
DOH COMMENT RESPONSE FORM 
City of Ephrata Public Works; PWS ID 23650; re: Submittal #20-0609 

DOH 
Comment 

No. 

DOH Comment Water System Response Page No.  of 
Response 

Other 
Comments 

CHAPTER 1 

1 Has the location of Well #11 been determined? If so, please 
provide proposed location on maps/in text.  

No.  The exact location of Well #11 has not 
been determined.  The location of Well #11 
will be determined as part of CIP S-1A 
when the limits of the new pressure zone 
are determined.  This study is currently 
underway.   

n/a  

2 Under “Source of Supply”, please include source capacities 
of “with” and “without” Well #6 (you do show “without”), 
because you do indicate in Chapter 3 that you intend to 
restore Well #6 to provide source capacity to meet future 
demands.  

If Well #6 is brought back online, the City's 
wells would have a combined total pumping 
capacity of 6,194 GPM, which is equivalent 
to 8.92 MGD. This was added to Chapter 1.  

1-5  

3 Please provide an updated Figure 1-6 that is not “screened 
back” in terms of the print.  

This figure has been updated.  Figure 1-6  

4 For Table 1-4, identify the “Storage Capacity (gallons)” as 
“Nominal Storage Volume (gallons)” or “Constructed Storage 
Volume (gallons)” or something similar (and define the 
meaning as a footnote or in the text), because “capacity 
regards the various OS, ES, SB, DS, and FSS volumes, 
while the listed volume is approximately the volume based 
on the overflow depth. You use this terminology in Chapter 3 
under “Storage”, in the very first sentence.  

In Table 1-4, “Storage Capacity (gallons)” 
was replaced with “Nominal Storage 
Volume (gallons)” and was defined as “the 
approximate volume of the reservoir based 
on overflow height”. The terminology in 
Chapter 3 was revised accordingly.  

1-10, 3-13  

5 For Table 1-5, please identify a year for which these data 
apply. 

A footnote was added to Table 1-5 
identifying 2018 as the year for these pipe 
lengths. 

1-12  

6 Page 1-13, Water Treatment, replace the verbiage in entirety 
and update to reflect requirement to chlorinate due to repeat 
coliform detections and current status of the chlorination 
project. Also, as applicable, update the CIP to show costs for 
installing and implementing the continuous chlorination 
project.  

Chapter 1 was updated to discuss 
chlorination. The CIP S-5 description in 
Chapter 8 was also updated. The 
chlorination project cost approximately 
$60,000.  

1-13, 8-3  

7 Page 1-13, Adjacent Water Purveyors and Interties, while 
the city does not have interties, there are several Group A 
and Group B systems within a mile radius of the city limits. 
One of the Group B systems is also located within the city’s 
service area, PWS# 03744, Collard Well. Please list water 
systems within the city’s service area and within close 
proximity. Provide a statement in the text as to whether or 
not the city would consider consolidation, or simply providing 

See the new table, Table 1-6, which lists the 
water systems both in the City service area 
and within a 1-mile radius. A statement was 
added that the City will consider serving 
adjacent purveyors through consolidation or 
as customers.   
 
 

1-13  



water to them as a customer of the City, with any of these 
small systems, if requested.  

8 Appendix C, please provide a Local Government 
Consistency Determination form from the CWSSA/CWSP 
coordinator, Stephanie Shopbell at Grant County Health 
District. 

We have reached out to Stephanie 
numerous times in the last year and a half. 
She has not been available due to assisting 
the health district with COVID19. 

-  

CHAPTER 2 

9 For Historical data for water production and consumption, 
are “2019” data available? If not available and you are 
intending to use the 2018 as the basis year, then please 
provide all data for 2018. As an example, Table 2-2 shows 
“2017” service connections but the “Equivalent Residential 
Units” analysis and discussion on Page 2-12 uses data from 
2018 for Residential connections.  

We are planning on using 2018 data for our 
analysis. Table 2-2 has been updated with 
2018 service connection data.  

2-3  

10 Per WAC 246-290-100(4)(b)(ii)(D), for systems serving one 
thousand or more total connections, provide a description of 
the seasonal variations in consumption patterns of each 
customer class defined by the purveyor.  
 

Table 2-7 describes the consumption 
pattern of each customer class and has 
been added to Chapter 2.  

2-10  

11 Page 2-4 uses an example to explain a decrease in summer 
production from 2007-2009. This language appears to be 
carried over from the previous WSP and is no longer 
relevant. 

This example has been removed from the 
chapter.  

-  

12 For the text describing Figure 2-2 (as given on Page 2-4), in 
which the text states: “The chart shows both winter 
production and summer peak usage have declined 
somewhat.”, DOH finds four (4) issues with this statement: 

 The figure on shows production not “usage”. 

 Summer production has increased quite 
substantially and substantively. 

 Winter production has held steady. 

 The chart only shows 2013-2018 information – 
perhaps earlier year’s data support the statement of 
lesser production in summer and winter; however, if 
the City intends to use 2014-2018 data (as shown 
by the “5-Yr Average” in Table 2-3), then the 
statement does not mean anything and was already 
covered in a previous planning document. Also, use 
of an “average” for a situation in which production 
has increased by 1.5 for the “Max Month” cannot be 
evaluated as a simple average.  

This statement has been removed from the 
chapter.  
 
Well 9 had a faulty meter in 2018. After 
comparing 2018 flows to previous years, the 
Well 9 2018 flows were reduced by 40% to 
more accurately represent the production 
volume. This reduces total Well 9 
production in 2018 from 412,084,700 to 
247,250,820 gallons. The City has since 
replaced the faulty meter with a working 
one. Appendix G has been updated 
accordingly. In the previously submitted 
WSP, Figure 2-2 had not been updated to 
reflect this, while Figure 2-3 had. Both 
figures are now updated.    
 
