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July 28, 2022 PBAC Workshop

* Action items

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Welcome & Introductions:
Cara Haley called the meeting to order at 2:03 PM. Roundtable of introductions in person and
online participants.

Recap of Alta Study Findings & Recommendations (2:09-2:30 PM) Video Link

Robin Nimmer of Alta Engineering provided summaries of each of the alternatives proposed and
explained the scoring rubric and the final rankings. Alta recommended going forward with
Alternative 3 and Modified Alternative 4.

Identify Top Two Preferred Alternatives (2:30-3:15 PM) Video Link

Discussion amongst the Committee of the various Alternatives. There are pros and cons of both
direct use vs. aquifer recharge/storage and recovery as well as transferring water from one state
to another. The point was made that cost estimates for the storage of any direct use alternative
needs to be accounted for and greater efforts around conservation measures can and should be
included with any Alternative chosen.

Proposal was to remove the least favored Alternative rather than try to select the top two.
Committee removed Alternative 2. Committee also removed Alternative 4 due to Modified
Alternative 4 having been modified with a more realistic approach.

Alternative 1 and 3 were discussed further. Neither were eliminated but neither were advanced.
These proposals are a complex process and certain factors (technology, political influence,
public input, etc.) could change the favorability of either, which means the Committee could
pivot and come back to either of them.

Committee agreed to move forward with a recommendation of Modified Alternative 4. This will
be reflected in the “Palouse Groundwater Basin Water Supply Alternatives Report” by Alta in a
final recommendation section.

Break
A break was held from 3:15-3:40 PM

*Discussion & Next Steps (3:40-4:56 PM) Video Link

Alta’s Contract

Alta’s contract will complete with the time at this workshop and finalizing the report. Discussion
noted the importance of Alta’s expertise, the need for consistency moving forward with next
steps, and ultimately to extend the contract. Not knowing the details of the scope of work, the
Committee agreed to not to exceed $50,000 with the extended contract. The contract will need
to be renewed and extended through the City of Moscow as that’s where the original contract is
held.
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Motion: Proceed with City of Moscow process to extend Alta’s contract,
not to exceed $50,000.00

Mover: Co-Chair Palmer

Seconder: Chair Haley

Result: ALL IN FAVOR, MOTION CARRIED

Finalizing the Report
Robin agreed that the discussion at the workshop could be incorporated into a final report
within the next two weeks. PBAC will formally adopt the final report at next month’s meeting.

Member Entity Information Dissemination

While PBAC’'s recommendation is Modified Alternative 4, the next step is to share this
information with each of the member entities to provide an update, obtain feedback and gain
consensus for next steps. Each committee member will coordinate a time to present to their
leadership body — council, commission, vice presidents — in August and September. This will
cumulate into a broader inter-agency leadership roundtable in the fall.

Continued Outreach

Next steps will also include reaching out to Idaho and Washington states, Fishery Agencies and
the tribes to obtain feedback on this recommended alternative. While the next few months will
be outreach with the member entities’ leadership groups, public outreach will be open ended
for now. Revisiting the Strategic Communication and Outreach Plan is necessary after the
member entity dissemination is complete. A SEG (Stakeholder Engagement Group) meeting will
need to be held this fall. Additionally, the annual Water Summit has a date of October 18
where further outreach will occur leading up to the event.

6) Adjourn at 4:56 PM

Next PBAC Meeting — Thursday, August 18", 2022, at 2:00 PM at Ul Facilities

Minutes Adopted at the August 18, 2022 PBAC Meeting
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Executive Summary

The Palouse Groundwater Basin is the sole source of drinking water for the communities of
Moscow, ldaho; Pullman, Washington; and Palouse, Washington; as well as the University of
Idaho (Ul) and Washington State University (WSU). Water is obtained from the deeper of two
aquifers (lower aquifer), which has a current rate of water-level decline of 0.77 feet per year.
Although the rate of decline has decreased over the last 30 years, the aquifer level continues to
drop as the demand exceeds supply.

In response to declining water levels in 2017, PBAC determined the target water supply for the
Palouse Basin for the next 50 years and identified four preliminary water supply alternatives to
help meet the future demand and stabilize groundwater levels. These four alternatives include:

1. Snake River Diversion: surface water diverted and conveyed to a treatment plant.
Treated water would be conveyed to Pullman and Moscow for direct use Alternative 1 is
estimated to provide 85% of the water supply target.

2. Paradise Creek or South Fork Palouse River: surface water diverted and conveyed to
a treatment plant. Treated water would be used to recharge the aquifer in Moscow.
North Fork Palouse River: surface water diverted and conveyed to a treatment plant.
Treated water would be conveyed to Pullman and Moscow for direct use. Alternative 2 is
estimated to provide 82% of the water supply target.

3. South Fork Palouse River: surface water diverted and conveyed to a treatment plant.
Treated water would be conveyed to Pullman for direct use. Flannigan Creek:
constructing a reservoir and diverting the stored water to Moscow for direct use after
treatment. Alternative 3 is estimated to provide 100% of the water supply target.

4. South Fork Palouse River: surface water diverted and conveyed to a treatment plant.
Treated water would be used to recharge the aquifer in Pullman. Paradise Creek:
surface water diverted and conveyed to a treatment plant. Treated water would be used
to recharge the aquifer in Moscow. Pullman Wastewater Reuse: Class A reclaimed
water used for irrigation in Pullman. Moscow Wastewater Reuse: Class A reclaimed
water used for passive aquifer recharge in Moscow. Additional water conservation: a
15% increase in conservation. Alternative 4 is estimated to provide 81% of the water
supply target.

In 2020, PBAC commissioned this current work to refine the four water supply alternatives and
distill them into to one or two alternatives that can help meet future demand, stabilize aquifer
levels, and have the greatest opportunity of successfully being implemented. The process of
refinement includes conducting public outreach, filling water rights data gaps, identifying fatal
flaws with water rights and fisheries, developing interim steps and evaluating the alternatives,
and investigating a funding strategy.

Outreach

Outreach was a significant component of the alternatives refinement process which included an
outreach plan, campaign, awareness polling, posting on social media, funding a Palouse Basin
revisioning tool thesis project, formulating and engaging with a Stakeholder Engagement Group,
engaging with the state agencies, and presenting to special-interest groups.

The outreach activities are raising awareness in the community and within the agencies. It is
organically growing given the late stage of this project as more people become aware with
increasing interest. State and tribal agency engagement with this project is helping identify
processes and concerns, and keeps them apprised of the project.

Vil
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Water Rights Investigation

Acquiring sufficient water rights is a key component to the water supply alternative
implementation. The legal availability of water appears to be present with the alternatives based
on the preliminary water rights investigations (Snake River was not included in the
investigation). The alternatives require new water rights because there are insufficient existing
water rights available to purchase to fulfill the supply target.

Water Rights and Fisheries Fatal Flaws Evaluation

The alternatives refinement investigation did not reveal any fatal flaws during the water rights
investigation. However, Nez Perce tribal water rights claims in the Palouse Basin in Idaho, if
approved, could potentially impact water availability for the projects with water from Idaho.

The alternatives refinement investigation did not reveal any fatal flaws in discussions with the
various state and fisheries agencies. State fisheries agencies expressed concerns with the
smaller water bodies having sufficient availability to meet both flows for aquatic needs and
needs of the water supply alternative. The agencies need to review this report and provide
comments to PBAC soliciting discussions for next steps.

Interim Steps

The four alternatives were divided into interim steps to provide a mechanism for implementing
larger projects in phases over time, offering flexibility to adapt with the water supply needs and
funding. During this process a new Modified Alternative 4 is introduced to replace Alternative 4.
Modified 4 is more cost effective and incorporates feedback from the public.

e Modified Alternative 4 - South Fork Palouse River: surface water diverted and
conveyed to a treatment plant. Treated water would be conveyed to Pullman for direct
use. Paradise Creek: surface water diverted and conveyed to a treatment plant. Treated
water would be conveyed to Moscow for direct use. Additional water conservation: a
15% increase in conservation. Modified Alternative 4 is estimated to provide 80% of the
water supply target.

There is no clear front-runner water supply alternative. A decision matrix is therefore used to
compare the alternatives and rank them. The ranking order from highest to lowest is Modified 4,
3,2,and 1.

Alternative 1 has the highest capital cost, operations and maintenance (O&M) cost, and total
present value cost per acre foot of annual supply. It ranks the lowest in the decision matrix. This
alternative had preliminary favor with the state fisheries agencies due to the volume of water in
the river compared to the proposed withdrawal amounts.

Modified Alternative 4 had the lowest capital cost, O&M cost, and total present value cost per
acre foot of annual supply. It ranks highest in the decision matrix. This option has the lowest
reliability of water availability. Until instream flows are determined, it is unknown whether there
is sufficient physical availability of water as determined by the state fisheries agencies.

Funding Strategies

There are opportunities for funding the alternatives. Upon selection of an alternative and
governance structure, a funding strategy can and must be developed. The strategy is likely to
include a blend of funds and revenue that will need to consider the communities’ ability-to-pay,
revenue sources, and external funding sources.

viii
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Recommendations

Alta recommends moving forward with Modified Alternative 4 (highest rank) followed by
Alternative 3 (second highest rank). The purpose of bringing two alternatives along is to
continue with forward progress in the event a fatal flaw is found or a significant change is
needed with Modified Alternative 4 (ex. insufficient water supply).

Alta recommends a water utility rate study to evaluate community affordability. The outcome
may help determine the preferred alternative.

Near-Term Next Steps

Based on the findings of the water supply alternatives refinement project, PBAC will conduct a
workshop to discuss and plan the near-term next steps. These steps will include dissemination

of this report and discussions with community leaders, state and tribal agencies, and the public.

Outcomes of the discussions reaching critical decision points which form the foundation of the
project include selection of the alternative(s) to move forward, governance, funding strategy,
agreements, and planning documents.

