedback from the surveys, databases and sanitary survey indicators, and direct interaction
with water system representatives and operators, the PUD developed theinitial workshops to focus on
areas of expressed interest. One of the important goals, in additional to Capacity Training, was to
build relationships and trust in the PUD as alocal resource and not aregulatory agency.

Group training primarily targeted issues and concerns identified during the survey and leaned toward
management and governance rather than operations. Most of the workshops appealed more to
governing body representatives than system operators. For this reason all but one of the workshops
was held on a Saturday morning rather than during the workday so volunteer board members or
operators could attend. We found that the majority of workshops attendees were managers and/or
governing body members unless CEU’s were offered. The only workshop held during a weekday was
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the one that targeted certified operators and offered CEU’s.
Each of the workshops conducted is outlined bel ow:

1. Water Rights. Understanding what you have and how to manage it. (Appendix #10)
I. Western Water Law: First in Time/First in Right
ii. Municipa Water Law
iii. Components of a Water Right: Point of Withdrawal, Purpose of Use, Place of Use

2. Risk Management: Whose responsibility isit anyway? (Appendix #11)
i. Risk Management Considerations
ii. Who’s Insured: Volunteers, Employee’s, Operators
iii. Typesof Coverage: Liability, Property, E& O, D& O, Vehicle (hon-owned auto)
iv. Genera Liability is not enough: Governing Body Liability.
v. Hydrants & Fire Protection (RCW Liability Considerations).

3. Water Use Efficiency:
i. Introduction to Water Use Efficiency
ii.  Unaccounted for water and impacts on water system planning
iii. Leak detection: Current Terms, Trends and Technologiesin Leak Detection

4. System Mapping and GPS with Google Earth: (Appendix #12: System Map/Regiond View)
i. Easy to use free google toolsto map your system
ii. Components to map: Meters, Vave, Hydrants, Blow Offs, Wells, Water Mains

5. Chlorine Residual Testing and Lab Skills for Water Operators. Hands on Training.

Findings
It became clear both from the survey / questionnaire and during the community engagement
events that there are two very different audiences as well as a gap between them: Governing
body representatives and certified operators. Operators are more motivated by CEU’s and
managers or governing body representatives are more motivated by wanting to understand what
needs to be done and how best to do it. Both groups are working in the same direction but from
very different perspectives.

System operators were less likely to attend workshops that did not provide CEU’s. The four
Saturday morning workshops were well attended by the target audience of board members and
the operators in attendance were typicaly part of the governing body. The PUD received
confirming feedback from operators not in attendance that they were not generaly interested in
subject matter that did not impact them directly such as administration, governance, or
management of their water system. The PUD also confirmed that most water operators prefer to
attend training with CEU’s on a workdays.

The PUD believes that the workshops met the goas of training, building relationships, and

building trust in the drinking water community, particularly with system governing bodies. The

PUD gained a great deal of respect for the major training organizations such as WETRC,
ERWOW, and PNWS-AWWA and the important role they play in supporting capacity
development, particularly when it comes to providing CEU’s for certified operators.
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System One-On-One Technical Support

The majority of the time spent during the pilot was providing technical support to systems one-on-one
interacting with governing body members and/or operators. Task 1.2 outreach activities such as the
press release, email, and mailers announcing the pilot program and the availability of technical
support generated some inquiries and requests for support. Based on data collected during Task 1.1
and the resulting database, the PUD was able to identify and reached out to individual systems to
offer assistance in ageneral or specific area of capacity.

Word of mouth and referrals were by far the most common and effective way of getting the
word out that technical support was available and making connection with systems in need.
This was further evidence of the value of local communication and networking. The most common
source of referrals and connection were:

The Office of Drinking Water and Whatcom County Health Department.

Industry professionals such as laboratories and engineers.

Local vendors such as. parts houses, chemical suppliers, water treatment suppliers,
well drillers, equipment suppliers, pump repair and water main repair contractors, etc.
Water system governing body members, managers and operators.

Interaction with attendees during workshops.

Initially the PUD was surprised and in fact temporarily overwhelmed with the volume of requests and
need for technical support. The PUD believe that a significant portion of the initia response was
pent-up demand not otherwise addressed through traditiona technical support resources such as the
classroom training environment and statewide support contractors. The PUD aso believe that alarge
part of the early response was due to having reached out directly to those systems identified in Task 1
as possibly having need for technical support.

One-on-one interactions with the PUD were tracked with a Technical Assistance Memorandum
(Figure 9) described in Task 1.4. In some cases one-on-one interaction was short and did not
necessitate an onsite visit. However, in many cases the PUD had the opportunity to provide more
extensive technical support including onsite visits. It was common to have follow-up interactions
which were also tracked on a Technical Memorandum.

It was during onsite visits that often provided had the opportunity to discuss a variety of capacity
issues in addition to the initial inquiry. The PUD aso found that after the initial interaction, system
representative would often reach out to us again regarding general questions and support for other
capacity issues.

One of the most requested areas for technical support was GPS and map training and assistance.
Using an available GPS device systems were able to collect GPS coordinates for primary facilities
such as meters, hydrants, valves, and blow offs. This information was immediately available for use
with the free version of Google Earth. Systems would then use the reference points along with other
system mapping information to place water mains on the map with color coding and labels to indicate
size and type of water main. The map can easily be shared and updated as need. A sample of an
individual system map produced during mapping technical assistance and used as part of the mapping
workshop can be seen in Figure 11. Figure 12 provides an overview of some areas where mapping
technical assistance was provided. The orange represents meters and the red represents hydrants. A
larger image of each map can be found in Appendix 12.
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Figure 12: Overview of Mapping Assistance

Findings
Engagement strategies proved successful in capturing the attention and interest of system
governing bodies and operators and helped build relationships and trust in the drinking water
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community. One-on-one technical support also provided specific training for operators and
hel ped resolve a variety of issues and deficiencies identified.

During the pilot the PUD interacted with 104 of 145 systems included in the program. Table 10
bellow shows the number of systems interacted with for each type of system.

Table 8: Number of Systems Engage With By Type of System

Description Total In | Systems Engaged | % of Group
Pilot Group With

Community* 92 82 89%

TNC (i.e. School/Business)? 40 18 45%

NTNC (Gas Station/Restaurant)® 13 8 62%

Total* 145 108 74%

1 Community Systems: Group A public water system with 15 or more services used by year-round
residents for 180 or more days within a calendar year regardiess of the number of people, or
regularly servicing at least 25 year-round (more than 180 days) residents.

2 Transient Non-Community Systems: A Group A public water system that serves (a) twenty-five
or more different people each day for 60 or more days within a calendar years; or (b) twenty-five
or more of the same people each day for 60 or more days, but less than 180 days within the
calendar year.

3 Non-Transient Non-Community Systems: Group A public water system that provides service to
25 or more of the same non-residential people for 180 or more days within a calendar year.

4 The pilot program included systems <1,000 connections but did not engage with Federal, State or
County water systems.

A summary of the interactions, based on the Technical Memorandums and Workshops, in each of

the training and community engagement opportunity identified in Task 1.3 is shown in Table 11
and Table 12 below.

Table 9: Interactionsin Technical Areas of Capacity
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Table 10: Interactionsin Managerial & Financial Areas of Capacity and Workshops
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Workshop 3: Utility Risks/Liability

Governance (M)

Succession Planning (M)
Training Board (M)
Procedures

Bookkeeping (F)

Budgeting (F)

Funding (F)

Rate Setting (F)

Utility Billing (F)

Workshop 1: Water Rights
Workshop 2: Leak Detection
Workshop 4: Mapping/GPS
Workshop 5: Chlorine Residual

Bylaws
Palicy

6 2

N
N
N
=
=
~
N
N
W
N

620

N
~

2 1 3 4 0

.
=
N
o
&

In many cases there were several interactions with one system in the same area. For example, it
would require considerably more interactions with multiple representatives regarding the
feasibility of consolidation compared to a single interaction needed to address a sanitary survey
deficiency.

In other cases interactions required a significant time investment compared to others. For
example, support with planning may have been broader in scope and depth compared to guidance
in dealing with a positive coliform sample.

On several occasions the PUD worked with the ODW, at their request, to assess the need and
urgency for technical support. Having the PUD available as a qualified local resource to assess
the situation helped to better inform the ODW prior to their response.

Community Engagement

a) PUD No. 1 Public Meeting Presentations
The PUD Commissioner were provided with presentations to increase their understanding of drinking
water capacity needs and opportunities for capacity development. The presentations are summarized
below and the point presentations are included in the Appendices 12-16.