To address the fourth bullet, adjusting the 
2018 Well 9 production makes the 2014-
2018 average ADP an acceptable metric. 

2-4  



13 For Table 2-4, please identify and show the basis for the 
data given in the table. As an example, for the “Maximum 
Month Production (MMAD)” for 2018, you show “5,272,295 
gpd”. So, multiplying this flow rate by 30 gives approximately 
158,000,000 gallons. The volume does not match the data 
shown in Figure 2-2 but may match what is shown in Figure 
2-3. Please note that “Max Month” is the maximum observed 
across 30 continuous days, not just discrete calendar 
months. Also, please reconcile the possible differences 
between Figure 2-2 and Figure 2-3. Also, for all data, please 
show the basis and at least one example calculation. As an 
example, please identify the annual total production and 
then show this value divided by 365 gives, for 2018, 
“2,315,649” gallons per day.  

The basis and an example for each 
calculation in Table 2-4 has been provided 
in the footnotes. 
 
The City recognizes that “Max Month” is the 
maximum observed across 30 continuous 
days, however the City was limited to using 
monthly well production for this analysis 
because they did not have continuous 
production data from telemetry.  
 
See comment 12 response for an 
explanation of the discrepancy between 
Figure 2-2 and 2-3. 

2-7  

14 For Table 2-4 for the “Peaking Factor” for MDD/ADD, DOH 
requires the use of “3.0” because this peaking factor did 
occur for the largest monthly demand (and, hence, based on 
your approach, the largest daily demand), and “Maximum 
Day Demand” is defined as THE Maximum Day Demand, 
not an average of a series of Maximum Day Demands.  

The MDD/ADD peaking factor has been 
changed to 3.0 and the system analysis has 
been updated accordingly.  

2-7  

15 For the reference to the “Water System Design Manual”, 
please note that the manual has been updated and is dated 
either October 2019 or May 2020 (May version regards 
editing “errata”).  

We referenced the equation to the 2020 
WSDM.      

2-8  

16 For Table 2-5, these data are from all connections with 
service meters? Table 2-7 includes these data as totals and 
then has several other “use” categories.  

Yes, the data in Table-2-5 includes all the 
service accounts tracked by the City’s 
record system, as described in footnote 1. 
Table 2-8 (previously 2-7) includes 
additional consumption by users that are 
not part of a specific customer class.   

2-9  

17 Reviewing Table 2-7 generates the following: 
1. Regarding Footnote 2 of Table 2-7, is the City 

intending to rectify the loss of such data, i.e., 
prevent the loss of these important data? 

2. Table 2-7 does not include the “1,850” gallons for 
2018 as notes in Footnote 4. Also for Footnote 4, 
should the text state “…one contractor…”, and how 
does the City know this usage? 

3. Per Footnote 5, for Table 2-7, why does the 2018 
show “2,500,000” when the footnote states “10 
million gallons”? 

4. For Footnote 6, how is this water use tracked, and 
why does the 2018 show “0”?  

5. Does the City have a dedicated fill station, and how 
does the City distinguish between this water and 
“Contractor” water? 

Note: Table 2-7 is now Table 2-8 
1. Moving forward, the City will is 

archiving consumption data from 
City facilities including parks and 
pools for future DSL reports.  

2. The 1,850 gallons was added to the 
table. All grammar errors were 
corrected. The City requires 
contractors to record the volume of 
water taken from the City’s fill 
station.  

3. The table has been updated to 
show 10,000,000 gallons of 
construction flushing for 2018.  

4. The fire department tracks their own 
water consumption for firefighting, 

2-13  



6. To what column of data (or which singular datum) 
does Footnote 8 apply? Also, please provide an 
example of a “slight miscalculation” (and similarly for 
the data covered by Footnote 9).  

training, testing, and cleaning. The 
2018 consumption is 123,150 
gallons.  

5. The City does have a designated fill 
station where users are required to 
record their use for the water. The 
City has a separate meter that they 
lend to contractors during 
construction. 

6. Footnote 8 applies to the 
“Production” column. An example of 
a “slight miscalculation” has been 
added to Table 2-7.  

 

18 Reviewing Table 2-8 generates the following: 

 Coupled with Comment 9, for Table 2-8 and 
Footnote 2, these connections do not come from 
Table 2-2. Also, please explain the differences, 
some rather large, between the number of 
connections given for 2017 (in Table 2-2) and listed 
in Table 2-8. 

 For Authorized Metered Use”, does this come from 
Table 2-7 and is the sum of everything but the 
“Meter Data” column? Please state this in a footnote 
and show the summation calculation that generates 
the 2018 value. 

Note: Table 2-8 is now Table 2-9 

 The connections in Table 2-2 have 
been updated to reflect 2018 water 
service connections. The Irrigation 
customer class includes additional 
classes from city billing data: 
Construction Water, inactive, and 
Hydrant Meter Rental. The data 
originally shown in Table 2-2 for 
2017 only included irrigation 
connections (46) while Table 2-9 
showed 212 connections, which 
included the additional classes. This 
discrepancy has been resolved by 
showing 212 irrigation connections 
in both tables. The number of 
irrigation connections has remained 
constant between 2017 and 2018.  

 Yes – a footnote was added in 
Table 2-9 to clarify this. 

 

2-15  

19 For “Future Population Distribution”, your text in the second 
paragraph describes where you think growth may occur; 
however, Table 2-11 does not distinguish location, only 
provides totals.  