Science & Engineering, Inc.
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Section 1 Introduction

The Palouse Groundwater Basin is the sole source of drinking water for the communities of
Moscow, ldaho; Pullman, Washington; and Palouse, Washington; as well as the University of
Idaho (Ul) and Washington State University (WSU). The Basin covers a small portion of western
Idaho with the bulk of the Basin in eastern Washington (Figure 1). In addition, hundreds of
residences obtain water from the basin in rural Latah and Whitman counties. The cities and
universities obtain water from the deeper of two aquifers (i.e., Grande Ronde Aquifer, lower
aquifer).

Water levels in the lower aquifer have declined over time. Although the rate of decline has
decreased over the last 30 years to the current rate of decline (0.77 feet per year), the current
aquifer withdrawals are not sustainable. Therefore, the communities need a supplementary
water supply to stabilize aquifer levels and allow for future growth.

The Palouse Basin Aquifer Committee (PBAC) hired Alta Science and Engineering, Inc. (Alta)
and their team from Jacobs, McCormick Water Strategy, and SPF Water Engineering to refine
the top four water supply alternatives developed in 2017 by conducting outreach activities, filling
water rights data gaps, developing project phases, and investigating potential financing. The
purpose of this report is to present the findings and to identify the most viable options for a
sustainable water supply for the Basin.

Figure 1. Working Boundary of the Palouse Groundwater Basin

From PBAC (2020)

The remainder of the report is structured as follows:

Section 2 — Background summarizes the water supply alternatives from 2017 (Anchor QEA et
al.).

Section 3 — Outreach describes the outreach plan and outreach conducted.

1
Y 4 ilta
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Section 4 — Water Rights Data Gap Filling summarizes the water rights investigation for Idaho
and Washington related to the water supply alternatives.

Section 5 - Fisheries Agencies Discussions summarizes conversations with the national and
state fisheries agencies.

Section 6 — Water Supply Alternatives Interim Steps describes potential interim steps for
each alternative and the updated costs.

Section 7 — Water Supply Alternatives Matrix and Ranking presents the decision matrix and
subsequent ranking of each alternative.

Section 8 — Funding Strategy Development summarizes potential funding sources and
planning information.

Section 9 — Conclusions provides conclusions on the water supply alternatives.
Section 10 — Recommendations provides recommendations on the water supply alternatives.

Section 11 — Next Steps presents the next steps of the process to advance a water supply
alternative.

Section 2 Background — Previous Water Supply Investigation

From 1958 to 2013, various agencies (ex. Moscow, Pullman, US Army Corps of Engineers)
investigated and developed approximately 38 water supply alternative options for the Palouse
Basin. From 2015 to 2017, PBAC developed the regional supplemental water supply target,
review and evaluate the existing water supply alternative project options, develop updated
alternative project costs, and develop the top alternatives to move forward in the next project
phase (Anchor QEA 2017). The 2017 report contains the following two main outcomes:

e The Palouse basin needs an estimated supplemental supply target of 2,324 millions of
gallons per year (MGY) to stabilize the aquifer levels and meet future water use demand

e There are four potentially viable water supply alternatives that could stabilize aquifer
levels and meet the future water-use demand

This work is summarized below and detailed in the 2017 report.
2.1 Supplemental Supply Target

The 2017 report indicates the Palouse Basin needs an additional 2,324 million gallons per year
to meet future demand and stabilize the aquifer level. This volume of water is referred to as the
supplemental supply target. The regional supplemental supply target incorporates a future need
component and an aquifer stabilization component broken out as:

e Future need (1,588 MGY): Estimated water demands incorporating historical and
average 2013-2015 water use and a projected need in 50 years with a population growth
of 1% with the current level of conservation.

e Aquifer stabilization (735 MGY): Estimated to be the average 2013 — 2015 basin
irrigation amounts. Although the stabilization value is not known, the rate of water level
decline has been decreasing over the last 30 years. The aquifer stabilization volume
offset is expected to reduce the rate of decline and may stabilize aquifer water levels.

The communities are expected to continue pumping groundwater. Table 1 is a summary of the
projected supplemental supply target and Palouse Groundwater Basin demands.

Science & Engineering, Inc.
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Table 1.
QEA et al. 2017).

Year/Type of

Demand

Moscow Pullman

(MGY)  (MGY)

Baseline Demands (2013-2015 average)

WSU
(MGY)

ul

(MGY)

Palouse
(MGY)

Total
(MGY)

Summary of Projected Palouse Groundwater Basin Demands (Anchor

Total
(AF)

Irrigation 241 278 153 46 17 735 2,256
Non-Irrigation® 623 637 322 106 40 1,728 5,304
Total 864 915 475 152 57 2,464 7,561
Baseline Projection (Existing Baseline with Currently Projected Conservation + 1% Annual
Growth)

20652 1,422 1,505 781 250 94 4,052 | 12,434
50-year Projected

Increase’ 557 590 306 98 37 1,588 4,874
Aquifer Stabilization* 241 278 153 46 17 735 2,256
Supplemental Supply | 7gg 868 459 143 54 2,324 | 7,130

Target®

1Average use November — February

250-year projection total need

3Projected increase is the difference between the 2065 projected demand and the baseline demand.
4Aquifer stabilization is equal to the estimated baseline irrigation demand.

5Supplemental supply target is equal to the projected increase plus the aquifer stabilization amount.

2.2 Water Supply Alternatives

PBAC's consultant reviewed 38 water supply alternatives projects. They formulated and
analyzed the alternatives using a matrix. Four alternatives rose to the top as the most viable
projects. The 2017 report describes the evaluation criteria and methods including lifecycle cost
analysis assumptions, modeling uncertainty and risk, cost and schedule uncertainty, and yield
uncertainty. O lists the top four alternatives and percent of the water supply target.

Science & Engineering, Inc.
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Table 2. 2017 Report Water Supply Alternatives.

% of

Projected

Alternative Description Basin 50-
Year

Demand

Alternative

Number

Snake River Diversion: surface water pumped and conveyed to
1 treatment plant near Pullman. Treated water conveyed to Pullman and 85
Moscow for direct use.

Paradise Creek or South Fork Palouse River: surface water pumped
and conveyed to treatment plant in Moscow. Treated water injected into
aquifer recharge wells in Moscow.

North Fork Palouse River: surface water pumped and conveyed to
treatment plant north of Pullman. Treated water conveyed to Pullman
and Moscow for direct use.

82

South Fork Palouse River: surface water pumped and conveyed to
treatment plant near Pullman. Treated water conveyed to Pullman for

3 direct use. 100
Flannigan Creek: dam, reservoir stored water pumped and conveyed

to treatment plant near Moscow. Treated water conveyed to Moscow
for direct use.

South Fork Palouse River: surface water pumped and conveyed to
treatment plant near Pullman. Treated water conveyed to Pullman for
active injection in aquifer storage and recovery (ASR).

Paradise Creek: surface water pumped and conveyed to treatment
plant in Moscow. Treated water injected into aquifer recharge wells in
Moscow.

Pullman wastewater reuse: Class A reclaimed water pumped to new
water reuse system for irrigation at reuse sites in Pullman.

Moscow wastewater for infiltration: Class A reclaimed water
discharged to shallow infiltration area to enhance recharge of the upper
aquifer.

Conservation: a 15% increase in conservation.

PBAC's consultant also conducted follow-on work and filled data gaps. This work is documented
in the following memoranda:

¢ Draft Water Rights Evaluation — February 2018 (Anchor QEA 2018a)
e Ecology and IDWR meeting summary — April 2018 (Anchor QEA 2018b)

¢ North Fork Palouse River Surface Water Treatability — February 2018, October 2019
(Anchor QEA and HDR 2018; HDR 2019a)

¢ Clearwater Alternative — November 2019 (HDR 2019b)

e Fisheries Agencies correspondence documentation —October 2019, February 2020
(Anchor QEA 2019a, b)

e Endangered Species Act permitting and strategy development — February 2020 (Anchor
QEA 2020)

Science & Engineering, Inc.
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Section 3 Outreach

PBAC recognizes the importance of community engagement with the water supply alternatives.
The purpose of conducting outreach is to educate the public about their drinking water source
and the need for a water supply alternative, provide details about the alternatives, and gather
and incorporate input and feedback. This section describes the outreach planning and
documents the outreach activities performed from 2021 to 2022. The outreach is raising
awareness in the community and within the agencies. It is organically growing given the late
stage of this project, as more people become aware, and with increasing interest.

3.1 Outreach Plan

To enhance outreach success, Alta prepared an outreach plan specifically for the water supply
alternatives. Appendix A contains the Outreach Plan. Objectives include identifying key
stakeholders, leadership roles and responsibilities, and communication methods; developing a
foundation of content for outreach presentations, general schedule, and feedback loop; and
establishing metrics to ensure progress will be made.

Outreach is an important component of the water supply alternatives refinement and is in
alignment with PBAC’s overarching organizational goals listed below from PBAC’s
Communication Action Plan (DH 2017):
1. Build community awareness and understanding of the Palouse Basin’s groundwater
supply.
2. Engage the community and build public support of and involvement in PBAC’s mission
to ensure a quality, long-term water supply.

3. Strengthen PBAC'’s reputation and credibility as the Palouse Basin Groundwater
Authority

The goals of outreach activities during the water supply alternatives refinement process are to
inform, educate, solicit, incorporate feedback, and gain informed consent for a selected
alternative(s).

3.2 Outreach Campaign

PBAC developed an outreach campaign booklet that was used for developing outreach
materials and as a blueprint for PBACs social media campaign. Outreach planning efforts
resulted in development of the tag line, “Conserve, Stabilize, Thrive.” The booklet also describes
the social media campaign and provides a “how-to”. Appendix B contains the “Conserve,
Stabilize, Thrive” campaign booklet.