9/16/2016 - Pilot Program Introduction (Appendix 13)

3/14/2017 - Research and Database Findings (Appendix 14)

12/13/2017 - Water Supply Symposium (Appendix 16: See details below)

3/27/2018 - Mapping Assistance Example (Appendix 12: System Map/Regional View)
11/13/2018 - Pilot Program Findings (Appendix 15)

b) Water Supply Symposium Presentation

The Whatcom County Water Supply Symposium is a unique event that takes place every 3-5 years
where the community comes together to collectively review and discuss the broad state of water
supply in Whatcom County. The theme was “Our Water, Our Future, Our, Solutions” and presented
water supply topics including: legal access to water, where our water comes from, how it is used,
factors for the future, current strategies, actions for solving some of our challenges, and next stepsin
moving forward. Attendees included the PUD Commissioners, local and state legislators, community
leaders, agriculture and industry leaders, and members of the community.
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As part of the pilot program the PUD presented an overview of drinking water capacity issues and the
challenges in Whatcom County. An overview of the TSP pilot was presented including how the
Technica Support Program plays arole in building and maintaining capacity for future demand.

The power point slides can be found in Appendix 16 and the Drinking Water Supply presentation can
be seen during the video time 28:40 — 41:30 on Y ouT ube at https.//youtube/B30pAWCV kgk.

c) WRIA I Planning Unit Hirst Decision and subsequent Hirst Fix ESSB 6091
Historically much of Whatcom County’s rura development located outside public water system
service areas has been able to access an apparent abundant supply of relatively shallow ground water
for development of single family homes and small subdivisions through the use of permit exempt
wells, in spite of the fact that most of Whatcom County is closed to new permitted withdrawals of
water.

The Whatcom County Coordinated Water System Plan and county heath code require new
development to connect to public water systems, if the water system is willing and able to provide
service. If the public system is unwilling or unable to provide service, there was a high likelihood
that the devel oper could use a permit exempt the well.

The 2015 Washington State Supreme Court ruling known as the Hirst Decision determined that
Whatcom County was responsible to determine if legal water was available for development and in
response Whatcom County issued a moratorium on the use of permit exempt wells unless the
applicant could demonstrate proposed source was not in hydraulic continuity with the waters of a
closed basin.

In January 2018 the Washington State L egislature passed ESSB 6091 known as the Hirst Fix which
reduced the maximum annual average daily withdrawal to 3,000 (1.095 Million Gallons Annually)
and required that a plan be developed to mitigate the consumptive use for all new domestic permit
exempt wells. This legidation alowed Whatcom County to lift the moratorium on the use of permit
exempt the wells with title restrictions of 3,000 maximum annual average daily demand.

During the moratorium limiting the use of permit exempt the wells, public water systems became the
focus of attention as a possible solution to the supply problem. However, it quickly became apparent
to local leaders that rural water systems did not have adequate capacity to meet current and future
demand inside most service areas let alone outside their service areas.

With the broadly held misconception that rural public water systems are the answer for future demand
exposed, water system capacity has become a relevant and important issue for the broader
community.

d) Coordinated Water System Plan Update called for by County Council
For decades, domestic water supply in Whatcom County has been served by public water systems and
where public systems were not willing or able to serve, permit exempt wells were alikely alternative.
However, a 2018 local legal dispute between a public water systems and an applicant regarding “Duty
to Serve” and inherent “timely and reasonable” conditions of service, has once again called into
guestions the capacity of rural small water and future demand.

Under the Municipal Water Law, a water system has first right of refusal to supply water in its retail
service area. The conditions of service are defined by each water system and as long as conditions of
service are applied consistently to applicants in similar situations, there is no opportunity for dispute
beyond the local governing body other than in Superior Court.
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The loca dispute highlights the potential for water systems to overly burden an applicant with the
upfront cost of extending the distribution system for the benefit of others even though it may be
hugely disproportionate to the needs of the applicant, ultimately leaving the applicant no aternative
but to accept the terms of the water system or cancel their devel opment plans.

Whatcom County is proposing to limit the water systems conditions of service and has asked the
Water Utility Coordinating Committee (WUCC) to propose recommendations to address the issue
through the CWSP in lieu of Whatcom County doing so directly in the health code and building code.
Such limitations would fundamentally change the way water systems plan for and develop capacity
for current and future development. Should the county adopt limitations on condition of service,
water systems would most likely reduce their retail service areas and potentially their overall service
area to comply with planning requirements and Municipal Water Law “Duty to Serve” implications.
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Summary and Conclusions

The Washington State Department of Health is committed to the strategic development of Foundational
Public Health. The Office of Drinking Water (ODW) mission isto “Work with others to protect the health
of the people of Washington State by ensuring safe and reliable drinking water” which is a cornerstone of
Foundational Public Health.

The ODW framework of rules and programs rely on prevention as the first line of defense, with a goal of
avoiding potentially health threatening and costly problems. Regular inspections, technical assistance
programs, planning programs, training, and keeping customers informed all support the ODW mission.
The ODW has a lot of useful resources, knowledgeable staff, and many tools to be successful, however
they simply do not have the time and manpower to address all the needs are not positioned with the local
presence and engagement.

It is each water systems responsibility to develop and maintain the technical, managerial, and financia
capacity necessary to ensure it can provide safe and reliable drinking water now and into the future.
Ultimately, public water systems and their water works operators are the community’s first line of defense
against contaminants getting into our public water supply and people getting sick.

When a water system no longer has adequate capacity to ensure safe, reliable drinking water, the burden
ultimately falls to the County as the “purveyor of last resort”, which is certainly more challenging and
more costly for all partiesinvolved. It is therefore in the best interest of the drinking water community
for the ODW, Counties, PUD’s, Satellite Management Agencies and water systems to work together to
ensure that all water systems have the support they need to develop and sustain the technical, managerial,
and financial capacity necessary to provide safe, reliable, drinking water.

Whatcom County is facing many drinking water supply challenges to water quality and quantity in abasin
where new appropriation of water rightsis unlikely, and the future of permit exempt wellsisin question.
Rural water systems are often seen as the primary source of drinking water for future demand but this
may not be the case as water systems struggle with the chalenges of developing and maintaining

capacity.

The community needs to be cognizant of small water systems capacity needs in order to set pragmatic
goals and strategies to bridge the gap. The Technical Support Program pilot provided local agencies and
community leaders with a better understanding of local drinking water supply needs and challenges and
highlights the importance and need for ongoing local support of water system capacity development and
mai ntenance.

The three factors most important for developing and maintaining water system capacity are: An Engaged
Governing Body; Qualified Certified Operators; Adequate Infrastructure.

Engaged Governing Body: Most systems, large and small, are struggling to attract and retain engaged
governing body members that are willing to invest the time required to understand their systems capacity
needs and make the critical and difficult decisions necessary to ensure sustainability, such as raising rates
that impact them and their neighbors.

Group training was provided to governing body members highlighting important issues of concern such
as risk management, the importance of budgeting for major repairs, and performing system maintenance.
Those governing bodies willing to do the work, but lacking the necessary skills were provided with one-
on-one technica support in areas of organizational and operational planning. In some cases, systems
were introduced to governance options that included reorganization and consolidation.
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Qualified Certified Operators. Many small systems rely on legacy, grandfathered water operators that
are retiring over the next several years, with very few qualified contract operators available to fill the gap.
Retiring operators take with them vital ingtitutional knowledge and they are often the glue that hold
otherwise dysfunctiona organizations together.

Workshops were held to provide governing bodies and operators with information and tools to help them
pass on their knowledge such as basi ¢ infrastructure mapping and documenting procedures. Where a new
or replacement system operator was needed, systems were connected with local contract operators or
SMA’s (Satellite Management Agencies).

Adequate Infrastructure: The PUD observed the mounting financial and operational impacts of aging
infrastructure on water systems that are struggling to keep up with day to day repairs. Some systems feel
helpless in addressing their long-term capita facility needs. Many small systems don’t even recognize
the importance of investing in capital maintenance and replacement and only a handful are saving towards
this inevitable challenge. In some cases the PUD found systems overwhelmed by failing infrastructure,
even to the brink of receivership if they do not take affirmative action soon.