A constant, high growth rate scenario was 
assumed across all zones (see Table 2-11 
for growth scenario) to provide a 
conservative approach to system analysis.  

2-17  



20 Reviewing Table 2-11 generates the following: 

 For the values given in Table 2-11, please provide 
example calculations for each of the values. While 
these are presented in the City “Comprehensive 
Plan”, please provide example calculations herein.  

 The values given under “Total Population Served” 
do not match the values given in Table 2-10, as 
noted in footnote 2.  

 For the listed ERU values given for 2018, please 
provide a footnote that states that these are taken 
from Table 2-8.  

 An example calculation of the 
population growth was added to the 
footnotes in Table 2-12. 

 The values in Column 2 of Table 2-
12 match the values of Column 4 in 
Table 2-11.  

 The footnote is added.  

2-18  

21 Reviewing Table 2-12 generates the following: 

 As noted for Table 2-11, the population data do not 
match Table 2-10 values. 

 For Footnote 5, please identify the values used for 
“C” and “F” and show one example calculation.  

Note: Table 2-12 is now Table 2-13 

 As noted above, the values in 
Column 2 of Table 2-13 match the 
values of Column 4 in Table 2-11.  

 See updated footnote 5.  
 

2-19  

22 For the required capacity calculations, to evaluate each 
zone’s capacity as you have provided in Chapter, provide 
connections and ERUs per each zone. Your current 
approach to define an overall ADD and MDD is satisfactory, 
but then we need to apply these to determine both demands 
and both provided and required capacities for each zone. 
Providing a table or tables showing each zone’s 
connections, respective ERUs, ADD, MDD, and PHD would 
be most useful. It also would make sense to provide a table 
or tables showing the anticipated growth in each zone and 
then the respective ERUs, ADD, MDD, and PHD for each 
zone.  

See new Table 2-14 that shows ERUs, 
ADD, MDD, and PHD in each Zone for 
2018, 2029, 2039.  

2-20  

CHAPTER 3 

23 Update entire chapter to reflect addition of chlorine treatment 
– especially the section entitled “Water Quality Analysis” to 
present the coliform detection data that resulted in the 
requirement for continuous chlorination.  

The “Water Quality Analysis” section has 
been updated to present the coliform 
detection data that resulted in the 
requirement for continuous chlorination. The 
entire chapter has been updated 
accordingly. 

3-4  

24 Reviewing Table 3-1 generates the following: 

 Per MDD/ADD factor, as given in Table 3-1, the 
factor noted in Chapter 2 is “2.3”.  

 For PHD regarding the City standard, the “1.7” 
multiplier can only be used if it is based on actual 
data and represents the largest scalar based on 
historical information – same as MDD being defined 
as the singular, largest water use day, PHD is 
defined as the largest hourly flow rate, not an 

The factor in table 3-1 has been updated to 
3.0 per Table 2-4.  
 
The City standard for PHD was updated to 
the WSDM Equation 3-1. This was the 
equation used in the analysis.  

3-2  



average of large hourly flow rates.  

25 As an overall comment regarding the capacity analysis, it 
makes sense to complete a “total” capacity analysis for all 
cumulative drinking water infrastructure consisting of: 

 Zone 1: five (5) current sources (and address “with” 
and “without” Well #6), two (2) reservoirs, and view 
the “transfer station” as a point “demand” from the 
system based on this pump station’s “reliable” flow 
rate (i.e., with 1 pump not running). If the City 
wishes to view this pump station “transfer” capability 
as a “source” into Zone 1, then it, then it cannot be 
included as a “source” for Zone 2 (or you would 
need to evaluate it both ways and effect on capacity 
both ways, but you cannot view it as being able to 
supply in both directions).  

 Zone 2: two (2) current sources, one (1) reservoir, 
view the “transfer stations” as either a “source” 
supplementing this zone or a “demand” out of this 
zone, and view the Morningstar Booster Pump 
Station as a “demand” out of the zone (based on its 
“reliable” pumping capacity).  

 Zone 3 and Zone 4: It appears from the Figure that 
these can be analyzed together with a single source 
(Morningstar Booster Pump Station) and one (1) 
reservoir. Each transmission main would be 
analyzed for the capacity based on the particular 
zone’s PHD (and fire flow) that would need to 
convey through the line to the zone.  

The transfer station between Zone 1 and 2 
is typically not used in regular operation of 
the system and was not modelled as a 
demand to Zone 2. The PRV solenoid valve 
opens when levels in Reservoir No. 2 or 4 
are low during high demand events such as 
fires, so the opening of this valve was 
considered in the fire flow analysis.  
 
The modelling analysis aligns with your 
recommended approach.  
 
 

  

-  

26 For “Source” flow rates, please update this chapter to be in 
concert with Chapter 1 regarding source capacity (see 
Comment 2). Table 3-2 partially serves to meet the 
conditions of Comment 2. DOH suggests having 4 columns 
of source capacity: rated and actual, for “with” and “without” 
Well #6. Also, DOH requires consistency for analyzing 
source capacity – “rated” may only be representative of an 
initial well flow test. If the “actual” capacity represents the 
capacity of the wells to pump groundwater from the ground 
and into the distribution system, as measured or monitored 
by the City, then the “actual” capacity needs to be used for 
all analyses because it represents what the wells can 
provide.  

Table 3-3 (previously 3-2) has been 
updated to reflect capacity with and without 
Well No. 6. The actual capacity of the 
system without Well No. 6 running was used 
in the analysis.  