3.3 PBAC Awareness Poll

PBAC developed a Palouse Basin Awareness Poll in fall 2021 using a Google polling platform.
The purpose of the poll was to:

¢ Gain understanding of public knowledge of the aquifers and water conservation

e Better understand how residents access information on water matters

e Better shape messaging and effectively use social media
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e Increase community engagement through PBAC’s “Conserve, Stabilize, Thrive”
campaign

The poll was open from September 8 — October 8, 2021. Poll advertising occurred on PBAC’s
website and social media, the cities’ websites, during outreach presentations, and in a press
release in the Moscow-Pullman Daily News.

A total of 306 people took the poll and answered 18 questions. Poll outcomes included:
e 82% of participants live in Moscow or Pullman.

e Participant ages range varied widely with the under 18 years old making up the smallest
age group with the remaining age groups distributed somewhat evenly. Nearly 60% of
participants were female. 58% of participants were employed full time, and nearly 90%
have some college or a graduate degree.

e Over 125 participants through social media; the other sources were each mentioned by
fewer than 50 participants.

o 72% of participants knew about PBAC and 80% know their water is sourced from
groundwater, and about 82% know water levels in the lower aquifer are declining.

o 84% of participants believe they either use an average or below average amount of
water in comparison to others.

e 95% of participants expressed water conservation is important to them. 66% of the
participants said they were either aware of the cities’ water conservation programs or
expressed interest in learning about them.

e 52% of respondents said they want to be more involved in water matters.

e Comments ranged from wanting to know how much water is left, to concerns about
water use, to new developments, to appreciation for the work PBAC is doing.

Appendix C contains the PBAC Awareness Poll Findings summary document.
3.4 Social Media

PBAC created Facebook, Instagram, and Twitter accounts in March of 2021. Within the last
year of having the social media accounts, they went from zero followers on Twitter to 27
followers, zero followers on Instagram to 128, and 90 followers on Facebook to 200. Appendix D
contains the social media analytics through February 28, 2022.

From March 2021 to July 2021, PBAC posted three times a week on Instagram, Twitter, and
Facebook to gain traction quickly. From August to October, they switched to posting once
weekly on each platform to create consistency for their audience. In November and December
2021 PBAC had just finished the Google poll (described in 3.3), so they posted less frequently
to ensure they and the stakeholders had time to review the poll results and decide how to share
them.

The accounts growth plateaued after the poll but started to show steady increase with
consistent weekly posts. PBAC continues posting on each platform a few times per month.

One of the key takeaways of the PBAC awareness poll (Section 3.3) is that people are
interested in conservation, so that is what they structured the content around in January and
February 2022 where they went back to the once weekly for each platform with conservation
content.
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Results from the PBAC awareness poll suggest the majority of residents get PBAC information
through social media. Social media tools appear to be an effective method for spreading
awareness, although this was bias to the feedback from only the polling population.

3.5 Palouse Basin Revisioning Tool

PBAC funded Lauren Kirkpatrick’'s master’s thesis project at Washington State University to
gain insight in better visual tools for outreach. Her thesis title is Improving Public Perceptions of
Water Resource Policies Through the Use of Online Simulations and Visual Design (Kirkpatrick
2022). Lauren updated a previous web-based model called the Palouse Basin Revisioning Tool.
The Revisioning Tool provided information on hydrogeology, the Palouse Basin aquifers, the
water supply alternatives, and conservation. Lauren provided two web-based interfaces for
users and then solicited feedback on the interfaces. She also asked viewers which of the four
alternatives they preferred. The preferred alternative was Alternative 4 (Modified Alternative 4
was not available at the time of the study). The full results of the study are provided in her
thesis.

3.6 Stakeholder Engagement Group

PBAC established a charter for a Stakeholder Engagement Group (SEG) in 2020 and launched
the SEG in early 2021. The SEG’s purpose is to provide input to PBAC through dialogue among
a broad range of interested parties focusing mainly on the four water supply alternatives and
associated engineering and environmental evaluations and analyses, research activities, and
public involvement efforts. Input from the SEG plays a critical role in public engagement and
helps guide outreach activities.

Currently SEG has approximately 15 members representing a variety of backgrounds and
interests, although more people are invited to participate if they are interested. The group metin
February 2021, April 2021, and February 2022. PBAC and Alta presented progress updates to
the group, generating dialogue. The SEG recommended developing a tag line, which resulted in
the “Conserve, Stabilize, Thrive” campaign described in Section 3.2. PBAC will continue to
engage with the SEG throughout the water supply alternatives progress.

3.7 Entity Engagement

Alta regularly provided project updates at the PBAC meetings where representatives from the
Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) and the Idaho Department of Water Resources
(IDWR) attended. In addition, they met with other agencies throughout the project.

Washington Department of Ecology

PBAC and Alta’s team met with staff from Ecology on June 7, 2021 to provide an update on the
project and to solicit feedback. Appendix E provides a summary of this discussion. Ecology
made it clear that the Agency follows the recommendations on physical availability of water from
the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW). Ecology recommended the team
meet with state and national fisheries agencies to gather insight and identify potential concerns
regarding the water supply alternatives. Section 5 describes the meetings held with PBAC,
Alta’s team, the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), US Fish and Wildlife (USFW),
WDFW, and Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG).

PBAC and Alta again met with Ecology staff (Brook Beeler, Patrick Cabbage, Chris Beard,
Stephanie May, and Jamie Short) on April 7, 2022 to provide an update on the fisheries
meetings and alternatives refinement. Ecology stated ASR is easier to permit than direct use
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and reiterated the water supply alternative must meet the legal and physical availability of water
as defined by the state.

Idaho Water Resource Board

PBAC provided project updates to Neely Miller at the Idaho Water Resource Board (IWRB)
approximately every other month. The purpose was to update the Board on the progress of the
water supply alternatives project, milestones, outreach, polling results, and PBAC governance.
Feedback was positive with the progress made and the project remains on their list for
upcoming water supply projects needing funding.

Congressional Delegates

PBAC had discussions with state and federal congressional delegates. They met with
Washington and Idaho federal delegations as well as state legislators from WA District 9 and
Idaho District 5/6 over the duration of the project. These were general conversations about the
size and scope of the water supply alternative projects and that federal and state funding would
need to be part of any water supply project.

Nez Perce Tribe

The Nez Perce Tribe’s aboriginal territory extends into the Palouse Basin. PBAC and Alta’s
team also met with members/staff of the Nez Perce Tribe on January 25, 2022 with Ken Clark
(head of the Water Resources Department), Allison Lebeda (water rights), Emmit Taylor
(fisheries), and Bobby Hills (fisheries) to discuss the status of the Palouse Basin water levels
and water supply alternatives. They didn’t identify any major concerns during the call but stated
that they would like to continue being engaged and have an opportunity to review documents
related to future environmental assessments.

3.8 Other Outreach Conducted

To further PBAC’s goal of engaging with the community on the water supply alternatives, PBAC
and Alta presented water supply alternative project updates at the following events throughout
the duration of this project. Many of these were advertised in the Moscow-Pullman Daily News:

e PBAC Leadership Roundtable — September 2021

¢ American Water Resources Association Washington Section Conference — October
2021

e Palouse Basin Water Summit — October 2021

e Moscow League of Women Voters — November 2021

e Moscow Finance Committee (Poll results) - January 2022
¢ Pullman City Council (Poll results) — February 2022

e Moscow League of Women Voters — March 2022

¢ Pullman League of Women Voters — April 2022

¢ Whitman County Realtor's Association — May 2022
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3.9 Community Feedback

Feedback received from during outreach through the variety of methods (personal
communications, meetings, emails, a PBAC poll, and opinions in the local newspaper) resulted
in three primary concerns that include:

1. The rapid increase in land development and the increase in population growth further
taxing the aquifer.

2. Potential negative impacts of emerging contaminants by injecting treated surface water
into the aquifer, despite the water being treated to drinking water standards.

3. The length of time to implement an alternative. They want to see continued progress.

Section 4 Water Rights Data Gap Filling

Additional water rights are needed for any of the water supply alternatives to be viable. Our
team investigated water rights on surface water bodies related to the water supply alternatives
in Idaho and Washington. The team examined existing water rights; looked for opportunities,
constraints, fatal flaws; and investigated implications of claims in the Palouse Basin Adjudication
in Idaho.

Idaho water rights investigation key takeaways:
e The entities can seek new water appropriations or purchase existing water rights.
e Existing water rights do not pose significant constraints.
e PBAC’s water supply goals likely exceed existing surface water rights.
e Recommend PBAC seek new appropriations by applying for a water right permit

e Tribal minimum streamflow claims are pending in the Palouse Basin Adjudication. This
will potentially impact the Idaho alternatives.

¢ Monitoring the claim negotiation process is recommended.
Washington water rights investigation key takeaways:
e PBAC can seek new water appropriations or purchase existing water rights.

e For new appropriations, water availability is limited to demonstrating biological needs are
met.

e Existing appropriations:

o Snake River: transfer from willing sellers is limited to Lower Granite Pool and
upstream into OR and ID (note that evaluation of existing Snake River water
rights and assessment of water acquisition feasibility was not conducted).

o Other surface water sources: transfer from willing sellers, may require upstream

sellers.
o Estimated cost to purchase existing water rights is $3,000 — $5,000 per acre-feet
(AF)/year.
e PBAC’s water supply goals exceed existing surface water rights for Alternatives 2-4, on

paper.

Acquisition of water rights may rank higher than new water right appropriations.
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e Transactional certainty is higher with existing water rights.

e Biological consultation and reliance on negotiated water availability for new
appropriations has more challenges.

Appendix F contains the Idaho water rights investigation and Washington water rights
investigation memoranda. The estimated costs in the Washington water rights memorandum
assume all of the water can be purchased, but in reality, there are insufficient water rights to
purchase and new water rights would still be needed.