Assistance was provided to one system facing E.coli directly associated with an aging underground
reservoir. Technical support explored short term and long-term options to address the aging infrastructure
challenge including consolidation with a neighboring systems. A second system facing structural failure
of their storage tank was provided with technical support including short term reconfiguration of the
system to bypass the storage tank with emergency disinfection while the storage tank was taken offline
for renovation. This system was encouraged to consider long-term capital planning including possible
connection for wholesale supply with an adjacent system. In both cases the governing body was
supported by local expertise to identify an interim plan while long-term capita repairs, replacement, and
planning are explored.

During the pilot the PUD concluded that small water systems are on one of three paths. Sustainable,
Trangitional, or Declining. Figure 13 below illustrates the drinking water history, the progression of
small water systems in Whatcom County, and the challenges facing system that lead us to a conclusion.

Sustainable: About one third of water systems, typically larger systems, are actively engaged in
doing the work needed and have the knowledge, tools, and resources to ensure they can provide
safe and reliable drinking water into the future. These systems benefit from ongoing technical
support but they are generally larger, self-sufficient, and self-motivated. These systems may be
ableto help support those with a capacity deficiency.

Transitional: About one third of systems face significant challenges but with some motivation
and assistance they will respond in a positive direction. Many of these systems face operational
deficiencies such as implementation of disinfection or programmatic deficiencies such as
development and implementation of a cross connection control program. Other systems face
more systemic challenges like retaining a governing body that is willing to plan for facility
replacement and assess water rates necessary to support long term plans. Systems willing to
engage in progressive capacity development and maintenance with access to technical support
will generally move towards sustainability.

Declining: The remaining systems generally find themselves in decline because they simply don’t
have the awareness or motivation needed to move in a positive direction. These systems are
typically smaller and often unaware or in denial of the need to engage in capacity development
and maintenance. Some systems struggle to maintain day to day technical or financial capacity
while others are so overwhelmed by larger issues like a shortage of supply or a Nitrate
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contaminated source that they simply give up or pretend the problem does not exist. Small
systems don’t have economies of scale to draw upon for governance or financial resources. It is
critical to stem the decline of these systems to prevent more serious issues from developing and
support them towards a path of sustainability. Without technical support these systems are more
likely to fail, ultimately falling to the purveyor of last resort.

The Technical Support Program (TSP) pilot program inherently focused on assessing which path a small
water systems was on, identifying areas of capacity development or maintenance needed, and then
providing technical support in those areas of need to move the systems in a positive direction. The reality
is that capacity development and maintenance is not something that can be address through a short term

program or one time project fix. Capacity development and maintenance is long-term endeavor towards
perpetua drinking water sustainability.

The TSP pilot demonstrated that capable and willing PUD’s can be an effective partner towards building
technical, managerial, and financial capacity in the community. Building and maintaining trusted
relationships in the drinking water community is the key to understanding and acting on local
opportunities for improving water system capacity.

Consistent with its core values, the PUD is committed to the ongoing process of building trust and
confidence in the community and fostering an environment of water system capacity development.
Redligtically to sustain the TSP the PUD will need funding partners such as the ODW and local agencies
like Whatcom County to successfully continue the program.
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Figure 13: Drinking Water History, Progression of Small Water Systems, and Challenges

Group A Drinking Water Systems

Mission: Safe, Reliable, Sustainable Drinking Water

Capacity Development & Maintenance Capacity Support & Sustainability
-Technical - Managerial -Financial «Dffice of Drinking Water - PUD - Whatcom County
«Community -Professionals

Challenges Ahead: Aging Ifrastructure - Community Particpation - Retirng Operators - Lack o Contract Oerators - Increasing Reguiation
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Next Steps

The PUD is committed to working with the local drinking water community in support of water system
capacity development and maintenance. The PUD welcomes the opportunity to “partner” with the ODW
in thisvital drinking water program that supports local small water purveyors and their mission to provide
safe, reliable, sustainable drinking water to the local community.

During 2019 the PUD and the ODW will share its experience and present the TSP pilot findings to the
PUD Commissioners, the Whatcom County Executive, the Washington Public Utility District Association
(WPUDA), and others interested in exploring the potential for alocal Technical Support Program model
in their community.

Thereis need for funding to continue development of this technical support program in Whatcom County
and in other communities where PUD’s are willing and able to support their drinking water community.
PUD No. 1 of Whatcom County is proposing ajointly funded program with the State ODW and WCHD
in the amount of $70,000 ($35,000 each) per year to sustain a scaled down Technical Support Program
that would ensure that the progress to date is not lost and the good work started continues. The program
would continue to be facilitated by the PUD in much the same manner as the TSP pilot with continued
emphasis on: group training, one-on-one technical support, and regional supply issues impacting water
systems.

Going forward it isimportant for the drinking water community to:
* Recognize existing water system limitations
Encourage water system capacity development
Continue developing Technical Support Programs
Better understand potable water supply challenges
Reconcile water avail ability with land use projections
Foster dialogue among systems and with local governments
Strengthen regional supply through interties and consolidation
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Appendix 1

ODW Whatcom County Planning Landscape



PWSID [KING WS Name Max Plan Pre-Plan Last Plan Last Plan Approved Total Conn [Specific Project Name Specific Project Comments Permit Color
Total Approval Date Submittal Approval Design
Pop History Date Date Capacity

5600 WHATC |BELLINGHAM-WATER 80000 |2013 2009 12/4/2013|0 24295 2009 WATER SYSTEM PLAN This is a completely revised WSP |Green
oM DIVISION, CITY OF 1993 prepared by new engineer, which

49150 |WHATC |LYNDEN WATER 12392 (2009 2000 8/28/2014 12/15/2009(0 5409 COMPREHENSIVE WATER Updated WSP approved on Green
oM DEPARTMENT SYSTEM PLAN - DRAFT 12/15/2009. System capacity

24850 |WHATC |FERNDALE 11080 (2010 10/27/2015 4/30/2010(0 4984 WATER SYSTEM PLAN Green
oM

95910 |WHATC [LWWSD - SOUTH SHORE 9870 2011 2009 3/15/2011|0 3667 COMPREHENSIVE WATER plan received on 9/15/09. could |Green
oM WATER SYSTEM 2002 1992 SYSTEM PLAN not enter until water rights

95904 |WHATC [BIRCH BAY WATER & 9431 2009 2003 3/10/2015 12/15/2009(0 6050 WATER SYSTEM PLAN - 2008 Revised WSP approved on Green
oM SEWER DISTRICT 1992 12/15/2009 with 'unspecified'

07300 |WHATC |BLAINE, CITY OF 6305 |20101996 3/30/2010|0 2435 COMPREHENSIVE WATER The draft WSP was fairly Green
oM SYSTEM PLAN comprehensive, but was way

24200 |WHATC [EVERSON, CITY OF 2470 2013 2003 4/26/2013|0 789 WATER SYSTEM PLAN - 2003 This water system serves the City |Green
oM of Everson as well as the Everson,

66110 [WHATC [Columbia Valley Water 2258 2013 2004 4/29/2013|1423 1357 WATER SYSTEM PLAN - 2004 System is currently approved for |Green
oM District 328 recreational and 1095

59800 |WHATC [NOOKSACK WATER DEPT  |2022 2012 2006 6/4/2012| 12/12/2012(0 462 WATER SYSTEM PLAN - 2004 System's physical capacity was  |Green
oM changed to "Unspecified" for

28050 |WHATC |GLENHAVEN LAKES CLUB 1724 909 727 Green
oM

84870 |WHATC [SUMAS WATER DEPT 1621 2012 2000 3/26/2012|0 622 WATER SYSTEM PLAN Final WSP is in big book file. Green
oM Wellhead protection plan

95750 |WHATC [POINT ROBERTS WATER 1590 2008 2001a 7/28/2008|2953 2036 2008 - WATER SYSTEM PLAN Final WSP demonstrates that Green
oM DISTRICT NO 4 1999 existing 2.5 MG Churchill storage

68350 |WHATC [POLE ROAD WATER 1545 2007a 2005 10/11/2007|996 598 WATER SYSTEM PLAN This WSP Amendment Green
oM ASSOCIATION AMENDMENT summarizes the status of this

76105 |[WHATC [SANDY POINT 1467 2012 2006 1/31/2012(762 754 Water system plan Green
oM IMPROVEMENT CO 2000

95900 |WHATC [WHATCOM COUNTY 1405 2009 1998 6/2/2008 1/5/2009|1145 660 2008 WATER SYSTEM PLAN Plan outlines some significant Green
oM WATER DIST NO 7 improvements to reconfigure the