3-6 
 

 

27 Under “Source and Treatment Capacity”, please remove the 
last sentence in the first paragraph, because the next page 
under “Source Reliability” and subsequent analyses, include 
Well #6. Also, all text references a capacity for Well #6 as 
“650” gpm, please ensure the Qs value used represents 

The sentence has been removed. The 650 
gpm for Well No. 6 represents the actual 
flow rate.  

3-6  



“actual” flow rate.  

28 Please update the last sentence under “Source and 
Treatment Capacity”, regarding the “750 gpm” text. 

The sentence has been updated.  3-6  

29 For the section “Source and Treatment Capacity”, please 
update to include continuous chlorination and how it is 
“sized” for the sources.  

A discussion of continuous chlorination has 
been added to the end of this section.  

3-6  

30 For the fourth enumerated bullet under “Source Reliability”, 
does the City provide backup generators at any wells and/or 
provide any switch-gear hookups? 

The City has a backup generator, but does 
not have any switch gear hookups at any of 
the wells.  The Source reliability section was 
updated accordingly.  Please note that CIP 
S-6 provides backup power and transfer 
switches to the wells to meet this source 
reliability requirement.   

3-7  

31 For Table 3-3, please provide the basis equations, rationale 
for those equations, and then example calculations. As an 
example, for “4,963” for “Q (req’d)”, what is the FSS and 
MDD and so forth. Also, as noted throughout, please 
evaluate per zone.  

Note: Table 3-3 is now Table 3-4A 
 
A source reliability analysis has been 
performed for each zone in addition to the 
one for all zones. These are shown in 
Tables 3-4A through 3-4D. 
 

3-7 to 3-11  

32 For the discussion for Table 3-4, for both Qi and Qa, it might 
make sense (and could be a “simple” process to update all 
results as a different scenario and present in an Appendix) 
to show the results for the “1.26%” growth rate. Then, as 
time passes and the City observes actual growth, they can 
“easily” adapt their results to meet actual needs, versus 
having to resubmit an updated Capacity Analysis that 
addresses actual growth.  

A new water rights adequacy analysis has 
been added to Chapter 3 for this scenario. 
The growth rate was updated from 1.26% to 
1.52% after an error was found in the 
original calculations. This growth scenario is 
shown in Table 3-5A and supporting 
information can be found in Appendix Z. For 
both Table 3-5 and 3-5A, we added a “% of 
existing rights” column for both 
instantaneous water rights and annual 
volume. This was added as an additional 
way to interpret the effects of City growth on 
water rights adequacy.  

3-13  

33 For Standby Storage, please review the updated WSDM for 
its guidance. 

After further discussion with the City and the 
fire chief, this water system plan will use a 
standby storage of 2*ADD with one day of 
pumping and the largest source turned off. 
This is the definition of standby storage that 
has previously been used by the City and 
was used throughout this analysis. 
 

3-14  

34 For “nested” storage for SB and FSS, DOH allows only if the 
local fire protection authority allows the “nesting” and 
provides a letter that states this allowance.  

The local fire chief indicated that SB and 
FSS should not be nested at this time as 
the wells do not have backup power to 
increase the reliability. This correspondence 
has been added to Appendix I. The fire 

3-14  



chief also indicated that nesting will be 
reconsidered when backup power has been 
added at the well sites. 

35 For Table 3-5, please provide the basis for all calculated 
data (such as ERUs, which pumps and their Qs values), the 
equational basis for all calculated data, and then show an 
example calculation. As an example, Footnote 4 shows the 
basis by listing ERUs and the equational basis but does not 
show at least one example calculation and it would be 
extremely helpful to know the source of the ERU values 
(what table within the WSP). As a second example, Footnote 
3 shows the equational basis but does not provide the ADD 
or Qs and QL values (or their source in the WSP) or any 
sample calculations.  

The basis for all calculated data, the 
equational basis for all calculated data, and 
example calculations have been added to 
Table 3-6 (previously Table 3-5) 
 
 

3-16  

36 You do not discuss Table 3-6 in the WSP.  A discussion on Table 3-7 (previously Table 
3-6) has been added to the chapter.  

3-17  

37 For the two pump stations (Morningstar and Transfer), 
please identify the number of pumps in each and flow rate 
capacities of all pumps. Then, show the respective MDD to 
be served by each pump station (you state that the capacity 
of each pump station exceeds the respective MDD for each 
zone but do not show these values – please refer to 
comment 23). You have provided the “open system criteria, 
but then just think of each as being a “source” and analyze 
as if it is a source. It is a City decision to have a “+1” 
reliability in these pump stations or apply the well source 
reliability criteria (as you provided and evaluated under 
“Source Reliability”).  

The number of pumps and pump flow rate 
for each station and the MDD for each zone 
was added to this section of the plan.  
 
The Morningstar Booster Station, which has 
two identical pumps, was assumed to have 
a +1 reliability standard (only one pump 
running at a given time) for all analyses.  
 
 

3-17  

38 For the “Hydraulic Capacity Analysis – Modeling” analysis, 
per the 3rd enumerated bullet, DOH cautions against 
“double-accounting” of the Zone 2 storage and the “transfer-
switch” function (that water can flow back into Zone 1). IF it 
is desired to gain “capacity” by having the transfer switch 
open to allow flow into Zone 1 for fire-fighting and/or simply 
to supplement flow during high demands when the level in 
Reservoir 4 is drawn down, then you cannot consider the 
transfer station as a source for Zone 2. Because, in actual 
practice, during a high demand day, the Reservoir 4 level 
will drop and trigger the opening of the transfer switch (so, 
please refer to Comment 25 and apply the discussion of 
drinking water infrastructure “correctly”) and then this water 
will not be available to Zone 2 for demand or fire-fighting.  