Section 5 Fisheries Agencies Discussions

PBAC and Alta’s team met with four fisheries agencies to engage in preliminary discussions
regarding the supplementary water supply alternatives. The purpose was to identify areas of
concern not previously identified. Our team met with staff from the following agencies:

¢ National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS)

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

e Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW)
e Idaho Department of Fish and Game (IDFG)

Based on discussions with the services (NMFS and USFWS) and the state (WDFW and IDFG),
capturing flows directly from the Snake River is preferred, followed by Flannigan Creek. From
the services perspective, their preference is based on the volume of flows being proposed for
use as contributing to less reduced relative volume and reduced thermal concerns for fish.
WDFW and IDFW were more specific in their concerns related to meeting instream flow
requirements and that sufficient flows, with instream flow requirements in place, may not be
available in any alternative with the exception of Alternative 1 and possibly Alternative 3B
(Flannigan Creek). Appendix G contains details of the fisheries agencies’ discussions.

Section 6 Water Supply Alternatives Interim Steps

Breaking down the water supply alternatives into interim steps provides a mechanism for
implementing larger projects in phases over time. Implementing in phases provides flexibility to
adapt with the water supply needs and funding. All four of the 2017 alternatives were refined
into possible interim steps for this report. This refinement provides updated costs and schedules
for the four alternatives.

The next subsections describe the interim steps, costs, and schedule. Details of the original
alternatives can be found in the 2017 report. Appendix H contains the Water Supply Alternatives
Interim Steps Technical Memorandum including a description of the phases, capital costs and
schedule, and the Water Supply Phased Alternatives — Annual Operations and Maintenance
(O&M) Cost Allocations memorandum which describes the annual O&M.

During the alternative refinement process and after submission of the interim steps memoranda,
Alta developed an Modified Alternative 4 project with interim steps. Modified Alternative 4 is
described in the following subsections.

6.1 Alternatives and Phases Descriptions

Alternatives 1 and 2 have project components that are interconnected whereas Alternatives 3,
4, and Modified 4 have distinct project components. Each alternative interim step has a number

10
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and letter designation (ex. Phase 1A) representing the alternative number and phase letter. The
phases are grouped into bid packages to allow similar construction work to be bid and
constructed by contractors that specialize in that type of work. Assigning bid packages also
allows for a greater degree of flexibility for design, bid, and construction where one bid package
can be advanced more quickly for construction work that can and/or needs to occur earlier while
other design and construction requires more time or needs to occur later once the early
construction is completed. The bid packages have an alpha numeric designator as well as

aligned with the phased alternative. Appendix H provides description of bid packages for each
alternative.

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and Modified 4 have phases with direct use, meaning treated water from the
water treatment plant is conveyed to the distribution system in the communities. Because the
water supply alternatives target is based on a 50-year plan, all the water planned for the
alternative may not be used until a later time when the population grows and demand increases.
In addition, the amount of water supplied to a community is not proportional. The idea is any
offset from groundwater pumping helps the Basin as a whole. For example, Alternative 3 is
estimated to provide 100% of the targeted design amount for the Basin, yet Phase 3B Flannigan
Creek will supply more water for Moscow/Ul than the South Fork Palouse River will for

Pullman/WSU.

6.1.1 Alternative 1 — Snake River: Pullman/Moscow
Figure 2 shows the Alternative 1 phasing.

Figure 2. Alternative 1 Phasing
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Note exact locations for the diversion, pipelines, and water treatment plant will be vetted if the alternative moves
forward.

Alternative 1 consists of a new Snake River diversion from the Lower Granite Dam pool
anticipated near Wawawai in Washington. Surface water is pumped from a diversion intake
structure and conveyed through approximately 25 miles of pipeline, and includes five pump
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stations, four storage tanks, and a treatment plant near Pullman. The treated water is then
conveyed to Pullman/WSU and Moscow/Ul for direct use in their existing water distribution
systems.

Although Alternative 1 is one distinct project, there are two phases identified.

e Phase 1A consists of the system to the water treatment plant with conveyance to
Pullman/WSU'’s distribution system. The pumps and water treatment plant would be
constructed, and equipment installed to accommodate the first portion of design flow and
to allow for capacity in the second phase.

e Phase 1B consists of flow and treatment expansions to the pump stations and water
treatment plant, and conveyance system (pump station and pipeline) to Moscow/UI’s
distribution system. The supply amounts are assumed to be even for both communities.

A local utility company is currently conducting a business case evaluation of a possible new off-
channel pumped storage reservoir and hydropower facility that would be located along the
Snake River. If a utility project were to be implemented, it presents the potential to benefit
Alternative 1 by reducing the costs, potentially making Alternative 1 less expensive than other
alternatives.

Idaho Congressman Mike Simpson, the tribes, and others had proposals that would result in the
breaching of dams on the Snake River, including Lower Granite Dam, which would affect the
river level at the proposed diversion site for Alternative 1. If Lower Granite Dam was breached,
the alternative is still expected to be viable, but the diversion pipeline elevation would likely be
lowered (i.e., a longer pipeline).

6.1.2 Alternative 2 —South Fork Palouse River/Paradise Creek: Moscow;
North Fork Palouse River: Pullman/Moscow
Figure 3 shows the Alternative 2 phasing.

Figure 3. Alternative 2 Phasing
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Note exact locations for the diversions, pipelines, and water treatment plants will be vetted if the alternative
moves forward.
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Alternative 2 consists of two distinct project elements.

A. South Fork Palouse River or Paradise Creek Moscow Aquifer Recharge — This
project consists of a new South Fork of the Palouse River or Paradise Creek diversion
near Moscow. Surface water is pumped from a diversion intake structure and conveyed
through a pipeline, and includes a pump station and water treatment plant. The treated
water is then injected into the aquifer via recharge well(s).

B. North Fork Palouse River Pullman/Moscow Direct Use — This project entails a new
North Fork of the Palouse River diversion anticipated near Palouse, Washington.
Surface water is pumped from a diversion intake structure and conveyed through a
pipeline, and includes two pump stations, one storage tank, an energy recovery system,
and water treatment plant anticipated between Palouse and Pullman. The treated water
is then conveyed to Pullman/WSU and Moscow/Ul for direct use in their existing water
distribution systems.

Alternative 2A is not divided further given it is a discrete project, although there is an opportunity
to phase the construction of the water treatment plant and recharge wells if there is a strategic
reason to do so.

Alternative 2B may be implemented in two phases.
e Phase 2B1
o Riverintake and pump station
o Conveyance to the WTP
o The WTP
o Conveyance system for water delivery to Pullman/WSU’s distribution system
e Phase 2B2
o Increasing pumping capacity at the intake pump station
o Increasing treatment capacity at the WTP
o Increasing pumping capacity for conveyance to Moscow
o Conveyance system for water delivery to Moscow/UI’s distribution system

The supply amounts are assumed to be even for both communities.

13
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6.1.3 Alternative 3 — South Fork Palouse River: Pullman;
Flannigan Creek Storage Reservoir: Moscow

Figure 4 shows the Alternative 3 phasing.

Figure 4. Alternative 3 Phasing
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Note exact locations for the diversions, pipelines, dam, and water treatment plants will be vetted if the alternative
moves forward.

Alternative 3 consists of two distinct project elements.

A. South Fork Palouse River Pullman Direct Use — This project consists of a new South
Fork of the Palouse River diversion near Pullman. Surface water is pumped from a
diversion intake structure and conveyed through a pipeline, and includes a pump station
and water treatment plant. The treated water is then conveyed to Pullman/WSU for
direct use in their existing water distribution systems.

B. Flannigan Creek Storage Reservoir Moscow Direct Use — This project consists of a
new Flannigan Creek reservoir. Water in Flannigan Creek is stored behind a new 102-
foot-tall dam creating 6,600 AF of storage. This project includes a reservoir outlet works,
two pump stations, one storage tank, approximately 13 miles of pipeline, energy
reduction in-line hydropower generation facility, a water treatment plant, and conveyance
to Moscow/Ul for direct use in their existing water distribution systems.

Alternative 3 does not contain any further phasing of these two projects.
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6.1.4 Alternative 4 — Paradise Creek: Moscow;
South Fork Palouse River Pullman:;
Wastewater Reuse Pullman and Moscow;
Additional Conservation

Figure 5 shows the Alternative 4 phasing.
Figure 5. Alternative 4 Phasing
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Note exact locations for the diversions, pipelines, and water treatment plants will be vetted if the alternative
moves forward.

Alternative 4 consists of five distinct project elements.

A. Paradise Creek Moscow Aquifer Recharge— This project consists of a new Paradise
Creek diversion near Moscow. Surface water would be pumped from a diversion intake
structure and conveyed through a pipeline, and includes a pump station and water
treatment plant. The treated water would then be injected into the aquifer via recharge
well(s) for aquifer recharge.

B. South Fork Palouse River Pullman ASR — This project consists of a new South Fork of
the Palouse River diversion near Pullman. Surface water would be pumped from a
diversion intake structure and conveyed through a pipeline, and includes a pump station
and water treatment plant. The treated water would then be injected into the aquifer via
recharge well(s) for aquifer storage and recovery.

C. Pullman Wastewater Reuse — This project entails using treated wastewater for
Pullman/WSU irrigation. It includes an upgrade to the Pullman Wastewater Treatment

Plant to produce Class A reclaimed water, reclaimed water pump station, storage tank,
and distribution pipes.

D. Moscow Wastewater Reuse — This project entails using treated wastewater for passive
recharge into the upper aquifer. It includes upgrades to the Moscow Wastewater
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Treatment Plant to produce Class A reclaimed water, reclaimed water pump station,
conveyance pipeline, and infiltration basins for passive infiltration.

E. Additional Conservation — This project entails increasing conservation resulting in an
additional 15% savings from the baseline projection.

Alternative 4 does not contain any further phasing of these five projects.
6.1.5 Modified Alternative 4 — Paradise Creek: Moscow;

South Fork Palouse River; Pullman;
Additional Conservation

Figure 6 shows the Modified Alternative 4 phasing.
Figure 6. Modified Alternative 4 Phasing
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Note exact locations for the diversions, pipelines, and water treatment plants will be vetted if the alternative
moves forward.