95700 |WHATC [WHATCOM COUNTY 1348 2010 2003 6/2/2008 4/30/2010(821 564 WATER SYSTEM PLAN Green
oM WATER DIST NO 2

59850 |WHATC [NOOKSACK VALLEY WATER |1340 356 315 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

18418 [WHATC [DEER CREEK WATER 1130 2011 2005a 2/7/2011(643 472 WATER SYSTEM PLAN WSP amendment outlined Green
oM ASSOCIATION 2003a 1997 AMENDMENT alternatives for fully

95914 |WHATC [WHATCOM COUNTY 795 2005 5/26/2010 3/11/2005|1338 347 WATER SYSTEM PLAN - 2005 WSP demonstrates that system |Green
oM WATER DIST 13 has capacity to serve 1338 ERUs,
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PWSID [KING WS Name Max Plan Pre-Plan Last Plan Last Plan Approved Total Conn [Specific Project Name Specific Project Comments Permit Color
Total Approval Date Submittal Approval Design
Pop History Date Date Capacity

84850 |WHATC [SUMAS RURAL WATER 612 2009 2/4/2009 208 186 SMALL WATER SYSTEM Review comments sent 6/10/09. |Green
oM ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT PLAN Water system analysis must be

00250 |WHATC [ACME WATER DISTRICT NO |568 231 98 Green
oM 18

95915 |WHATC [GLACIER WATER DISTRICT |562 1165 877 Green
oM

63350 |WHATC [OLD SETTLERS WATER 540 1999 10/4/1999(209 202 1999 WATER SYSTEM PLAN WSP approval included as-built |Green
oM ASSOCIATION system approved for 181

18800 [WHATC |DEMING WATER 501 2002 11/27/2002|89 89 SMALL WATER SYSTEM PLAN Small WSP Plan included Green
oM ASSOCIATION preliminary design for source and

56500 |WHATC |MOUNT BAKER WATER 500 217 211 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

29014 |WHATC [LOUIE, JOE WATER 471 2000 11/9/2000|232 180 SMALL WATER SYSTEM SWSMP required as condition for [Green
oM ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT PLAN DWSRF loan application #2000-

53250 |WHATC |MEADOWBROOK WATER  |440 2007 10/14/2011 5/14/2007|141 141 WATER SYSTEM PLAN - 2003 Executive summary and letter Green
oM ASSOCIATION from engineer addressed

18750 [WHATC [DELTA WATER 420 2012 8/18/2011 2/29/2012|174 159 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

62000 |WHATC [NORTHWEST WATER 400 2005 6/9/2005|190 129 SMALL WATER SYSTEM SWSMP describes existing system|Green
oM ASSOCIATION, INC MANAGEMENT PROGRAM as well as improvements needed

79800 |WHATC [SKOOKUM CHUCK WATER |375 142 127 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

17050 [WHATC |CUSTER WATER 365 2004 4/27/2004(315 217 WATER SYSTEM PLAN - 2004 System approved for 310 Green
oM ASSOCIATION residential connections plus 5

05450 |WHATC [BELL BAY JACKSON WATER |350 2002 1/28/2002|200 177 2001 WATER SYSTEM PLAN Small Water System Plan. Green
oM ASSOCIATION System approved for 200

59250 |WHATC |NEWHALEM WATER 308 600 46 Green
oM SYSTEM

43290 |WHATC |LISECC 297 2008 12/8/2008|210 199 SMALL WATER SYSTEM The SWSMP indicates that Green
oM MANAGEMENT PROGRAM system can support more than

12150 [WHATC |CENTRAL CITY WATER 285 1999 4/26/1999|125 114 1999 WATER SYSTEM PLAN Water System Plan covers Green
oM ASSOCIATION operations and information for

27631 |WHATC [RASPBERRY RIDGE WATER |278 74 70 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

67020 |WHATC |PERCIE ROAD WATER 250 2008 12/8/2008|110 107 SMALL WATER SYSTEM SWSMP submitted per Green
oM ASSOCIATION MANAGEMENT PROGRAM requirements of SRF application

05875 |WHATC [BERTHUSEN ROAD WATER |250 115 99 Green
oM ASSOCIATION
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PWSID [KING WS Name Max Plan Pre-Plan Last Plan Last Plan Approved Total Conn [Specific Project Name Specific Project Comments Permit Color
Total Approval Date Submittal Approval Design
Pop History Date Date Capacity

99550 [WHATC [Y-SQUALICUM WATER ASSN|250 2015 2/8/2013 2/4/12015|70 70 Green
oM

30200 |[WHATC |GUIDE MERIDIAN WATER  |245 84 80 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

71290 [WHATC |[RATHBONE PARK WATER  |240 2012, 2002 2/29/2012(65 65 SMALL WATER SYSTEM Agreed Order/SRF app. Green
oM ASSOC MANAGEMENT PLAN

32350 [WHATC [HEMMI ROAD WATER 236 2010 2009 2/2/12010|256 181 WATER SYSTEM PLAN UPDATE Green
oM ASSOCIATION 2000 2009

05370 |WHATC |BELFERN WATER 219 1997 1/14/1997|76 74 1996 WATER SYSTEM PLAN Green
oM ASSOCIATION

AB912 |WHATC |Deer Creek Water 200 0 86 Green
oM Assn/Guide South

58950 [WHATC [NEPTUNE BEACH WATER  |200 0 81 Blue
oM ASSOC

66116 |WHATC |PARADISE PARK WATER 200 53 53 Green
oM SYSTEM

51100 [WHATC [MAPLE FALLS WATER COOP |194 2005 8/11/2005|188 90 SMALL WATER SYSTEM Based on water system analysis [Green
oM MANAGEMENT PLAN included in SWSMP, this system

52957 |WHATC [LWWSD - AGATE HEIGHTS |189 2011 3/15/2011|48 36 Green
oM

56900 [WHATC [MOUNTAIN VIEW WATER |186 95 75 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

23480 |WHATC |ENTERPRISE ESTATES 184 45 45 Green
oM WATER ASSOC.

24151 |[WHATC [EVERGREEN MOBILE PARK |180 0 60 Blue
oM & SALES

97110 |WHATC |WILLEYS LAKE TERRACE 180 44 44 Green
oM WATER ASSN

86200 |WHATC [SUNSET WATER 174 106 78 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

08118 |WHATC [LWWSD - EAGLERIDGE 169 2011 3/15/2011|69 65 Green
oM

92150 |WHATC |WAHL WATER ASSOC 165 58 68 Blue
oM

64150 |WHATC [ORCHARD WATER ASSOC  |153 59 51 Green
oM

73750 [WHATC |[ROEDERLAND WATER 150 0 51 Blue
oM ASSOCIATION
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PWSID [KING WS Name Max Plan Pre-Plan Last Plan Last Plan Approved Total Conn [Specific Project Name Specific Project Comments Permit Color
Total Approval Date Submittal Approval Design
Pop History Date Date Capacity

61350 |WHATC [NORTH STAR WATER ASSOC|140 20 57 Blue
oM

33364 |WHATC [HILLTOP WATER OWNERS |135 2004 1/28/2004|0 55 WATER SYSTEM PLAN - 2005 Proposed improvements to Blue
oM ASSOCIATION obtain asbuilt system approval

24195 |WHATC [EVERSON WATER ASSOC 130 11/15/2012 66 55 Green
oM

44950 |WHATC |LAKE TERRILL WATER 125 82 47 Green
oM ASSOC

91000 |WHATC [VALLEY VIEW WATER 120 81 77 Green
oM ASSOC

36268 |WHATC |ISLE AIRE BEACH 120 66 64 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

01200 |WHATC |ALDERGROVE WATER 120 120 60 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

50900 |WHATC |MANTHEYS COUNTRY 120 0 58 Blue
oM MOBILE PARK

12112 [WHATC |CEDAR LYNN WATER ASSOC (116 0 33 Blue
oM

44540 |WHATC [LAKE SAMISH TERRACE 115 65 65 Green
oM PARK

00601 [WHATC [CENTURY WATER 110 37 30 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

87120 |WHATC |TALL CEDARS ESTATES 100 0 44 Blue
oM WATER ASSOC.

96700 |WHATC [WICKERSHAM WATER 98 0 32 Blue
oM ASSOCIATION

23485 |WHATC |ENTERPRISE TERRACE 95 32 32 Green
oM WATER ASSN.