The transfer station was not double counted 
in the modeling. The transfer station was 
assumed to be “off” and not a source into 
Zone 2, which reflects actual operation of 
the system.  
 
CIP P-1 addresses the regulation of the 
solenoid valve to prevent the valve from 
reducing pressures in Zone 2.  

--  

39 For Table 3-7, please identify the rationale for “6,000” and 
“4,500” and others (all gpm) for the fire flow requirement 
(this does not match previous discussions under “FSS” 
under “Storage” (on Page 3-9) or under “Fire Flow Demands 

Note: Table 3-7 is now Table 3-8 
These fire flows were based on the Ephrata 
Fire Department table given in Appendix I. 
This was noted in the plan.  

3-21  



and Minimum Pressure” on Page 3-4. Are these taken from 
the Ephrata Fire Department table given in Appendix I? 

40 For modeling, an alternative approach would be to set (most 
likely via “trial-and-error”) a fire-flow flow rate at various 
demand nodes that can be provided while maintaining the 
appropriate pressure and then assess whether other means 
can provide the additional fire-flow flow rate.  

Fire-flow/MDD modeling was completed as 
you describe it – an iterative fire flow 
junction analysis was performed for each 
node in the system that identified the 
maximum available fire-flow at a given node 
and also identified the design flow at that 
node while minimum system pressure (20 
psi) was maintained.  
 
The CIPs shown in Table 3-8 will address 
the fire flow deficiencies in the system.  

--  

41 The sentence referencing Table 3-7 states, in part: 
“…summarizes recommended improvements…”, but this 
table only identifies pressure deficiencies, it does not identify 
any improvements (and/or, stating “reservoir level too low” or 
“pipe diameters are deficient” are not recommendations – 
versus stating that a pipe ox “x” diameter would “mitigate” 
the deficiency.  

Note: Table 3-7 is now Table 3-8  
 
Pipe sizes and other improvements have 
been added to the corresponding 
deficiency.  

3-19  

42 Under “Other Improvements”, you state that various 
improvement projects are discussed in detail in Chapter 8. 
Upon review of Chapter 8, you have a clear method of 
labeling each improvement – for deficiencies listed in Table 
3-7 and the bulleted list under “Other Improvements”, please 
include their respective “label” for ease of reference. 

Note: Table 3-7 is now Table 3-8  
 
The labels for the CIPs in Chapter 8 have 
been added to the respective deficiencies 
listed in Chapter 3.  

3-21  

43 Reviewing Worksheet 6-1 generates the following: 
Please include the basis values for ADD and MDD in the 
upper part of the worksheet. Please provide the rationale for 
the equation, and calculations for all capacity calculations. 
You are showing an overall City Worksheet 6-1, it would 
make sense to provide separate tables for each zone and 
then update each of these sheets for the 10-year planning 
period. Upon review of Table 3-9, you state the need for 
additional source capacity, and the information provided in 
Chapter 2 and 3 support this, but it would be far clearer to 
show this in a tabular form using the Worksheet 6-1 
template.  

Note: Worksheet 6-1 is now Worksheet 4-1 
 
The basis values for ADD and MDD have 
been added to the worksheet. The rational 
for equation and calculations has been 
added as well.  
 
Worksheet 4-1 has been developed for 
each zone and the 10-year planning period 
with and without nesting. Table 3-10 
summarizes the physical capacity 
worksheets. See Appendix AA for the 
worksheets. 

3-26  

44 For Table 3-9, it might provide clarity to have two or three of 
these tables: deficiencies shown through the hydraulic 
modeling (because your Worksheet 6-1 has stated that 
these deficiencies “[vary] within the water system”, in 
Footnote 3), deficiencies identified as capacity limits in any 
of the Worksheets 6-1, and then use standard useful life 
deficiencies. 

Note: Table 3-9 is now Table 3-11 
Instead of providing additional tables, we 
indicated which table/analysis in the plan 
identified the deficiency.  

 

3-27  



CHAPTER 4 

45 An “editorial” comment, per the second sentence in the 
introductory paragraph for this chapter, the use of the 
terminology “new law” for a law that is almost 20 years old is 
not recommended. 

The terminology “new law” has been 
changed to “law”. 

4-1  

46 As noted in Table 4-1 for “all services metered”, to clarify, 
does this include every single water use such as irrigation of 
parks or other public services (that do not provide payment 
for the water service) or something like a cemetery or any 
clustered entity like a mobile home park (a single meter for 
all of its own connections)? Reading on into the WSP, under 
“Unmetered Services”, you identify a few “unbilled 
authorized water uses”, where do these uses fill their 
vehicles? Can a meter be installed or used simply for the 
sake of tracking the actual water usage versus having to 
estimate. Obviously, regarding this statement, DOH is not 
suggesting any metering of water use under actual fire-
fighting operations. 

As noted in Table 2-8, the City facilities 
including all parks and pools are not billed 
but have meters installed that are read 
annually. All clustered entities, such as 
mobile home parks, are metered. 
 
The City water truck is supplied with water 
at the fill station. The City records water 
usage based off the truck capacity. Other 
local agencies also use this fill station, but 
the City staff is always present to track the 
water usage. The City plans on adding a 
meter to this station in upcoming meter 
upgrades.  
 
 

4-3  
 
 

47 Figure 4-1 looks somewhat similar to Figure 2-2, except for 
the July 2018 monthly value (as discussed under Comment 
13), and Figure 2-3. In the text as you cite this figure, you 
may want to note that it is (or will be in subsequent versions 
of this WSP as this review/approval process proceeds) the 
same as Figure 2-2) 

Refer to comment 12 for an explanation on 
the July 2018 production value. We noted in 
the plan that Figure 4-1 is identical to Figure 
2-2.  