Alta further evaluated Alternative 4 to determine potential options for increasing the supply,
reducing the cost, and incorporating feedback from the public and agencies. This evaluation
resulted in a Modified Alternative 4. The high cost, relatively small water supply, and concerns
of South Fork Palouse River in-stream summer flows in Pullman by the WDFW resulted in the
removal of the wastewater reuse options (Alternatives 4C and 4D). Based on feedback PBAC
received from the public regarding the injection of treated surface water (see Section 3.9),
Alternatives 4A (Paradise Creek Moscow) and 4B (South Fork Palouse River Pullman) are
modified for direct use. In modifying Alternative 4, the South Fork Palouse River Pullman phase
has an increased supply similar to Alternative 2A. This addition addresses the supply gap from
removing the wastewater reuse options. 0 shows the estimated supply. The Modified Alternative
4 consists of three distinct project elements.

A. Paradise Creek Moscow Direct Use — This project consists of a new Paradise Creek
diversion near Moscow. Surface water would be pumped from a diversion intake
structure and conveyed through a pipeline, and includes a pump station and water

16

Science & Engineering, Inc.



Palouse Groundwater Basin Water Supply Alternatives Refinement Report

treatment plant. The treated water would then be conveyed through the existing
distribution system to Moscow/UlI for direct use.

B. South Fork Palouse River Pullman Direct Use — This project consists of a new South
Fork of the Palouse River diversion near Pullman. Surface water would be pumped from
a diversion intake structure and conveyed through a pipeline, and includes a pump
station and water treatment plant. The treated water would then be conveyed through
the existing distribution system to Pullman/WSU for direct use.

C. Additional Conservation — This project entails increasing conservation resulting in an
additional 15% savings from the baseline projection.

Modified Alternative 4 does not contain any further phasing of these three projects.
6.2 Alternatives and Phases Costs

Alta’s team evaluated the Water Supply Alternative costs provided in the 2017 report. The costs
were dissected into the interim steps (phases) and updated to May 2021 dollars. Costs were
escalated through application of the Engineering News-Record Construction Cost Index (ENR
CCI) numbers to account for inflation and other market price adjustments.

Modified Alternative 4 was developed after the interim steps and O&M memoranda in Appendix
H were finalized. The only change to the remaining alternative phases is the direct use of water
instead of aquifer recharge for Paradise Creek. The cost was not expected to differ significantly
for these phases. A summary of the capital and O&M costs are described below. Appendix H
contains details of these costs.

6.2.1 Capital Costs
Water supply alternatives capital costs include:
e capital construction
e contingency
e engineering
e permitting
e water rights

e It does not include property acquisition unless otherwise stated.

Engineering judgement was used to determine portions of the phased facility costs (e.g., Water
Treatment Plant). In addition, there are two changes and additions to the costs in the 2017
report.

1. Increasing the engineering allowance from 15% in the original report to 25%.

2. Adding the cost for environmental permitting, estimated at about 25% of the engineering
cost.

The costs associated with water rights are from the 2017 report indexed to 2021 dollars. The
Washington water rights memorandum in Appendix F estimated costs were not used because
1) costs were only developed for alternatives in Washington and 2) the costs assume there are
sufficient water rights to purchase. 0 shows the interim steps and updated capital costs.
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Table 3. Supply and Costs for the Water Supply Alternatives Phases

Estimated Supply and % Demand

2021 Cost Escalation & Recalculated

Present Value of Costs (2021)

Pipeline to Moscow

. % of Total Present Value
Phase # Estimated | Estimated | Projected _ Present Value (Capital Cost + Total Present
(Matchin Annual Annual Palouse % of Annual Operating of Annual Annual Operating Value
g Phase Supply Supply |Basin 50-yr|  capitol Cost to Alternative Cost* Operating Costs* Cost) ($/AF of Annual
Alternative # |#) Project Type |Project Title Project Description (MG)* (AF) Demand?® Implement ($) Capital Cost ($) ($) ($) Supply)
Snake River Direct diversion from Snake River; Surface water
SliEeR (Pipeline to Pullman | pumped and conveyed to treatment; Treated surface
1 Water p . pump " i y 1,967 6,040 85% $ 109,851,689 $ 6,044,000 ( $ 293,398,000 | $ 403,249,689 | $ 66,763
. and Moscow) Direct|  water delivered to Pullman and Moscow potable
Alternative
Use water system
1A WTPF;upllﬁjgne to 984 3,020 2% |s 88,780,510 81% $ 3,980,000 | $ 193,204,000 | $ 281,984,510 | $ 93,372
1B WP CTRETSAL) 983 3,020 2% s 21,071,179 19% $ 2,064,000 $ 100,194,000 | $ 121,265,179 | $ 40,154
Pipeline to Moscow
Aquifer (gﬂr ZZﬁO;:; d?;r{;(gjﬁ] AR with in-city surface water diversion; Treatment;
2A . Active injection of treated water in Moscow AR wells 358 1,100 15% $ 19,218,829 25% $ 773,000 | $ 37,524,000 | $ 56,742,829 $ 51,584
Recharge | Fork Palouse River N X
during spring runoff
AR
Direct diversion from NF Palouse River in WA;
Surface Pullman & Moscow: | Surface water pumped and conveyed to treatment
2B Water North Fork Palouse | north of Pullman; Treated water conveyed to both 1,550 4,760 67% $ 57,768,786 75% $ 1,674,000 | $ 81,262,000 | $ 139,030,786 | $ 29,208
Alternative River Direct Use City of Pullman and City of Moscow potable water
systems
281 WTPEI:’"L':I‘:::“* ® 775 2,380 3B% | S 43,656,490 |  76% $  1264000| $ 61,359,000 | $ 105,015,490 | $ 44,124
282 WY @Sl 775 2,380 8% |8 14,112,296 |  24% $ 410,000| $ 19,903,000 | $ 34,015,296 | $ 14,292

Direct Diversion Using Winter/Spring Runoff

SRS Pl S Direct Diversion from SF Palouse River; Treatment;
3A Water Palouse River ) . ! ’ . 894 2,743 38% $ 28,776,452 27% $ 864,000 | $ 41,942,000 | $ 70,718,452 $ 25,781
. » Delivery to City of Pullman Water System during late
Alternative Direct Use : .
winter and spring runoff
3B Water Creek/reservoir . vey! ¥ X 1,430 4,400 62% $ 76,239,792 73% $ 3,152,000 | $ 153,010,000 | $ 229,249,792 | $ 52,102
" 5 discharged directly to City of Moscow potable water
Alternative Direct Use
system
3 Total 2,324 7,143  100% $ 105,016,244 4,016,000 299,968,244 41,995




Table 3. Supply and Costs for the Water Supply Alternatives Phases

Estimated Supply and % Demand 2021 Cost Escalation & Recalculated Present Value of Costs (2021)
) % of Capitol Cost Total Present Value
Phase # Estimated | Estimated | Projected to Implement ) Present Value (Capital Cost + Total Present
(Matchin Annual Annual Palouse % of ($/AF of  |Annual Operating of Annual Annual Operating Value
g Phase Supply Supply |Basin 50-yr|  cCapitol Cost to Alternative Annual Cost* Operating Costs* Cost) ($/AF of Annual
Alternative # |#) Project Type |Project Title Project Description (MG)* (AF) Demand?® Implement ($) Capital Cost Supply) $) ($) (%) Supply)
ASR Using Winter/Spring Runoff
Pulman: SF Diversion from SF Palouse River; Treatment; Active o o
4A ASR Palouse River ASR [injection of treated water during late winter and spring 358 1,100 15% $ 19,219,029 16% $ 17,472| $ 773,000 [ $ 37,524,000 | $ 56,743,029 [ $ 51,585
runoff
Aquifer Recharge Using Winter/Spring Runoff
Aquifer Moscow: Paradise | Direct Diversion from Paradise Creek; Treatment; o
4B Recharge Creek AR Active injection of treated water in Moscow Aquifer 358 1,100 15% $ 19,219,029 16% $ 17,472| $ 773,000 [ $ 37,524,000 | $ 56,743,029 [ $ 51,585
recharge wells
Water Reuse Project
Pullman/WSU: A
4C  |waterReuse| Waste water | WWTP Upgrades, Class A reclaimed water supply |, g 454 6% | 53,022538| 44% | $  116790| $ 205000 $ 9,951,000 | $ 62,973,538 | $ 138,708
Reuse Proiect pumped to new water reuse system for irrigation at
) reuse sites in Pullman

Direct Diversion Using Winter/Spring Runoff

Mod 4

Mod 4A SUEEE PUllER: = Direct Diversion from SF Palouse River; Treatment;
. ) 3 0/
@A) Water Palguse River Delivery to City of Pullman Water System during late 894 2,743 38% $ 28,776,452 39% $ 10,491 | $ 864,000 [ $ 41,942,000 [ $ 70,718,452 $ 25,781
Alternative Direct Use . .
winter and spring runoff

lzs) A5 SiifEE Paradise Creek -
(Modified Water Moscow NEW - Direct Use 358 1,100 15% $ 19,218,829 26% $ 17,472| $ 773,000 [ $ 37,524,000 | $ 56,742,829 [ $ 51,584

2A) Alternative

1,861

5,712

80%

$ 73,767,727

$ 153,233,727 $

26,826.63




Table 3. Supply and Costs for the Water Supply Alternatives Phases

Estimated Supply and % Demand

2021 Cost Escalation & Recalculated

Present Value of Costs (2021)

% of Capitol Cost Total Present Value
Phase # Estimated | Estimated | Projected to Implement Present Value (Capital Cost + Total Present
(Matchin Annual Annual Palouse % of ($/AF of  |Annual Operating of Annual Annual Operating Value
g Phase Supply Supply |Basin 50-yr|  cCapitol Cost to Alternative Annual Cost* Operating Costs* Cost) ($/AF of Annual
Alternative # |#) Project Type |Project Title Project Description (MG)* (AF) Demand?® Implement ($) Capital Cost Supply) $) $) $) Supply)

Notes:
Base table from Anchor QEA et al. (2017)

1. Estimated annual supply is the amount of additional water supply that will reliably (at least 50% of the time) be made available by implementing the proposed project.