56874 |WHATC [MOUNT BAKER MOBILE 87 0 35 Blue
oM HOME PARK

24840 |WHATC [FERNDALE MOBILE VILLAGE |85 0 54 Blue
oM

25610 |WHATC [FLEMINGS PLATT WATER (84 0 30 Blue
oM ASSOCIATION

19200 (WHATC |DIABLO WTR SYS-SEATTLE |80 65 47 Green
oM CITY LIGHT

27450 |WHATC [GEORGIA MANOR WATER (76 11/29/2012 0 29 Blue
oM ASSOC
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PWSID [KING WS Name Max Plan Pre-Plan Last Plan Last Plan Approved Total Conn [Specific Project Name Specific Project Comments Permit Color
Total Approval Date Submittal Approval Design
Pop History Date Date Capacity

80550 |[WHATC [SMITH ROAD WATER 75 0 32 Red
oM ASSOCIATION

01383 [WHATC [CHUCKANUT TRAILS WATER|72 11/22/2011 53 51 Green
oM SYSTEM

67900 [WHATC [PLEASANT VALLEY WATER |68 29 29 Green
oM SYSTEM

02601 |[WHATC |FAIRFIELD MHP 66 25 22 Green
oM

88050 |[WHATC [THORNTON WATER 65 26 17 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

00119 |WHATC |KONTREE APARTMENTS 60 0 36 Blue
oM WATER SYSTEM

74705 [WHATC [ROYAL COACHMAN MOBIL |60 33 29 Green
oM EST

09899 |WHATC |BELFERN WEST 60 25 24 Green
oM

19890 (WHATC |DOUBLE L MOBILE HOME (58 0 25 Blue
oM PARK

07507 |WHATC |NORTHWEST MOBILE 55 0 36 Blue
oM HOME PARK

27950 [WHATC |GLEN COVE WATER 55 31 21 Green
oM CORPORATION

30800 |WHATC |HAMPTON WATER 54 0 21 Blue
oM ASSOCIATION

02153 [WHATC |VICENTE FARMS & SONS- |53 0 13 Blue
oM MISSION

15510 [WHATC [COUNTRY HAVEN WATER |50 0 20 Blue
oM ASSOC

62135 [WHATC [NORTHWOOD PARK 50 2012 10/14/2011 2/29/2012|0 18 SWSMP for SRF App. Blue
oM SYSTEM

62150 |WHATC [NORTHWOOD WATER 49 2012, 2008 10/14/2011 2/29/2012(17 17 SMALL WATER SYSTEM Update of previous - for SRF app. [Green
oM ASSOCIATION MANGEMENT PROGRAM

27755 |[WHATC |GLACIER SPRINGS WATER |46 273 102 Green
oM SYSTEM

56831 VICENTE FARMS & SONS 46 10 10 Green

ENTERPRISE

37950 |WHATC |KELLY ROAD WATER 45 12 18 Blue

oM ASSOCIATION
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PWSID [KING WS Name Max Plan Pre-Plan Last Plan Last Plan Approved Total Conn [Specific Project Name Specific Project Comments Permit Color
Total Approval Date Submittal Approval Design
Pop History Date Date Capacity

72800 |WHATC |RIVER RD WATER 45 20 17 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

48875 |WHATC |LUMMI POINT WATER 45 17 15 Green
oM ASSOCIATION

46300 |WHATC |LAUREL WEST WATER 45 0 11 Blue
oM ASSOCIATION

91650 |[WHATC [VICTOR WATER 43 15 22 Blue
oM ASSOCIATION

06514 [WHATC [SUNSET WATER & 42 28 16 Green
oM MAINTENANCE ASSOC

00496 |WHATC |AGATE BAY TRAILER PARK |40 2013 1/4/2007 5/8/20130 25 SMALL WATER SYSTEM Submittal included a SWSMP Blue
oM MANAGEMENT PLAN with water system analysis for

02300 [WHATC |ANDERSON CREEK WATER |40 0 15 Blue
oM ASSOCIATION

24717 |WHATC |FAZON ROAD WATER 40 0 15 Blue
oM ASSOC IATION

04050 [WHATC [BAKER VIEW WATER ASSOC |40 0 13 Blue
oM

02011 |WHATC |CALMAN JAMES L. 40 15 13 Green
oM

24164 |WHATC |EVERGREEN RETREAT MHP |39 17 17 Red
oM

03338 |WHATC |SNO PUD 1-PILCHUCK 10 32 2011 8/10/2011|11 10 Green
oM

10562 [WHATC [CALMOR COVE CLUB 29 0 49 Blue
oM

28950 |WHATC |GRANDVIEW BEACH WATER(28 17 15 Green
oM ASSOC INC

44593 |WHATC |LAKE TERRELL MOBILE 27 9 18 Blue
oM RANCH WATER SY

21337 |WHATC [OLD GUIDE WATER 26 0 13 Blue
oM ASSOCIATION

Green
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Appendix 2

ODW Capacity Assessment Survey: Whatcom



Managerial and Financial Capacity Assessment - Results by Question

About target group:

Comm. systems with 100-1,000 connections
Total: 562

Ownership Type
48% Public
18% Private for profit
35% Private non-profit

Size
43% 100-200 connections
35% 201-500 connections
22% 501-1000 connections

Region
33% Eastern
37% Northwest
30% Southwest

About who responded:

Total: 16

Ownership Type
38% Public
6% Private for profit
56% Private not for profit

Size
25% 100-200 connections
31% 201-500 connections
44% 501-1000 connections

Region
34% Eastern
38% Northwest
28% Southwest

1. Are you the owner of the system?

69% Yes
31% No

If no, did you review these questions with the owner before answering the survey?

60% Yes
40% No

2. Please rate how strongly you agree with each of the following statements about your system's

My system has adequate technical capacity.

6% 1 - Strongly disagree
0% 2 - Disagree

0% 3 - Neither agree nor disagree

25% 4 - Agree
69% 5 - Strongly agree

My system has adequate managerial capacity.




Managerial and Financial Capacity Assessment - Results by Question

6% 1 - Strongly disagree

0% 2 - Disagree

0% 3 - Neither agree nor disagree
31% 4 - Agree
63% 5 - Strongly agree

My system has adequate financial capacity.

6% 1 - Strongly disagree

0% 2 - Disagree

6% 3 - Neither agree nor disagree
44% 4 - Agree
44% 5 - Strongly agree

3. How many people have served in the lead operator position in the past 10 years?

50% 1
50% 2 to 3
0% 4 or more

4. Do you have a complete Water System Plan (WSP) or Small Water System Management
Program (SWSMP) that is actively used to operate and manage your water system?

Yes - We have a complete WSP or SWSMP that is used to manage and operate our
88% system.
13% No - We have started a WSP or SWSMP, but it is not complete.
No - We have not done any planning, or our planning documents are no longer
0% useful.

If you said, “No - We have started a WSP or SWSMP, but it is not complete.” please answer
the following:

Do you have complete, current, and useful plans or programs in the following four areas?

Yes No
50% 50% Operations & maintenance
100% 0% Component inventory and up to date distribution system map
100% 0% Wellhead protection/source water protection

0% 100% Emergency response



Managerial and Financial Capacity Assessment - Results by Question

5. Do you own a generator with capacity to power your system and supply water to all your
customers during a power outage?

63% Yes
No - But we have an emergency intertie that can supply customers with basic water
13% service for at least 24 hours without the need for any pumping.
No - But we have gravity storage that can supply customers with basic water service
25% for at least 24 hours without the need for any pumping.
0% No

6. Is your system willing to consider connecting to a nearby water system, forming a

13% There is not another system near our system.
19% Yes - We would consider consolidating with a nearby system.
31% Maybe - We would need to understand the potential costs and benefits first.
13% No - We are not willing to consolidate with a nearby system.
No - We are not willing to consolidate with a nearby system, but we would consider
25% an intertie with another system.

7. Is your system willing to consider transferring ownership, management, and operations to

0% Yes - We would consider transferring ownership of our system to another utility.
0% Maybe - We would need to understand the potential costs and benefits first.
No - But we would consider an agreement for operations and management by a
13% Satellite Management Agency.
88% No - We are not willing to transfer ownership of our system to another utility.

8. Do you prepare a budget each year?
100% Yes
0% No

9. For last calendar year, did your system generate enough money to cover all system costs?

100% Yes - We broke even or had a surplus last year.
0% No - We had to borrow money or cut expenses.