4-2  

48 Page 4-3, Water Use Efficiency (WUE) Program, first 
paragraph; the current Water Use Efficiency Guidebook is 
the third edition, published in January 2017. 

Paragraph was changed to reflect the 
current Water Use Efficiency Guidebook 
edition and publishing date. 
 

4-3  

49 Page 4-4, Water Use Efficiency Goals; provide signed 
meeting minutes and/or signed resolution adopting the WUE 
goals. Appendix O only includes agendas and meeting 
packets. 

A signed copy of the 3-18-20 minutes have 
been added to Appendix O.   

4-4 / Appendix 
O 

 

50 Page 4-5, Water Use Efficiency Measures; the provided 
measures do not qualify towards the required six measures 
per WAC 246-290-810(4)(d). The provided measure: 1) 
includes too many customer classes (the additional 
breakdown of customer class by pipe size is excessive. I will 
accept customer class measure duplication for general 
customer class differences, i.e., residential, multi-family, 
commercial, industrial, etc.); 2) is not a measure that can be 
used in multiple customer classes per Appendix B of the 
WUE Guidebook, it can only be counted as one measure. 

After further discussion with the City 
regarding their WUE efficiency measures 
and reviewing Appendix B of the WUE 
Guidebook, it appears that the City does 
have the existing six measures. The City is 
currently utilizing the following measures to 
meet their WUE goals: 

1) Notify customers of high water 
consumption with phone call and 
ask them to look for any leaks in 

4-5  



Please review the WUE Guidebook, particularly section 5.7 
and Appendix B to identify six measures. Measures should 
focus on water savings. Since the city’s water usage does 
not include high DSL, measures should focus on water use 
reduction and less on DSL. Recommended measures: water 
bills showing consumption history (can be counted for each 
customer class), additional education (beyond annual 
requirement), xeriscaping rebates or application on city 
properties (demonstration gardens), landscape ordinances 
that promote xeriscaping, water recycling or reuse, etc. 

their water systems. If leaks are 
found, the City will only charge the 
customer based on the average of 
the previous three years of billing 
during the current season (1 
measure). 

2) The City currently provides 
graphical historical consumption on 
water bills to all customer classes (5 
measures). An example water bill 
has been provided in Appendix N. 

 
Table 4-3 has been updated to include 
these measures.  

51 Page 4-5, water Use Efficiency Education; provide an 
example of annual WUE education and explain when it is 
sent out. 

The City has an “Every Drop Counts” water 
use efficiency education section in their 
consumer confidence report. See the 2021 
consumer confidence report in Appendix P.   

Appendix P  

52 Per WAC 246-290-810(4)(d)(iv), systems over 1,000 
connections must: 

 Estimate water saved over last planning period 

 Provide quantitative evaluation of measures to 
determine if they are cost effective; include marginal 
costs of water production. 

 Evaluate measures for cost-effectiveness if shared 
with other systems.  

 Provide quantitative or qualitative evaluation of 
measures to determine if they are cost-effective 
from the societal perspective. 

 The residential per capita use has 
increased from 474 gpd/ERU 
(2012) to 484 gpd/ERU (2018), so 
consumption has increased during 
this planning period.  

 The current measures provided by 
the City have minimal cost and no 
value would be added to them by 
sharing the costs with other 
systems.   

--  

53 The Department of Ecology has issued a comment letter 
regarding this submittal. A copy of the review letter dated 
July 15, 2020 from the Department of Ecology is enclosed. 
Please address the issues, if any, contained in the letter in 
the second draft submittal. 

No issues were contained in the letter.  P13 of DOH 
Review 
Comments 

 

CHAPTER 5 

54 Provide sanitary control area (SCA) discussion for all active 
sources and provide documentation of their protection in the 
Appendix (deeds, covenants, etc.). Provide plan for 
protection of wells that do not have recorded protection of 
the SCA. Discuss any additional levels of protection of city 
wells, such as fencing, locks, and signage. 

A discussion of the SCAs was added. The 
City plans on assessing the need, if any, for 
covenants as part of CIP S-9. 
 

5-1  

55 Update entire Wellhead Protection Program, as needed. 
Specifically, the contaminant source inventory and 
notification letters must be updated and sent out every two 
years. Provide updated inventory, template letters, and 

Updated inventory and template letters 
have been provided in Appendix M. The 
City sent these letters out in September 
2021. 

Appendix M  



dates when the notification letters will be sent out. 

CHAPTER 
6 

    

56 In Table 6-3, for the items whose frequency is noted as “as 
needed”, how do you determine when it is needed? 

For control valves and pumps/motors, the 
frequency of maintenance should be based 
on the manufacturer’s recommendations. 
Leak detection surveys will be performed as 
needed based on evidence of leaks (i.e. 
visual observation, customers with low 
pressure). Service meters will be tested and 
replaced every 10 years. 

6-3  

57 Table 6-3 needs to include a line item regarding testing 
backflow prevention devices, with a frequency of “Annually”. 

“Test backflow prevention devices” was 
added as an activity in Table 6-3. The 
correlating frequency was listed as 
“Annually”.  

6-3  

58 Page 6-8, DOH after hours/weekends number is: (877) 481-
4901 

The phone number was updated on the 
Emergency Call List.  

6-8  

59 Per WAC 246-290-100(f)(iii), a water shortage response 
plan, included within the Emergency Response Program, is 
required of all water systems completing a WSP, regardless 
of their water shortage history. Please provide a water 
shortage response plan that meets the requirements of WAC 
246-290-420. 