2. The average annual yield is the estimated average annual yield of the watershed captured by a proposed reservoir or tributary to a proposed diversion location.

3. The projected demand used as a basis for comparison are projected demands without additional conservation. Local system demand includes just the projected demand for the local system that would receive most or all of the water supply.

4. No annual operating costs were provided in Anchor QEA et al. (2017) for conservation and thus none were moved forward in this study.

AF: acre-feet

ASR: aquifer storage and recovery
AR = aquifer recharge

MG: million gallons

MGY: million gallons per year

NF: north fork

SF: south fork

WSU: Washington State University
WWTP: wastewater treatment plant
WTP: water treatment plant




Palouse Groundwater Basin Water Supply Alternatives Refinement Report

6.2.2 Operating and Maintenance Costs

Water supply alternative costs also include O&M costs. These include materials and energy,
equipment maintenance, and operational labor. The cost escalation from 2016 to 2021 is
14.9%.

The water treatment plant O&M costs are apportioned between two phases (e.g., Alternative 1
and 2B).

e 85% of the O&M cost applied to the Phase 1 operations
e 15% of the O&M cost applied to the follow-on Phase Il operations

For example - Alternative 1 would have 85% of the O&M appropriated to the Pullman
operations (Phase 1), with the remaining 15% appropriated to the later build out to Moscow
(Phase I). A majority of the site and water treatment infrastructure would be in place following
completion of Phase | construction, thereby requiring a substantial portion of the total O&M
costs to run the facility. When the Phase Il treatment capacity increases are implemented,
additional staff will be required, and additional utility expenses will be incurred.

Pump station O& M costs were apportioned between the initial Phase 1 operations and follow-
on Phase Il increased pumping operations.

0 shows the interim steps 2021 present value costs.

6.2.3 Interim Steps Cost Comparison
This section presents the comparison of costs as well as costs versus supply.

Figure 7 is a chart of the capital costs. From most expensive to least expensive, capital costs
are ranked:

1. Alternative 4 (most expensive)
Alternative 1

Alternative 3

Alternative 2

Modified Alternative 4

AN

Science & Engineering, Inc.
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Figure 7. Capital Cost for the Water Supply Alternatives.
Capital Cost
$140,000,000
$120,000,000
$100,000,000 1B .
4D
$80,000,000
2B2
3B
$60,000,000 4c .
$40,000,000 A 2B1 4B
4B
$20,000,000 - "
2A 4A
$0
1 2 3 4 Mod 4

Figure 8 is a compilation of total capital cost versus anticipated design supply graphs for each
alternative. The alternative phases with the greatest return on cost for supply are listed first.
These graphs allow a comparison showing which alternatives and phases can be implemented
with the lowest cost. Alternative Phases 2A and 4B (both South Fork Palouse River or Paradise
Creek Moscow) are the lowest cost.

0 is a chart of the annual O&M costs. From most expensive to least expensive, O&M costs are
ranked:

Alternative 1 (most expensive)
Alternative 3

Alternative 2

Alternative 4

Modified Alternative 4

AR
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Figure 8. Graphs of Capital Cost Versus Anticipated Supply Amounts for Each Water
Supply Alternative.
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Figure 9. Annual O&M Costs for the Water Supply Alternatives.
2021 Annual Operating Cost ($)
$7,000,000
$6,000,000
$5,000,000 1B
$4,000,000
$3,000,000
282 38 4E,$0 [ 4C, $0
$2,000,000 1A : '
ac
2B1 4D
$1,000,000 4B 48
2A 3A 4A 4A
$0
1 2 3 4 Mod 4

Total capital costs and annual O&M costs are incorporated into the 2021 total present value
cost per acre foot ($/AF). Figure 10 is a chart of 2021 total present value cost per AF of annual
supply for each alternative and interim step or phase. The costs are not additive for each
alternative and is the reason for separating the interim steps from the alternative as a whole. For

the main alternatives, from most expensive to least expensive, the ranking is:

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Alternative 1 (most expensive)
Alternative 3

Alternative 4

Alternative 2

Modified Alternative 4

For the alternative phases, 4C (Pullman Wastewater Treatment Plant [WWTP] reuse) and 1A
(Snake River — diversion to Pullman) were the highest cost per AF, whereas Alternative Phase
4D (Moscow WWTP passive recharge) had the lowest cost per AF, followed by 4C (South Fork
Palouse River or Paradise Creek Moscow) and 2B2 (NF Palouse River to Moscow).

24
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Figure 10. 2021 Total Present Value $/AF of Annual Supply for Each Water Supply
Alternative and Interim Step.

2021 Total Present Value
($/AF of Annual Supply)

$160,000
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$0
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1

2A

2B
2B1
2B2
Mod 4A
Mod 4B
Mod 4C
Mod 4

6.3 Phased Project Implementation Activities and Durations
Implementation activities are identified for each project phase and given a project duration.
These activities are based on engineering experience and judgement, and are listed below.

e Pre-construction Funding

e Construction Funding Commitment

¢ Water Rights Acquisition

¢ Water Quality Data Collection

e Feasibility / Route Study / Site Selection (5%)

e Preliminary Environmental Review

¢ MOA and Land/Easement Acquisition

e Survey/Bathymetry and Geotechnical Field Work

e Preliminary Design (30%)

¢ National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) / State (Washington) Environmental Policy
Act (SEPA) / EID

e Secure Final Funding

¢ Final Design

e Permitting

e Bid/ Award / Contracting

e Equipment / Material Manufacturing & Delivery

e Construction

Science & Engineering, Inc.
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e Facility Start-up and Operations

The first ten activities are considered preliminary work and occur prior to the bid packages. This
sets the stage prior to the phased alternatives. Some of these activities have linkages and
dependencies while others do not.

Preliminary work for each alternative is estimated to be six years. Excluding additional
conservation, total project durations range from 11 to 12 years if all interim steps are
implemented concurrently. Table 4 lists the approximate project durations.

Table 4. Water Supply Alternatives Project Durations Summary
Alternative stz
4 Alternative Description Years to
Implement
Preliminary Work Prior to Bid Packages: Stage set for either 1A
1 start 6
or 1B
1A Snake River: Diversion, WTP, Conveyance to Pullman
1B Snake River: Conveyance to Moscow 3
Minimum Total Years 12
Paradise Creek/South Fork Palouse River: Diversion, WTP,
2A ; X 12
Aquifer Recharge in Moscow
2B start Preliminary Work Prior to Bid Packages: Stage set for either 2B1 6
or 2B2
oB1 North Fork Palouse River: Diversion, WTP, Conveyance to 6
Pullman
2B2 North Fork Palouse River: Conveyance to Moscow 3
Minimum Total Years 12
3A South Fork Palouse: Diversion, WTP, Conveyance to Pullman 11
3B Flannigan Creek: Diversion, Storage, WTP, Conveyance to 11
Moscow
4A South Fork Palouse: Diversion, WTP, ASR in Pullman 11
4B Paradise Creek: Diversion, WTP, aquifer recharge in Moscow 12
4C Water Reuse Pullman 9
4D Water Reuse Passive Recharge Moscow
4E Additional Conservation 6
Mod 4A South Fork Palouse: Diversion, WTP, Conveyance to Pullman 11
Mod 4B Paradise Creek: Diversion, WTP, Conveyance to Moscow 12
Mod 4C Additional Conservation 6

AR = aquifer recharge
ASR = aquifer storage and recovery
WTP = water treatment plant

Appendix H contains the details of these activities and details of the durations, including the bid
packages.
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Section 7 Water Supply Alternatives Matrix and Ranking

To further refine the alternatives, Alta and PBAC participated in a workshop on February 17,
2022 to discuss and establish the water supply alternatives decision matrix. A summary of that
meeting is provided in Appendix I. Using the 2017 report matrix as a starting point, the group
decided to keep this matrix with some modifications described below.

7.1 Matrix

The previous water supply alternatives project documented in the 2017 report used eight criteria
for comparing projects, intended to address the primary benefits and challenges associated with
the water supply alternative projects considered. Each criterion has a scoring scale ranging from
0 to 3, with 3 being the most favorable score. Each criterion had weights assigned ranging
between 0 and 10, with 10 being the influential. This allowed some criteria to more strongly
influence the selection and prioritization of projects. The scores were then multiplied by the
weights to calculate a project priority score to develop a water supply alternative ranking.

Based on discussions during the February 2022 PBAC workshop, the 2017 matrix is carried
forward in this project with two additional criteria (I and J) and slight weighting adjustments.
Table 5 lists the screening criteria and weights. Only Criterion A is naturally a quantitative value;
the remaining criteria take qualitative information and attempt to quantify it in order to be able to
rank the alternative projects. Appendix J contains a description of the screening criteria and
scale details, and also includes the 2017 weights for comparison.

Table 5. Decision Matrix Screening Criteria and Weights
Screening Criteria ‘ Weights

Unit cost of supply (Capital cost and O&M) 9

(=Y
o

Long-Term Supply Reliability

Technical Certainty of Success

Property Acquisition

Permitting Complexity — Water Rights

Permitting Complexity — Environmental

Extent of Regional Agreements Required

I OQMMmMoOoO|w|X>»

Public Acceptability

Surface Water Quality Impacts

OO0 h~fOD|IOO|O | O

J Aquifer Water Quality Impacts

Each alternative phase is scored in the matrix with the exception of the individual phases with
conveyance to both Pullman and Moscow (Alternatives 1 and 2B). These are not scored
individually because 1) the cost of the first phase is significantly higher than the second phase
(impacting Criterion A), and 2) the scores for the other criteria are the same for both. For
example, Alternative Phase 2B is scored, but not the individual Alternative Phases 2B1 and
2B2. Each alternative as a whole (ex. Alternative 1, 2, etc.) is then scored based on a weighted
average of the individual alternative phase scores using the ratio of the estimated annual water
supply for the alternative phase to the annual supply for the alternative as a whole.
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Because the unit cost of supply criterion is based on the maximum cost of an alternative phase,
there are two decision matrix results tables. Table 6 shows the decision matrix for Alternatives
1, 2, 3, and 4. 0 shows the decision matrix for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and Modified 4.