Managerial and Financial Capacity Assessment - Results by Question

10. What is the average monthly rate charged to your single-family residential customers?

19% Less than $20.00
31% $20.01-$30.00
44% $30.01-$40.00

6% $40.01-$60.00

0% $60.01-$80.00

0% Greater than $80.00

11. How many times has the water system's rate been increased in the past 10 years?

13% 0

50% 1to2
19% 3to 4
19% 5 or more

12. Which of the following best describes the rate structure you use?

6% Flat rate based on unmetered consumption
6% Declining block
31% Uniform block
50% Inclining block
6% Seasonal (combined with another rate structure)

13. How often do you compare operating expenses with operating revenue?

31% Monthly

19% Quarterly

31% Regularly (but not on a set schedule)
0% Semi-annually

19% Annually
0% Rarely or Never

14. Do you have enough in savings or reserves to cover all of the following?
Operating cash reserve
Emergency reserve
Short-lived asset replacement reserve



Managerial and Financial Capacity Assessment - Results by Question

0% No - we don't have enough to fund ANY of these reserves.
6% No - we have enough to fund ONE of these reserves.

19% No - we have enough to fund TWO of these reserves.

75% Yes - we have enough to fund ALL of these reserves.

15. Do you have a plan to make capital improvements (such as replace water mains,
construct/rehabilitate a well, or construct/rehabilitate a reservoir) in the next 6 years?

63% Yes
No - we assessed our facilities and no improvements are needed in the next 6-year
38% period.
No - we assessed our facilities and need to make improvements, but have no plans to
0% do so in the next 6-year period.
0% No - we have not assessed our facilities.

16. Which source would likely contribute the most funds to complete future capital
improvements? (please answer regardless of whether you have a plan to make improvements)

56% Water System Funds (example: savings or reserves)
13% Line of Credit/Private Loan (example: bank loan)
25% Government Loan (example: State Revolving Loan Fund)
6% Government Grant (example: Community Development Block Grant)

17. Our staff and programs are here to help you build your system's capacity.
Which areas are you or your system interested in? Check all that apply.

Total percentage exceeds 100% because respondents could choose more than one answer.

6% Completing a State Revolving Loan Fund application
6% Budgeting and rate setting
6% Planning for infrastructure replacement
0% Assistance to consolidate or restructure (transfer ownership)
0% Board training
88% I am not interested in assistance.
1% Other:

If you are interested in assistance (such as a phone call or workshop), when is the best time
for you to receive assistance? Check all that apply.
*Percentages are calculated for the 187 people who indicated they were interested in assistance.

Total percentage exceeds 100% because respondents could choose more than one answer.



Managerial and Financial Capacity Assessment - Results by Question

1% Daytime
0% Evening
0% Saturday



Appendix 3

ODW Sanitary Survey Capacity Summary



Cross Check Number = A-Z

PWSID
1 00250
2 00496
3 01200
4 18237
502300
6 01109
7 04050
8 06429
9 05370

10 09899

11 05450

12 05600

13 05875

14 02395

15 95904

16 07227

17 07300

18 59379

19 AB395

20 02011

21 10562

22 12641

23 12112

24 12150

25 00601

26 01383

27 NP120

28 66110

29 AA460

30 AA553

31 07028

32 15510

33 15596

34 17050

35 AC765

36 AB912

37 18418

38 08255

SystemName

ACME WATER DISTRICT NO 18

AGATE BAY TRAILER PARK

ALDERGROVE WATER ASSOCIATION
ANDERSON CREEK LODGE INC
ANDERSON CREEK WATER ASSOCIATION
ARCO AM/PM (FAC 5840)

BAKER VIEW WATER ASSOC

BARLENS WATER SYSTEMS

BELFERN WATER ASSOCIATION

BELFERN WEST

BELL BAY JACKSON WATER ASSOCIATION
BELLINGHAM-WATER DIVISION, CITY OF
BERTHUSEN ROAD WATER ASSOCIATION
BIRCH BAY SQUARE WATER OPERATION
BIRCH BAY WATER & SEWER DISTRICT
BLACK MOUNTAIN RANCH

BLAINE, CITY OF

BLUE MOUNTAIN GRILL WATER SYSTEM
BOXX BERRY FARM WATER SYSTEM
CALMAN JAMES L.

CALMOR COVE CLUB

CAMP LUTHERWOOD

CEDAR LYNN WATER ASSOC

CENTRAL CITY WATER ASSOCIATION
CENTURY WATER ASSOCIATION
CHUCKANUT TRAILS WATER SYSTEM
COLONIAL CREEK CAMPGROUND
COLUMBIA VALLEY WATER DISTRICT #19
CORNERSTONE CHRISTIAN SCHOOL W.S.
CORNERSTONE COMMUNITY CHURCH
CORNWALL CHURCH OF GOD W.S.
COUNTRY HAVEN WATER ASSOC
COVENANT CHRISTIAN SCHOOL

CUSTER WATER ASSOCIATION

DAKOTA CREEK GOLF CLUB WATER SYSTEM
DEER CREEK WATER ASSN/GUIDE SOUTH
DEER CREEK WATER ASSOCIATION
DELTA GROCERY WATER SYSTEM

Whatcom County Group A Water System TSP Pilot Appendix 3

Permit
Green
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green

DOH SANITARY SURVEY INFORMATION

Intertie Options

DS/WDM Operator

WTPO Operator

SWSMP Prepare/Update

Coli Monitoring Plan

Chlorine Samples/Reports

Cross Connection Control Plan

O&M Manual

Component Inv & Ass

WUE/Loss Control

System Appr/Dsgn/Anal

As-Built/Record Drawings

System/Controls Schematic

Distribution Mapping

Well Head Protection Plan

Flushing Program

Source Water Meter

Source Inverted Vent/Screen

Source Raw Water Sample Tap

Decomission Old Well

Tank Hatch Inspect/Pictures

Tank Hatch Seal R/R

Tank Overflow Screening R/R

Screening Other

Service Meters

Compressor: Oil-less/FG/Sep

Hydrant Maintenance Program

Valve Exercising Program

ASME PRV

Other O&M Notes




Cross Check Number = A-Z

PWSID
39 18750
40 56751
41 18800
42 19200
43 19570
44 19890
45 FS117
46 FS119
47 58951
48 22895
49 23480
50 23485
51 24151
52 24164
53 24195
54 24200
55 07622
56 FS146
57 02601
58 24850
59 24840
60 25610
61 27450
62 27755
63 95915
64 87772
65 27950
66 28050
67 NP310
68 28950
69 00638
70 30200
71 30800
72 31355
73 32350
74 33364
75 FS377
76 NP370

SystemName

DELTA WATER ASSOCIATION

DEMING LOG SHOW & RV

DEMING WATER ASSOCIATION

DIABLO WTR SYS-SEATTLE CITY LIGHT
DODSON IGA MARKET

DOUBLE L MOBILE HOME PARK
DOUGLAS FIR CAMPGROUND - EAST
DOUGLAS FIR CAMPGROUND - WEST
EHLERS LABOR CAMP

ELIZA ISLAND BEACH CLUB

ENTERPRISE ESTATES WATER ASSOC.
ENTERPRISE TERRACE WATER ASSN.
EVERGREEN MOBILE PARK & SALES
EVERGREEN RETREAT MHP

EVERSON WATER ASSOC

EVERSON, CITY OF

EVERYBODY S STORE

EXCELSIOR GROUP SITE CAMPGROUND WS
FAIRFIELD MHP

FERNDALE

FERNDALE MOBILE VILLAGE

FLEMINGS PLATT WATER ASSOCIATION
GEORGIA MANOR WATER ASSOC
GLACIER SPRINGS WATER SYSTEM
GLACIER WATER DISTRICT

GLEN COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

GLEN COVE WATER ASSOCIATION
GLENHAVEN LAKES CLUB

GOODELL CAMPGROUND

GRANDVIEW BEACH WATER ASSOC INC
GRANDVIEW-NORTHGATE INDUSTRIAL PARK PUD #1
GUIDE MERIDIAN WATER ASSOCIATION
HAMPTON WATER ASSOCIATION
HARMONY GRADE SCHOOL

HEMMI ROAD WATER ASSOCIATION
HILLTOP WATER OWNERS ASSOCIATION
HORSESHOE COVE CAMPGROUND
HOZOMEEN WATER SYSTEM

Whatcom County Group A Water System TSP Pilot Appendix 3

Permit
Yellow
Blue
Green
Green
Blue
Blue
Blue
Blue
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green