A water shortage response plan has been 
created and reviewed by Jaimie Gardipe at 
DOH. This plan can be found in Appendix 
AB.  

Appendix AB  

60 DOH would like a listing of all installed backflow prevention 
devices and a statement regarding when they were last 
tested (DOH requires testing once per year). 

The City requires homeowners to be 
responsible for ensuring that their backflow 
prevention devices are tested annually. The 
City provided a list of City-owned backflow 
prevention devices that were tested in July 
2020. This list has been added to Appendix 
U.   

Appendix U, 6-
13 

 

61 Please update Figure 6-1 to provide more clarity (appears 
“screened back”). 

Figure 6-1 was re-plotted for improved 
clarity. 

6-15 / Figure 6-
1 

 

CHAPTER 
7 

    

62 Page 7-1, the Design and Construction Standards can be 
found in Appendix DH. 

Appendix reference was changed from D to 
H. 

7-1  

CHAPTER 
8 

    

63 Please update the text for Improvement S-5. DOH has 
reviewed and approved the Predesign Report. 

Text was changed to reflect review and 
approval by the DOH. 

8-2  

64 For the reservoirs, during the most recent survey, DOH 
photographed exposed rebar on the roof of Reservoir #2. 
This issue should be noted and its repair identified as one of 
the improvements.  

A project to evaluate and repair the spalled 
concrete and exposed rebar on Reservoir 
#2 has been added to CIP R-2.    

8-6  

CHAPTER     



9 

65 Page 9-1, first paragraph, the city’s code is in Appendix X F. Appendix reference was changed from X to 
F.  

9-1  

66 Please provide a discussion on reserve goals. Is there a 
dedicated reserve account? Is there a certain amount of 
reserves that is budgeted for set-asides annually? 

A discussion on City reserve accounts has 
been added to Chapter 9.  

9-5  

67 Page 9-12, DWSRF application cycle is now October 1-
November 30. 

The application cycle was updated in Table 
9-7. 

9-12  

68 Page 9-13, DWSRF financial administration is no longer 
handled by the Department of Commerce. It is handled 
internally at DOH by the DWSRF staff. 

The last sentence of the DSWRF section 
was modified to “The Department of health 
handles project rankings and selection as 
well as program financial administration. 

9-13  

OTHER     

69 General comment for entire WSP: Throughout the 
document, you refer to 10-year and 20-year planning periods 
and show 2029 and 2039. However, you are using 2018 as 
your basis year and the projected year for approval of this 
planning document is early 2021. If it is the intention of the 
city to receive a 10-year approval, the planning document 
must show all projections through 2031 and use the latest 
full year as the basis year (2019). 

The City wants to use 2018 as the basis 
year, and understands that the 10-year 
approval period begins in 2018.  
 

--  

70 Appendix H: Please provide sufficient specifications for 
piping and appurtenance installation. These specifications 
need to cover designs that need to be completed by a 
Professional Engineer licensed in the State of Washington. 
Installed infrastructure needs to be assessed or reviewed by 
a Professional Engineer licensed in the State of Washington 
to ensure that the installed infrastructure conforms to the 
design, approved pipe materials, proper pipeline bedding 
and backfill, required separation from any other piping and 
mitigation (from the Orange Book) when proper separation 
(vertical and horizontal) cannot be provided, pressure 
testing, disinfection (AWWA standard), flushing (with proper 
collection and disposal of any water removed from piping 
that contains chlorine), and coliform testing that needs to 
show a satisfactory result prior to using the newly installed 
infrastructure. Also, please ensure that all types of 
appurtenances and appurtenant infrastructure. Also, please 
ensure that all types of appurtenances and appurtenant 
configuration details are included in this WSP for review.  

We have added the City’s Community 
Street and Utility Standards to Appendix H 
which includes specifications and additional 
standards for construction in the City.  

Appendix H 
 
 

 

71 Appendix I: The information provided from the Ephrata Fire 
Department appears to be only “parts”. Did the Ephrata Fire 
Department provide a formal, written (email or letter) 
response to the G&O letter? Also, where is the letter from 
the Ephrata Fire Department regarding “nesting” of storage? 

The formal response including the fire flow 
demands were added to Appendix I. The 
letter from the Ephrata Fire Department 
regarding “nesting” has been included with 
Appendix I.  

Appendix I  

72 Appendix K: Provide an updated copy of the WQMS. The 2018 WQMS was replaced with the Appendix K  



updated WQMS from the DOH website. 

73 
Appendix N: Add the 2019 WUE report. The 2019 WUE report was added to 

Appendix N. 
Appendix N  

74 Appendix O: The water system must meet the consumer 
input process outlined in WAC 246-290-100(8). This meeting 
addresses the entire draft WSP. Please include 
documentation of a consumer meeting (agenda and signed 
meeting minutes) discussing the Water System Plan prior to 
its approval. 

The water system plan will be presented to 
the public and City Council on December 1, 
2021. Documentation of the meeting will be 
sent to DOH prior to plan approval.  

Appendix O  
 
 

75 Appendix R. The Coliform Monitoring Plan is very outdated 
and needs to be updated for both the Groundwater Rule 
(GWR) and Revised Total Coliform Rule (RTCR). 

The Coliform Monitoring Plan has been 
updated to comply with current 
requirements.  

Appendix R  

76 Appendix X: Provide a signed copy of the SEPA 
Environmental Checklist. 

A signed copy of the SEPA has been 
included in Appendix X.  

Appendix X  

77 When DOH is ready to approve the document we will notify 
you. At that time the governing body will need to officially 
approve the Water System Plan and send DOH 
documentation of plan approval by the governing body, such 
as a copy of the signed meeting minutes or a copy of the 
signed resolution. When the documentation is received we 
will send a letter documenting DOH approval. Please do not 
have City Council approve the WSP until notified to 
proceed by DOH. 