7.2 Project Priority Scores and Ranking

Table 6 and 0 show the matrix decision project priority scores. These scores show the following
alternative ranking for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4, where Rank 1 is the highest rank (scores are
shown in parentheses):

1. Alternative 3 (132)
2. Alternative 2 (122)
3. Alternative 1 (113)
4. Alternative 4 (95)

These scores show the following alternative ranking for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and Modified 4,
where Rank 1 is the highest rank (scores are shown in parentheses):

1. Modified Alternative 4 (150)
2. Alternative 3 (123)
3. Alternative 2 (115)
4. Alternative 1 (99)
The highest-ranking alternative is Modified Alternative 4, followed by Alternative 3.

7.3 Matrix Sensitivity

Matrix sensitivity is a means to evaluate the decision matrix outcomes and alternative ranking.
To evaluate the sensitivity, each criterion is given a weight of 1) half the existing weight and
then 2) zero, and the matrix is rescored. The resulting scores, and thus ranking, shows only
when the Surface Water Quality Impacts criterion has a weight of zero does a change in the
alternative ranking occur, and is thus the most sensitive criterion. In this instance, Alternative 2
scores and ranks higher than Alternative 3. This analysis not to say that modifying the weights
of additional criteria wouldn’t change the scores/ranking. However, the criteria and weights
assigned are based on consensus with PBAC and the sensitivity analysis can provide additional
confidence in the alternative ranking.

7.4 Uncertainty

There is inherent uncertainty with the costs, schedule, water yield, and Implementability of the
alternatives examined in this study. The main objective of this study is to provide a comparative
analysis of the four alternatives plus the modified alternative, and the uncertainty does not bias
the comparison.

The 2017 report includes modeled uncertainty and risk, cost and schedule uncertainty, and yield
uncertainty. Regarding uncertainty of the alternative scoring, one of the nine criteria has
guantitative data (cost per AF), which has a percent of uncertainty added to the cost. The other
eight criteria are based on attempting to quantify qualitative information, which also carries
some degree uncertainty.
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Table 6. PBAC Water Supply Alternatives Decision Matrix

Screening Criteria

Pipeline to Moscow
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# Phase #) |Project Type |Project Title Project Description Weight (1-10): Il g % = = S5
9 10 6 6 6 6 4 8 6 6 |CLo=z| 58 | 5%
Sngke. N Direct diversion from Snake River; Surface water
e [Fline o umped and conveyed to treatment; Treated
1 Water Pullman and pUmp nvey ' 1.56 3 3 15 1 0 1 1 1 3 113 7 3
. ) surface water delivered to Pullman and Moscow
Alternative Moscow) Direct
potable water system
Use
WTP, Pipeline to
1A
Pullman
1B WTP expansion,
Pipeline to Moscow
Aquifer g'! :Zﬁog:: ;;%?331 AR with in-city surface water diversion; Treatment;
2A q ) Active injection of treated water in Moscow AR wells| 1.88 15 2 1.5 2 0 3 1 3 1 109.0 8
Recharge | Fork Palouse River . )
during spring runoff
AR
Direct diversion from NF Palouse River in WA;
Surface  |Pullman & Moscow:| Surface water pumped and conveyed to treatment
2B Water North Fork Palouse | north of Pullman; Treated water conveyed to both 2.37 1.5 3 1.5 2 1 1 2 1 3 125.3 4
Alternative | River Direct Use | City of Pullman and City of Moscow potable water
systems
2B1 WTP, Pipeline to
Pullman
282 WTP expansion,

[ 2 o 000000000000 T2w[15 28 15 20 08 14 18 14 26 [ 12 ] [ 2 |

Surface Pullman: SE Direct Diversion Using Winter/Spring Runoff
3A Water Palouse River | Direct Diversion from SF Palouse River; Treatment; | -, 1.5 3 1.5 2 1 3 2 3 3 146 2
. ) Delivery to City of Pullman Water System during
Alternative Direct Use - .
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3B Water Creek/reservoir . vey . ’ 1.87 1.5 1 1.5 2 0 3 2 3 3 123 5
. . discharged directly to City of Moscow potable water
Alternative Direct Use
system
3 Total 2.09 1.5 1.8 1.5 2.0 0.4 3.0 2.0 3.0 3.0 132 1
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Screening Criteria
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Screening Criteria
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Notes:

Base table from Anchor QEA et al. (2017)
AF: acre-feet

ASR: aquifer storage and recovery
AR = aquifer recharge

MGY: million gallons per year

NF: north fork

SF: south fork

WSU: Washington State University
WWTP: wastewater treatment plant
WTP: water treatment plant
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WTP: water treatment plant
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Section 8 Funding Strategy

A funding strategy must be developed commensurate with the selection of the final alternative.
Funding and financing options to implement a supplemental water supply alternative and
recommended steps to further refine a preliminary financing strategy are provided the Financing
Investigation Memorandum (Appendix K), including details of the funding strategy development.
Key elements of the memorandum include:

e Four-step financial planning process for significant capital investment projects, with
emphasis on the first two steps of the process critical to advancing financial planning for
the project: Step 1 - Prioritizing Goals and Step 2 - Identifying Strategies and Options

e Preliminary findings on funding and financing mechanisms
There are four general potential funding sources:

e Grants

e Municipal agency or special purpose district funds

e State level funding

e Federal funding

PBAC and the entities need to make three key decisions to further advance the financing
strategy:

1. lIdentify and weigh goals/objectives of a financing plan.
2. Determine which of the four alternatives will be implemented.

3. Decide which entity or combination of entities will be responsible for the financing; PBAC
is not authorized to issue bonds or incur debt.

Section 9 Conclusions

The purpose of the water supply alternatives refinement project was to conduct outreach, refine
the water supply alternative projects, and recommend the top one or two water supply
alternatives. This was accomplished by conducting outreach, filling the water rights data gap,
identifying fatal flaws related to water rights and fisheries, identifying interim steps, indexing
costs to 2021 dollars, comparing the alternatives, and evaluating funding strategies.
Conclusions from this effort are described below.

Outreach: The increased outreach efforts to the public providing education on the status of the
aquifer and the water supply alternatives refinement project is raising awareness and interest.
State and tribal agency engagement with this project is helping identify processes and
concerns, and keeps them apprised of the project.

Water rights: The legal availability of water appears to be present with the alternatives based
on the preliminary water rights investigations (Snake River was not included in the
investigation). In addition, the alternatives would require new water rights because there are
insufficient existing water rights available to purchase to fulfill the supply target.

Fatal flaws: The alternatives refinement investigation did not reveal any fatal flaws during the
water rights investigation or in discussions with the various state and fisheries agencies, with
the following items of note. Nez Perce tribal water rights claims in the Palouse Basin in Idaho, if
approved, could potentially impact water availability for the projects with water from Idaho. State
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fisheries agencies expressed concerns with the smaller water bodies having sufficient
availability to meet both flows for aquatic needs and needs of the water supply alternative. The
fisheries agencies will review this report and provide comments soliciting discussions for next
steps.

Interim steps: Each alternative has interim steps that are either distinct projects that different
communities could implement or linked projects that could be phased as the supply need and
funding increases. Communities would share a water source in the linked projects. In addition, a
new Modified Alternative 4 is introduced to replace Alternative 4. Modified 4 is more cost
effective and incorporates feedback from the public in that it does not include ASR or AR.

Current costs: 2021 costs for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and Modified 4 for the alternatives as a
whole:

e Capital costs (rounded to the nearest million): $74 — 110 Million

e Annual O&M costs (rounded to the nearest hundred thousand): $1.6 — 6.0 Million

e Total Present Value Costs/AF (rounded to the nearest thousand): $27 — 67 Thousand
Alternative comparison:

Alternative 1 has the highest capital cost, O&M cost, and total present value $/AF of annual
supply, and it also ranks the lowest in the 10-criteria decision matrix (i.e., the lowest score),
which includes a cost criterion. However, this option had preliminary favor with the state
fisheries agencies due to the volume of water in the river compared to the proposed withdrawal
amounts. The national fisheries agencies agreed the amount of water proposed for diversion
from the Snake River is considered rather minimal.

Modified Alternative 4 had the lowest capital cost, O&M cost, and total present value $/AF of
annual supply, and it also ranks highest in the decision matrix. However, this option has the
lowest reliability of water availability, and until instream flows are determined, it is unknown if
there is sufficient physical availability of water as determined by the state fisheries agencies.
Though in-stream flow mitigation is possible, it would require additional cost and likely extend
the schedule of the project.

Funding strategies: A funding strategy needs to be developed. There are opportunities for
funding the alternatives, and upon selection of an alternative and governance structure, a
funding strategy can be developed. The strategy is likely to include a blend of funds and
revenue that will need to consider the communities ability-to-pay, revenue sources, and external
funding sources.

Section 10 Recommendations

There is no single alternative that stands out appreciably. However, based on the ranking and
feedback from the agencies, Alta recommends PBAC move forward with the two highest-
ranking alternatives, Modified Alternative 4 (ranked first) and Alternative 3 (ranked second).
Alternative 3 provides an additional alternative with a larger water supply which provides an
option if it is determined there is an insufficient water supply with the top alternative. Alternative
1 is preliminarily favored with the state fisheries agencies, yet Alternative 3 ranked second in the
matrix and is expected to contain a large supply of water which may also find favor with the
fisheries agencies. The alternative that will ultimately be implemented is more likely to depend
on funding, site-specific issues such as water availability and property availability, and the
preference of local governments. If PBAC had to select only one Alternative to pursue at this
point, Alta recommends Modified 4.
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To evaluate the affordability of a water supply alternative for the communities, Alta recommends
conducting a water utility rate study on the chosen alternative(s). The results of the study may
influence the alternative selection.