DOH SANITARY SURVEY INFORMATION

Intertie Options

DS/WDM Operator

WTPO Operator

SWSMP Prepare/Update

Coli Monitoring Plan

Chlorine Samples/Reports

Cross Connection Control Plan

O&M Manual

Component Inv & Ass

WUE/Loss Control

System Appr/Dsgn/Anal

As-Built/Record Drawings

System/Controls Schematic

Distribution Mapping

Well Head Protection Plan

Flushing Program

Source Water Meter

Source Inverted Vent/Screen

Source Raw Water Sample Tap

Decomission Old Well

Tank Hatch Inspect/Pictures

Tank Hatch Seal R/R

Tank Overflow Screening R/R

Screening Other

Service Meters

Compressor: Oil-less/FG/Sep

Hydrant Maintenance Program

Valve Exercising Program

ASME PRV

Other O&M Notes




Cross Check Number = A-Z

PWSID
77 56799
78 07087
79 35800
80 36268
81 37950
82 08225V
83 00119
84 44540
85 44950
86 46300
87 43290
88 29014
89 48875
90 52957
91 08118
92 95910
93 35216
94 49150
95 49890
96 50900
97 51100
98 53250
99 AB234

100 25601

101 56874

102 01468

103 01357

104 56500

105 57671

106 04048

107 56900

108 15676

109 NP0O60

110 58950

111 NPO12

112 59250

113 59850

114 59800

SystemName

IL CAFFE RIFUGIO WATER SYSTEM

INFRA PACIFIC WATER SYSTEM

INTALCO ALUMINUM CORPORATION WS
ISLE AIRE BEACH ASSOCIATION

KELLY ROAD WATER ASSOCIATION
KENDALL ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

KONTREE APARTMENTS WATER SYSTEM
LAKE SAMISH TERRACE PARK

LAKE TERRILL WATER ASSOC

LAUREL WEST WATER ASSOCIATION
LISECC - Lummi Island Scenic Estates
LOUIE, JOE WATER ASSOCIATION

LUMMI POINT WATER ASSOCIATION
LWWSD - AGATE HEIGHTS - Tribal

LWWSD - EAGLERIDGE - Tribal

LWWSD - SOUTH SHORE WATER SYSTEM - Tribal
LYNDEN B.S.-GSA, BELLINGHAM PMT
LYNDEN WATER DEPARTMENT

MABERRY PACKING LLC

MANTHEYS COUNTRY MOBILE PARK
MAPLE FALLS WATER COOP
MEADOWBROOK WATER ASSOCIATION
MERIDIAN SCHOOL COMPLEX

MOUNT BAKER BIBLEWAY CAMP

MOUNT BAKER MOBILE HOME PARK
MOUNT BAKER SCHOOL DISTRICT-DEMING
MOUNT BAKER SKI AREA - WHITE SALMON
MOUNT BAKER WATER ASSOCIATION
MOUNTAIN VIEW BUSINESS PARK
MOUNTAIN VIEW KINGDOM HALL WS
MOUNTAIN VIEW WATER ASSOCIATION
MT BAKER SKI AREA HEATHER MEADOWS
N. CASCADES ENVRNMNT LEARNING CNTR
NEPTUNE BEACH WATER ASSOC
NEWHALEM CAMPGROUND & VISITOR CTR
NEWHALEM WATER SYSTEM

NOOKSACK VALLEY WATER ASSOCIATION
NOOKSACK WATER DEPT

Whatcom County Group A Water System TSP Pilot Appendix 3

Permit
Green
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Blue
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Blue
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Blue
Green
Green
Green

DOH SANITARY SURVEY INFORMATION
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Cross Check Number = A-Z

PWSID
115 04235
116 57675
117 AC316
118 57591
119 37797
120 61350
121 07507
122 62000
123 62135
124 62150
125 63350
126 64150
127 AB638
128 29746
129 02197
130 66116
131 67020
132 55450
133 52681
134 67900
135 95750
136 68350
137 56829
138 27631
139 71290
140 08495
141 72800
142 73750
143 NP160
144 74705
145 15064
146 76105
147 FS020
148 FS843
149 FS130
150 52666
151 52679
152 79800

SystemName

NORTH BELLINGHAM GOLF COURSE
NORTH COUNTY CHRIST THE KING CHURCH
NORTH FORK COMM LIBRARY - KENDALL
NORTH FORK WATER SYSTEM

NORTH LAKE SAMISH SHELL MARKET
NORTH STAR WATER ASSOC

NORTHWEST MOBILE HOME PARK
NORTHWEST WATER ASSOCIATION, INC
NORTHWOOD PARK SYSTEM
NORTHWOOD WATER ASSOCIATION

OLD SETTLERS WATER ASSOCIATION
ORCHARD WATER ASSOC

OSTROM MUSHROOM FARM WATER SYSTEM
OWNERS ASSOC OF BEACH CLUB CONDOS
PARADISE MARKET 1

PARADISE PARK WATER SYSTEM

PERCIE ROAD WATER ASSOCIATION
PHILLIPS 66 COMPANY

PLANTATION RANGE

PLEASANT VALLEY WATER SYSTEM

POINT ROBERTS WATER DISTRICT #4
POLE ROAD WATER ASSOCIATION

RADER FARMS LABOR CAMP

RASPBERRY RIDGE WATER ASSOCIATION
RATHBONE PARK WATER ASSOC

RIVER OF LIFE COMMUNITY CHURCH
RIVER RD WATER ASSOCIATION
ROEDERLAND WATER ASSOCIATION

ROSS LAKE RESORT

ROYAL COACHMAN MOBIL EST

SAMISH PARK

SANDY POINT IMPROVEMENT CO
SHANNON CREEK CAMPGROUND

SILVER FIR CAMPGROUND EAST

SILVER FIR CAMPGROUND WEST

SILVER LAKE PARK - HORSE CAMP

SILVER LAKE PARK - MAIN CAMPGROUND
SKOOKUM CHUCK WATER ASSOCIATION

Whatcom County Group A Water System TSP Pilot Appendix 3

Permit
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Blue
Blue
Green
Blue
Yellow
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Yellow
Blue
Green
Blue
Blue
Green
Blue
Green
Blue
Blue
Blue
Blue
Blue
Green

DOH SANITARY SURVEY INFORMATION

Intertie Options

DS/WDM Operator

WTPO Operator

SWSMP Prepare/Update

Coli Monitoring Plan

Chlorine Samples/Reports

Cross Connection Control Plan

O&M Manual

Component Inv & Ass

WUE/Loss Control

System Appr/Dsgn/Anal

As-Built/Record Drawings

System/Controls Schematic

Distribution Mapping

Well Head Protection Plan

Flushing Program

Source Water Meter

Source Inverted Vent/Screen

Source Raw Water Sample Tap

Decomission Old Well

Tank Hatch Inspect/Pictures

Tank Hatch Seal R/R

Tank Overflow Screening R/R

Screening Other

Service Meters

Compressor: Oil-less/FG/Sep

Hydrant Maintenance Program

Valve Exercising Program

ASME PRV

Other O&M Notes




Cross Check Number = A-Z

PWSID
153 AAO34
154 23011
155 80550
156 58864
157 56821
158 84850
159 84870
160 08353
161 06514
162 86200
163 59394
164 87120
165 ADO51A
166 08262
167 88050
168 05754
169 91000
170 56831
171 02153
172 91650
173 92150
174 95914
175 95700
176 95900
177 95935
178 96700
179 96888
180 97110
181 61494
182 99550

SystemName

SLAVIC GOSPEL CHURCH WATER SYSTEM
SMALLWOOD SHORES WELL

SMITH ROAD WATER ASSOCIATION
STARVIN SAM S #15 KENDALL WATER SYS
STARVIN-SAM S #19/SLATER ROAD WS
SUMAS RURAL WATER ASSOCIATION
SUMAS WATER DEPT

SUNRISE GROCERY STORE

SUNSET WATER & MAINTENANCE ASSOC
SUNSET WATER ASSOCIATION

SWIFT CREEK CAMPGROUND WATER SYSTEM
TALL CEDARS ESTATES WATER ASSOC.
THE CHEESE FARM

THE RUSSELL GROUP WATER SYSTEM
THORNTON WATER ASSOCIATION

UPPER BAKER WATER SYSTEM

VALLEY VIEW WATER ASSOC

VICENTE FARMS & SONS ENTERPRISE
VICENTE FARMS & SONS-MISSION
VICTOR WATER ASSOCIATION

WAHL WATER ASSOC

WHATCOM COUNTY WATER DIST #13
WHATCOM COUNTY WATER DIST #2
WHATCOM COUNTY WATER DIST #7
WHATCOM MEADOWS

WICKERSHAM WATER ASSOCIATION
WILDWOOD RESORT

WILLEYS LAKE TERRACE WATER ASSN
WISER LAKE KINGDOM HALL JEHOVAHS
Y-SQUALICUM WATER ASSN

Column Totals

Whatcom County Group A Water System TSP Pilot Appendix 3

Permit
Blue
Blue
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Blue
Blue
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Green
Blue
Green
Green
Green
Green