 
--- 

 
--- 
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DOH COMMENT RESPONSE FORM 
City of Ephrata Public Works; PWS ID 23650; re: Submittal #20-0609 

DOH 
Comment 

No. 

DOH Comment Water System Response Page No.  of 
Response 

Other 
Comments 

CHAPTER 3 

1 On Page 3-4, under “Water Quality Analysis” – you cite the 
“Water Quality Monitoring Report”; however, it is a “Water 
Quality Monitoring Schedule” (WQMS). You do correctly 
refer to it in the next sentence. 

The verbiage has been updated. 3-4  

2 For Table 3-3, footnote (2) – the “4.616” should be “4,824” 
and “928” should be “720”. 

The calculation has been updated. 3-6  

3 For Table 3-5 – what is the growth rate for the numbers in 
this table? Then, you identify a growth rate of “1.52%” – is 
this “1.52%” used in the remainder of the Chapter (and 
WSP) or did you just use this to show that the existing water 
rights would be sufficient to serve all demands if growth 
were “only” 1.52%? 

The growth rate is the “high” growth rate 
from the Ephrata Comprehensive Plan that 
was used throughout the plan. This has 
been added as a footnote.   
 
The latter is correct - the 1.52% growth 
analysis was not used in the remainder of 
the chapter. 

--  

4 
 

For the “Dead Storage” discussion on Pages 3-16 and 3-17 
– you complete calculations showing no dead storage for the 
main pressure zone; DOH would like to see similar for the 
other pressure zones and any storage located within those 
zones. 

Dead storage calculations for Zones 2 and 
3/4 have been added to this discussion. 

3-16, 3-17  

5 For Table 3-6B, footnote (6) – Please delete the “+ FSS”, 
because you are able to “nest” storage. You did complete 
the calculation correctly, simply an incorrect “word” equation. 

Table 3-6B was removed. See comment 6 
response.  

--  

6 For Table 3-6C – are you proposing a completely alternate 
approach for evaluating Standby Storage? Also, are you 
intending to implement this approach, because you did not 
show any further analyses based on this approach (or did 
you?)? 

After further discussion with the City and the 
fire chief, this water system plan will use a 
standby storage of 2*ADD with one day of 
pumping and the largest source turned off. 
This is the definition of standby storage that 
has previously been used by the City and is 
used throughout this analysis. 
 
Tables 3-6A and 3-6B were removed from 
the report, and Table 3-6C was changed to 
Table 3-6. Table 3-6 does not nest SB and 
FSS, because this reflects the current 
storage in the system.  Nesting will be 
reconsidered if backup power to wells is 
provided for increased system reliability.   

3-16  



7 For Table 3-7, for footnote (1) – you define “HGL – Reservoir 
Full (ft)” as “Top of operating storage”; is this “Top of 
operating storage” based on the height (or elevation) of the 
control system that signals well pumps or other pumps to 
initiate pumping? 

Yes, the “HGL – Reservoir Full (ft)” 
corresponds with the top of the operating 
storage and is the level at which pumps turn 
off.  

3-20  

8 For the discussion for the “Transfer Station” – the statement: 
“Transfer station pump capacities exceed the MDD” is not 
correct. The Transfer Station only has a single pump, so it 
cannot be included as an operational part of the water 
system without a redundant pump. 

This statement has been removed. 3-18  

9 For the discussion under “Hydraulic Capacity Analysis – 
Modeling”, for the “C value” – while new pipes may exhibit a 
higher C value, these same pipes will be in operation for 
many years and their conveyance capability needs to be 
evaluated over their useful life. 

As mentioned in Chapter 3, the C value for 
new PVC pipe was set to 135, which is 
lower than typical manufacturer 
recommendations for new PVC pipe. This 
value accounts for pipe degradation that 
may occur over the 20-year planning period.  
 

--  

10 For the bulleted list of CIP projects listed under “Other 
Improvements” – you do need to include: 

 Emergency Power (to gain nesting of Fire Flow 
and Standby Storage in the reservoirs) 

 Additional Storage needs 

 Well #6 upgrades and reactivation 

 Possible Well #11 

 Transfer Station upgrade to include “+1” pumps 

These CIPs have been added.  3-23  

11 For Table 3-9, footnote (3) – please add text: “w/o Well 6 or 
future Well 11”. 

This has been added.  
 

3-25  

12 For the discussion of capacity analysis on Page 3-32 
(singular paragraph) – please update to for the 2019 WSDM, 
so Chapter 4 and Worksheet 4-1. Also, update the text to 
state “484 gpd/ERU” and then should really add text that 
identifies the MDD as being “1452 gpd/ERU”. 

These suggestions have been incorporated 
into the paragraph. 

3-26  

13 For Worksheet 6-1: 2018 ERU Determinations, for footnote 
(5) – please update “311,000” to “363,000”. 

This has been updated. Appendix AA  

14 1. Should have additional Worksheet 4-1 versions for: 

 Separate pressure zones for 2018 and 2029.  

 For all of the above with nesting allowed (i.e., 
have installed generators) – you REALLY need 
this because, at this moment based on the 
information presented, DOH will cap the 
approved connections for the City to be exactly 
the current active connections and so NO new 
development or growth.  

 

Worksheet 4-1 has been completed for 
separate pressure zones for 2018 and 
2029, and again with nesting considered. 
 
Table 3-10 shows a summary of the 
physical capacity analysis, and Appendix 
AA has the individual worksheets.   

Appendix AA / 
3-26 

 

 