Section 11  Near-Term Next Steps

Based on the findings of the water supply alternatives’ refinement project, PBAC will conduct a
workshop to discuss and plan the near-term next steps. These steps will include dissemination
of this report, and discussions with community leaders, state and tribal agencies, and the public.
Outcomes of the discussions reaching critical decision points which form the foundation of the
project, include:

e Obtaining consensus amongst the PBAC members and their representative entities to
decide which alternative(s) to move forward

e Obtaining consensus amongst the state agencies and determining the final authority
over the project (i.e., who has the final say over which alternative moves forward)

e Determining a governance structure, utility, or Joint Powers arrangement to enable
funding and regulatory negotiations and to determine responsibility for next steps with
implementation

e Developing a funding strategy and evaluating how to equitably pay for the alternatives
amongst the entities and their constituents

e Developing an implementation plan for the alternative that includes additional public
engagement

e Creating a written agreement between the communities (ex. memorandum of
understanding) for implementation of the preferred alternative

e |f PBAC and the entities choose to move forward with Alternatives 1 or 2, seeking
guidance from the states for how to legally move water from Washington into Idaho

Engagement is crucial for maintaining the momentum toward selection and implementation of a
water supply alternative. PBAC will continue to spearhead the development of an alternative
water supply project, and in keeping with their mission they will conduct education and outreach.
The community can be certain they will have opportunities to provide feedback throughout the
process.

Following the near-term next steps or somewhat in parallel, funding could be secured to conduct
certain project preliminary work (ex. water utility rate study, route study, site selection).
Development of longer-term planning steps (ex. project funding, water rights acquisition) will
occur as the process progresses and after key decisions are made.

Section 12 References
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PROJECT SUMMARY

Conducted outreach Developed interim Investigated water Discussions with
steps (costs and rights agencies (state, tribal,
schedule) and fisheries)
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ALTERNATIVES REVIEW
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ALTERNATIVE 1

One diversion project
Divert water from Snake River; 10 mo.
Water treatment plant
Pipelines to Pullman and Moscow

For direct use

Estimated to provide up to 85% of
target (2,000 MGY; or more with larger
pipeline)

Potential to partner with a local utility

on a pumped storage project to offset
costs

Dam breaching results in deeper
intake and increased pumping costs

Union[Centerg

Regional
Intake

JBAIYBHEUS

Regional Water
Treatment Plant

0 1 2
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l Alternative 1
l==Phase 1A
Phase 1B
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ALTERNATIVE 2

Two diversion projects:
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ALTERNATIVE 3

Two projects:

A. Divert water from South Fork of
the Palouse River; treatment plant;
for Pullman; for direct use; 8 mo.

B. Flannigan Creek storage and
conveyance to water treatment plant
for Moscow; for direct use; 12 mo.

Estimated to provide 100% of
target (2,324 MGY)

Alternative 3 1 ]
=== Phase 3A :\?_e"' Dam
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ALTERNATIVE 4

Five projects/components

1
A. Pullman SF Palouse ASR; 4 mo. ‘i
L |
B. Moscow Paradise AR; 4 mo. N Py 'i
\] Wast \te 5 b‘!{asrewai'ter Reuse and T
L rectaliaiar iualEn (@Passive Aquifer Recharge -
. 6\5'3" \—“ha_ - }* 8. M _
D. Moscow WW Passive Recharge; 12 —a Intake and Water i | )
mo. Treatment Plant for Aquifer— sl Intake and Water N

Additional Conservation
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Alternative 4
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. - S les|

May not consistently produce \. Soun Fot Orhasesp - —
——Palouse—" ase itional Conservation (not Shown

enough water to meet demand alous Phase 52 Adional Gonservaion (ot Showr)
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SCHEDULE AND COST

| | - Years 1o Estimated Estimated Capital
Alternative # Alternative Description Capital Cost  Cost by Alternative
Implement . .
(millions) (millions)
1 Snake River Pullman & Moscow 12 $109.9 $109.9
Paradise Creek/SF Palouse River
28 Aquifer Recharge Moscow 12 Dilez $77.0
2b NF Palouse River Pullman & Moscow 11 $57.8
3a SF Palouse Pullman 11 $28.8 $105.0
3b Moscow Flannigan Creek 11 $76.2 '
4a SF Palouse ASR Pullman 11 $19.2
b Paradise Creek Aquifer Recharge 12 $19.
Moscow $121.3
4c Water Reuse Pullman 9 $53.0
4d Water Reuse Moscow 9 $4.1
4e Additional conservation 6 $25.8

6 years for "pre-construction" activities
For schedule, assume all interim steps are conducted simultaneously



SCHEDULE AND COST

Years 1o Estimated Estimated Capital
Alternative # Alternative Description Capital Cost  Cost by Alternative
Implement . .
(millions) (millions)
1 Snake River Pullman & Moscow 12 $109.9 $109.9
Paradise Creek/SF Palouse River
28 Aquifer Recharge Moscow [ $19.2 $77.0
2b NF Palouse River Pullman & Moscow 11 $57.8
3a SF Palouse Pullman 11 $28.8 $105.0
3b Moscow Flannigan Creek 11 $76.2 '
4a SF Palouse ASR Pullman 11 $49-2 $28.8
b Paradise Creek AquiferReectarge Direct Use 12 $19.2
Moscow $ 1242
4c \MaterReuse-Pulman 9 $63-0 $73.8
4d Water Reuse - Mosecow 9 54—
4e Additional conservation 6 $25.8
6 years for "pre-construction” activities Modified Alternative 4

For schedule, assume all interim steps are conducted simultaneously



MODIFIED ALTERNATIVE 4

Two projects/components

A. Pullman SF Palouse Direct Use,
8 mo.

B. Moscow Paradise Direct Use; 4
mo.

Additional Conservation

Estimated to provide about 80%
of target (1,900 MGY)

May not consistently produce
enough water to meet demand

Intake and Water

N Treatment Plant o7
\-—i for Direct Use .~
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MATRIX
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1. Unit Cost of Supply 9

RN
o

. Long Term Supply Reliability

. Technical Certainty of Success

. Property Acquisition

. Permitting Complexity — Water Rights

. Permitting Complexity — Environmental

. Extent of Regional Agreements Required

. Public Acceptability
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. Surface Water Quality Impacts
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10. Aquifer Water Quality Impacts

Weights: Max of 10
For each interim step - ranking score of 0-3 for each criterion (3 is best) Science & Engineering, Inc.



WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVES RANKING

Alternative

Pullman DU /ASR/

4 Alternative Moscow AR/ Reuse Score Ranking
1 Snake River Diversion P/M DU 113 3
5 S.F. Palouse River or Paradise Creek M AR 192 5
N.F. Palouse River P/M DU
3 S.F. Palouse River P DU 132 1
Flannigan Creek Reservoir M DU
S.F. Palouse River P ASR
Paradise Creek M AR
4 Pullman Wastewater Reuse P Reuse 95 4
Moscow Wastewater Infiltration M Reuse
Additional Conservation P/M --

DU = direct use
AR = aquifer recharge

ASR = aquifer storage and recovery
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WATER SUPPLY ALTERNATIVES RANKING — MODIFIED ALT 4

Alternative Alternative Pullman DU /ASR/ Score Rankin
# Moscow AR/ Reuse 9
1 Snake River Diversion P/M DU 99 4
5 S.F. Palouse River or Paradise Creek M AR 115 3
N.F. Palouse River P/M DU
3 S.F. Ealouse River | P DU 123 5
Flannigan Creek Reservoir M DU
S.F. Palouse River P DU
Mod 4 Paradise Creek M DU 151 1

Additional Conservation P/M --

DU = direct use
AR = aquifer recharge
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Two Alternatives
Modified Alternative 4

Highest score in matrix
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ALTERNATIVES 1 VS 3

Screening Criteria
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DISCUSSION ITEMS

Alta Contract

Final Report Submittal Date

Member Entity Information Dissemination

Ex-Officio Member Agency Feedback (Ecology, IDWR)

Other Agency Report Dissemination and Feedback (Tribe, Fishery Agencies)
Public and SEG Outreach Plan

Funding Opportunities (short term / long term)

Regional Water Conservation Targets

Water Summit (October)

PBAC Leadership Roundtable
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NEAR-TERM NEXT STEPS FROM REPORT

]S)btaining consensus amongst the PBAC members and their representative entities to decide which alternative(s) to move
orward

Obtaining consensus amongst the state agencies and determining the final authority over the project (i.e., who has the final
say over which alternative moves forward)

Determining a governance structure, utility, or Joint Powers arrangement to enable funding and regulatory negotiations and
to determine responsibility for next steps with implementation

Developing a funding strategy and evaluating how to equitably pay for the alternatives amongst the entities and their
constituents

Developing an implementation plan for the alternative that includes additional public engagement

Creating a written agreement between the communities (ex. memorandum of understanding) for implementation of the
preferred alternative

If PBAC and the entities choose to move forward with Alternatives 1 or 2, seeking guidance from the states for how to legally
move water from Washington into Idaho

Other next steps...rate study, data gaps with recommended alternatives
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NEXT STEPS AND TIMELINE

Alta Contract

Final Report Submittal Date

Member Entity Information Dissemination

Ex-Officio Member Agency Feedback (Ecology, IDWR)

Other Agency Report Dissemination and Feedback (Tribe, Fishery Agencies)
Public and SEG Outreach Plan

Funding Opportunities (short term / long term)
Regional Water Conservation Targets

PBAC Leadership Roundtable (late September?)
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WORKSHOP OUTCOMES

:

PBAC’s
recommendation
on alternative(s)
to move forward

:

)

Start dialogue
on discussion
items

) -
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Develop near-
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