DOH SANITARY SURVEY INFORMATION
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Appendix 4

Technical Support Program Program Survey Questions and Responses



Whatcom Water&nbsp;Systems Survey SurveyMonkey

Q1 What is your role with the water system? (Please check all that apply)

Answered: 75  Skipped: -1
Owner
Manager
Board Member

SyStem Operator _

Other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Owner 4.00% 3
Manager 28.00% 21
Board Member 21.33% 16
System Operator 61.33% 46
Other 5.33% 4

Total Respondents: 75

# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

1 Association Member - thereby, part owner 11/30/2017 2:07 AM
2 Secretary/Bookkeeper 11/16/2017 5:33 PM
3 Secretary 11/13/2017 2:10 PM
4 Office Manager 11/13/2017 12:04 PM
5 Office Manager 11/13/2017 8:30 AM
6 Sampling and testing water daily. 10/30/2017 2:47 PM

1/68



Whatcom Water&nbsp;Systems Survey

Q2 What is the type of water system?

Answered: 75  Skipped: -1

Group A
Community...

Group A
Transient...

Group A Non
transient...

Don’t Know

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

Group A Community System: serves 15 or more connections year-round, or 25 or more residents at least 180 days per year.

Group A Transient noncommunity: serves a population that changes day to day, such as campground, hotels, corner
markets, rest areas, and restaurants with their own water supply.

Group A Non transient noncommunity: serve a nonresidential population that does not change day to day, such as schools,
day care centers, religious centers (churches/temples), or hospitals with their own water supply.

Don’t Know

TOTAL

2/68

SurveyMonkey
RESPONSES
88.00% 66
5.33% 4
5.33% 4
1.33% 1

75



Whatcom Water&nbsp;Systems Survey SurveyMonkey

Q3 What is the type of water system ownership?

Answered: 75  Skipped: -1

Water
Association...
Privately
Owned (trail...
Home Owners
Association...

Government
(City, Town,...

Don’t Know

Other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
Water Association (governed by elected board of directors and owned by its members) 65.33% 49
Privately Owned (trailer park, business park, service station, church, school, etc.) 22.67% 17
Home Owners Association (oversees water, roads, common areas, etc.) 1.33% 1
Government (City, Town, State, Federal, Special District) 9.33% 7
Don’t Know 0.00% 0
Other 1.33% 1
TOTAL 75
# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

1 Water Association governed by Members administered by Elected Board 10/28/2017 8:02 AM

3/68



Whatcom Water&nbsp;Systems Survey SurveyMonkey

Q4 About how many active connections does the water system currently
serve?

Answered: 75  Skipped: -1

51to 100
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
1to 14 10.67% 8
15 to 50 32.00% 24
51 to 100 28.00% 21
101 to 250 16.00% 12
Over 250 13.33% 10
TOTAL 75

4/68



Whatcom Water&nbsp;Systems Survey SurveyMonkey

Q5 What types of customers does the water system serve? (Please
check all that apply)

Answered: 75  Skipped: -1

Agricultural/Li
vestoc

Commercial/Busi
ness

Daycare
Food Service
Industrial

Residential

Residential
Part-Time...

Recreational

School

Temporary Farm
Worker Housing

Other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Agricultural/Livestock 29.33% 22
Commercial/Business 38.67% 29
Daycare 13.33% 10
Food Service 12.00% 9
Industrial 8.00% 6
Residential 88.00% 66
Residential Part-Time (Seasonal) 16.00% 12
Recreational 9.33% 7
School 12.00% 9

5/68



Whatcom Water&nbsp;Systems Survey

Temporary Farm Worker Housing

Other
Total Respondents: 75

# OTHER (CHURCH, FIRE STATION, ETC.)
1 Fire Station

Fire Station, Cemetary

Church

Churches, Dentist, Fire hall

Church, Fire Station, Government Buildings
Church, recreation, other's.

Camp and retreat, churches and others.

Tribal Administrative Offices

© o N o o @~ w N

Churches, Fire Station, Power Substation,

6/68

5.33%

6.67%

SurveyMonkey

DATE
11/13/2017 3:18 PM

11/11/2017 9:14 AM
11/3/2017 10:54 AM
11/2/2017 2:47 PM

11/1/2017 8:50 AM

10/30/2017 3:10 PM
10/30/2017 2:47 PM
10/28/2017 1:22 PM
10/27/2017 7:53 AM



Whatcom Water&nbsp;Systems Survey SurveyMonkey

Q6 What color is the systems operating permit?

Answered: 75  Skipped: -1

Green:
Substantiall...

Yellow:
Substantiall...

Blue:
Substantiall...

Red:
substantiall...

Don’t know

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
Green: Substantially in compliance with regulations. Adequate for existing and additional services up to number approved. 96.00% 72
Yellow: Substantially in compliance with all requirements. Adequate for existing uses an additional services up to number 0.00% 0

approved. But has been notified to complete a planning requirement or is under a compliance agreement and acting in
accordance with the agreement.

Blue: Substantially in compliance with the requirements. Adequate for existing uses, but not for adding new connections. 2.67% 2
However the system does not have an approved water system design or is no longer operating consistently with that design,
or has exceeded the number of approved connections.

Red: substantially out of compliance with the requirements. Inadequate for existing uses and no additional connections are 0.00% 0
allowed.

Don’t know 1.33% 1
TOTAL 75

7168
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Q7 How do you rate your water system’s overall condition?

Answered: 75  Skipped: -1

Excellent,
everything i...

Good, most
everything i...

Getting By,
everything i...

Poor, our
system is ju...

Very Poor, our
system is...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES

Excellent, everything is in very good condition and the system can focus on long term planning

Good, most everything is in good condition and the focus is on routine repairs and maintenance.

Getting By, everything is working today, nothing is critical or urgent but our system has issues that need to be addressed
Poor, our system is just getting by day to day and we frequently have repairs

Very Poor, our system is failing and cannot survive a major event

TOTAL

8/68

RESPONSES
50.67% 38
3067% 23
16.00% 12
1.33% 1
1.33% 1
75



Whatcom Water&nbsp;Systems Survey SurveyMonkey

Q8 Generally speaking do you feel that the water system has adequate
technical capacity? Technical capacity means the physical and
operational ability of the system to serve customers now and in the
future. Here are some examples of strong technical capacity:  -The
system has a qualified operator with the knowledge and skills to operate
the system.  -The system’s source can meet current and anticipated
demand. -The system’s source is adequately protected, treated and
sampled.  -System infrastructure is in good condition.

Answered: 73 Skipped: 1

Agree

Neither agree
nor disagree

Disagree
Strongly
disagree

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Strongly agree 58.90% 43
Agree 34.25% 25
Neither agree nor disagree 4.11% 3
Disagree 2.74% 2
Strongly disagree 0.00% 0
TOTAL 73

9/68
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Q9 What are your primary sources of water supply? (Please check all
that apply)

Answered: 73 Skipped: 1

Surface water .
Groundwater -
well

Groundwater -

Spring

Intertie -

Wholesale water

Other

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Surface water 6.85% 5
Groundwater — well 78.08% 57
Groundwater — Spring 4.11% 3
Intertie - Wholesale water 13.70% 10
Other 0.00% 0

Total Respondents: 73

# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE
1 we have 2 wells 10/27/2017 7:54 AM

10/ 68
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Q10 Is the water system concerned about any known or potential
contamination of the source?

Answered: 73 Skipped: 1
Yes

Don’t Know

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

Yes 28.77% 21
No 68.49% 50
Don’t Know 2.74% 2
TOTAL

73

11/68
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Q11 About how old is the maijority of your water distribution system
(piping and service connections)?

e - -

26-50 years

Answered: 73 Skipped: 1

Over 50 years

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

0-10 years 12.33% 9
11-25 years 21.92% 16
26-50 years 64.38% 47
Over 50 years 1.37% 1
TOTAL 73

12 /68
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